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Original Article

One of the major challenges facing European welfare states 
is “how to maintain and strengthen the bonds of solidarity 
in ethnically diverse societies” (Banting 2005:98). In 
Europe, immigration is often seen as the greatest threat to 
national welfare states, and the notion that diversity under-
mines the solidarity required to maintain popular support 
for the welfare state has become a commonly expressed 
fear, especially among social progressives, who see both 
immigration and a robust welfare state as essentially good. 
For that reason, this theoretical tension between immigra-
tion and a redistributive welfare state is often called the 
“progressive’s dilemma” (Goodhart 2004; Koopmans 2010; 
Wolfe and Klausen 1997) or the “new liberal dilemma” 
(Kumlin and Rothstein 2010; Newton 2007; Reeskens and 
van Oorschot 2012). Although this term, progressive’s 
dilemma, originates from an existential concern among 
social progressives that immigration and the welfare state 
are not easily combined, in empirical research the term 
commonly refers to the hypothesis that immigration under-
mines support for the welfare state (Brady and Finnigan 
2014; Reeskens and van Oorschot 2012) or, less commonly, 
that multiculturalism undercuts support for the welfare 
state (Banting et al. 2006; Koopmans 2010). Our use of the 
term, therefore, is practical and consistent with its most 
common usage in previous sociological research.1

Although the causal mechanisms involved remain largely 
theoretical, the progressive’s dilemma is usually portrayed as 
a two-stage argument. First, diversity corrodes trust, and sec-
ond, lack of trust diminishes solidarity, which leads to a 
decrease in welfare state support because people do not want 
to redistribute resources to people they do not trust and with 
whom they do not identify (Banting and Kymlicka 2006). 
This type of argument is not new. The idea that society 
requires some form of collective identity is a central tenet of 
political philosophy (e.g., Cederman 2001; Dahl 1989; 
Weiler 1999). According to John Stuart Mill ([1861] 1975), 
ethnic homogeneity is vital to the existence of free and dem-
ocratic institutions, as a common nationality facilitates sym-
pathy, loyalty, and cooperation among coethnics. Baldwin 
(1990) maintained that demographic homogeneity facilitated 
the emergence of universal welfare states in the Scandinavian 
countries and Britain—that “social insurance, especially of a 
solidaristic bent, was only possible given a certain degree of 
homogeneity” (p. 196).2 Indeed, Dahl (1996:642) claimed 
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that in a homogeneous group, “egoism merges indistinguish-
able with altruism”; yet, “as the group expands in numbers, 
as homogeneity declines, and as conflicting interests 
increase,” advancing others’ interests becomes less likely.

Given these theoretical expectations, a flurry of scholar-
ship has sought to understand the progressive’s dilemma by 
examining the relationship between immigration-generated 
ethnic diversity and popular support for social welfare cross-
nationally. This body of research begins with the hypothesis 
that we should see a negative relationship between objective 
measures of immigration and support for redistribution, or 
that welfare state support should decrease when ethnic het-
erogeneity increases. Results from cross-national analyses of 
European welfare attitudes, however, provide little support 
for the expectation that immigration reduces support for 
social welfare (Brady and Finnigan 2014; Burgoon, Koster, 
and van Egmond 2012; Crepaz 2008; Hjerm and Schnabel 
2012; Mau and Burkhardt 2009; Mewes and Mau 2012), 
suggesting that there is no progressive’s dilemma (practical 
or existential) after all.

We argue that this conclusion is premature because of 
how previous cross-national research has approached testing 
the progressive’s dilemma’s theoretical propositions. We 
argue that the so-called generic hypothesis (Brady and 
Finnigan 2014) derived from the progressive’s dilemma—
that there is a negative relationship between a country’s share 
of immigrants and welfare state support—is misleading 
because individuals differ greatly in their responses to immi-
gration. In other words, previous studies have not considered 
the role of subjective reactions to immigration when analyz-
ing the relationship between objective measures of immigra-
tion and support for social welfare.

Thus, in this article, we question the “generic hypothe-
sis,” which assumes a linear relationship between objective 
immigration-generated ethnic diversity and individual-level 
support for redistribution across countries. We argue that 
there is more than one way to think about immigration and 
welfare, which has consequences for how we first conceptu-
alize and then operationalize these variables and the relation-
ship between them. We hypothesize that distinct attitudinal 
profiles, which reflect different ways of thinking about 
immigration and welfare, exist and vary in their salience 
both within and across countries. We expect that some—but 
not all—of these profiles are consistent with the idea that 
immigration and a redistributive, universal welfare state are 
incompatible. Then, we test the hypothesis that objective 
immigration is what drives the prominence of these different 
attitudinal configurations cross-nationally.

To do this, we conduct two analyses. The first is an indi-
vidual-level analysis of the key elements of the immigration-
welfare nexus, in which we examine individuals’ attitudes 
toward redistribution, immigration, and immigrants’ social 
rights to see if attitudes cluster together in ways that point to 
distinct attitudinal profiles. Revealing such attitudinal pat-
terns is critical if we are to understand the complexity of the 

hypothesized link between diversity and the welfare state. 
We focus in particular on evidence of profiles that are consis-
tent with the progressive’s dilemma or, in other words, evi-
dence that supports the notion that support for immigration is 
incompatible with support for redistribution. Once we have 
identified different attitudinal profiles, our second, country-
level analysis investigates the relationship between objective 
immigration and the prevalence of these attitudinal clusters. 
We do this by plotting the sizes of attitudinal clusters in each 
country against various measures of objective immigration. 
We conclude with a discussion of our results and identify 
directions for future research.

Immigration and Welfare Attitudes

Much of the previous research on the relationship between 
ethnic diversity and the welfare state comes from analyses of 
the United States. Scholarship on the American case reveals 
a negative relationship between racial and ethnic heterogene-
ity and welfare attitudes. Studies consistently show that 
diversity undermines support for social welfare (Fox 2004; 
Gilens 1999; Luttmer 2001). Related research finds a nega-
tive relationship between ethnoracial heterogeneity and 
social expenditure (Alesina, Baqir, and Easterly 1999, 2000; 
Hero 1998). Furthermore, scholars argue that this diversity 
impeded the development of working-class solidarity (Lipset 
and Marks 2000), contributed to the development of the lib-
eral American welfare state (Quadagno 1994), and accounts 
for approximately 50 percent of the variation between 
American and European welfare state institutions (Alesina 
and Glaeser 2004).

Given recent, unprecedented rates of immigration to and 
subsequent ethnic diversity in European countries (Castles 
and Miller 2003), social scientists have asked whether the 
American pattern will be replicated in Europe (Eger 2010; 
Larsen 2011; Putnam 2007). Cross-national research on 
European attitudes, however, yields little evidence of a nega-
tive relationship between objective measures of immigration 
and support for social welfare (Brady and Finnigan 2014; 
Burgoon et al. 2012; Crepaz 2008; Hjerm and Schnabel 
2012; Mau and Burkhardt 2009; Mewes and Mau 2012).3 
This has led some scholars to conclude that immigration is 
not systematically related to attitudes about welfare in 
Europe (e.g., Crepaz 2008) or, more recently, that future 
research must move beyond the generic model (Brady and 
Finnigan 2014). Agreeing with the latter, we argue that the 
reason for diverging empirical results between the United 
States and Europe is not necessarily because a relationship 
between immigration and welfare state support does not 
exist in Europe but instead because the generic hypothesis 
derived from the progressive’s dilemma fails to account for 
the complexity of the immigration-welfare nexus.

