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Should Europe Open its Doorsto Foreigners?
A Cross-Country Analysis of Public Views on Replacement Migration

Abstract

Concerns about population decline in Europe hacemed the attention of
demographers and policy makers over the past detieever, public attitudes about
replacement migration, as a solution to addresdéffieit of population, have been under-
explored. Using cross-national data from the Eurai&ter survey (2006) and concurrent
country-level data, this study examines individwadd contextual-level predicting factors of
attitudes toward the perceived demographic imphichmigrants in the current 27 member
countries of the European Union. Building on pregioesearch, this paper further investigates
the cross-country variation in public attitudes ath@placement migration. Results from
multilevel logit analyses indicate that urban, @msity-educated, and childless individuals are
consistently more likely than others to endorséaagment migration in Europe. Countries with
higher economic levels and proportionally feweefgn-born residents also show more positive
attitudes. Such results echo research on anti-imamigentiment, suggesting considerable
resistance to policies encouraging large-scale gration. We discuss these findings in light of
demographers’ criticism of the concept of replaceinmeigration and alternative long-term

strategies.



Sustained, below-replacement levels of fertilitgothe past two decades have provoked
concerns about a shortage of young people and ggogvbportions of older adults, with
potentially severe implications for the labour ®structure (Bijak et al. 2008; United Nations
2002:1-3). In response, a number of countries lkabated or implemented pro-natalist policies
as long-term strategies. At the same time, replao¢migration — a strategy to encourage
immigration to counterbalance population declirmrfriow fertility — has been promoted in the
international community as an avenue for populagiaywth (United Nations 2002:1-3),
prompting pressure on European governments tog@visiigration laws. Demographers have
been more sceptical, describing population de@maevitable and irreversible (Coleman 2002)
and raising doubts about the likelihood and potéetifectiveness of replacement migration as a
population policy (Bouvier 2001; Coleman 2002; Bsgede 2001; Keely 2001; Saczuk 2003).
Based on demographic projections, replacement tiograould offset Europe’s ageing
populations only through rapid and substantialixdls of immigrants (Coleman 2008),
something that the European publics are likelyistadtour. Indeed, such large-scale immigration
may yield an increase in anti-foreigner sentiment leightened concerns about competition for
jobs, housing, or social benefits.

Little is known about where the general public d&for, more precisely, where the
diverse publics within Europe stand) with regardh® notion of replacement migration as a
potential solution to the demographic and econgrniblems of population decline. A vigorous
discussion of population prospects, prompted by Population Division’s (2000) report on
replacement migration, has played out in the UniNatons (see Annan 2002; Dini 2000), as

well as in the European Parliament and in the mateéonal press. Although criticized for both its

! According to Bijak et al. (2007:3), while largease immigration may immediately impact on the amecsure
of the host populations, increasing fertility ratesild be more effective in the long run.



methods and conclusions, the report’'s impact ornigobinion in Europe and its potential as a
source of additional political pressure or resiséahas not been explored. Yet, policy
development and implementation, to be successéell mo be paralleled by a scrutiny of public
views, especially when it comes to sensitive issues as immigration. Furthermore, the
substantial gap between the opinions of elitesthosle of the general population with respect to
immigrants and immigration in Europe (Lahav 200dings to the need for periodic assessments
of population-based data and cross-national vanatin attitudes. Such differences across
countries may be related to different understarglofgarger societal impacts, as well as
different personal perceptions of threat. At theistal level, studies of anti-foreigner sentiment
have identified strong economic and regional cated, but have paid lesser attention to the
specific demographic circumstances (e.g., age csitigo and sex ratios) that may influence
perceptions of immigrants and of replacement migmat

Informed by the relevant demographic literature buaidlding on previous studies of
public attitudes toward immigrants in Europe, ttisdy examines the individual- and
contextual-level correlates of public views abaplacement migration in the 27 member-states
of the European Union using Eurobarometer and Eafrdata. Specifically, the following
guestions are addressed: (1) To what extent dogpdiceptions about replacement migration
differ across European countries? (2) What micnal macro-level factors may help to explain
differences in such views between national publidse latter question is addressed by
examining whether micro- and macro-level predictdranti-immigrant sentiment are also
related to public attitudes about replacement ntigmeas a solution to the problems of

population ageing and lower fertility rates.



