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I examine the effect of immigrant inflows in Europe on natives’ individual attitudes towards 

redistribution and immigration policy over the last decade. Unlike previous studies, I analyze 

the evolution over time of these two types of attitudes in a joint empirical framework. 

Using migration data at the NUTS regional level from the European Labor Force Survey and 

individual attitudes data from the European Social Survey, I exploit variation over time and 

across regions in the size and composition of immigrant inflows. I address the endogeneity 

of immigrant inflows by using a shift share instrument and within-country specification. 

I find evidence coherent with a theoretical model in which individual attitudes depend 

essentially on how immigration is perceived to affect wages and net welfare benefits. 

Specifically, I find that, when immigrants tend to compete with natives for jobs (due to 

having similar skills or occupations), natives prefer policies that support welfare and put 

restrictions on migration. When migrants are mostly low-skilled (high-skilled), European 

citizens typically favor lower (higher) levels of redistribution. 
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1 Introduction

In a provocative statement, the Nobel laureate Milton Friedman argues : "It is one thing to have free

immigration for jobs, it is another thing to have free immigration to welfare. And you cannot have both."

(Friedman, YouTube). That is, "a generous welfare state would be under constant attack by the many

immigrants yearning for its benefits. Under such a growing burden, sooner or later a political coalition

would be formed which will either curtail the generosity of the state or restrict immigration, or both."

(Razin et al., 2011)

Recent evidence suggests that such tension between migration and the national welfare state is not

entirely hypothetical. 1 Negative perceptions about migrants in Europe seem to be importantly driven

by the fear that foreigners represent a net fiscal burden (Dustmann and Preston, 2006, 2007; Boeri,

2010). These concerns about the fiscal cost of immigrants, especially unskilled, may have translated into

the implementation of restrictive and selective immigration policies in the EU during the 2000s (Razin

and Wahba, 2015). 2 Despite more control at the border, the fear of a "fiscal leakage effect" diverting

public revenues from native tax payers to foreign welfare recipients may have led to a lower level of

redistribution than would have been the case with no immigration (Razin et al., 2002). Other studies

indicate that immigration in Europe may have depressed public spending in education (Speciale, 2012)

and in municipal social services (Jofre-Monseny et al., 2013a).

In this paper, I explore how individual attitudes towards redistribution and immigration policies

have changed over the last decade in Europe, the Continent with the largest social policy programmes.

Analyzing attitudes is important because voters’ preferences are certainly the primary political-economy

force in democracies, and a crucial determinant of migration policy outcomes in particular (Facchini and

Mayda, 2008). Increasing concerns of public opinion about the economic effects of immigration may

tempt governments, in the midst of the recession, to further tighten migration policies, or to cut down on

the generosity of the Welfare State.

I aim at understanding how natives’ opinions towards immigration and redistribution policies may be

affected by the impacts – real or perceived – of immigrant inflows on the economy. I formalize and ex-

tend the theoretical framework sketched in Facchini et al. (2016). In this model, migrants can be skilled

or unskilled and the two important economic factor shaping people’s opinion are the perceived impact on

the host labor market and on the welfare state. Unskilled migration may be typically seen as depressing

unskilled wages and boosting skilled wages, the opposite being true with skilled immigration. Unskilled

migrants may also be viewed as a net fiscal burden because they consume more in social benefits than

they pay in taxes. In the opposite, skilled migrants may be perceived as net fiscal contributors. Impor-

tantly, the ways in which immigrants inflows may affect natives’ attitudes do not necessarily reflect their

actual impact on the economy but rather natives’ perceptions on these potential impacts.

Attitudes towards immigration policy depend on how natives think that immigrants affect their net

1. This tension has been underlined in political science as well by Freeman (1986).
2. Policies favoring skilled migrants –mainly within the EU border – and discouraging unskilled immigrants – mainly

from non-EU countries. More specifically, the EU has implemented more restrictions for non-EU nationals and a lifting of
internal borders (2004 and 2007 EU enlargements), as well as active programs to promote the recruitment of skilled workers
(SOPEMI 2005).
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income after taxes and transfers. Unskilled natives probably oppose unskilled immigration because of

the perceived negative effects on their wages and on their welfare benefits. Conversely, they likely favor

skilled immigration for the symmetric reasons. Skilled natives may however feel ambivalent about either

type of migrants. On the one hand, they benefit from unskilled immigration through labor market com-

plementary. On the other, they may fear of having to finance the welfare benefits of unskilled migrants.

Similarly, they may think that skilled immigrants alleviate their fiscal burden but also compete with them

for the same jobs.

Attitudes towards redistribution depend on how natives think that immigration affects their relative

position vis-a-vis the Welfare State. If they think that immigration decreases (increases) their gross wage,

then they will be more (less) favorable to greater redistribution, since they are more (less) likely to be

on the receiving end of the welfare state. Skilled natives probably prefer lower levels of redistribution

when low-skilled immigrants are coming in, because of upward pressure on their wages and a higher

tax burden. Conversely, they may favor more redistribution in response to skilled immigration. Attitudes

of unskilled natives towards redistribution may be ambiguous. When unskilled immigrants are coming

in, unskilled natives may favor higher transfers to be compensated for tighter competition in the labor

market. On the other hand, unskilled migration causes a "fiscal leakage" reducing their net welfare

benefits, which may lower their support for redistribution. When skilled immigrants are coming in,

unskilled natives are less dependent on welfare because their wages tend to increase, but their net welfare

benefits are higher because of the net fiscal contribution of skilled immigrants.

I empirically assess these predictions by using individual-level data on subjective opinions from the

European Social Survey (ESS). I construct measures of immigrant inflows by skill level at the NUTS-1

European regional level drawing on the European Labor Force Survey (ELFS). I merge the two datasets

and exploit variation in immigrant inflows across regions and over time during the period 2002-2012.

Specifically, I estimate different effects of immigrant inflows on natives’ attitudes depending on the skill

level of migrants and on the skill level of natives. I address the problem of endogeneity of immigrant

inflows in two ways. First, I use an instrumental variable exploiting past settlement of immigrants by

country of origin. Second, I use a specification in which the impacts of immigrant inflows are estimated

only from variation (over time) in natives’ attitudes that happen across regions within the same country.

I find that natives, either skilled or unskilled, support more redistribution when skilled immigrants

are coming in, but favor less redistribution when unskilled immigrants are coming in. When unskilled

immigration increases, low-skilled natives oppose more immigration while high-skilled natives tend to

oppose less. Conversely, when skilled immigration increases, high-skilled natives resist more immi-

gration while low-skilled natives’ resistance remains the same or even declines. Taken together, these

results provide strong evidence supporting the role of both welfare concerns and labor market concerns

in determining individuals attitudes towards redistribution and immigration policy. They also suggest

that labor market concerns may outweigh welfare concerns in determining the attitudes towards immi-

gration of skilled workers.They also indicate that welfare concerns may dominate labor market concerns

in shaping the preferences for redistribution of unskilled tax payers.

I contribute to two different strands of the literature. The first literature examines the determinants

of individual attitudes towards immigration – see Scheve and Slaughter (2001b), O’Rourke and Sinnott
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(2006), Mayda (2006), Facchini and Mayda (2009), Dustmann and Preston (2006), Ortega and Pola-

vieja (2012) among others. Most of the existing studies are static analysis using cross-sectional data

on attitudes reflecting ex-ante anticipations of the potential future impacts of immigration on the eco-

nomy. However, this type of analysis is unlikely to provide much insights into how attitudes are formed

and changed over time. In particular, little is known about how preferences are directly affected by the

presence of immigrants 3. Specifically, little attention has been paid on how the increasing inflows of

immigrants in Europe have affected natives’ attitudes towards immigration over the past decade. This

question is the focus of this paper, which is one of the first to look into the evolution of attitudes towards

immigration. 4

The second strand of literature related to my paper investigates how ethnic diversity affects individual

preferences for redistribution. 5 Most of the studies have especially focused on the role of non-economic

interpersonal considerations –see Stichnoth and Van der Straeten (2013) for an overview. In particular,

the existence of differential altruism, i.e. the fact that individuals prefer to redistribute towards their own

racial/ethnic/cultural group has been put forward as a key mechanism (Luttmer, 2001; Dahlberg et al.,

2012; Murard, 2011). 6 Scarce evidence exists on the role played by economic factors in explaining the

impact of immigration on preferences for redistribution. The goal of this paper is to help fill this gap.

Two exceptions are represented by Senik et al. (2009) and Finseraas (2008) who study how individual

attitudes towards the welfare state correlate with individual attitudes towards immigration. However,

none of these papers considers how immigrant inflows and their direct impacts on the welfare state of

destination countries affect individual preferences for redistribution. 7 Using cross-sectional migration

data at the country level and exploiting variation in individual attitudes within country (from the ESS), a

recent work by Alesina et al. (2014) examines how immigration affects opinions towards redistribution.

The authors find that when the share of immigrants increases, native citizens tend to support less redis-

tribution than foreign born residents, which they interpret as group loyalty effects. Using data on the

relative skill composition of immigrants, they also find evidence consistent with labor market effects.

Results in Alesina et al. (2014) are however solely informative on the relative differential effects of im-

migration, i.e. on how immigration affects certain groups of citizens relative to other groups. My paper

rather provides insights into the magnitudes of the absolute direct effects of immigration on natives’

attitudes, which I estimate using variation over time in immigrant inflows.

Although this paper focuses on economic determinants of individual attitudes, noneconomic factors

3. There is a tradition of research on whether individual’s contact with immigrants, and neighborhood foreigner concentra-
tions, lead to more positive or negative attitudes. Yet, most empirical tests ("contact" versus "group conflict" hypothesis ) have
been performed in a static cross-sectional setting – see Dustmann and Preston (2001) and related social and political science
research (Lahav, 2004; Semyonov et al., 2008; Meuleman et al., 2009). Facchini and Mayda (2009) look at how the relative
skill composition of immigrants changes how attitudes and education are correlated across individuals. Yet, this is again a static
cross-sectional analysis.

4. An exception being Bridges and Mateut (2014)
5. This literature focusing on the role of individual preferences has emerged to understand why racial/cultural diversity

seems associated with lower level of public good provision and social benefits (Alesina et al., 1999, 2001; Alesina and Glaeser,
2004)

6. By reducing the share of same identity group members among welfare recipients, diversity mechanically decreases
individual support for redistribution.