This shortcoming manifests itself empirically in two 
ways. First, by focusing exclusively on the relationship 
between country-level measures of immigration and 
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individual attitudes, previous cross-national research has 
conflated rates of immigration with attitudinal responses 
to immigration. We find this especially problematic given 
that attitudes regarding immigration do not always depend 
on actual rates of immigration to or the size of the immi-
grant population in a country. A review of cross-national 
research on anti-immigrant sentiment suggests a weak 
relationship between the size of an immigrant out-group 
and attitudes (Ceobanu and Escandell 2010:322). This may 
be in part because country-level measures of immigration 
are often unrelated to individuals’ perceptions of immigra-
tion (Herda 2010). In fact, research on European attitudes 
shows that individuals’ estimations of out-group size do a 
better job explaining anti-immigrant sentiment than objec-
tive country-level measures of immigration (Hjerm 2007; 
Schlueter and Scheepers 2010; Semyonov et al. 2004; 
Strabac 2011).

Second, and more importantly, previous cross-national 
research has not explicitly considered the other attitudes cen-
tral to this story: attitudes concerning immigration and immi-
grants’ social rights. Related research, however, indicates 
that other attitudes are relevant. Scholarship on ethnic diver-
sity and welfare attitudes has specified a number of mecha-
nisms theoretically responsible for the relationship between 
immigration and support for the welfare state: in-group bias 
(Eger 2010), deservingness (van Oorschot 2000, 2006), reci-
procity (Alesina, Glaeser, and Sacerdote 2001:226; 
Habyarimana et al. 2009; Rothstein 1998:142), or trust 
(Alesina and La Ferrara 2000). In each case, these accounts 
specify why immigration should reduce support for welfare. 
For instance, immigration reduces support for social welfare 
because immigrants do not contribute to or are perceived as 
benefiting disproportionately from the welfare state (i.e., 
reciprocity). Or immigration reduces support for social wel-
fare because individuals prefer to allocate resources to mem-
bers of in-groups versus out-groups (i.e., in-group bias). Yet 
because the mechanism responsible remains largely theoreti-
cal, previous research has relied on these accounts mostly as 
heuristic models.4

Nevertheless, the existence of various theoretical accounts 
suggests that there may be a number of ways these attitudes 
are related. We argue that the relationship between objective 
immigration and popular support for the welfare state 
depends on how people understand these issues. Attitudes 
toward redistribution, attitudes toward immigration, and atti-
tudes toward immigrants’ social rights are all part of this 
immigration-welfare nexus. Indeed, whether immigration 
depresses support for social welfare should depend on what 
individuals think about immigration in general. Some individu-
als ardently oppose immigration, and others favor an open 
immigration policy, while others fall somewhere in between. 
If someone opposes immigration, it is easier to see how the 
relationship between the presence of foreigners and one’s 
support for the welfare state would be negative. Yet if some-
one is indifferent to immigration or takes a pro-immigration 

stance, why should the presence of immigrants necessarily 
decrease his or her support for the welfare state?

To our knowledge, there are no cross-national analyses 
that explicitly model the relationship between opposition to 
immigration and support for the welfare state. However, 
studies show that negative stereotypes about racial and eth-
nic minorities, which are related to prejudicial attitudes 
(Allport 1954), affect attitudes about welfare. Gilens (1995, 
1999) found that white Americans oppose welfare because 
they think African Americans prefer to depend on social wel-
fare rather than work. The perception that blacks are lazy is 
the strongest predictor of believing that welfare recipients 
are undeserving, and the perception that welfare recipients 
are undeserving and the perception that blacks are lazy are 
the largest and second largest predictors of opposition to 
social welfare expenditure. Larsen (2011) showed that ste-
reotypes about immigrants from non-Western countries 
affect Northern Europeans’ attitudes about social welfare at 
least as much as stereotypes about African Americans’ work 
ethic affect Americans’ attitudes.

In addition to attitudes regarding immigration, whether 
objective immigration erodes support for social welfare 
should also depend on attitudes about the universality of 
social rights, specifically immigrants’ right to welfare state 
benefits. Countries differ in their approaches to immigrants’ 
social rights, and this varies even within welfare state regimes 
(Sainsbury 2012). Thus, it is important to assess attitudes 
about immigrants’ access to the welfare state, because coun-
try policies affect whether “redistribution” means redistribu-
tion for natives only, citizens only, or all residents including 
immigrants. Theoretically, native-born individuals may pre-
fer to limit social rights to the native-born population only, or 
they may prefer to extend benefits to immigrants upon arrival 
in the country. Alternatively, native-born individuals may 
prefer that immigrants receive benefits only after they have 
contributed to the welfare state via taxes or become natural-
ized citizens. We argue that these attitudes concerning immi-
grants’ relationship to the welfare state should matter for 
both attitudes toward immigration and redistribution.

Social science research provides insight into the various 
rationales underlying these different attitudes toward immi-
grants’ social rights. Psychological research on in-group 
bias, or the tendency to favor one’s own group, shows that 
people prefer to allocate resources to members of their own 
groups versus out-group members (Brewer 1979; Tajfel et al. 
1971; Turner 1975). Thus, native-born individuals who 
believe that immigrants should never receive welfare bene-
fits exhibit in-group bias. Research on altruism, or care and 
concern for others that is not conditional on reciprocal 
behavior, shows that this response may be generalized to 
include the plight of an entire group of people, such as the 
poor (Hoffman 2000). Therefore, individuals who believe 
that immigrants should receive benefits upon arrival in a new 
country or soon thereafter—regardless of whether immi-
grants have worked or paid taxes—exhibit altruism.
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A third research area related to social rights is reciprocity. 
According to this perspective, people are more likely to show 
concern for, assist, or cooperate with people who have been 
helpful, caring, or cooperative in the past (Trivers 1971). 
Although originally a concept in sociobiology and evolution-
ary psychology, political scientists and economists have 
since argued that it is rational to contribute to the welfare of 
only those who also contribute to yours; therefore, if people 
believe that welfare recipients only take from and do not 
contribute to the welfare state, there is rational reason not to 
support the institution (Alesina et al. 2001:226; Rothstein 
1998:142). And experimental research demonstrates that 
reciprocity (Fehr and Gächter 2000), or traits that signal the 
likelihood of reciprocity (Habyarimana et al. 2009), contrib-
utes to the provision of public goods. Thus, individuals who 
believe immigrants’ social rights should be conditional on 
paying taxes or naturalizing favor reciprocity.