Theoretical Foundations

This paper is anchored in two traditions: (a) teendgraphic literature on replacement
migration and (b) the vast research on publicuattés towards immigrants and their impact on
the receiving societies. With respect to the tiratlition, demographers have long investigated
the macro-level processes of migration and thetemqtaal role in shaping population size and
composition (e.qg., Bijak, Kupiszewska, and Kupiszknv2008; Bouvier 2001; Coleman 2002,
2008; Espenshade 2001; Keely 2001). Historicalligration patterns in most of Europe have
favoured emigration, whereas substantial influde®@igners have been a relatively recent
phenomenon (Coleman 2008; Livi Bacci 2000). Muckhefresearch on migration has focused
on measuring the process itself, estimating theodgaphic impact, and identifying the
correlates of migration at both the macro and iwltial levels. Among the demographic
processes, however, migration is distinctive ingk&ent to which it is explicitly and directly
shaped by government policies (Coleman 2008) adhideictly by public opinion.

An important stimulus to international debates dliwmunigration’s demographic impact
was the publication of the U.N. Population Divis®(2000) report that may have coined the
term “replacement migration” and which brought te@cept into public discourse. Focusing on
eight countries (including France, Germany, Italyd the United Kingdom), as well as Europe
and the European Union, this report’s populatiarjgmtions to 2050 pointed to the need for
substantial influxes of immigrants in order to ntain current population sizes or stable elder
support ratios (U.N. 2000). Although the reportetbthat international migration by itself could
not counterbalance the effects of sustained beégplacement fertility (U.N. 2000:14), its

emphasis on migration contributed to a larger cebbhbut more permissive immigration



regimes and greater general acceptance of immgynatat European societies (see Annan 2002;
Dini 2000).

Critics of the U.N. report (and of the idea of meg@ment migration) have raised concerns
about both the projection methods and the poligychkeions. For example, Grant (2001) and
Meyerson (2001) have questioned the premise oftaiaing actual population size, while also
noting the potential economic and ecological advges of smaller populations. Coleman (2008)
and Bermingham (2001) have emphasized the limit@eial of migration to offset population
decline and ageing. Lutz and colleagues (2003) baggested that programs encouraging
earlier childbearing (as opposed to larger familreay offer a more tenable alternative to
population decline and ageing. Other options ineladjustments in employment or retirement
policies (Grant 2001; Meyerson 2001), as well asenggneral economic and social adaptation
to new demographic circumstances (Abernethy 2001).

The debate about population ageing and declind&as described as “compet[ing] with
global warming as a major European pre-occupati@aleman 2008:467). Economic concerns
about future growth and productivity, pension peogs, and labour demands have contributed to
the prominence of immigration in political, med#d advocacy group discussions (Coleman
2008; Teitelbaum 2004). With regard to populatieclohe, however, the very high levels of
immigration needed to counteract the declinesrilifg and losses to mortality are unlikely to
be tolerated or achieved in the future (Colemar820énd would result in a dramatic social and
ethnic transformation of Europe (see also Bouvi#r1). Furthermore, Coleman (2008:467) has
noted that such an influx of immigrants would né@tle continuous, as immigrants themselves

would eventually also age (a model that he desdraseakin to a demographic “Ponzi scheme”).



The second theoretical tradition that informs 8tigly is represented by the literature on
anti-foreigner sentiment in Europe. An overviewtlod research on the sources and triggers of
unfavourable attitudes toward immigrants reveads sicholars differ in theoretical approaches
and in the operationalization of outcomes and ptedj variables. Previous studies have shown
that the reluctance expressed by the Europeangsublivard immigrants varies extensively
across countries and that it is fuelled by an aaralgf personal characteristics, circumstances,
and assessments, as well as of contextual faéttitsides toward foreigners stem from ethno-
racial antipathy, economic insecurity that may rfestiitself individually or collectively, or
from perceptions that immigrants abuse the wekgstem and contribute little or nothing in
return. A number of studies have focused on th&viddal-level determinants of anti-immigrant
sentiment, evincing the impact of economic andtigali standing, socio-demographic attributes
or socio-psychological preferences. This perspeginsits that individuals’ social trajectories
largely determine the manifestation of prejudicedwales. Accordingly, those in direct
competition with out-group members as a resuleofgorarily or permanently belonging to
vulnerable categories are more prone to develdmégeof animosity. Other individual-level
explanations of antipathy have identified the fadlog processes: rational calculations that are
embedded in their socio-economic position (e.gkdan et al. 2001; Mayda 2006; Sniderman,
Hagendoorn, and Prior 2004); cultural marginaligtgzer 2000a, b); national feelings and supra-
national identification (Ceobanu and Escandell 2@8 Figueredo and Elkins 2003; Luedtke
2005; Sides and Citrin 2007); and minority con{détLaren 2003; Pettigrew 2000). At the
individual level, educational attainment and poétiaffinity appear to be two of the most stable
predictors of opinions concerning immigrants (eGpenders and Scheepers 2003; Hjerm 2001;

Kunovich 2002; McLaren 2003; Quillian 1995), altigbuthere are other variables affecting anti-



immigrant attitudes such as embracing an Europaamtity and establishing contact, such as
having minority friends (Pettigrew 2000).