7. The impact of immigration on the welfare state of destination countries has has been the subject of several studies such
as Storesletten (2000) and Dustmann and Frattini (2014)
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are also important – as a vast sociological and political science literature have underlined, e.g. Putnam

(1995). For example, natives may oppose immigration because of racial or cultural prejudice against

foreigners (Dustmann and Preston, 2007). On the contrary, native citizens may derive utility from the

cultural diversity brought by immigrants and this taste for diversity may be stronger for more educated

citizens due to "educated preferences" of such individuals (Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2007a). Finally,

due to differential altruism, group loyalty may prevail when it comes to share public ressources, the-

reby explaining why natives may support less redistribution in more ethnically or culturally fragmented

communities.

However, the empirical relationships I estimate cannot be simply interpreted in terms of pure taste

or preference effects, for at least three reasons. First, I find similar negative effects of immigrant inflows

on natives’ attitudes towards immigration, irrespective of whether I use data on natives’ willingness to

accept immigrants of the same race/ethnicity or from a different racial/ethnical background. Second,

while unskilled immigrants are more likely to come from non-EU countries with more "exotic" culture

relative to skilled migrants who mainly come from within EU, I find that it is skilled, and not unskilled,

immigration that reduces pro-immigrant sentiments among the most educated natives. This finding is

hard to reconcile with racial prejudice or educated preferences mechanisms. Third, I find that native

workers favor higher level of redistribution in response to an increase in the number of immigrant wor-

kers in the same occupation. This cannot be explained by group loyalty effects – but rather by labor

market concerns due to tighter competition.

Overall, explanations of attitudes in terms of economic concerns survive after taking into account

non-economic factors.

2 Theoretical model

2.1 Settings

To analyze the effect of immigration on individual attitudes towards redistribution I build on the

model developed by Facchini and Mayda (2009) and consider a simple two–factors HO model of a small

open economy. 8 Focusing on the case of a single aggregate output sector, I augment it by incorporating

a redistributive welfare system, like in Dustmann and Preston (2006). Importantly, the possible effects

of immigration on wages and the welfare state as predicted by the model do not necessarily reflect actual

impacts on the economy but rather natives’ perceptions on these potential impacts

I consider two production factors which are unskilled (LU ) and skilled labor (LS). They are combined

using a constant returns to scale technology to produce the output y, which price is normalized to one.

The economy is populated by a set of N natives, indexed by n, and by a set of M immigrants, indexed

by m. Natives and immigrants are endowed with either one unit of skilled or unskilled labor. 9 The total

supply of each skill is the sum of native-born and foreign-born labor :

L j = Ln
j +Lm

j = Ln
j(1+π j) j ∈ {U,S} (1)

8. Thus, since a small open economy without non-tradeable sectors takes international prices as given, I abstract from the
potential price effects of immigration.

9. I make this assumption, following Razin et al. (2002), to highlight the possibility of a welfare leakage effect from natives
to migrants.
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where π j is the immigrants to natives ratio among the labor supply of skill j. Furthermore, the number

of natives is held constant throughout the analysis.The immigrants to natives ratio is assumed to be very

low initially.

Let w j be the (before tax) prevailing wage rate, with wS >wU . Let c(wU ,wS) be the unit cost function.

Wages and outputs are determined by two sets of equilibrium conditions. Firstly, equilibrium in the factor

market requires supply to be equal to demand,

LU = y
∂c(wU ,wS)

∂wU
(2)

LS = y
∂c(wU ,wS)

∂wS
(3)

Secondly, perfect competition implies that firms earn non-positive profits in equilibrium, i.e.

c(wU ,wS) = 1 (4)

The government intends to levy an egalitarian income tax consisting of a flat rate τ , accompanied by a

lump sum social benefit b. 10 I consider the tax rate τ as exogenous and assume that it does not affect the

labor supply of individuals. The cash grant b may be thought of as capturing the provision of free public

services, and for simplicity, I assume that migrants are entitled to all public programs available in the

destination country. Thus, by design, this tax system is redistributive. The government budget constraint

can be written as

τ(wU LU +wSLS) = b(LU +LS) (5)

The net income of a native n of skill level j is given by

I j = (1− τ)w j +b, (6)

2.2 Effect of immigration on natives’ net income

The change in net income of a native individual j can then be decomposed in the following manner :

dI j = (1− τ)dw j−w jdτ +db (7)

Immigration affects the well being of the current residents through three possible channels : tax rates,

per capita transfers and the labor market.

Effect on the labor market

Totally differentiating the equilibrium conditions, I can show that the effect of immigration on wages

is given by :

d lnwi =
dπ j−dπi

εsu + εus
θu
θs
− εuu− εsu

θu
θs

i, j ∈ {U,S} (8)

10. The literature has suggested (Mirrlees, 1971) that the best egalitarian income tax can be approximated by a linear tax.
This strategy has been followed for instance by Razin et al. (2002), among others.
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where θi =
∂ lnc
∂ lnwi

is the factor share in production and εi j =
∂ lnci
∂ lnw j

the factor demand elasticity with

ci =
∂c
∂wi

11. The denominator being positive due to the concavity of the cost function (see Dustmann and

Preston (2006) for a proof), it follows that :

∂ lnwi

∂π j
> 0 and

∂ lnwi

∂πi
< 0 for i 6= j

which simply says that unskilled immigration is expected to depress the wages of unskilled natives (due

to competition) and to raise the wages of skilled natives (due to complementary). Conversely, skilled

immigration puts a downward pressure on skilled wages and an upward pressure on unskilled wages.

Effect through the welfare system

Totally differentiating the government’s budget constraint and noting w = wU LU+wSLS
LU+LS

the average

income in the population, I obtain :

dτ

τ
+

dw
w

=
db
b

(9)

The welfare state has to adjust the redistribution system in response to immigration, depending on whe-

ther immigrants represent a net fiscal cost or a net fiscal gain for public finances. As underlined by Fac-

chini and Mayda (2009), two types of adjustments are possible. Either social benefits are held constant

and the tax rate adjusts (tax adjustment model), or the tax rate remains the same and benefits adjust

(benefit adjustment model). In the tax adjustment model (with db = 0), changes in the tax rate is given

by :

dτ

τ
=−dw

w
=−

(wU −w)Ln
U dπU +(wS−w)Ln

SdπS

wU LU +wSLS
(10)

Because unskilled migrants consume more in social benefits than they contribute in labor taxes,

unskilled immigration represents a net fiscal burden. In response to unskilled immigration, the tax rate

needs thus to increase to balance the government budget ( ∂τ

∂πU
> 0). In the opposite, skilled migrants

contribute more than they take out of the welfare system, and therefore represent a net fiscal gain. Skilled

immigration allows the government to lower taxes without decreasing the social transfers ( ∂τ

∂πS
< 0). 12

Conversely, if the tax rate is held constant, social benefits will decline with unskilled immigration and

will increase with skilled immigration.

In both cases, the net income of natives is affected in a similar way :

dI j = (1− τ)dw j + τw j
dw
w

in the tax adjustment model (11)

dI j = (1− τ)dw j + τdw in the benefit adjustment model (12)

11. With approximation d ln(1+πi)≈ dπi
12. In this framework, I consider only an marginal inflow of immigrants which does not affect the total remuneration of

the existing workforce ( LU dwU +LSdwS = 0 ). If the inflow of immigrants is substantial, then all immigrating labour is paid
the marginal product of the last immigrant and a surplus is generated on the labour of inframarginal immigrants – this is the
so-called "immigration surplus’" a la Borjas (1995)
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The first term represents the change in income due to the change in wages. The second term repre-

sents the impact of immigration on the net public transfers received by the natives.

Unskilled natives disfavor unskilled immigration because it likely reduces both their wages and

their net welfare benefits (or increases their taxes). Similarly, they favor skilled immigration because

skilled migrants raise both their wages and the net public transfers they receive. On the contrary, skilled

natives may feel ambivalent about either type of migrants because the impact trough the labor market

and the through the welfare state run in opposite direction. On the one hand, skilled natives benefit

from unskilled immigration through labor market complementary. On the other, they have to finance the

welfare benefits of unskilled migrants. Similarly, skilled immigrants tend to alleviate the fiscal burden

of skilled natives, but also compete with them for the same jobs.

Proposition 1 Unskilled natives always favor skilled immigration and dislike unskilled immigration.

Skilled natives have theoretically ambiguous attitudes towards skilled and unskilled immigration. If

labor market concerns dominate welfare considerations, skilled natives they should disfavor inflows of

skilled migrants and support inflows of unskilled migrants. 13

2.3 Effect on natives’ preferences for redistribution

I now focus on how an increase in the extent of redistribution affects the well being of a native

individual n of skill type j. This is captured by the following

dI j

dτ
= w−w j (13)

which simply means that if an individual earns a lower wage than the average, a marginal increase in the

tax rate will be beneficial to him. The opposite is true if instead the individual earns a higher wage than

the average. To study the effect of immigration on attitudes towards redistribution, I compute

∂

dπi

(
dI j

dτ

)
=

∂w
dπi
−

∂w j

dπi
(14)

The effect of immigration on individual attitudes towards redistribution depends on two channels 14.

The first works through the welfare system and depends on immigrant’s position vis a vis the welfare

state. If immigrants consume more welfare than they contribute, the additional public revenues raised

by a marginal increase in the tax rate will fall disproportionally in the hands of new immigrants. This

"fiscal leakage effect" (Razin et al., 2002) lowers natives’ support for redistribution because tax revenues

13. The proof is simple. Since ∂w
∂πU

< 0 ; ∂w
∂πS

> 0 ; ∂wU
∂πU

< 0 ; ∂wU
∂πS

> 0 : then

∂ IU
∂πU

< 0 and
∂ IU
∂πS

> 0

14. If I measure preferences for redistribution by a change in the welfare benefits b rather than the tax rate, I obtain similar
predictions since :

dI j

db
=

w−w j

w
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mainly serve to finance unskilled immigrant’s social benefits. The opposite is true if migrants are skilled

and net contributor to the welfare system.

The second channel works through the labor market and depends on how immigration affects wages.

In response to an inflow of unskilled immigrants, unskilled natives suffer from tighter competition in the

labor market. In order to be compensated for the downward pressure on their wages, unskilled natives

would like to receive higher public transfers. Their demand for redistribution increases. On the contrary,

skilled natives benefit from greater labor market complementary. Due to the upward pressure on skilled

wages, skilled natives gain even less from the welfare system and may prefer a lower level of redistribu-

tion. The opposite is true when immigrants are skilled.