Indeed, the question at the heart of the progressive’s 
dilemma—are immigration and the welfare state incompati-
ble?—should depend on other attitudes, specifically what 
people think about immigration and immigrants’ social rights. 
Recent research on European attitudes supports this idea indi-
rectly. Emmenegger and Klemmensen (2013) found that dif-
ferent types of motivations (e.g., self-interest vs. egalitarianism) 
moderate the relationship between support for immigration 
and redistribution. We contend that people hold qualitatively 
distinct ideas about welfare, immigration, and the relationship 
between the two. We see attitudes toward immigration, immi-
grants’ social rights, and redistribution as clusters of attitudes, 
each with an internal logic. It is also likely that certain attitudi-
nal configurations may be more prominent in some countries 
than others. For instance, in a country where social rights are 
not universal, native-born individuals may not perceive immi-
grants as free riders or as a financial drain on the national wel-
fare state. Thus, individuals may take a pro-immigration 
stance while opposing redistribution. In contrast, in a country 
with high rates of immigration and a strong welfare state, 
opposition to immigration may be negatively associated with 
support for immigrants’ social rights as well as negatively 
associated with support for redistribution.

We do not treat these examples as illustrations of compet-
ing theories. Rather, we hypothesize that qualitatively differ-
ent sets of attitudes coexist, between and within countries. 
Thus, we design cross-national research to reveal clusters of 
attitudes rather than test for particular linear relationships. In 
light of psychological research that shows individuals strive 
to maintain consistency in attitudes and related behaviors 
(Festinger 1957; Heider 1946) as well as public opinion 
research that finds an internal logic to individuals’ beliefs 
and attitudes (Feldman 1988, 2003), we hypothesize that dis-
tinct attitudinal profiles exist and reflect different under-
standings of the relationship between heterogeneity and 
welfare. This expectation may sound obvious, but it runs 
counter to the dominant hypothesis tested in previous cross-
national research.

In this article, we rely on both survey and country data to 
analyze the relationship between immigration and welfare in 
two novel ways, first at the individual level and then at the 
country level. In our first analysis, we use latent class analy-
sis (LCA) and data from the European Social Survey (ESS) 
to examine individuals’ attitudes toward immigration, redis-
tribution, and immigrants’ social rights in concert. We posit 
that if diversity and solidarity are difficult to reconcile, cer-
tain attitudinal profiles should exist—where the probability 
of supporting both immigration and redistribution will be 
low. Evidence of their incompatibility would be either that 
individuals support immigration but not redistribution or that 
individuals support redistribution but not immigration. 
Although the latter is not emphasized in previous empirical 
research, opposing immigration while supporting redistribu-
tion for coethnics is certainly an example of this tension. 
Hence, nativist attitudes regarding immigrants’ social rights 
would also indicate that immigration and welfare are diffi-
cult to reconcile.

Our results reveal a number of different clusters with 
unique attitudinal profiles, which vary considerably among 
countries. Therefore, in our second analysis, we revisit the 
generic hypothesis derived from the progressive’s dilemma 
to test if objective immigration at the country level is related 
to the prominence of these immigration-welfare attitudes 
cross-nationally. We do this by plotting the sizes of attitudi-
nal clusters in each country against various measures of 
objective immigration.

Data and Methods

To reveal different combinations of attitudes toward redistri-
bution, immigration, and immigrants’ social rights across 
Europe, we use data from the fourth round of the ESS 
(European Social Survey 2008/2009), a biennial interna-
tional survey focusing on the political attitudes and behav-
iors of Europeans. All interviews were conducted in 2008 
and 2009. We analyze 41,931 Europeans’ attitudes in the fol-
lowing 24 countries5: Belgium (n = 1,722), Bulgaria (n = 
1,649), Cyprus (n = 1,116), the Czech Republic (n = 1,830), 
Denmark (n = 1,508), Estonia (n = 1,513), Finland (n = 
2,123), France (n = 1,993), Germany (n = 2,603), Greece  
(n = 1,956), Hungary (n = 1,374), Ireland (n = 1,739), Latvia 
(n = 1,730), the Netherlands (n = 1,711), Norway (n = 1,514), 
Poland (n = 1,458), Portugal (n = 1,925), Romania (n = 
1,471), Slovakia (n = 1,577), Slovenia (n = 1,189), Spain  
(n = 2,316), Sweden (n = 1,687), Switzerland (n = 1,683), 
and the United Kingdom (n = 2,252).

For the following analyses, we rely on three variables that 
capture the key elements of the immigration-welfare nexus. To 
capture redistributive preferences, we use a variable that asks 
respondents to what extent they agree or disagree that “the 
government should take measures to reduce income differ-
ences.” Responses vary from 1 to 5, where 1 = “agree strongly,” 
2 = “agree,” 3 = “neither agree nor disagree,” 4 = “disagree,” 
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and 5 = “disagree strongly.” To distinguish between respon-
dents who support redistribution and those who do not, we 
collapse this measure into a dichotomous variable, where a 
score of 1 captures respondents who “agree strongly” and 
“agree,” and all other responses are recoded as 0.

To measure attitudes toward immigration, we use two 
questions that ask respondents to what extent they support 
immigrants coming to their country, specifically immigrants 
who are different in some regard. The first asks whether 
“their country should allow people from poorer countries 
outside Europe to come and live here,” and the second asks 
whether “their country should allow people from racial/eth-
nic groups different from the majority.” For both questions, 
scores range from 1 to 4, where 1 = “allow many,” 2 = 
“allow some,” 3 = “allow a few,” and 4 = “allow none.” We 
recode this variable to distinguish between respondents who 
articulate opposition to immigration (“allow a few” or 
“allow none” = 0) and those who take a pro-immigration 
stance (“allow some” or “allow many” = 1). Individuals 
who are supportive of one type of immigrant but not the 
other are recoded as opposing immigration, as we find it dif-
ficult to consider those individuals as being pro-immigration 
more generally.

Finally, to capture attitudes toward immigrants’ social 
rights, we rely on a question that asks, “Thinking of people 
coming to live in [country] from other countries, when do 
you think they should obtain the same rights to social bene-
fits and services as citizens already living here?”6 Responses 
are 1 = “immediately on arrival,” 2 = “after living here for a 
year, whether or not they have worked,” 3 = “only after they 
have worked and paid taxes for at least a year,” 4 = “once 
they have become a citizen,” and 5 = “they should never get 
the same rights.” We collapse this variable on the basis of the 
different ways scholars understand attitudes toward immi-
grants’ social rights. To distinguish among those who want to 
grant immigrants social rights, those who want to exclude 
immigrants from obtaining social benefits, and those who 
only want to grant immigrants the same social rights once 
they have contributed to the welfare state or accepted the 
responsibilities of citizenship, we construct a trichotomous 
variable. Respondents who prefer the extension of social 
rights immediately or after a year regardless of tax contribu-
tions receive a score of 1. Respondents who prefer that immi-
grants receive benefits only if they have paid taxes or 
naturalized receive a score of 2. Those who believe that 
immigrants should never have the same rights receive a score 
of 3. Hence, our variable consists of three distinct categories: 
(1) those who want to exclude immigrants from receiving 
social benefits (i.e., in-group bias); (2) those who want to 
grant immigrants equal rights to social benefits provided 
they meet certain conditions, such as investing in the welfare 
state via taxes or becoming a citizen (i.e., reciprocity); and 
(3) those who want to grant immigrants equal social rights 
regardless of whether they meet certain conditions (i.e., 
altruism).