While personal attributes and perceptions explajreat deal of cross-national variation
in Europeans’ attitudes and predispositions towardigrants, another line of research has
extended beyond individual-level predictors to unid contextual factors. By integrating the
findings at the micro level into analytical mod#isat account for the influence of structural
determinants, these latter studies have added imeandions in explaining the variation of
attitudes toward out-group members (Ceobanu andrigetl 2008; Coenders and Scheepers
2003; Hello, Scheepers, and Gijsberts 2002; Hjedav2McLaren 2003; Quillian 1995;
Scheepers, Gijsberts, and Coenders 2002; Scheé&ppiserts, and Hello 2002; Semyonov,
Raijman, and Gorodzeisky 2006; Schneider 2008)tr@kto this line of research is the notion
that societal factors such as the state of theaugror the size of the immigrant population
directly affect the expression of anti-immigrartitaties. Attention to macro-structural factors
has allowed scholars to test an array of expecsibm the embedded nature of public responses
toward immigrants, while also controlling for indiwal characteristics. An analogous approach

is employed in the present study.

Formal Expectations

The two traditions summarized above provide thaedfation for addressing several
hypotheses. First, drawing on studies of anti-fymer sentiment, attitudes about replacement
migration may be negatively influenced by the pew& competition posed by foreigners,
particularly in the economic sphere. Therefore gwpect that the individuals who are better

educated and hold a steady job are less pronedadieect competition for jobs and will



therefore generally hold more positive views ondbeietal consequences of replacement
migration. At the same time, considering that immands’ presence in Europe is mostly an urban
one, respondents living in cities and towns cowddrtore inclined to see replacement migration
as a plausible solution to the problem of poputatiecline. These same factors — being
employed, higher levels of education, and urbardeese — are also linked with low fertility at
the individual level, suggesting a further connattio attitudes about immigration: these
individuals may be most resistant to approachdsetimphasize pro-natalist solutions and
therefore more accepting of immigration as a pragnadternative. Also, respondents with
children may view immigrants as posing a long-ténneat to the economic well-being of their
offspring and, therefore, may show less endorsewfamplacement migration than respondents
with no children. Other demographic characterissceh as sex, age, and marital (or partner)
status, are less linked to immigration-relatedwades and represent important controls in our
analytical models.

Cross-national variation in public views about em@ment migration in the European
societies may be related not just to dissimilasiaenong individuals, but also to contextual
differences. To begin with, a country’s economid@enance affects personal material interests
and public good, and is thought to directly affgeneral attitudes toward immigrants (Quillian
1995). Inauspicious economic circumstances arergiyéelieved to trigger competition
between individuals and groups within the socieigcerbating unfavourable views towards
immigrants and perceptions of immigrants as a l&mgr economic threat. Also, in direct
relation to economic circumstances, a larger priomoof foreigners in the population may
evoke a greater sense of material and symboliatlared more intense negative attitudes toward

immigrants. At the same time, demographic charesties and trends within societies may



contribute to the extent to which replacement niigrais recognized and supported by the
general public. For example, countries which alydaalve large and visible aged populations
may be concerned about long-term solutions, inalgidinmigration, whereas those already
coping with high proportions of foreigners may berereticent. Factors that have contributed to
very low fertility in some countries, including mginemployment and limited policy supports
for working families, may also influence public omn about immigration, either opposing the
potential competition of immigrants or supportingmigration as an answer to falling birth rates.
An aversion to pro-natalist policies may also leadreater acceptance of immigration as an
alternative pathway to population growth (Colem@0&). Finally, when it comes to welfare
provisions granted by the state, it could be if@nhat individuals in generous welfare regimes
are less likely to view immigrants favourably (abg,extension, to endorse replacement
migration) due to perceptions of immigrants abusirgsystem and giving next to nothing in
return (e.g., Mayda 2006), as well as a preferémceestricting certain government benefits to

native-born citizens.

Data and Measures

The individual-level data used in this study amrira 2006 Eurobarometer survey. The
micro-level dataset consists of 23,386 individwelt® were born in their respective countries
and who held the citizenship of their birthplac&hvages between 18 and 74 years, from 27
countries that are also the current members oEthiepean Union: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria,
Cyprus (Republic), Czech Republic, Denmark, Estdrialand, France, Germany, Greece,
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxemiyg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal,

Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, antedridingdom. These countries differ in



terms of immigration histories, size and compositid their immigrant groups, current
immigration policies, and demographic charactersstif their populations. The individual-level
data are used to construct the dependent variadl¢ha micro-level predictors. Independent of
the individual-level data, we have assembled afsebntextual-level measures for each country
included in the study, drawing on the Eurostat lolasa, to reflect the demographic and economic
circumstances, as well as social benefits providethe state.