In total, unskilled immigration reduces skilled natives’ support for redistribution because of the net

fiscal burden and the rise in skilled wages. Similarly, when skilled immigrants arrive, skilled natives fa-

vor more (or dislike less) redistribution. On the contrary, attitudes of unskilled natives are unclear. On the

one hand, when unskilled immigrants come in, unskilled natives may prefer less redistribution because

of the fiscal leakage effect absorbing natives’ taxes,. On the other hand, unskilled natives may favvor

higher social benefits as a compensation mechanism to cope with tighter labor market competition with

unskilled migrants. The same ambiguity prevails when immigrants are skilled. When skilled immigrants

are coming in, unskilled wages tend to go up and unskilled natives are less dependent on welfare, which

decrease their support for redistribution. On the other hand, the net contributions of skilled immigrants

increase the net welfare benefits received by unskilled natives, which may increase their support for

redistribution.

Proposition 2 Skilled natives always prefer less redistribution in response to unskilled immigration

and support more redistribution in response to skilled immigration. On the contrary, immigration have

ambiguous effects on unskilled natives’ attitude towards redistribution. If public finance concerns out-

weigh labor market concerns, unskilled natives should favor less redistribution in response to unskilled

immigration. They should favor more redistribution in response to skilled immigration. 15

Table 1 summarizes the expected effects of immigration on natives’s attitudes. In section 4, I bring

these predictions to the data by exploiting variation in immigrant inflows across regions in Europe. The

empirical analysis implicitly assumes that regional government have some degree of fiscal autonomy and

that immigration may have local effects on regional budget constraint. I also assume that immigration

may affect labor markets locally.

3 Data

The main sources of my data are the European Social Survey (ESS) – which gives information on

individual-level variables such as attitudes towards redistribution and towards immigration – and the

15. The proof is simple. Since ∂w
∂πU

< 0 ; ∂wS
∂πU

> 0 ; ∂w
∂πS

> 0 ; ∂wS
∂πS

< 0 : then

∂

dπU

(
dIS

dτ

)
< 0 and

∂

dπS

(
dIS

dτ

)
> 0
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TABLE 1 – Predicted effects of immigration on natives’ attitudes

Unskilled immigration Skilled immigration

Channel Labor market Welfare State Labor market Welfare State

Effects on attitudes in favor of allowing more immigrants :

Unskilled natives negative negative positive positive
Skilled natives positive negative negative positive

Effects on attitudes in favor of more redistribution :

Unskilled natives positive negative negative positive
Skilled natives negative negative positive positive

European Labor Force Survey (ELFS) – from which I construct measures of the skill composition of

migrants relative to natives at the European NUTS-1 regional level.

3.1 Data sources and definition of variables

The European Social Survey

Data on individual attitudes towards immigration and towards redistribution is taken from the six

rounds of the European Social Survey (ESS) 16 : 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010 and 2012. I use the

answers to the following three questions to construct my measures of the respondent’s attitude towards

the arrival of further immigrants : (1) "To what extent do you think [country] should allow people of

the same race or ethnic group as most [country] people to come and live here ?", and (2) "How about

people of a different race or ethnic group from most [country] people ?" and (3) "How about people from

the poorer countries outside Europe ?". The survey allows for four ordered responses : "allow many to

come and live here", "allow some", "allow a few", and "allow none". I create three different dummy

variables measuring pro-immigration attitudes. The first dummy pro_immi_samerace equals one if the

respondent is ready to "allow many" or "allow some" immigrants of the same race. The second dummy

pro_immi_di f f race takes one if the respondent accepts many or some immigrants of a different race.

The third dummy pro_immi_poor equals one if the respondent is not reluctant to host immigrants from

poorer non-European countries. Although related to each other, these three different measures of atti-

tudes towards immigrants are not highly correlated and are therefore worth being examined separately. 17

The ESS survey also asks questions related to redistribution and to the role of the government in this

respect. In particular, respondents are asked to which extent they agree or disagree with the statement

16. For details, see http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org. The survey samples about 1500 persons older than 15 in
each country every two years

17. Coefficients of correlation of the dependent variables
pro_redis pro_immi_same race pro_immi_diffrace pro_immi_poor

pro_redis 1.00
pro_immi_same race -0.06 1.00
pro_immi_diffrace -0.04 0.68 1.00
pro_immi_poor -0.02 0.59 0.75 1.00
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that "The government should take measures to reduce differences in income levels". I define the dummy

variable pro_redis which equals one if the respondent agrees or agrees strongly with this statement.

The ESS also collects a a host of information on individual demographic and economic characte-

ristics which are potentially important determinants of attitudes towards immigration and redistribution.

This includes the the respondent’s age, gender, educational attainment, immigration background, the size

and composition of her household, her main activity during the week before the interview (employee,

self-employed, inactive, attending school, unemployed, sick/disabled, retired), as well as the nature of

her usual place of residence (big city, suburbs, small city, village, country side). I use the educational

attainment ( lower secondary, secondary and tertiary education) as the measure of the individual’s level

of skill.

The European Labor Force Survey

I use the ELFS to construct measures of the skill composition of migrants at the European NUTS-1

regional level. 18 Immigrants are defined as foreign-born individuals, irrespective of whether they are

born in the EU or not. I define natives and migrants as being skilled if they have at least one year of

tertiary education, based on the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED 5a, 5b or 6).

I define individuals as being unskilled is they have strictly less than tertiary education (ISCED 4 or less).

Moreover, since I focus on the potential labor force, I restrict the sample to the 15-64 population.

Since I am interested in how natives’ opinions may change over time because of immigration, I use

measures of immigrant inflows rather than stocks. Each immigrant surveyed in the ELFS is asked to

report the number of years she has been living in her current country of residence. Choosing 2002 as

the reference year, I am able to compute the number of recent immigrants arrived after 2002 in a given

region for each ELFS survey round conducted at year t > 2002. Consistently with the theoretical model,

I define the following immigrants to natives ratio :

Πnt =
Immigrants in region n at t arrived after 2002

Native population in region n at time t

where the numerator is the cumulative inflow of immigrants arrived between 2002 and time t in a given

NUTS region n.The denominator is the number of inhabitants of region n at time t who are born in

the country. The ratio only counts individuals older than 15 and younger than 64. 19 I also define the

immigrants to natives ratio within each type of skill k as :

Π
k
nt =

Immigrants of skill k in region n at t arrived after 2002
Native population of skill k in region n at time t

for k =U,S

By definition, Πk
n,2002 = 0 in 2002 and Πk

n,t+1 ≥ Πk
n,t . As figure ?? in Appendix shows, inflows of

immigrants have steadily increased since 2002 in all European countries and represent sometimes more

18. For details, see http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/EU_labour_force_
survey

19. Specifically, for each ELFS survey conducted in a country during year t > 2002, I compute the ratio of number of
foreign-born living since 2002 in the country to the number of natives. I do not consider survey rounds in which the percentage
of non-response to the question about years of residence in the country is higher than 10% among foreign-born.
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than 10% of the native population by 2012. For most of the countries, cumulative inflows after 2002

are very similar to variation in immigrants’ stocks, both in level and in time trend. Only exceptions are

the Netherlands, France and Germany, where the variation in stocks seem much lower than cumulative

flows, likely because of return migration.

I check the accuracy of ELFS data on immigration flows by comparing my cumulative measure

Πn,2012 to Eurostat official data on annual immigration flows based on population registers and other na-

tional household surveys. Table ?? in Appendix suggests that the two data sources are quite consistent 20.

Table ?? also suggests that ELFS-based variation in stocks of migrants are similar to those computed

with DIOC data (Database on Immigrants in OECD Countries,Docquier et al. (2006))

Taking advantage of the rich information on location of residence in the ESS, I am able to identify

the NUTS-1 region where each respondent in the ESS lives. I successfully combine the ELFS and the

ESS surveys for 100 different NUTS regions across 18 different countries during the period 2002-2010 :

Austria (AT), Belgium (BE), Czech Republic (CZ), Denmark (DK), Finland (FI), France (FR), Ger-

many(DE), Greece (GR), Ireland (IE), Italy (IT), Luxembourg (LU), Netherlands (NL), Norway (NO),

Portugal (PT), Spain (ES), Sweden (SE), Switzerland (CH), United Kingdom (UK). Table ?? in Ap-

pendix provides the exhaustive list of all NUTS region included in the analysis. Countries like Czech

Republic Norway, Portugal or Switzerland, are composed of only one NUTS-1, the country itself. For

these countries, I use NUTS-2 instead of NUTS-1 regions in order to maximize the variation in immi-

grant inflows across regions. The design of the LFS samples is supposed to ensure statistical reliability

and representativeness at regional level NUTS-2.

3.2 Descriptive statistics

Attitudes towards redistribution and immigration

Table 2 presents summary statistics of the four dependent variables used in the analysis. I find sub-

stantial cross-country variation in the initial average support for redistribution in 2002. More than 80%

of respondents in France, Italy, Portugal and Greece favors a further reduction of income inequality by

the State, while only 40% of Danes and 54% of Germans support redistributive policies. The second

column of table 2 suggests that these preferences have not remained stable over time. From 2002 to

2012, the average support for redistribution has considerably increased in Germany by 15% (from 54%

to 69%) , while it has dramatically declined by 11% in Norway.

With respect to attitudes towards immigration, important cross-country variation emerges as well.

In 2002, Greek respondents oppose immigration the most while Swedish, Swiss and Irish individuals

oppose the least. The ranking of countries by pro-immigration attitudes seem very similar irrespective

of the racial/ethnical background of immigrants, or whether they come from poor non-EU countries.

The direction and magnitude of changes in attitudes over time are very different across countries. Over

the last decade, a surge of anti-immigrants attitudes is particularly apparent in the UK, in Ireland and

in Czech Republic. In contrast, resistance to immigration seem to have decreased in Austria, Denmark,

Germany and Norway.

20. which is in line with results of Rendall et al. (2004) showing that the UK LFS provides accurate estimates of the time
trend of total annual immigrants
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Finally, table ?? in Appendix presents average characteristics of respondents in the ESS survey

included in in the sample of NUTS regions which I analyze. The descriptive statistics also show the

distribution of respondents across countries and years in the sample.