To identify different attitudinal profiles within and across 
European countries, we use LCA, which is appropriate for 
revealing latent clusters of individuals who share similar 
characteristics on a given set of categorical indicators 
(McCutcheon 1987). One of the benefits of LCA is that it 
does not require the assumption of linearity. This is espe-
cially useful to us, because we are looking for clusters of 
attitudes and only want to distinguish respondents who hold 
a particular attitude from those who do not. Furthermore, 
LCA does not require us to specify causality among our vari-
ables a priori. We think it is important to note that regression 
analyses of cross-sectional data, on which previous research 
in this area relies, cannot speak to causal order either, even if 
results are typically interpreted as if they can. Thus, we do 
not sacrifice power by our choice of method.

To analyze the clusters cross-nationally, we use country as 
a covariate.7 This approach is widely considered suitable for 
cross-national and cross-cultural research (e.g., Kankaras, 
Moors, and Vermunt 2011; McCutcheon and Hagenaars 
1997). This method ensures that the inherent characteristics 
or meaning of each particular cluster is equivalent across 
countries. Meanwhile, cluster sizes are allowed to vary across 
countries, making it possible to obtain country-specific clus-
ter sizes, further enabling cross-national comparison. In other 
words, this approach ensures the comparability of the clusters 
cross-nationally, while allowing country-specific cluster sizes 
to vary across countries (Edlund 2007).8 For this analysis, we 
use the software Latent GOLD (Magidson and Vermunt 2001; 
Vermunt and Magidson 2000).

To revisit the generic hypothesis that objective immigra-
tion affects attitudes, we rely on demographic data from 
Eurostat.9 We make exhaustive use of available cross-nation-
ally comparative measures and rely on number of standard-
ized variables to test for this relationship: percentage foreign 
born, percentage non–European Union foreign born, per-
centage foreign born from low-development countries out-
side Europe, and inflows of foreign-born individuals.10

Results

In this section, we present the results from an LCA of atti-
tudes toward redistribution, immigration, and immigrants’ 
social rights across 24 European countries. We identify and 
distinguish between clusters that share similar characteristics 
in terms of the item response probabilities. We focus in par-
ticular on whether the clusters display characteristics that are 
consistent with the progressive’s dilemma, whereby support-
ing both immigration and redistribution is unlikely. We then 
report cluster sizes across countries (i.e., the probability of 
belonging to a particular cluster given a respondent’s coun-
try). Finally, we use scatterplots to investigate the relation-
ship between immigration and attitudinal cluster sizes across 
countries.

To identify distinct attitudinal profiles, we use LCA to 
analyze the three attitudinal variables that make up 
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the immigration-welfare nexus. LCA generates a number of 
different solutions with varying numbers of clusters. 
Postestimation statistics determine which solution fits the 
data the best. Lower L2 and Bayesian information criterion 
(BIC) statistics are indicative of better fitting or representa-
tive models (Raftery 2001). For the one-cluster model, the L2 
statistic reflects the maximum association between manifest 
variables that can be explained by any given latent class 
model (i.e., number of classes or clusters) and thus consti-
tutes the baseline model against which all other models are 
evaluated. Therefore, although the model with the lowest 
negative BIC should be selected, it should also have a sub-
stantial decrease in L2 compared with the baseline model.

Table 1 reports L2 and BIC statistics for various solutions. 
The model with the lowest BIC is the five-cluster solution. 
Moreover, compared with the one-cluster model, the five-
cluster solution reduces L2 by approximately 94 percent. 
This statistic does not improve much with the six-cluster 
solution, a further indication of model fitness. Thus, we iden-
tify five different attitudinal profiles, suggesting that the 
immigration-welfare nexus is more complex than previously 
assumed.

Table 2 reports cluster sizes and the probability of particu-
lar responses for each of the three attitudinal variables within 
each cluster. Put simply, these are the probabilities that an 
individual holds a particular attitude given that he or she 
belongs to that cluster. Although five clusters are identified, 

the sizes of these clusters differ in the pooled sample; cluster 
numbering (1–5) indicates their rank order with regard to 
size. Thus, an individual from any of the 24 European coun-
tries in the sample has a .27 probability of belonging to the 
largest cluster and a .11 probability of belonging to the small-
est cluster (cluster 5). Put differently, cluster 1 constitutes 27 
percent of the European sample, while cluster 5 represents 11 
percent.

Description of Clusters

Cluster 1, which represents 27 percent of the pooled sample, 
provides evidence of the progressive’s dilemma, whereby 
support for immigration and redistribution is unlikely. 
Respondents unequivocally favor redistribution (.99), and 
attitudes toward immigrants’ social rights are mostly recipro-
cal (.86). However, respondents are twice as likely to oppose 
immigration (.69) than to support it, indicating that for most, 
redistribution and immigration are seen as incompatible.

Cluster 2, which comprises a quarter of the European 
sample, also provides evidence that immigration and wel-
fare are difficult to reconcile. Here, the probability of oppos-
ing immigration is very high (.95), and compared with the 
other clusters, the probability of exhibiting in-group bias is 
highest (.26). In fact, the cluster that comes in second in this 
regard (cluster 4) has a probability of merely .03. 
Nevertheless, the odds of supporting reciprocal social rights 

Table 1. Model Fit Measures for One-cluster Model and Five-cluster Model with Adjacent Models.

Model L2 df L2 Reduction (%) BIC (Based on L2)

One cluster 14,643.8 260 0.0 11,875.5
Four clusters 2,017.8 176 86.2 143.9
Five clusters 939.1 148 93.6 –636.7
Six clusters 707.0 120 95.2 –570.7

Note. BIC = Bayesian information criterion.

Table 2. Cluster Sizes and Item Response Probabilities, by Cluster.

Cluster 1:  
Pro-welfare,  

Anti-immigration
Cluster 2: 
Exclusive

Cluster 3:  
Pro-welfare, 

Pro-immigration

Cluster 4:  
Anti-welfare, 

Anti-immigration
Cluster 5: 
Inclusive

Cluster size 0.27 0.25 0.22 0.14 0.11
Redistribution  
 No support 0.01 0.16 0.29 0.99 0.30
 Support 0.99 0.84 0.71 0.01 0.70
Immigration  
 Allow few/none 0.69 0.95 0.13 0.66 0.07
 Allow some/many 0.31 0.05 0.87 0.34 0.93
Immigrants’ social rights  
 In-group bias 0.01 0.26 0.02 0.03 0.00
 Reciprocity 0.86 0.69 0.98 0.88 0.11
 Altruism 0.14 0.05 0.00 0.09 0.89
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for immigrants already residing in the country are .69. 
Finally, being in cluster 2 means that one is very likely to 
support redistribution (.84).

In cluster 4, there is a high probability of opposing both 
immigration and redistribution. The likelihood of supporting 
redistribution is virtually nonexistent (.01), while the proba-
bility of opposing immigration is .66. Attitudes toward immi-
grants’ social rights are mainly reciprocal (.88), indicating 
that respondents want immigrants already residing in one’s 
country to contribute to the welfare state before receiving 
social rights. This cluster does not provide clear evidence of 
the progressive’s dilemma, because for members of this clus-
ter, there does not appear to be a trade-off between immigra-
tion and welfare; instead, they are supportive of neither.