The dependent variable in this analysis is basaddinidual responses to the following
statement: “For each of the following statemenisage tell me whether you tend to agree or
tend to disagree: The arrival of immigrants in Eag@an efficiently solve the problem of
Europe’s ageing population.” The original respocetegorieSwere recoded into two groupings,
with the first original category being coded 1 @grand the remaining three coded 0 (not

agree).

(Figure 1 about here)

The country-based mean values for the dependeiatol@rgrouped geographically into
four regions, are graphed in Figure 1 and reveadtsuntial variation among countries. The
European respondents who are least inclined torsedeplacement migration are from the
countries which have been recently admitted inéoEbropean Union (Malta, Bulgaria, Cyprus,
Latvia, Hungary, and Romania). By contrast, respoitglfrom Spain, Finland, Sweden and

Denmark are most likely to express support forae@ment migration. In only two countries,

2 These were as follows: “1 = tend to agree”, “2rd to disagree”, “3 = it depends (spontaneousy™an-
DK".
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Spain and Finland, do the majority of responderg® the process of replacement migration
positively.

At the individual level, we introduce several sedemographic and labour force status
measures into the analysis. The individual socimxaigraphic variables include the following:
sex (males coded 1 and females coded 0), age (reeldaswyears), marital status (living with a
partner coded 1, otherwise coded 0), having nadml (coded 1, having one or more coded 0),
urban location (coded 1, with rural as the refeednlevel of educational attainméisome
university education or higher coded 1 and the@gsand labour force status (active coded 1,
non-active coded 0).

At the macro-level, four clusters of country-spieameasures for the year 2006 serve as
the independent variables of interest in this stldhese contextual variables reflect cross-
country differences in (a) economic circumstanceeinployment rate and GDP per capita), (b)
demographic characteristics specifically relateddpulation ageing and migrati¢percent of
population aged 65 years or older, population ghawte, and percent foreign population), (c)
other demographic characteristics that may plaindinect role (population density, sex ratio,
and fertility rate), and (d) social benefits grahbg the state.

Figure 2 shows the bivariate relation between GBiPcppita and the outcome variable,
attitudes about replacement migration. The countsigh the least accepting attitudes are those
with relatively low economic levels, particularlye newer members of the EU in Eastern
Europe. The smaller island states of Malta, Cypas, Ireland have similarly negative attitudes
about migration, possibly related to a greaters@fsnore immediate Malthusian constraints of
limited land mass on population growth and immigmat The most positive attitudes about

replacement migration are found in Spain, Finlé&eden, and Denmark. The diversity among

% Created from the following questionnaire item: $#iold were you when you stopped full-time educa®ion
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these countries suggests that multiple countryttiaotors may be related to more positive
attitudes, which are explored further through nheNel logit regression models. The bivariate
correlation between GDP per capita and more fayderattitudes about replacement migration

is relatively high = 0.471;p = 0.013).

(Figure 2 about here)

A scatterplot of population growth rates and thecome variable is shown in Figure 3. If
individuals support replacement migration, then onght expect that a lower growth rate would
be related to a greater sense of the need for tiugravhereas high growth may be perceived as
threatening by local populations. On the other hattdough high growth signals less need for
new immigrants, it may reflect a greater opennesgetvcomers within a population. The results
show that low acceptance among the Eastern Euraqmeaniries appears strongly related to their
lower growth rates, particularly those with negatgrowth (i.e., Lithuania, Latvia, Bulgaria,
Estonia, Romania, and Hungary). However, the twermtountries with negative growth rates,
Germany and Poland, appear to be somewhat moreshiedo replacement migration. Further,
among the countries with the highest growth radesst dissimilarity in attitudes exists, ranging
from a majority acceptance in Spain to moderat@supn Luxembourg, and negative attitudes
in Ireland and Cyprus. As a result of these vaoretj the correlation coefficient is not
statistically significantr(= 0.320;p = 0.103), suggesting that population growth ratey be
experienced differently across national publicseSghinconclusive results are further

investigated through multilevel logit regressiondals, as described below.
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(Figure 3 about here)

Analytical Models

To assess the relations of the individual and cdng characteristics with the dependent
variable, support for replacement migration, thalgsis is modelled as a two-level structure,
with individuals nested within countries. Using trelvel logit modelling (Snijders and Bosker
1999; Guo and Zhao 2000; Raudenbush and Bryk 20@2%pecify a total of six models. The
first model enters the individual-level predictonyile the subsequent four models enter several
clusters of macro-level factors in addition to thiero-level variables. Finally, in Model 6, all
micro- and macro-level predicting variables areeezd together in the analysis. In the models
that have been tested here, all the country-leeglsures are grand-mean cenfred.