Inflows of immigrants by skill

The cumulative inflow of immigrants over the decade 2002-2012 ( expressed in % of the 2012 native

population) varies substantially from one country to another. Figure 1 shows the location of each country

in a bi-dimensional space where the inflow of unskilled migrants (in % of unskilled natives) is plotted

on the x-axis and the inflow of skilled migrants (in % of skilled natives) is plotted on the y-axis. Three

broad group of countries can be distinguished. The first includes Switzerland, Ireland and the UK. In

these countries, the inflow of skilled migrants has exceed by far the inflow of unskilled migrants over

the past decade. This partly results from inflows of better educed immigrants from the A8 accession

countries to the only three national markets which allowed free access in the years following the first

EU enlargement (2004 onwards). 21 For example, immigration in the UK has added 15% individuals to

the skilled population and only 7.5 % to the unskilled population. The second group includes Spain,

Italy and Greece. These countries have hosted immigrants who are much less skilled relative to the

native population. This partly reflects unskilled immigration from A2 accession countries (Romania

and Bulgaria) in the years following the second EU enlargement (2007 onwards). In Spain, the recent

massive immigration waves (also from Morocco) have generated in a increase in the unskilled labor

force by 12% and in a increase in the skilled labor force by only 6%. The third group is composed

of countries who have received immigrants with skills relatively similar to natives. This group includes

France, Germany, Danemark Finland and others who have hosted few new immigrants. Although sizable,

recent immigration to Norway and Belgium have not much affected the skill composition of the working

age population. The bottom panel in Figure 1 plots the inflows of immigrants by skill for each NUTS

region. The graph points to an important heterogeneity across NUTS in terms of the size and skill

composition of immigrant’s inflows.

Correlation between natives’ attitudes and immigrant inflows

In figure ??, I examine how the average variation in natives’ support for redistribution over the period

2012-2002 correlates with the inflow of immigrants in the same region over the same period. As shown in

panel (a), no significant relationship emerges between support for redistribution and immigrant’s inflow

within the total population. Because skilled and unskilled migrants’ flows are correlated with each other,

I also find no clear relationship between natives’ attitudes and each type of immigration separately. To

investigate further the effect of one type of immigration independently of the effect of the other, I regress

natives’ attitudes on skilled immigration and use the residual RS. 22 The latter measures the variation in

natives’ attitudes that cannot explained by skilled immigration. In panel (b) I correlate RS with unskilled

immigration. I did the reverse for unskilled immigration in panel (c) and plot RU on the y-axis. In line

21. A8 countries are the first eight accession countries : Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovenia and
Poland.

22. I estimate ∆yn = aΠS
n,2012 + b+ u where ∆yn is the 2012-2002 variation in the average natives’ attitude in region n. I

use RS = û.
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with the theory, panel (b) and (c) show that the partial effect of skilled and unskilled migration are

opposite : postive for skilled migration and negative for unskilled migration. I repeat the same exercise

in figure ?? with respect to attitudes towards immigration policy. Panel (c) suggests that a negative

relationship exists between skilled immigration and natives’ willingness to accept more immigrants of

the same race.

I now turn to the formal empirical analysis to investigate wether this findings holds when I control

for individual level characteristics of native respondents and whether the effects depend on the skill level

of natives.

4 Empirical strategy

4.1 Main OLS specification

The main prediction of the theoretical model is that skilled and unskilled immigration flows have

differential, often opposite, impacts on natives’ attitudes towards redistribution and towards immigration

policy. These theoretical effects are partial and not total effects. They measure the impact of immigra-

tion within a skill group given a fixed supply of immigrants in the other skill group. These predictions

suggest an empirical specification where natives’ attitudes towards redistribution (and immigration) are

regressed on both the inflow of skilled immigrants ΠU
nt and the inflow of skilled immigrants ΠS

nt .

Although the ESS survey does not track the same individuals over time, I am able to implement a sort

of pseudo panel analysis similar to Bridges and Mateut (2014). I follow the same "cohorts" over time in

order to eliminate any unobserved fixed effects. I define "cohorts" based on eight, ten-year interval age

groups, sex, and three education groups. The first age group includes individuals born before 1929. The

second age group comprises of people born in the period 1930-1939 and so until the the 8th age group

which includes people born after 1990. I measure educational attainment of native individuals according

to the following three categories : less than primary or lower secondary education completed (ISCED

0,1,2), upper secondary completed (ISCED 3,4 ), and tertiary education or more (ISCED 5,6 or more). I

thus construct 48 different cohorts in the data : 8 (age group) *2 (sexes) *3 (education) = 48 cohorts.

In the sample of native-born ESS respondents, I estimate the following linear probability model for

for individual i in cohort c, living in a region NUTS n at time t, with t= 2002,2004,2006,2008,2010,2012 :

yicnt = β
U

Π
U
nt +β

S
Π

S
nt +Xitλ +δc +δn +δn ∗δc +δt + εicnt (15)

where yicnt is a dummy variable indicating natives’s attitudes towards redistribution or towards im-

migration. In all my specifications, I include a set of cohort fixed effects δc, regions NUTS fixed effect

δn, year fixed effect δt , as well as an interaction of cohort and region fixed effects δn ∗δc. The matrix Xit

controls for individual level socio-demographic such as the respondent’s main activity during the week

before the interview, the size of her household, her parent’s education and parent’s immigration back-

ground, as well as her usual place of residence ( see table ?? in Appendix for full list of controls). I cluster

standard errors at the NUTS-by-year level to account for the possible correlation of the individual-level

residuals εicnt within the same NUTS-1 region and year. Finally, observations are weighted with survey
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weights in order to ensure the representativity of the sample, both within each country and also across

countries. 23

The identification of βU and β S in equation (15) only exploits variation over time and across region

in natives’ opinions. Since ΠU
n,2002 =ΠS

n,2002 = 0 by definition, βU estimates the effect of migration flows

on variation in opinions relative to 2002 initial level. Assuming that immigration inflows are exogenous,

I can write

β
U =

∂

∂ΠU
nt
E
[
ycn,t − ycn,2002|ΠS

nt ,Π
U
nt ,Xcn,t ,Xcn,2002

]
where ync,t is the average of y at time t for a given cohort c living in region n. And similarly for β S.

Note also that the multicollinearity between ΠU
nt and ΠS

nt does not seem to pose severe problem for the

estimation. The simple correlation between the two types of migration flow is about 0.82 in the sample.

The variance inflation factors (VIF) of ΠU
nt and of ΠS

nt estimated in equation (15) are below 7, which

further indicates that no serious multicollinearity problems exist. 24

Theory predicts different effects of immigration depending on the skill level of natives. I proxy

natives’ skills by educational attainment and investigate heterogeneous impact depending on the value

of eduint . This categorical variable classifies natives into three groups already mentioned : "less than

primary/lower secondary (1), upper secondary (2), and tertiary education(3). I then estimate

yicnt =
3

∑
e=1

1(eduint = e)∗ [βU
e Π

U
nt +β

S
e Π

S
nt ]+Xitλ +δc +δn +δn ∗δc +δt + εicnt (16)

In the above specification, β k
e represents the impact of an inflow of immigrants with skill k =U,S on

attitudes of native with educational level e. I expect that natives with less than lower secondary education

compete in the labor market with unskilled immigrants who have completed secondary education or less.

I also expect that they are complements of skilled immigrants who have tertiary education. If so, I should

then obtain βU
1 < 0 and β S

1 > 0 when the effects on attitudes towards redistribution are estimated. If

natives with tertiary education are substitutes of skilled migrants and complements of unskilled migrants,

then I should obtain βU
3 < 0 and β S

3 > 0 when the effects on attitudes towards immigrants are estimated.

The effect β k
2 among natives with upper secondary education are a priori ambiguous and depend on the

substitutability with migrant labor.

4.2 Endogeneity concerns

Concerns about the endogeneity of immigration inflows have to be addressed when interpreting the

estimates of equation (15) and (16) causally. I discuss the possible sources and directions of biaises in

OLS estimates.

23. Survey weights include population weights to make the size of the country-specific samples proportional to each coun-
try’s population.As a robustness check, I also estimate the regressions without survey weights and find similar results.

24. This method for detecting multicollinearity are described in Chatterjee and Hadi (2015) and Neter et al. (1996). For-
mally, for a independent variable x j, V IFj =

1
1−R2

j
, where R2

j is the r2 ( square of the coefficient of multiple correlation)

obtained when x j is regressed against all the other independent variables. A common rule of thumb is that a V IFj greater than
10 is often taken as a signal that the data have collinearity problems. For example, a value of V IFj of 50 indicates that the
variance of the OLS estimator of b j is 50 times as large as it would be if x j were orthogonal to the others explanatory variables.
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Potential bias in the estimates on attitudes towards redistribution

When estimating the effects of immigration on natives’ support for redistribution, different sources

of endogeneity may arise. First, destination choices of migrants are not random, even in a dynamic

settings. According to recent evidence in Razin and Wahba (2015), the generosity of the Welfare State

tends to attract relatively more unskilled migrants and relatively less skilled migrants (welfare magnet

hypothesis). In addition, as Borjas (1987) argues, more unequal wage distribution at destination tend to

attract relatively more skilled immigrants and less unskilled migrants.

Second, immigration policies may also be endogenous. For example, societies more averse to global

inequality may have more open-door policy towards poor low-skill immigrants (e.g. refugee placement

policies in Sweden ). Natives may also anticipate distributional effects of immigration on wages and

decide over immigration quotas depending on these anticipations. Society adverse to earnings’ inequality

may then be reluctant to host large flows of low-skill migrants, because they expect the excess supply of

low-skill labor to increase the skill premium.

Since earnings inequality and the generosity of welfare policies are likely related to native citizens’

attitudes towards redistribution, the self-selection of migrants and endogenous immigration policies may

generate biases in the OLS estimates. Moreover, the direction of such biases are difficult to determine a

priori.