A very different pattern emerges in cluster 3, which con-
stitutes 22 percent of the sample. Attitudes toward immigra-
tion and redistribution are both positive. The probability of 
being pro-immigration is .87, and the probability of being 
pro-welfare is .71. This suggests the absence of the hypoth-
esized tension between ethnic diversity and solidarity. 
However, the probability of preferring reciprocal social 
rights for immigrants is extremely high (.98). Hence, the 
subjective logic in this cluster appears to be that immigration 
and welfare are both fine, as long as immigrants contribute to 
the welfare state in the form of working, paying taxes, and/or 
naturalizing.

In the fifth and smallest cluster, attitudes are by far the 
most inclusive, toward immigration (.93) and immigrants’ 
social rights (.89). Support for immigration and for extend-
ing social rights to immigrants unconditionally (i.e., altru-
ism) is much stronger than in any of the other clusters. 
Moreover, the probability of being pro-welfare is .70. This 
combination of attitudes indicates that a minority of respon-
dents does not find universal social welfare and immigration 
incompatible.

In summary, the results of this analysis demonstrate that 
attitudes about immigration, welfare, and immigrants’ right 
to social welfare are related. In particular, the relationship 
between subjective reactions to immigration and support for 
redistribution appears to drive the formation of these differ-
ent attitudinal clusters. Although support for redistribution 
appears high, most respondents do not favor immigration or 
universal social rights for immigrants. We interpret these 
results to mean that, for most Europeans, support for both 
immigration and welfare is unlikely.11 Thus, at the individual 
level, we find evidence of the progressive’s dilemma.

Cross-country Differences in Cluster Sizes

Although the attitudinal profile of each cluster is identical 
across countries, the probability of being in one cluster ver-
sus another varies cross-nationally. By making country a 
covariate, we get information about the probability of 
belonging to a specific cluster given that the respondent lives 
in a particular country. Reported in Table 3 in rank order, 

country-specific cluster sizes indicate the prevalence of each 
combination of attitudes across Europe countries. In each 
column, the line further distinguishes between countries 
where the size of the cluster is above the European average 
from those where the size of the cluster is below average; 
thus, we not only see the distribution of clusters within and 
across Europe but also in how many countries attitudinal 
clusters are especially salient.

We find substantial cross-country variation in all the clus-
ters. The probability of being anti-immigration and pro- 
welfare (cluster 1) is high in countries such as Portugal (.76), 
Finland (.62), Estonia (.55), Spain (.47), France (.43), and 
Slovenia (.36), whereas it is low in countries such as the 
Czech Republic (.07), Slovakia (.07), and Cyprus (.06) and 
virtually nonexistent in Sweden and Bulgaria. A total of nine 
countries are above average with regard to the size of this 
cluster. Although it constitutes only 14 percent of the pooled 
sample, the probability of being both anti-immigration and 
anti-welfare (cluster 4) is also above average in nine coun-
tries: Denmark (.49), the Czech Republic (.33), the 
Netherlands (.30), Estonia (.29), the United Kingdom (.25), 
Norway (.24), Finland (.21), Switzerland (.17), and Germany 
(.16). This combination of attitudes does not exist in Slovenia 
or Greece.

Yet although cluster 2 is one of the largest in Europe, there 
are only a handful of countries where these attitudes domi-
nate: Cyprus (.92), Hungary (.68), Greece (.68), and Latvia 
(.65). The vast majority of respondents in these countries 
simultaneously hold anti-immigrant and pro-welfare atti-
tudes, and 26 percent articulate in-group bias, meaning that 
they believe immigrants should never receive the same social 
rights as native-born residents. However, for two-thirds of 
Europe, the odds of holding these attitudes are below aver-
age and extremely rare in countries such as Denmark (.03), 
Norway (.03), and Sweden (.01).

Representing 22 percent of the pooled European sample, 
the probability of being both pro-welfare and pro-immigration 
(cluster 3) is above average in 13 countries and is especially 
high in Poland (.60), Sweden (.54), and Bulgaria (.50). This 
attitudinal profile is absent in 7 countries: Denmark, Cyprus, 
Estonia, Finland, Greece, Hungary, and Portugal. Cluster 5, 
or the inclusive cluster, constitutes only 11 percent of the 
European sample, but 9 countries are above average in this 
regard, with Sweden at the top (.40). The probability of 
belonging to the cluster in which the majority simultane-
ously support redistribution, immigration, and universal 
social rights is below 10 percent for respondents in half of 
the countries.

Interestingly, we observe some similarities between the 
countries that rank higher and lower for clusters 2 and 5. The 
probability of holding inclusive attitudes (cluster 5) is great-
est in the social democratic Scandinavian countries of 
Sweden, Denmark, and Norway, as well as in the conserva-
tive welfare states of Switzerland, Germany, and France. The 
probability of holding inclusive attitudes is smallest in the 
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Mediterranean countries, Greece and Cyprus, and a number 
of Eastern European countries. Meanwhile, the probability 
of holding exclusive attitudes, or opposing immigration and 
exhibiting in-group bias, is largest in Greece, Cyprus, and the 
Eastern European countries of Hungary, Latvia, the Czech 
Republic, Bulgaria, and Slovakia. This attitudinal profile is 
virtually nonexistent in Sweden, Norway, and Denmark.

Taken together, the results show striking cross-country 
differences in cluster sizes and demonstrate that several 
types of attitudes coexist within single countries. For exam-
ple, although Danes are some of the least likely to hold the 
most exclusive attitudes (.03) and are much more likely to 
hold inclusive attitudes (.20), they are also the most likely to 
oppose both immigration and welfare (.49) and some of the 
least likely to support both immigration and welfare (.00).

To better capture differences within and across countries 
and show the extent to which there is a tension between sup-
porting both welfare and immigration, we report the distribu-
tion of clusters by type of attitudes within each country. 
Figure 1 displays different attitudinal configurations within 
individual countries in single bars. The patterned sections of 

the country-specific bars represent the sizes of the attitudinal 
profiles as a share of each country. Green bars represent the 
clusters in which attitudes are consistent with the progres-
sive’s dilemma (clusters 1 and 2), while the clusters charac-
terized by pro-redistribution and pro-immigration attitudes 
(clusters 3 and 5) are blue and the anti-redistribution, anti-
immigration cluster (cluster 4) is pink. We present the coun-
tries in rank order according to the total size of clusters 1 and 
2, for which the probability of supporting both immigration 
and welfare is lowest.

Figure 1 demonstrates that within-country differences are 
substantial and that immigration-welfare attitudes within 
individual countries differ considerably across countries. In 
10 countries, attitudes inconsistent with the progressive’s 
dilemma are actually most prominent. In only 1 country, 
Denmark, are anti-redistribution and anti-immigration atti-
tudes dominant. In the remaining 13 countries, we find that 
attitudes consistent with the progressive’s dilemma are most 
prevalent. In 12 of these countries, for the majority, there is 
evidence of tension between supporting both immigration 
and redistribution.