At the individual-level of analysis the mathemaltiequation is:

p; =PnY; =1), (1)

8
|09[ P; /(1_ P; )] :IBOj +Z,8qj * Xai T (2)
g=1

whereY;j; is the answer of a respondeift= 1, 2,...,n;) in thejth ( = 1, 2,...,27) country on the
outcome variable public views of replacement ntigra Xy (9 = 1, 2,..., 7) is an individual

variableq for casd in unitj, S is a level-1 intercepfi; is a level-1 vector of slopes, andis a

level-1 error term.

The level-2 equation is expressed as:

* The procedure of grand-mean centering eases téwpiatation of the coefficients. See, for example,
Raudenbush and Bryk (2002:34-5) and Hox (2002:54-7)
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9
Bo; :y00+zy05*WOSj + Uy, (3)

s=1
wherepy is the intercept estimated in equation ) (s= 1,..., 9) is a contextual variablg
is a level-2 intercepiys is a vector of slopes for the contextual variabdesiug is a level-2

error term.

Results

The results from the multilevel logit models aregented in Table 1, providing fixed
effects coefficients (log-odds, odds ratios anddaad errors) and random statistics (between-
country variance and deviance). The results frond@ll@, which tests for the independent
probabilistic effect of the individual-level pretiieg variables, indicate that having no children,
living in urban centres, being educated at the ensity level, and being active in the labour
force are significantly and positively related tegter endorsement of replacement migration.
These results parallel previously reported findiagghe individual-level characteristics that are
linked with more positive attitudes toward immigig(e.g., Coenders and Scheepers 2003;
Hello, Scheepers, and Gijsberts 2002; Hjerm 20Qifid¢ich 2002; Pettigrew 2000; Scheepers,
Gijsberts, and Coenders 2002; Semyonov, RaijmahGarodzeisky 2006). Controlling for sex,
age, and marital status, the conditional expedgebtds values for those who have children,
live in rural areas, have not been exposed to\eewsity-level education and do not hold an
active status in the labour force is -1.354, cqoesling to a probability of nearly 26% of
agreeing that immigrants will efficiently solve theoblem of population decline in the European
countries. Having no children, living in urban aest having been exposed to a university-level
education and being active in the labour force @acteases the odds of endorsing replacement

migration by 15%, 13%, 15% and 8%, respectivelyidihg constant the random variability and
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net of sex, age and marital status, for those EBBawpespondents who are childless, reside in
towns and cities, have attended universities, aadecupationally active the probability of
supporting immigration as a solution to offset pagion decline in Europe is 52%. Compared to
the null model, the introduction of the socio-demagupic variables into the analysis increases
the amount of explainable between-country variatiotihhe dependent variable’s log-odds to

nearly 34% Also, the log-likelihood reduction indicates ateefit than the null model.

(Table 1 about here)

In addition to the socio-demographic variables eatg@reviously, Model 2 considers a
country’s economic circumstances via two macrodleveasures — unemployment rate and GDP
per capita. With the exception of labour forcelsdgactive), the earlier effects of having no
children, urban residence, and a university-ledelcation are retained. Unlike relative economic
prosperity (expressed through GDP per capita)inthgence of national unemployment rate
does not attain statistical significance. A ond urdrease in GDP per capita from the 27-country
mean level of 97.4raises significantlyg< 0.01) the odds of endorsing replacement migration,
though the 0.6% percent increase represents a abslute effect. When compared to Model 1,
the inclusion of the two measures of economic doorlyields an increase in the between-
country variation in log odds for the dependentalde. The model comparison test for the
deviance statistic -2lb (y*= 3.68; df = 1p = 0.157) suggests that Model 2 is not an

improvement in fit over Model 1.

® We use the formula proposed by Kreft and de Legi898) for the explained between-country variance:
(unrestricted error — restricted error)/unrestdateror.

® The value is calculated for 2006 in Purchasing &dtandards. The mean for EU-27 is 100 (Source:
Eurostat).
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Taking Model 1 as the baseline, Model 3 addddhewing country-level demographic
characteristics: percentage of the population &§edyears old, total population growth rate,
and percentage of foreign nationals in the totalutetion. Each is significantly related £
0.05) to the outcome. Thus, a 1% increase in tbpgstion of older adults (65+ years) from the
respective 27-country means of 15.67 and a 0.48®ase in total population growth raise the
odds of supporting replacement migration by 6% 40, respectively. The proportion of
foreign nationals in the population, on the othandh significantly reduces the dependent’s log-
odds b =-0.015;p < 0.05): every percentage point above the crosstopamerage of 7.02
percent foreign nationals decreases the dependmidsto by 0.015. The pattern of coefficients
for the individual-level variables reported in Mbdes retained. Compared to Model 1, the
inclusion of the first cluster of country-level degraphic characteristics into the analysis
explains nearly 9% more of the between-countryetisipn in the dependent’s log-odds.
However, the deviance statistic test does notrasignificance f§ < 0.05), which indicates that
Model 3 does not represent an improvement in f&rdkie model with only the micro-level
predicting variables.