Potential bias in the estimates on attitudes towards immigration

When estimating the effects of immigration inflows on natives’ attitudes towards immigrants, "atti-

tudinally" motivated movements of natives and migrants across places of residence may confound the

estimates. As Dustmann and Preston (2001) put it, "racially intolerant individuals from the majority

community are unlikely to choose to live in areas with large ethnic minority populations. Equally, ethnic

minority individuals are unlikely to choose to live in areas where they expect to experience racial into-

lerance." Either of these phenomena would generate a positive bias in OLS estimates of the effects of

immigration on natives’ pro-immigrant sentiments. In addition, the geographic mobility of natives is ar-

guably limited across large NUTS regions, so such bias is likely to be small (see map ?? in appendix). 25

Another problem is that the inflow of immigrants that arrive between t and t +1 may depend on im-

migration policies decided before time t. Such policies are likely to reflect the state of the public opinion

towards immigrants at time t or before. Therefore, the initial level of opinions at time t may partly deter-

mine the subsequent immigrant inflows between t and t +1. The fact that variation in opinions between

t and t+1 may be mechanically correlated with the initial level of opinions at time t may generate biases

in the OLS estimates of how immigrant inflows affect change over time in public opinions.

4.3 Instrumental variable

To address the potential endogeneity of the location of immigrants, I use past settlement patterns of

previous immigrants as an instrument for current inflows. Different versions of this approach have been

used in the literature – see Altonji and Card (1991); Card (2001); Cortes (2008) among many others.

The instrument exploits the tendency of immigrants to settle in areas with large historical enclaves of

25. There is little empirical evidence that immigration leads to the displacement of natives – see Card (2001) and Gonzalez
and Ortega (2011).
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immigrants from the same country. Origin-specific immigrant networks are an important determinant

of the destination choices of prospective immigrants because these networks lower settlement costs

(housing) and facilitate job search. I use the initial 2000 distribution of immigrants from a given country

across NUTS regions to allocate the new waves of immigrants from that country. For example, if 10% of

all Senegalese immigrants in Europe were living in Paris in 2000, the instrument allocates to Paris 10%

of all recent Senegalese migrants to Europe from 2002s onwards.

Formally, the instrument for the number of immigrants with educational level e who live in region n

at time t can be written as

N̂e
n,t = ∑

o

No
n,2000

∑
k

No
k,2000

×∑
k

No,e
k,t (17)

where o are all possible countries of origin and k are all NUTS region included in the ESS-ELFS

matched sample.
No

n,2000

∑
k

No
k,2000

represent the percentage of all immigrants from country o in Europe who

were living in region n in 2000, and ∑
k

No,e
k,t stands for the total number of immigrants from country o to

Europe at time t and who have education e. I use these predicted stocks of immigrants to construct the

instruments for the flows of unskilled immigrants ΠU
nt and skilled migrant ΠS

nt between 2002 and t. To

do this, I simply compute the variation in the stocks between 2002 and time t. The instrument for the

flows can be written as :

Π̂S
nt =

N̂S
n,t − N̂S

n,2002

NativePopS
nt

with S = tertiary education or more (18)

Π̂U
nt =

N̂U
n,t − N̂U

n,2002

NativePopU
nt

with U = secondary education or less (19)

where NativePope
nt is the number of native-born inhabitants in region n at time t with education e ( data

taken from Eurostat).

I use Eurostat data on the number of immigrants living in each NUTS region in 2000 (15-64 years

old). This data is disaggregated by citizenship of the immigrants and gives a good approximation of

No
n,2000 for each country of origin o and each destination region n. 26 To obtain the evolution over time

of the total number of immigrants in Europe, I draw on DIOC data which was initially collected by

Docquier et al. (2006). 27 For most of European countries of destination, this data provides immigrants’

stocks by country of origin, by age and education ( same 3 level of ISCED than ELFS data) in the year

2000,2005 and 2010. I simply use a linear interpolation to estimate the stocks of immigrants for the

years in between and just after, i.e. 2002,2004,2006,2008 and 2012.

The instruments will help identifying the causal effect of immigration as long as the two following

conditions hold :

26. I combine Eurostat data at the NUTS level providing citizenship by broad group of origin country (http://appsso.
eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=cens_01rsctz&lang=en) and Eurostat data at the national level that
gives citizenship by detailed origin country (http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=cens_
01nsctz&lang=en) Since Eurostat data is lacking for Germany, I use data at the "Lander" level from the German National
Institute ( https://www-genesis.destatis.de/genesis/online)

27. http://www.oecd.org/els/mig/dioc.htm
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— The determinants of the historical distribution of immigrants (till 2000) are likely uncorrelated

with factors driving subsequent recent changes (after 2002) in natives’ attitudes towards redistri-

bution (and towards immigrants) in the same geographic region.

— The total flow of immigrants to Europe after 2002 are exogenous to differential shocks to NUTS

region (which may affects natives’ attitudes yicnt). 28

Estimation of the first stage are presented in Table 10. The magnitudes of the coefficient suggest

that an increase of 1% in the predicted inflow of low-skilled immigrants Π̂U
nt significantly increases the

actual observed inflow ΠU
nt by around 1.5% – after controlling for individual characteristics„ region fixed

effects and year fixed effects. When ΠU
nt is regressed on both the predicted low-skilled and high-skilled

inflows (column 2), the effect of Π̂S
nt is close to zero and insignificant and the effect of Π̂U

nt remains the

same. Similarly, when ΠS
nt is regressed on both Π̂S

nt and Π̂U
nt (column 4), the coefficient of the predicted

high-skill flows Π̂S
nt (1.59) is twice as large as the coefficient of the predicted low-skilled flow Π̂U

nt (0.6).

4.4 Robustness check : within country-year specification

Despite it might address the endogeneity of the destination choices of migrants (supply side of

immigration), the instrument might not fully resolve endogeneity issues associated with immigration

policies (demand side). To further test the robustness of the results, I estimate another OLS specification

without using the instrument. I take advantage of the fact that immigration (and redistribution) policies

are primarily decided and implemented at the national level. I estimate a specification similar to equation

16 in which I further include country-year fixed effects :

yicnt =
3

∑
e=1

1(eduint = e)∗ [βU
e Π

U
nt +β

S
e Π

S
nt ]+Xitλ +δc +δn +δn ∗δc +δcountry(n) ∗δt +δt + εicnt (20)

The interaction term δcountry(n) ∗ δt controls for changes in natives’s attitudes over time that are specific

to each country of region n. The coefficients of interest (βU
e ,β S

e ) are identified only from changes in

immigrant inflows and natives’ opinions that happen over time and across regions of the same country .

The differences in immigrant inflows across regions within the same country are most unlikely driven by

policies set up at the national level. Such specification therefore provides estimates that are unlikely to

be contaminated by the endogeneity of immigration (and redistribution) policies. In this within-country

specification, the tax policy is not necessarily held constant because in most of the European countries

regional government have some degree of fiscal autonomy. Moreover, the way in which natives perceive

the country-wide effect of immigration on the national fiscal budget may depend on the number and

characteristics of the immigrants that they observe locally in their region of residence.

28. In order to make this condition more plausible, I did the following robustness check. To predict migrants’ inflows to
region n, I exclude region n from the potential destinations to compute the total immigration flows. In others words, I use
∑

k 6=n
No,e

k,t instead of total flows ∑
k

No,e
k,t . Therefore, the predicted inflow to region n is not mechanically driven by shocks that are

specific to region n. I obtain similar results when I use this method
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5 Results

5.1 Main specification

OLS estimates

Non-instrumented empirical results are presented in tables 3, 4, 5 and 6. I first examine in table

3 how natives’ attitudes towards redistribution are affected by immigration inflows. Column 1 shows

that the total immigrant inflows within the working age population (15-64) reduces natives’ support for

redistribution. The estimation suggests that a 10% increase in the migrants to natives ratio decreases the

average support for redistribution by 2%. This global effect conceals differential impacts depending on

the skills of immigrants. Column 4 indicates that the partial effect of unskilled immigration (keeping

skilled immigration constant) significantly lower natives’ pro-redistribution attitudes. In the opposite,

skilled immigration increases pro-redistribution attitudes among natives.

I next explore heterogeneous impacts depending on the skills of natives which I measure by educa-

tional attainment (columns 5, 6, and 7). Column 7 is my preferred specification because it estimates the

partial effect of one type of immigration keeping the other constant. Skilled and unskilled immigration

have respectively positive and negative effects on pro-redistribution opinions among the most skilled

group of natives with tertiary education or more. This findings is very much in line with the theory.

When unskilled migrants are coming in, high-skill natives prefer less redistribution because of the in-

creased net fiscal burden and because of the upward pressure on skilled wages. The reserve is true when

skilled migrants are coming in because of the net fiscal gain and the decline in skilled wages.

Unskilled immigration also seems to cause a significant decline in opinions in favor of redistribution

among the least skilled natives with less than lower secondary education. In response to tighter labor

market competition with unskilled migrants, low-skill natives should demand more redistribution and

higher social benefits as a compensation mechanism. Labor market concerns would thus predict an

opposite effect than the one I observe. Only welfare state considerations are consistent with the estimates.

Due to the fiscal leakage effect, low-skill natives prefer less redistribution because any marginal increase

in the tax revenues disproportionally fall in the hands of unskilled migrants and lowers natives’ net

income (after taxes). 29.

Tables 4, 5 and 6 presents OLS estimates of the effects of immigration on natives’ willingness to

allow new immigrants of the same race (or ethnic background), of a different race, or from poorer non

European countries. Results are very similar across these tables, suggesting that the effects do not depend

on the racial/cultural distance between immigrants and natives, or on the country of origin of migrants.

I therefore discuss estimates in table 4 only.

Column 1 in table 4 indicates that a 10% increase in the migrants to natives ratio within the total

15-64 population increases the average opposition to further immigration by 4.5%. This effect seems to

be driven by a resistance to further skilled immigration rather than to unskilled immigration – although

the differences in the estimated coefficients is not statistically significant. Unskilled migrants’ flows

29. In other words, when unskilled migrants arrive, low-skill natives perceive they would loose from a marginal increase in
the tax rate.
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also seem to cause higher opposition to further immigration among the least educated group of natives

(column 7). This findings is consistent with the theory, since unskilled immigration likely decreases

unskilled wages and reduces net welfare benefits (fiscal leakage effect). 30

Interestingly, the effects of immigration switch signs among medium-skill natives with upper secon-

dary education. Unskilled immigration appears to significantly decrease ant-immigrant attitudes while

skilled immigration seems to significantly increase resistance to immigration. Similar effects can be ob-

served on opinions of high-skill natives with tertiary education – although the effect of unskilled immi-

gration is not significant. Since skilled migrants tend to represent a net fiscal gain and unskilled migrant

a net fiscal burden, concerns about the public finances would predict opposite impacts than those I ob-

serve. Therefore, only labor market concerns can account for these findings. Namely, tighter competition

between high-skill natives and skilled migrants (having tertiary education) likely increases opposition

to further immigration among the former. Similarly, medium-skill natives are likely to compete with

skilled migrants. On the other hand, medium-skill natives may also benefit from labor market comple-

mentarities of unskilled immigrants (with secondary education or less), which would explain why they

resist less immigration. The fact natives may compete for the same jobs as immigrants who have higher

observable education is not surprising. As Dustmann et al. (2013) has established in the case of the U.K,

recent immigrants often start working in jobs closer to the lower end of the occupational distribution

than their observed skills would predict 31.