Table 3. Country-specific Cluster Sizes, by Cluster.

Cluster 1:  
Pro-welfare,  
Anti-immigration

Cluster 2:  
Exclusive

Cluster 3:  
Pro-welfare,  

Pro-immigration

Cluster 4:  
Anti-welfare,  

Anti-immigration
Cluster 5:  
Inclusive

PT 0.76 CY 0.92 PL 0.60 DK 0.49 SE 0.40
FI 0.62 HU 0.68 SE 0.54 CZ 0.33 NO 0.21
EE 0.55 GR 0.68 BG 0.50 NL 0.30 CH 0.21
ES 0.47 LV 0.65 IE 0.39 EE 0.29 DK 0.20
FR 0.43 CZ 0.47 SK 0.38 UK 0.25 FR 0.18
SI 0.36 BG 0.40 SI 0.36 NO 0.24 DE 0.18
RO 0.31 SK 0.35 BE 0.35 FI 0.21 BE 0.14
GR 0.30 UK 0.28 DE 0.34 CH 0.17 ES 0.13
CH 0.29 RO 0.25 NL 0.31 DE 0.16 NL 0.13
DK 0.27 SI 0.22 UK 0.28 BE 0.13 IE 0.11
NO 0.25 IE 0.20 RO 0.28 FR 0.11 PL 0.11
HU 0.25 ES 0.19 NO 0.26 ES 0.11 FI 0.10
IE 0.23 BE 0.19 CH 0.26 SK 0.10 PT 0.09
PL 0.20 DE 0.16 LV 0.15 IE 0.07 SK 0.09
NL 0.20 EE 0.15 FR 0.13 RO 0.07 RO 0.09
BE 0.19 FR 0.15 CZ 0.11 HU 0.06 BG 0.09
DE 0.16 PT 0.08 ES 0.11 PT 0.06 UK 0.08
LV 0.15 FI 0.08 DK 0.00 SE 0.06 SI 0.06
UK 0.10 NL 0.07 FI 0.00 PL 0.04 LV 0.03
CZ 0.07 CH 0.07 HU 0.00 LV 0.03 GR 0.02
SK 0.07 PL 0.05 CY 0.00 CY 0.01 CZ 0.02
CY 0.06 DK 0.03 EE 0.00 BG 0.01 EE 0.01
SE 0.00 NO 0.03 GR 0.00 SI 0.00 CY 0.01
BG 0.00 SE 0.01 PT 0.00 GR 0.00 HU 0.00

Note: Countries are listed in descending order by country-specific cluster size within each respective cluster; countries in which the size of the cluster 
exceeds the European average lie above the line. BE = Belgium; BG = Bulgaria; CH = Switzerland; CY = Cyprus; CZ = Czech Republic; DE = Germany; 
DK = Denmark; EE = Estonia; ES = Spain; FI = Finland; FR = France; GR = Greece; HU = Hungary; IE = Ireland; LV = Latvia; NL = Netherlands;  
NO = Norway; PL = Poland; PT = Portugal; RO = Romania; SE = Sweden; SI = Slovenia; SK = Slovakia; UK = United Kingdom.
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In summary, we find that Europeans hold qualitatively 
different ideas about immigration and welfare across as well 
as within countries. The majority of these attitudes are con-
sistent with the progressive’s dilemma (52 percent), whereby 
individuals tend to support redistribution but not immigra-
tion. Although pro-immigration, anti-redistribution attitudes 
are theoretically possible and would also be consistent with 
the notion that immigration and welfare are difficult to rec-
oncile, we do not find evidence of this configuration in our 
European sample. However, we do find pro-redistribution 
and pro-immigration attitudes (33 percent) and anti-redistribution 
and anti-immigration attitudes (14 percent).

Revisiting the “Generic Hypothesis”

According to the generic hypothesis derived from the pro-
gressive’s dilemma, immigration itself negatively affects 
welfare state attitudes. In this section, we move beyond this 
formulation and ask instead whether immigration is related 
to the prevalence of different attitudinal configurations. In 
other words, we assess if objective immigration is associated 
with how people think about redistribution, immigration, and 
immigrants’ social rights instead of only redistributive pref-
erences. To do this, we plot objective measures of immigra-
tion against cluster sizes in each country. Additionally, we 
combine dilemma clusters 1 and 2 and plot them against 

immigration. We rely on demographic data from Eurostat, 
and, as previously mentioned, we use a number of measures 
of immigration to test the relationship.

We report correlations for country-specific cluster sizes 
and these country-level measures of immigration in Table 4. 
Most of our measures of objective immigration appear unre-
lated to the cluster sizes. However, when we assess the rela-
tionship between country-specific cluster sizes and the 
proportion of immigrants from non-European countries with 
low social and economic development, we find significant 
correlations for the most exclusive and inclusive clusters. 
This measure of immigration is the variable that, in all likeli-
hood, best captures the size of the immigrant population that 
is economically disadvantaged and/or perceived as culturally 
different, so it is unsurprising that it has the strongest rela-
tionship with the prevalence of some clusters. Figure 2 illus-
trates these relationships and reports R2 values for each of the 
five clusters as well as the combined pair of clusters consis-
tent with the progressive’s dilemma at the individual level 
(clusters 1 and 2).

These results demonstrate that country-level immigration 
alone does not drive attitudes indicative of the progressive’s 
dilemma. As indicated by the R2 values of 0.26 for cluster 2 and 
0.43 for cluster 5, the size of the foreign-born population from 
low-development, non-European countries does in fact appear 
to be related to the most exclusive and the most inclusive 

Figure 1. Distribution of clusters (Cs) within countries.
Note. BE = Belgium; BG = Bulgaria; CH = Switzerland; CY = Cyprus; CZ = Czech Republic; DE = Germany; DK = Denmark; EE = Estonia; ES = Spain; 
FI = Finland; FR = France; GR = Greece; HU = Hungary; IE = Ireland; LV = Latvia; NL = Netherlands; NO = Norway; PL = Poland; PT = Portugal; RO = 
Romania; SE = Sweden; SI = Slovenia; SK = Slovakia; UK = United Kingdom.
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attitudes, but not in the direction predicted by the progressive’s 
dilemma. The proportion of immigrants from low-develop-
ment countries is positively correlated with the size of the 
inclusive cluster and negatively correlated with the size of the 
exclusive cluster. This means that the greater the percentage of 
immigrants, the more likely attitudes are inclusive and the less 
likely attitudes are exclusive. Although the R2 statistic for the 
relationship between percentage foreign born and member-
ships in clusters 1 and 2 combined is .14, the direction of the 
relationship indicates that in countries with larger shares of 
immigrants from low-development countries outside Europe, 
people are less likely to hold exclusive and/or anti-immigration 
and pro-welfare attitudes. Thus, we find no support for hypoth-
esis that objective, country-level immigration automatically 
leads to the dominance of exclusionary attitudes.

In Appendix A, we report multilevel models of the indi-
vidual-level probability of belonging to each cluster. These 
models reveal the same pattern. The size of the foreign-born 
population from non-European, low-development countries 
is negatively associated with the likelihood of belonging to 
the exclusive cluster and positively associated with the prob-
ability of belonging to the inclusive cluster. These models 
also reveal that welfare state spending is unrelated to the 
probability of belonging to any of the attitudinal clusters. At 
the individual level, education level and occupational skill 
level appear to play an important role.