The fourth model considers the effects of thréeeotountry-level demographic
characteristics — population density, sex ratial, f@ntility rate — controlling for the individual-
level attributes. The analyses show that a counfiytility rate is not statistically related tceth
dependent variable, whereas population densitysardatio show statistically significant
inverse relationships. Thus, in countries wherepihyulation density is higher than the cross-
country average, the log-odds of endorsing replacémigration decrease significantly. At the
same time, a higher ratio of women per 100 mefs @ssociated with a reduction in the

dependent’s log-odds: a unit increase in sex edimve the 27-country mean of 105.61 is
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associated with only 0.95 times the odds of supppreplacement migration. In addition, this
model retains the previously reported significasgficients for four individual-level variables

(in Model 1), demonstrating that their influencéasyely independent of the macro-level factors.
When compared to Model 1, the current model expl&ir® more in the dispersion of
dependent’s log-odds across the 27 European cesnkinally, the results from the model
comparison tesy{ = 7.65; df = 3p = 0.053) suggest a marginal improvement in fitrdviedel

1.

In Model 5, we test for the independent probalidistfect of a country’s total
expenditure on social benefits (as a percentagdd), net the of the individual-level attributes.
A country’s total expenditure on social benefitsttongly related to expressing support for
replacement migration; each one percentage incredstal expenditure in social benefits above
the cross-country mean (21.40) significanfy<(0.001) raises one’s odds of being in accord
with the immigrants’ positive demographic impact3®. Relative to the baseline (Model 1),
Model 5 explains nearly 8% more in the cross-couwdriation in dependent’s log-odds, and the
statistics from the model comparison teét(8.00; df = 1p = 0.005) evidence adequate
improvement in fit.

A final sixth model adds all the micro- and macegd| predicting variables in the
analysis. Net of everything else, three of thevitlial socio-demographic characteristics
introduced in the previous models (1-5) retainistigal significance: parenthood, urban
residence, university level education. Howevemlbhine contextual-level factors, only two
(percent foreign population and GDP per capita)aiarstrong |f < 0.05). Higher GDP per
capita is related to greater agreement, whereagyarlproportion of foreign nationals reduces

endorsement of replacement migration. Respondemsd@ not have children, live in urban
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settings, have been exposed to a university-led@taion, reside in countries where the stock of
immigrants is below the 27-country mean, and whe in relatively prosperous societies (with a
GDP/capita above the cross-country average) are lkaly to perceive immigrants as having a
positive demographic impact, even when controlforga host of factors at the micro and macro
levels of analysis. Fitting statistics (between+toy variance and log-likelihood statistic)
suggest that, while this model is an improvemeretr ke null (intercept-only), it is certainly not

a superior fit over the baseline (Model 1), ascatkd by the increase in the cross-country

dispersion in the dependent’s log-odds and thesghare test for model improvement.

Discussion and Conclusions

This study has examined the cross-country variatigrublic views about replacement
migration in the 27 European Union member countiies has also identified some of the micro-
and macro-level factors help to explain these difiees. The findings from the multilevel logit
model generally support the formal expectations ghéded the analysis, which were based on
the existing bodies of literature on replacemergration and anti-immigrant sentiment. In
particular, the results underscore the enduririgemice of three personal characteristics —
childlessness, urban residence, and university-Eskgcation — on public perceptions of
replacement migration. The role of urban residearaeducation concurs with the literature on
anti-immigration sentiment, and all three variatdes correlated with lower fertility levels as
well. These results suggest that the conceptualeveorks regarding both perceived threat and
socio-demographic behaviours and attitudes (edhepegarding fertility) may inform research

on public attitudes about demographic prospectgpasdible solutions.
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The results reported here also highlight the imgodrtole of two country-level attributes,
the proportion of foreign nationals in a countrglaalative economic prosperity (GDP per
capita). These findings are in line with previoasults linking unfavourable macro
circumstances to an increase in anti-foreignetuas. Living in a context in which immigrants
are already numerous may also decrease the peilasesl for (or increase the reservations
regarding) further immigration to deal with popudatdecline. Additionally, the ageing of one’s
own national population, a higher proportion of wesmn the population, higher relative levels
of population growth, and more generous social avelprograms are related to more supportive
attitudes toward replacement migration. Howeveaséhrelations are attenuated in the full
model, particularly with the addition of GDP pepita. Prior immigration levels (i.e., the
current proportion of foreign nationals) and cutreconomic level appear to provide the most
leverage for understanding cross-national variatiarsuch public attitudes. Thus, this study has
provided rather strong evidence that European psielvaluate the demographic impact of
immigrants and, more broadly, of immigration, ngdtjon the basis of personal attributes, but
also in response to relative economic prosperityasense of threat coming from a numerically
important population of newcomers.