IV estimates

When I use the predicted unskilled and skilled immigrant inflow Π̂U
nt and Π̂S

nt to instrument for obser-

ved flows ΠU
nt and ΠS

nt , I find similar effects on natives’s attitudes towards redistribution. Table 7 presents

results of regressions estimated on different sample of ESS respondents with different educational le-

vels. When unconditional total effects of one type of immigration k (skilled or unskilled) is estimated, I

instrument Πk
nt with Π̂k

nt only (column 2 and 3).

Total average effects among all natives are quite similar to OLS estimates ( Panel A in columns 2

and 3). A 10% increase in the migrants to natives ratio within the unskilled population decreases the

support for redistribution by about 2.8%. In the opposite, an equivalent inflow in the skilled population

causes an increase in the support for redistribution by about 4%. Partial effects in column 4 are of the

same signs but much larger in absolute terms.

In line with both labor market concerns and welfare State concerns, I find positive and negative

effects of skilled and unskilled immigration on the pro-redistribution attitudes of the most educated

natives (Panel C). I also find similar significant effects among medium-skill natives with upper secondary

education, as expected by the theory. I find insignificant impacts on the least educated natives,possibly

because the labor market effects and the fiscal leakage effects run in opposite directions.

With respect to attitudes towards further immigration, IV estimates are not precise enough to infer

any conclusive results. However, as I have discussed in section 4.2, potential confounding factors are,

30. However, I do not find the expected positive effect of skilled immigration on unskilled natives readiness to accept further
immigrants

31. Dustmann et al. (2013) calls this phenomenon immigrants’ "downgrading"
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if anything, likely to generate positive biases in the OLS estimates of the effect of immigration on pro-

immigrants attitudes. Since most of the OLS estimates point to a negative effect of migration inflows, this

means that unbiased effects are likely even more negative. The only positive coefficient I find concerns

the effect of unskilled immigration on medium-skill natives. Yet unskilled migration is also found to

have a negative effect on pro-immigrant opinions of low-skill natives. It is hard to think of potential

omitted factors generating biases of opposite signs in different sample of respondents. I am therefore

confident that OLS estimates provide the correct directions of the causal effects of immigration on

natives’ attitudes towards immigrants.

Robustness check : within country-year estimates

To test the robustness of the results, I go back to OLS estimates without using the instrument. Esti-

mates of the within country-year specification ( eq. 20 ) are presented in table 11 in appendix. Results

are generally consistent with previous findings. 32 With respect to support fo redistribution, I find similar

effects on tertiary educated native : significant negative impacts of unskilled immigration and significant

positive impacts of skilled immigration (column 3). Effects on unskilled natives turn out to be insignifi-

cant. With respect to attitudes in favor of allowing more immigrants (column 6 and 9 and 12), I find again

significant positive and negative effects of respectively unskilled and skilled immigration on medium-

skilled natives. The effect of unskilled immigration on pro-immigrant attitudes of high-skilled natives

become now significantly positive. The effect of skilled immigration remains significant negative. These

results provide further evidence of a predominant role of labor market concerns.

5.2 Further evidence of the welfare state channel among retired natives

I follow Scheve and Slaughter (2001b) and Mayda (2006) and run regressions on the subsample of

ESS respondents who are born before 1940 and are most likely retired in the 2000s. Since these older

individuals are out of the labor force, I expect to see no significant effects of immigration if natives’ atti-

tudes towards redistribution and towards further immigration are purely driven by labor-market causes.

Table 8 presents estimates pointing to the opposite finding. In line with natives’ concerns about the fis-

cal effects of immigration, I find significant positive (partial ) effects of skilled migration and significant

negative (partial) effects of unskilled migration on average support for redistribution. Older natives with

tertiary education favor more (or disfavor less) redistribution when skilled migrants are coming in and

favor less redistribution when unskilled migrants arrive. Tertiary educated natives also increase their

opposition to immigration when unskilled migrants are coming in, which is again consistent with wor-

ries about the net fiscal burden. Least skilled natives seem also to resist more unskilled immigration.

Taken together, these results provide suggestive evidence that natives’ attitudes towards redistribution

and immigration are partly driven by concerns about the net fiscal effects of immigration.

32. The number of observation is lower because countries which are composed of only one NUTS region are not used in the
regression
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5.3 Further evidence of labor market effects within occupation

I further examine the role of labor market competition in shaping the effects of immigration on

natives’ attitudes. I use a more precise measure than schooling levels to assess to degree of competition

between native and immigrant workers. To determine who competes with whom, I simply assume that

labor markets are stratified along occupation lines and that individuals working in the same occupation

are perfect substitutes with each other regardless of their national origin. I then investigate how an

increase in the number of foreign-born workers employed in a given occupation affects opinions of

native-born workers in the same occupation.

Using the European Labor Force Survey (ELFS), I measure the extent of competition between na-

tives and recent immigrants within 26 different occupations p (ISCO88 2 digits), within each country j

at time t by :

Π
p
jt =

Recent immigrants working in occupation p at time t arrived in country j since 2002
Native population in occupation p at time t in country j

By definition this measure sets the degree of competition at zero in 2002 for each occupation in each

country since Π
p
j,2002 = 0. In the European Social Survey (ESS), each respondent who work during the

week before the survey is asked to report his type of occupation using the same classification– 26 cate-

gories defined by ISCO88 – as in the ELFS survey. This allows to combine ELFS and the ESS data at

the occupation-country-year level. Table 12 in appendix provides the distribution of native and foreign

workers across occupations. Relative to natives, recents immigrants in Europe are over-represented in

elementary occupations such as sales and services (e.g. domestic helpers), agriculture (e.g. farm hands)

or construction or manufacturing, and under-represented in high-skill occupations (e.g. managers, pro-

fessionals). The occupational distribution of immigrants relative to natives substantially differs across

countries of destination. In Spain, recent immigrants are disproportionally employed in low-skill oc-

cupations such as services, construction or the agricultural sector in which one out of three workers is

foreign-born in 2012 (while only 10% of the labor force is foreign). In contrary, new immigrants in

the U.K are less concentrated in lower occupations and tend to compete with natives in intermediate

jobs (e.g. as stationary plant and machine operators ) and even in higher occupations (e.g. as health

professionals ).

To estimate the effects of immigration, I exploit the variation in the occupational distribution of

foreign workers across labor markets and over time. Following the literature on the labor market effects

of immigration (Borjas, 2003, 2006), I estimate the following specification :

yi jpt = αΠ
p
jt +Xitλ +δc(i)+δ j +δp +δt +(δ j ∗δp)+(δ j ∗δt)+(δp ∗δt)+ εi jpt (21)

where yi jpt is the attitude towards redistribution (or towards immigrants) of a native individual i working

in occupation p in country j at time t. Xit is the same matrix of individual socio-demographic charac-

teristics of respondent i and δc(i) is the same vector of "cohort" fixed effects as in equation 15. More

importantly, the regression includes vectors of, respectively, occupation, country and year fixed effects

δ j, δp and δt , which control for differences in natives’ attitudes accros occupations, countries and over

time. The interaction δ j ∗ δp indicates that the coefficient of interest α is identified from changes in
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natives’ opinions that happen over time within the same occupation in the same country. The interac-

tion terms δp ∗δt and δ j ∗δt control for changes in natives’s attitudes over time that are specific to each

occupation p and each country j. Standard errors are clustered at the occupation-country-year level.

To understand which source of variation exploits the estimation of α , consider that the data only

includes two countries j1 and j0 and two professions p1 and p0 in two years 2002 and 2012. Denoting

∆ the average difference over time between 2012 and 2002 and recalling that Π
p
j,2002 = 0, then the

point-estimate of α would be

(∆y j1 p1−∆y j1 p0)− (∆y j0 p1−∆y j0 p0)

(Πp1
j1,2012−Π

p0
j1,2012)− (Πp1

j0,2012−Π
p0
j0,2012)

Such triple difference estimator correlates the variation across countries in the difference in (over-time

changes in) attitudes between occupations with the same cross-country cross-occupation over-time va-

riation in immigration inflows.

Table 9 reports the results of the estimations. Column 1 suggests that native workers favor hi-

gher level of redistribution in response to tighter competition within occupation. The estimated coef-

ficient suggests that a 10% increase in the migrants to natives ratio within an occupation increases pro-

redistribution attitudes among natives employed in the same occupation by about 1.4%. Such findings

is consistent with the model in section 2 in which natives want higher social benefits to be compensated

for negative effects on their wages. In column 2, 3 and 4 I look at the effect of immigrant inflows on

natives’ willingness to allow more immigrants in the country. I find that natives significantly increase

their opposition to immigration when more recent immigrants work in the same occupation. I find si-

milar negative effects irrespective of whether immigrants are of same or different race than natives or

whether they come from poorer non-EU countries. Opposition to immigration seems however slightly

less significant against immigrants from a different race possibly because natives perceive the latter as

representing a lower "threat" to their jobs.

One could argue that an individual’s occupation is subject to choice, and thus potentially endoge-

nous. Individuals that particularly dislike immigrants may search more intensively for jobs and occu-

pations with few immigrants. This would generate an upward bias in the estimates of the effects of

immigration on pro-immigrants attitudes. Since the estimates point to significant negative effects, this

means that unbiased effects are even more negative. Another difficulty is that occupation are only obser-

ved for those who work : inactive and unemployed individuals are excluded from the regression sample.

Admittedly, immigration may reduce natives’ employment and might generate sample selection. Yet,

there is no evident reasons why natives being the most at risk to become unemployed (or stay out of

employment) should have systematically different attitudes towards immigrants (or towards redistribu-

tion) than other natives. If anything, one may think that natives who are the most exposed to competition

hold the most anti-immigrant and the most pro-redistribution views. Again, this would create biases in

opposite directions than the effects I find. I am thus confident to obtain the correct signs of the causal

effects of immigration.
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6 Discussion and Conclusion

In this paper, I have developed a simple theoretical framework to study how immigrant inflows may

affect individual attitudes towards redistribution and immigration policy. I have highlighted that natives’

attitudes depend on how immigration affects the Welfare State’s budget and wages (or employment) in

the labor market. My empirical analysis combines rich data on individual attitudes with regional level

variation in immigrant inflows across 19 different countries over the past decade 2012-2002.