Conclusions

According to the progressive’s dilemma, ethnic diversity and 
solidarity are difficult to reconcile. In recent years, a number of 
studies have tested this theory by examining the relationship 
between country-level measures of immigration and individual-
level attitudes toward social welfare. This cross-national 
research has produced little evidence of a negative, linear rela-
tionship between these variables, and scholars have interpreted 
these results to mean that there is no progressive’s dilemma at 
all—or, in other words, that immigration-generated ethnic 
diversity need not depress popular support for European welfare 
states. However, we argue that this conclusion is premature.

In this article, we move beyond the generic hypothesis 
derived from the progressive’s dilemma—that there is a nega-
tive relationship between a country’s share of immigrants and 
support for a redistributive welfare state—and posit instead 
that there is more than one way of understanding the immigra-
tion-welfare nexus. We hypothesize that distinct attitudinal 
profiles, which reflect different ways of thinking about immi-
gration and welfare, exist and vary in their salience both within 
and across countries. Using LCA and data from the ESS, we 
examine attitudes toward redistribution, immigration, and 
immigrants’ social rights. Our results reveal five attitudinal 
clusters that vary in size, nature, and prominence across 24 
European countries. The two largest of these clusters provide 
evidence of the progressive’s dilemma, demonstrating that for 
more than half of Europe, being both pro-redistribution and 
pro-immigration is unlikely. Furthermore, in half of the coun-
tries, the majority of respondents hold attitudes indicative of 
the tension between supporting both a liberal immigration 
policy and a redistributive, universal welfare state. Thus, by 
showing that immigration attitudes and welfare attitudes are 
related at the individual level, our results stand in stark con-
trast to previous cross-national research.

However, findings from our country-level analysis are con-
sistent with previous cross-national research. Our results show 
that objective immigration, measured at the country level, 
does not automatically lead to exclusionary or anti-welfare 
attitudes and that the most exclusive attitudes are especially 
prominent in countries with relatively less immigration.

This finding is also consistent with previous research on 
anti-immigrant sentiment that finds a weak relationship 
between country-level measures of immigration and nega-
tive attitudes toward immigrants (for a review, see Ceobanu 
and Escandell 2010). Moreover, it is consistent with research 
that finds that the presence of immigrants may actually 
reduce out-group antipathy (Pettigrew and Tropp 2008; 
Schneider 2008). And it is also possible that immigrants, to 
the extent that they can, select into more welcoming coun-
tries and avoid those known to be more hostile to immigrants. 
Nevertheless, it is also likely that, because country-level 
measures of immigration are crude indicators of individuals’ 

Table 4. Correlations between Country-level Attitudinal Cluster Sizes and Country-level Measures of Immigration.

Cluster

Percentage 
Foreign Born, 

2009

Percentage 
Foreign Born from 

Non-European, 
Low-development 
Countries, 2009

Percentage 
Foreign Born 
from Non-EU 

Countries, 2009

Average 
Immigrant 
Inflows,  

2002–2008

Pro-welfare, anti-immigration 0.05 0.15 0.18 –0.04
Exclusive 0.02 –0.51* 0.12 –0.17
Pro-welfare, pro-immigration –0.18 0.08 –0.36 0.10
Anti-welfare, anti-immigration 0.02 0.19 0.08 0.00
Inclusive 0.20 0.66*** –0.06 0.35
Dilemma, total 0.05 –0.37 0.24 –0.20

Note. EU = European Union.
* p < .05 and ***p < .001 (two-tailed tests).
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perceptions of immigrants (Herda 2010), these statistics may 
not be meaningful in cross-national analyses of individual-
level reactions to immigration. For this reason, we are cau-
tious in our interpretation of our country-level results.

Furthermore, in light of other empirical research, we cannot 
conclude that objective immigration itself plays no role in these 
attitudes. Previous research on Sweden—which happens to be 

the country where being pro-immigration, pro-welfare, and 
pro–universal social rights is most likely—demonstrates that 
regional variation in the percentage of the population that is for-
eign born is associated with anti-immigrant sentiment (Hjerm 
2009)12 and less support for social expenditure (Dahlberg, 
Edmark, and Lundqvist 2012; Eger 2010). Thus, it is likely that 
the distribution of immigrants within countries, in addition to 

Figure 2. Scatterplots of country-specific cluster sizes (y-axis) and percentage foreign born from non-European, low-development 
countries (x-axis).
Note. BE = Belgium; BG = Bulgaria; CH = Switzerland; CY = Cyprus; CZ = Czech Republic; DE = Germany; DK = Denmark; EE = Estonia; ES = Spain; FI = 
Finland; FR = France; GR = Greece; HU = Hungary; IE = Ireland; LV = Latvia; NL = Netherlands; NO = Norway; PL = Poland; PT = Portugal;  
RO = Romania; SE = Sweden; SI = Slovenia; SK = Slovakia; UK = United Kingdom.
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other economic (Burgoon et al. 2012), political (Eger and Valdez 
2015; Schmidt and Spies 2013), and institutional factors 
(Kumlin and Rothstein 2010), help explain these attitudes. Case 
studies are especially important for understanding this within-
country variation in attitudes, and the current research demon-
strates that there is plenty of this type of variation to explain.

This research contributes to the literature in several impor-
tant ways. First, our results demonstrate that the progressive’s 
dilemma—or the tension between supporting a liberal immi-
gration policy and a redistributive welfare state—is real. For 
the majority of Europeans, immigration and welfare appear 
incompatible. Second, by adopting a categorical approach to 
analyzing the immigration-welfare nexus, we reveal that mul-
tiple and qualitatively different attitudinal profiles exist. 
Interestingly, our findings show that individuals in different 
countries often view the immigration-welfare nexus similarly. 
Moreover, we demonstrate that these different profiles coex-
ist within the same country. Our results underscore the com-
plexity of this political issue and serve as a reminder that 

members of the same country often understand social prob-
lems in very different ways.

Armed with these new insights, future research should 
focus on the determinants of cluster membership or, put 
more generally, what explains how individuals view the 
immigration-welfare nexus. Given the considerable varia-
tion in cluster sizes within and between European coun-
tries, both cross-national analyses and single-country case 
studies will be necessary. Qualitative methods and rich 
interview data will also be important for gaining a deeper 
understanding of the latent psychology underlying these 
profiles. In this article, we conceptualize the immigration-
welfare nexus as qualitatively distinct combinations of atti-
tudes. And we suspect that explaining variation in these 
configurations may also require a categorical approach. 
Indeed, it is possible that different combinations of social 
policies or other social conditions are responsible for cross-
national variation in immigration-welfare attitudes. More 
research is necessary.

Multilevel Models of Immigration-welfare Attitudes.

Pro-welfare,  
Anti-immigration Exclusive

Pro-welfare,  
Pro-immigration

Anti-welfare,  
Anti-immigration Inclusive

 b SE Sig. b SE Sig. b SE Sig. b SE Sig. b SE Sig.