The continuous expansion of the European Uniontlaadrchestrated political
convergence of procedures regulating populationament (including but not limited to
extracommunitari) may bring along a convergence of immigratiortadiés across the continent.
However, the direct response of the European pulblith respect to replacement migration may
be very different, considering the idiosyncrasikthe national contexts. A rapid decline in
economic fortunes (something that European sosiatie all currently experiencing, albeit

unevenly) may trigger renewed opposition toward igrants and inclusive citizenship regimes.
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In the most probable scenario, contingent upomuptic economic projections in the EU
common zone, immigration inflows will continue teetEuropean countries, as will the adoption
of policies for attracting labour force from thegrant-exporting countries. However, European
publics may pose a fierce resistance to massiuexed of foreigners, as proponents of
replacement migration seem to favour. The findioigihis study on public responses to
replacement migration are particularly relevanti policy makers. Although certain segments
of the population may express support for replacgmmegration, this is a minority view, and
many Europeans find the idea of large-scale migmatnappealing. This complements rather
well the position of various demographers that igmation inflows alone cannot be relied on to
efficiently address the side effects of populatiecline. As presented elsewhere, a combination
of political measures aimed at increasing fertitayes (or, at least, promoting earlier fertility
timing) and labour force participation and at refiarg pension plans are needed (Bijak,
Kupiszewska, and Kupiszewski 2008; Lutz, O’'NeitideScherbov 2003). In turn, this set of
measures would create a balance between generatistisite a sense of “intergenerational
equity” (Lutz, O’Neill, and Scherbov 2003), and @utially reduce conflicts between the young
and the old.

A further implication should also be acknowledggiden demographers’ scepticism
about replacement migration as a potential resptmpepulation decline, the extent of public
support for this notion merits additional explooati It is likely that urban residents with college-
level educations may be more exposed to the méstassions and international debates about
replacement migration and global migrations momeegally. Their potential receptiveness to
replacement migration should be tempered by thegréton that immigration alone may not

provide a plausible answer to Europe’s declineapypation growth. Unfortunately, the limited
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guestions on attitudes about population policy rmmgration in this survey does not allow for
further exploration of how people might interprepplation concerns in the context of more
general attitudes about immigrants and immigragiolicies. Furthermore, the correspondence
between our findings and earlier research on amthgrant sentiment calls for a closer
examination of these two domains. To what extenticanigration and population policy be
considered apart from public attitudes about farerg and existing anti-immigrant sentiments?
What is the role of the news media, government @genand political outlets in shaping the
discourse on population policy within the largentsxt of historical conflicts or antipathies?
The findings presented here, though important atryuing, nevertheless suggest
further possible refinements in model specificatimd additional hypotheses to test. To account
for the unexplained cross-country differences tituates about replacement migration, future
models should broaden their reach at both the mard macro-levels of analysis. Considering
the linkage of immigration with the political areriactors such as electoral outcomes or
citizenship regimes may influence public attitudea given national context. Also, ethno-
cultural heterogeneity is a factor deserving cosrsition in the future, as it reflects the relative
openness of European societies. Both individualsmiketal attitudes about fertility and family
issues should also be further explored, as pretesefor one-child families or for childlessness
may be increasing in many European countries (GalisLutz, and Testa 2003; Testa 2006,
2007). Last but not least, other country-level dgraphic indicators need to be taken into
account, in order to more meaningfully encapsutagedemographic and labour force realities in

each European society and their effects on puldwy about replacement migration.
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Table 1. Statistics from the Multilevel Logit Models Predrgj the Probability of Endorsing Replacement Migmatn 27 European

Countries
Mode 1 Modd 2 Model 3 Mode 4 Mode 5 Model 6
Log- Odds Log- Odds Log- Odds Log- 0Odds Log- Odds Log- Odds
odds ratios odds ratios odds ratios odds ratios odds ratios odds ratios

Fixed effects

Constant -1.354***0.258 -1.360***0.257 -1.356*0*258 -1.353***0.259 1.357%***0.257 -1.361***0.256
(0.110) (0.115) (0.109) (0.103) (0.107) (0.113)