I find that natives, either skilled or unskilled, support more redistribution when skilled immigrants

are coming in, but favor less redistribution when unskilled immigrants are coming in. When unskilled

immigration increases, low-skilled natives oppose more immigration while high-skilled natives tend to

oppose less. Conversely, when skilled immigration increases, high-skilled natives resist more immigra-

tion while low-skilled natives’ resistance remains the same (or even declines). Further analysis also

indicate that retired natives out of the labor force want less redistribution and less immigration when

unskilled immigration increases. Native workers seem also to favor more redistribution and less immi-

gration when the number of foreign workers in the same occupation increases. Taken together, these

results provide strong evidence supporting the role of both welfare concerns and labor market concerns

in determining individuals attitudes towards redistribution and immigration policy. They also suggest

that labor market concerns may outweigh welfare concerns in determining the attitudes towards immi-

gration of skilled workers They also indicate that welfare concerns may dominate labor market concerns

in shaping the preferences for redistribution of unskilled tax payers.

These results suggest that future analyses of the impact of immigration on preferences towards redis-

tribution should take into account the economic characteristics of the immigrant population (e.g. skills).

My findings reveal that they do play an important role in shaping preferences for redistribution, which

goes beyond the effects of ethnic or cultural diversity on which most of the literature has so far focu-

sed on. My result also demonstrate that attitudes towards immigration do change over time and that

immigrant inflows are one of key determinants of such changes. Specifically, I show that the (real or per-

ceived) impacts of immigration on the economy in one period affect individual attitudes to immigration

in the next period, and that these effects crucially depend on the skills of immigrants and the skills of

natives. I believe that research into this area is likely to gain much insights by switching from a static to

a dynamic approach.

Do attitudes matter ?

A final important question is whether public opinions about immigration translate into policy out-

comes, which in turn determine the observed inflows of immigrants. In line with Facchini and Mayda

(2008). I find preliminary evidence suggesting that the answer is yes. Figure ?? in Appendix presents

cross-country correlations between the percentage of ESS respondents in favor of allowing more immi-

grants and the actual observed inflows of immigrants. 33 Panel (a) shows that countries where, in 2002,

public opinions (of natives) were more open to further immigration tended to host more immigrants in

the subsequent period 2002-2010. Of course, this correlation may not be causal. Initial stocks of im-

33. Ideally I would like to use data characterizing migration policies and host country demand for immigrants. In the
absence of such data, I use observed inflows which depend also on the supply of immigrants, i.e. decisions to out-migrate. The
average of pro-immigrant attitudes is supposed to proxy for the preferences of the median voter
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migrants (in 2002) are likely to facilitate further subsequent inflows (through migration networks) and

to have reduced perceptions of ethnic threat and anti-immigrants sentiments. To get closer to a causal

interpretation, I examine in panel (b) the variation in attitudes between 2002 and 2010 and the inflows of

immigrants in the subsequent period 2010-2012. I find that countries where opposition to immigration

have dwindled the more have hosted the more immigrants in the following years. Reverse causality is

unlikely for two reasons. First, it is hard to think that inflows after 2012 have causal retrospective impacts

on attitudes before 2012. Second, even if immigrant inflows are serially correlated over time, panel (c)

suggests that, if anything, immigrant inflows tend to increase concomitant anti-immigrants sentiments.

This simple exercice certainly suffers from many limitations though. 34 I leave a further analysis of this

important issue for future research.

34. For example, omitted variables such as GDP growth may account for the relationship observed in panel (b). Better
economic conditions attract more immigrants and soften anti-immigrants views.
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Tables and figures

FIGURE 1 – Ratio of Immigrant inflows to native population over the period 2012- 2002 - by skill level

(a) Country level

(b) NUTS level

42



TABLE 2 – Attitudes towards redistribution and immigration - Average ( in % ) in 2002 and variation between 2002 and 2012 ( in % ) .

Support for redistribution Attitudes in favor of allowing more immigrants
of same race of different race from poorer countries

Av. in Variation Av. in Variation Av. in Variation Av. in Variation
2002 2012-2002 2002 2012-2002 2002 2012-2002 2002 2012-2002

Austria,AT 67.5 -4.5 56.3 11.0 41.0 9.2 42.9 6.7
Belgium ,BE 68.0 2.7 68.2 3.7 54.0 1.5 53.0 1.6
Czechrepublic,CZ 57.4 5.9 54.7 -8.5 44.9 -11.5 46.2 -13.4
Denmark,DK 40.6 -1.1 77.0 6.0 47.5 13.1 44.2 4.8
Finland,FI 71.6 2.7 58.2 2.7 37.8 4.5 37.2 -4.3
France,FR 83.0 -5.1 64.7 4.9 53.4 3.2 49.4 0.9
Germany,DE 54.2 15.7 71.8 12.2 54.4 12.4 52.7 11.6
Greece,GR 91.8 -9.4 31.8 15.8 16.5 -2.1 16.5 -4.1
Ireland ,IE 74.5 3.1 76.8 -13.3 65.0 -9.4 64.2 -12.2
Italy,IT 80.6 2.4 66.6 4.6 56.2 8.3 55.0 9.7
Luxembourg,LU 63.6 . 62.9 . 47.3 . 48.1 .
Netherlands,NL 57.1 -0.6 64.4 2.6 56.4 5.8 54.0 -0.2
Norway,NO 67.3 -11.7 74.6 5.3 57.5 10.6 60.3 4.5
Portugal,PT 88.7 4.8 41.3 1.8 36.1 1.8 34.3 0.8
Spain,ES 79.7 2.6 57.5 0.5 52.7 0.2 51.8 0.3
Sweden,SE 67.7 -1.5 88.4 2.6 83.2 4.5 82.7 2.9
Switzerland,CH 64.9 3.0 81.9 1.0 65.2 -3.6 66.4 -8.5
United Kingdom,UK 60.6 2.2 65.4 -6.3 51.8 -2.7 50.0 -6.7
For Greece , data in 2010 . For Austria, data in 2008
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TABLE 3 – Effect of immigrant inflows on natives’ support for redistribution

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Average effect
Total migrants’inflow Πnt -0.195∗∗

(0.096)
Unskilled inflow ΠU

nt -0.253∗∗ -0.422∗∗∗

(0.102) (0.126)
Skilled inflow ΠS

nt -0.010 0.213∗∗∗

(0.063) (0.080)

Heterogeneous effect depending on education level of natives
ΠU

nt × less than lower secondary -0.372∗∗ -0.295∗

(0.144) (0.174)
ΠS

nt × less than lower secondary -0.230∗∗ -0.069
(0.102) (0.109)

ΠU
nt × upper secondary 0.062 -0.106

(0.125) (0.207)
ΠS

nt × upper secondary 0.192∗ 0.194
(0.100) (0.174)

ΠU
nt × tertiary or more -0.268∗∗ -0.668∗∗∗

(0.105) (0.139)
ΠS

nt × tertiary or more 0.053 0.460∗∗∗

(0.092) (0.114)
Observations 171509 171509 171509 171509 171509 171509 171509
Standard errors in parentheses + p < 0.15, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. All regressions include individuals controls
described in table ?? , cohort fixed effects, region NUTS fixed effects, interaction of cohort*region fixed effects and year fixed effects

TABLE 4 – Effect of immigrant inflows on natives’ willingness to allow new immigrants of same
race/ethnic group into the country

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Average effect
Total migrants’inflow Πnt -0.462∗∗∗

(0.145)
Unskilled inflow ΠU

nt -0.358∗∗ -0.107
(0.156) (0.211)

Skilled inflow ΠS
nt -0.372∗∗∗ -0.315∗∗∗

(0.085) (0.121)
Heterogeneous effect depending on educational level of natives
ΠU

nt × less than lower secondary -0.629∗∗∗ -0.587∗∗

(0.218) (0.297)
ΠS

nt × less than lower secondary -0.521∗∗∗ -0.092
(0.194) (0.220)

ΠU
nt × upper secondary -0.019 0.524∗

(0.167) (0.267)
ΠS

nt × upper secondary -0.233∗ -0.587∗∗∗

(0.127) (0.209)
ΠU

nt × tertiary or more -0.206+ 0.180
(0.141) (0.209)

ΠS
nt × tertiary or more -0.324∗∗∗ -0.455∗∗∗

(0.083) (0.127)
Observations 169975 169975 169975 169975 169975 169975 169975
Standard errors in parentheses + p < 0.15, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. All regressions include individuals controls
described in table ?? , cohort fixed effects, region NUTS fixed effects, interaction of cohort*region fixed effects and year fixed effects
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TABLE 5 – Effect of immigrant inflows on natives’ willingness to allow new immigrants of dif-
ferent race/ethnic group into the country

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Average effect
Total migrants’inflow Πnt -0.270∗∗

(0.130)
Unskilled inflow ΠU

nt -0.196 0.022
(0.140) (0.190)

Skilled inflow ΠS
nt -0.262∗∗∗ -0.274∗∗

(0.086) (0.118)
Heterogeneous effect depending on educational level of natives
ΠU

nt × less than lower secondary -0.363∗ -0.457∗

(0.207) (0.273)
ΠS

nt × less than lower secondary -0.272+ 0.080
(0.178) (0.197)

ΠU
nt × upper secondary -0.007 0.755∗∗∗

(0.165) (0.236)
ΠS

nt × upper secondary -0.316∗∗∗ -0.796∗∗∗

(0.117) (0.171)
ΠU

nt × tertiary or more -0.095 0.180
(0.127) (0.192)

ΠS
nt × tertiary or more -0.217∗∗∗ -0.329∗∗∗

(0.080) (0.125)
Observations 169993 169993 169993 169993 169993 169993 169993
Standard errors in parentheses + p < 0.15, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. All regressions include individuals controls
described in table ?? , cohort fixed effects, region NUTS fixed effects, interaction of cohort*region fixed effects and year fixed effects

TABLE 6 – Effect of immigrant inflows on natives’ willingness to allow new immigrants from
poor non-EU countries

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Average effect
Total migrants’inflow Πnt -0.276∗