Individual-level

Sex (male) 0.049 1.051 0.048 1.049 0.049 1.051 40.04.045 0.04: 1.043 0.039 1.040
(0.045) (0.045) (0.046) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045)

Age -0.001 0.999 -0.001 0999 -0.001 0.999 -0.001.99® 0.001 0.999 -0.001 0.999
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Marital status (partner) 0.051 1.052 0.052 1.054050. 1.052 0.053 1.0550.05( 1.051 0.050 1.051
(0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.046) (0.047) (0.046)

No childrer 0.135***1.144 0.139***1.149 0.137**1.146 0.137***1.147 0.14(***1.150 0.141***1.151
(0.039) (0.040) (0.039) (0.040) (0.040) (0.039)

Urban location 0.120** 1.127 0.120** 1.128 0.119%127 0.114** 1.121 0.127* 1.129 0.121* 1.129
(0.040) (0.040) (0.040) (0.041) (0.039) (0.039)

University education 0.375***1.455 0.373***1.453 3¥9***1.460 0.378***1.459 0.37¢**1.461 0.381***1.464
(0.046) (0.047) (0.046) (0.047) (0.047) (0.047)

Active in labour force 0.077* 1.080 0.074 1077 ®O 1.079 0.078* 1.081 0.07¢ 1.077 0.075 1.078
(0.045) (0.044) (0.045) (0.045) (0.044 (0.045)

Country-level

Population density — — — -0.001** 0.999 — -0.000 1.000

(0.000) (0.025)
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Table 1 (continued)

Mode 1 Model 2 Mode 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Log- Odds Log- Odds Log- Odds Log- Odds Log- Odds Log- Odds
odds ratios odds ratios odds ratios odd:¢ ratios odds ratios odds ratios
Sex ratio — — — -0.057***0.950 — 0.020 1.020
(0.013 (0.025)
Fertility rate — — — 0.21t 1.239 — -0.248 0.780
(0.344) (0.507)
Population 65+ years — — 0.060* 1.062 — — -0.002 0.998
(0.033) (0.044)
Population growth — — 0.334** 1.397 — — 0.165 1.180
(0.131) (0.212)
Foreign population — — -0.015* 0.985 — — -0.031* 0.969
(0.007) (0.013)
Social benefits — — — — 0.053***1.054 0.039 1.040
(0.011) (0.026)
Unemployment rate — 0.040 1.041 — — — 0.023 1.023
(0.030) (0.031)
GDP/capita — 0.006** 1.006 — — — 0.008** 1.008
(0.002) (0.003)
Random statistics”
Country-level var.ug; 0.2229 0.2478 0.209¢ 0.183¢ 0.2059 0.2385
Deviance, -2In L 64531.518 64527.838 64525.998 64523.867 64523.519 45176419

Notes: Robust standard errors are reported in parenthiesksy the log-odds. The contextual-level predigtiariables are grand-mean centred.
2For the intercept-only (null) model, the countrydévariance i€.3364 and the deviance is 66231.847. For all nspdedy” test indicates that the cross-

country variability in log-odds of endorsing repatent migration is statistically significamt £ 0.000).
"p<0.05;" p<0.01;”" p<0.001 (one-tailed tests)
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Figure 1. Proportions of Respondents Who Endorse Replaceltignation in 27 European

Countries
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Figure 2. Public Attitudes about Replacement Migration by @oyis GDP per Capita

Immigrants' Demographic Impact
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Note: AT = Austria; BE = Belgium; BG = Bulgaria; CY =y@rus (Republic); CZ = Czech
Republic; DK = Denmark; EE = Estonia; FI = Finlak®R = France; DE = Germany; GR =
Greece; HU = Hungary; IE = Ireland; IT = Italy; l¥Latvia; LT = Lithuania; LU = Luxembourg;
MT = Malta; NL = Netherlands; PL = Poland; PT = Rigal; RO = Romania; SK = Slovakia; SI =
Slovenia; ES = Spain; SE = Sweden; UK = United Kiomg.
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Immigrants’ Demographic Impact

Figure 3. Public Attitudes about Replacement Migration by @oyis Annual
Population Growth Rate
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Note: AT = Austria; BE = Belgium; BG = Bulgaria; CY =y@rus (Republic); CZ = Czech
Republic; DK = Denmark; EE = Estonia; FI = Finlafk® = France; DE = Germany; GR =
Greece; HU = Hungary; IE = Ireland; IT = Italy; l%/Latvia; LT = Lithuania; LU =
Luxembourg; MT = Malta; NL = Netherlands; PL = Pada PT = Portugal; RO = Romania; SK
= Slovakia; Sl = Slovenia; ES = Spain; SE = Swed#t= United Kingdom.
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