(0.150)
Unskilled inflow ΠU

nt -0.198 0.040
(0.157) (0.213)

Skilled inflow ΠS
nt -0.277∗∗ -0.299∗∗

(0.109) (0.146)
Heterogeneous effect depending on educational level of natives
ΠU

nt × less than lower secondary -0.257 -0.302
(0.226) (0.287)

ΠS
nt × less than lower secondary -0.219 0.020

(0.200) (0.224)
ΠU

nt × upper secondary -0.136 0.634∗∗

(0.177) (0.258)
ΠS

nt × upper secondary -0.406∗∗∗ -0.805∗∗∗

(0.121) (0.184)
ΠU

nt × tertiary or more -0.159 0.077
(0.141) (0.204)

ΠS
nt × tertiary or more -0.246∗∗∗ -0.286∗∗

(0.077) (0.122)
Observations 169739 169739 169739 169739 169739 169739 169739
Standard errors in parentheses + p < 0.15, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. All regressions include individuals controls
described in table ?? , cohort fixed effects, region NUTS fixed effects, interaction of cohort*region fixed effects and year fixed effects
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TABLE 7 – IV estimates- Effect of immigration on natives’ support for redistribution

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A - Average effect among all natives
Total migrants’inflow Πnt -0.092

(0.167)
Unskilled inflow ΠU

nt -0.281+ -3.329∗∗

(0.193) (1.534)
Skilled inflow ΠS

nt 0.415∗ 2.278∗∗

(0.234) (0.921)
Observations 178511 178511 178511 178511

Panel B- Effect among natives with less than lower secondary education
Total migrants’inflow Πnt 0.133

(0.185)
Unskilled inflow ΠU

nt 0.094 -1.428
(0.214) (1.108)

Skilled inflow ΠS
nt 0.370 1.097+

(0.259) (0.737)
Observations 60377 60377 60377 60377

Panel C - Effect among natives with upper secondary education
Total migrants’inflow Πnt -0.098

(0.213)
Unskilled inflow ΠU

nt -0.369+ -4.244∗

(0.228) (2.168)
Skilled inflow ΠS

nt 0.509+ 3.090∗∗

(0.332) (1.430)
Observations 68541 68541 68541 68541

Panel D - Effect among natives with tertiary education or more
Total migrants’inflow Πnt -0.288

(0.260)
Unskilled inflow ΠU

nt -0.530∗ -4.715∗

(0.303) (2.549)
Skilled inflow ΠS

nt 0.279 3.078∗∗

(0.240) (1.562)
Observations 49593 49593 49593 49593
Standard errors in parentheses + p < 0.15, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
All regressions include individuals controls described in table ?? , cohort fixed effects,
region NUTS fixed effects, interaction of cohort*region fixed effects and year fixed effects
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TABLE 8 – Effect of immigrant inflows on retired natives (respondents born before 1940 ) - Non-
IV estimates

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Support for redistribution Attitudes in favor of allowing more immigrants

of same race of different race from poorer countries

ΠU
nt × less than lower secondary -0.026 -0.747∗ -0.648∗ -0.325

(0.274) (0.388) (0.378) (0.349)
ΠS

nt × less than lower secondary -0.313 -0.039 -0.258 -0.308
(0.237) (0.292) (0.265) (0.294)

ΠU
nt × upper secondary 0.361 0.297 0.225 0.151

(0.617) (0.26) (0.208) (0.188)
ΠS

nt × upper secondary -0.109 -0.156 -0.118 -0.172
(0.388) (0.133) (0.259) (0.290)

ΠU
nt × tertiary or more -1.298∗∗∗ -0.789+ -0.933∗ -1.565∗∗∗

(0.485) (0.500) (0.477) (0.490)
ΠS

nt × tertiary or more 1.006∗∗∗ -0.018 0.024 -0.124
(0.322) (0.334) (0.334) (0.356)

Observations 30804 30558 30517 30443
Standard errors in parentheses + p < 0.15, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. All regressions include individuals controls
described in table ?? , cohort fixed effects, region NUTS fixed effects, interaction of cohort*region fixed effects and year fixed effects

TABLE 9 – Effect of immigrant inflows within occupations on natives’ attitudes

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Support for redistribution Attitudes in favor of allowing more immigrants

of same race of different race from poorer countries

Immigrant’s to native ratio Π
p
jt 0.145∗∗ -0.170∗∗ -0.113 -0.271∗∗∗

(0.064) (0.084) (0.097) (0.091)
Observations 148990 147413 147463 147244
Standard errors in parentheses. + p < 0.15, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
All regressions include individuals controls described in table ?? , cohort fixed effects, occupation, country, and year fixed effects, interaction
of occupation*country, occupation*year and country*year fixed effects. Standards errors clustered at the occupation-country- year level
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Appendix

Appendix A1

TABLE 10 – Instrument First stage

Unskilled migrants flows Skilled migrants flows
ΠU

nt ΠU
nt ΠS

nt ΠS
nt

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Instrumented unskilled flows Π̂U
nt 1.525∗∗∗ 1.608∗∗∗ 1.597∗∗∗

(0.246) (0.267) (0.465)

Instrumented skilled flows Π̂S
nt -0.117 1.635∗∗∗ 0.613∗∗∗

(0.184) (0.361) (0.189)

Individual controls YES YES YES YES
Cohort fixed effects YES YES YES YES
NUTS region fixed effects YES YES YES YES
Cohort*region fixed effects YES YES YES YES
year fixed effects YES YES YES YES
Observations 181878 181878 181878 181878
Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < 0.15, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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TABLE 11 – Robustness checks : Within country-year specification - Effect of immigrant inflows on natives’ attitudes -

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Support for redistribution Attitudes in favor of allowing more immigrants
of same race of different race from poorer countries

ΠU
nt × less than lower secondary 0.027 0.143 0.146 0.187 0.376∗∗ 0.248 0.429∗∗ 0.159

(0.119) (0.174) (0.179) (0.297) (0.155) (0.241) (0.173) (0.226)
ΠS

nt × less than lower secondary -0.041 -0.133 0.011 -0.039 0.239∗∗ 0.149 0.362∗∗∗ 0.304∗

(0.077) (0.114) (0.143) (0.228) (0.121) (0.172) (0.127) (0.158)

ΠU
nt × upper secondary 0.272∗∗ 0.252 0.483∗∗∗ 1.124∗∗∗ 0.519∗∗∗ 1.197∗∗∗ 0.320∗ 0.788∗∗∗

(0.129) (0.184) (0.162) (0.257) (0.167) (0.233) (0.170) (0.246)
ΠS

nt × upper secondary 0.191∗ 0.037 -0.010 -0.703∗∗∗ 0.005 -0.734∗∗∗ -0.014 -0.501∗∗∗

(0.111) (0.155) (0.167) (0.204) (0.155) (0.172) (0.130) (0.172)

ΠU
nt × tertiary or more -0.010 -0.251∗∗ 0.363∗∗∗ 0.777∗∗∗ 0.418∗∗∗ 0.671∗∗∗ 0.323∗∗ 0.396∗∗

(0.094) (0.126) (0.137) (0.214) (0.147) (0.209) (0.129) (0.194)
ΠS

nt × tertiary or more 0.094 0.270∗∗ 0.004 -0.478∗∗∗ 0.105 -0.304∗∗ 0.138+ -0.101
(0.084) (0.110) (0.135) (0.138) (0.130) (0.130) (0.089) (0.124)

Observations 143763 143763 143763 142187 142187 142187 142176 142176 142176 141961 141961 141961
Standard errors in parentheses + p < 0.15, ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. All regressions include individuals controls described in table ?? , cohort fixed effects,
region NUTS fixed effects, interaction of cohort*region fixed effects , year fixed effects, and interaction of country*year fixed effects
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TABLE 12 – Occupation structure (isco88) of natives and immigrants in Europe (ELFS data)

Distribution of workers across Π
p
j,2012 Ratio of new migrants a

occupations in 2012 to natives in 2012
Natives New migrantsa

all countries all countries all countries U.K Spain

Average in the employed population 100% 100% 5,3% 7,4% 9,0%

Legislators and senior officials 0.4% 0.1% 3.3% 5.8% 0.0%
Corporate managers 5.0% 3.3% 3.7% 4.1% 1.9%
Managers of small enterprises 3.6% 1.8% 3.2% 2.7% 3.0%
Mathematical and engineering science professionals 3.9% 4.4% 6.1% 11.5% 5.2%
Life science and health professionals 1.9% 1.9% 5.2% 19.5% 3.5%
Teaching professionals 4.4% 2.0% 2.5% 4.0% 2.0%
Other professionals 4.9% 3.3% 4.8% 6.5% 3.7%
Engineering science technicians 4.2% 1.9% 2.6% 6.5% 2.1%
Life science and health technicians 3.3% 1.9% 2.4% 7.7% 2.0%
Teaching associate professionals and technicians 1.7% 0.5% 1.8% 2.1% 2.2%
Other technicians and associate professionals 9.7% 4.3% 2.9% 5.4% 2.7%
Office clerks 9.8% 3.9% 2.1% 4.0% 2.7%
Customer services clerks 2.2% 1.8% 4.2% 6.1% 6.6%
Personal and protective services 9.5% 14.9% 8.8% 9.1% 14.2%
Models, salespersons and demonstrators 5.0% 4.6% 3.9% 6.6% 7.2%
Skilled agricultural and fishery 2.6% 1.2% 2.2% 2.1% 4.1%
Extraction and building trades 5.4% 8.9% 8.8% 5.6% 11.9%
Metal, machinery and related trades 4.9% 2.8% 3.4% 3.2% 5.6%
Precision, handicraft,craft printing and others 0.6% 0.4% 3.0% 1.7% 17.4%
Other craft workers (food, wood, textile) 1.6% 1.7% 6.5% 12.8% 11.1%
Stationary plant and related operators 1.0% 1.0% 2.9% 20.4% 3.7%
Machine operators and assemblers 2.7% 3.3% 4.0% 18.0% 6.8%
Drivers and mobile plant operators 3.9% 3.3% 4.3% 5.7% 8.1%
Sales and services elementary occupation 5.3% 18.5% 19.5% 16.0% 36.3%
Agricultural, fishery and related labour 0.4% 2.3% 23.0% 13.6% 58.0%
Laborers in mining, construction, manufacturing 2.4% 6.0% 12.4% 19.8% 18.2%
a arrived after 2002
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