Constant 0.094 0.181 0.460 0.199 * 0.372 0.179 * 0.090 0.116 –0.016 0.060  
Individual level  
 Age 0.003 0.000 *** 0.002 0.000 *** –0.001 0.000 –0.003 0.000 *** –0.001 0.000  
 Age2 0.000 0.000 *** 0.000 0.000 * 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 *** 0.000 0.000  
 Female 0.016 0.002 *** 0.006 0.002 ** 0.001 0.002 –0.026 0.002 *** 0.003 0.003  
 Immigrant 0.012 0.004 ** –0.048 0.004 *** –0.006 0.005 –0.026 0.005 *** 0.068 0.005 ***
 Ethnic minority 0.010 0.005 –0.038 0.005 *** 0.011 0.006 * –0.018 0.006 ** 0.035 0.006 ***
 Cohabit with partner/spouse –0.004 0.003 0.001 0.002 *** –0.002 0.003 0.011 0.003 *** –0.007 0.003 *
 Education level (reference = 

upper secondary)
 

  Less than lower secondary –0.004 0.004 0.029 0.004 *** –0.008 0.005 –0.008 0.005 –0.010 0.005 *
  Lower secondary 0.010 0.003 ** 0.015 0.003 *** –0.010 0.004 ** –0.009 0.004 * –0.006 0.004 *
  Postsecondary nontertiary –0.014 0.008 –0.026 0.007 *** 0.021 0.008 * 0.012 0.008 0.008 0.008  
  Tertiary education –0.042 0.003 *** –0.040 0.003 *** 0.020 0.003 *** 0.022 0.003 0.040 0.004  
 Occupational skill (reference = 

medium)
 

  Low 0.008 0.003 * 0.014 0.003 *** –0.006 0.003 –0.016 0.003 *** 0.000 0.003  
  High –0.022 0.003 *** –0.029 0.003 *** 0.011 0.003 *** 0.022 0.003 *** 0.018 0.003 ***
  No occupation –0.005 0.004 –0.011 0.004 ** –0.008 0.005 0.001 0.005 0.024 0.005 ***
 Unemployed 0.013 0.005 * 0.017 0.005 ** –0.001 0.006 –0.025 0.006 *** –0.005 0.006  
 Union 0.015 0.003 *** 0.001 0.003 0.007 0.003 –0.036 0.003 *** 0.014 0.003 ***
Country level  
 % foreign born from non-

European, low-development 
countries

0.032 0.075 –0.164 0.083 * 0.056 0.074 0.007 0.048 0.069 0.025 **

 Social expenditure, % of GDP 0.003 0.009 –0.007 0.010 –0.006 0.009 0.006 0.006 0.004 0.003  

Sources. European Social Survey 4.1 and Eurostat.
Note. The dependent variable is the individual-level probability of being in each cluster. Values range from 0 to 1. Occupational skill is based on the Erikson-Goldthorpe-
Portocarero class scheme (Erikson, Goldthorpe, and Portocarero 1979). We collapse this scale into categories to reflect the skill levels (low, medium, or high) of the 
respondents’ occupations. Respondents who do not report occupations are coded as such. GDP = gross domestic product; Sig. = significance. 
Level 1 N = 40,866; level 2 N = 24. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Appendix A
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Notes

 1. The theoretical relationship between diversity and support for 
welfare has also been described as the heterogeneity-redistri-
bution trade-off (Banting et al. 2006).

 2. The groups to which Baldwin referred are classes, not ethnic 
groups, yet he nonetheless found that similarity contributed to 
solidarity and ultimately to universal social welfare policies.

 3. It can be argued that previous cross-national research has 
tested hypotheses derived from explanations of the American 
case, which arguably has more to do with historic racial and 
ethnic diversity than current rates of immigration.

 4. An exception is van Oorschot (2006), who used other attitu-
dinal responses to get at native-born perceptions of whether 
immigrants are deserving of social welfare.

 5. Because of a lack of comparative demographic data, we are 
unable to test the hypothesis that percentage foreign born is 
associated with attitudes in four countries, for which we have 
individual-level ESS data: Russia, Israel, Turkey, and Ukraine. 
We therefore exclude these countries from the analysis. We 
also exclude Croatia from the analysis because of missing data 
on the immigrants’ social rights variable.

 6. We are aware of previous research that has used this vari-
able as a continuous measure of welfare chauvinism, defined 
as opposition toward immigrants’ having the same rights and 
access to the national welfare state as natives (Andersen and 
Bjørklund 1990:212). However, from our perspective, it is not 
clear whether any of the answers except “They should never 
get the same rights” captures the concept welfare chauvinism. 
We treat the categorical responses, therefore, as distinct atti-
tudes pertaining to immigrants’ social rights.

 7. We run the model with country as a covariate to ensure that the 
meaning of the clusters is equivalent across countries. Yet if we 
did not use country as a covariate, the model would have nega-
tive degrees of freedom. To ensure that our underlying model is 
not misspecified, we run 500 additional models using 20 differ-
ent starting values and different Bayes constants. We find that 
approximately 30 percent of the models produce one local max-
ima solution. However, this local maxima deviates less than 0.3 
percent in L2 compared with our best model, which uses country 
as a covariate. The only substantial difference between the local 
maxima solution and the best solution is that the probability of 
belonging to clusters 4 and 5 changes marginally (<2 percent); 
yet, importantly, the content of those clusters does not change. 
Therefore, there is little doubt that the model presented, which 
uses country as a covariate to ensure cross-national compari-
son, is equivalent to the underlying model, which does not use 
country as a covariate. The makers of Latent GOLD, Statistical 
Innovations, recommended this robustness check.

 8. We do not want countries with large populations to drive our 
results; therefore, we do not use population weights. We use 
design weights, as recommended by the ESS.

 9. Eurostat, Population by country of birth [migr_pop3ctb], 
2009 (accessed March 6, 2013). Since 2009, annual migra-
tion data collection is under the requirements of Regulation 
(EC) No. 862/2007 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council on Community statistics on migration and interna-
tional protection; thus, data for the full sample are available 
only since 2009. Nevertheless, because of data unavailability, 
statistics for Bulgaria come from 2010 and Switzerland from 
2011. Eurostat, Immigration by sex, age group and citizen-
ship [migr_imm1ctz] (accessed January 17, 2014). Data for 
Greece are from 2010, and data for Romania are from the 2012 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
international migration country report.

10. To ensure comparability across countries, we cannot use mea-
sures of immigration that capture specific ethnicities or immi-
grant groups regarded in some countries as “problematic.” 
However, the list of standardized variables we use is more 
exhaustive than what is found in previous research.

11. This is not only true in terms of the number of countries but 
also given the population size of these countries.

12. Hjerm (2009) found that people are more likely to hold anti-
immigrant attitudes if they live in poor municipalities with 
large shares of immigrants.

References

Alesina, Alberto, Reza Baqir, and William Easterly. 1999. “Public 
Goods and Ethnic Divisions.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 
114(4):1243–84.

Alesina, Alberto, Reza Baqir, and William Easterly. 2000. 
“Redistributive Public Employment.” Journal of Urban 
Economics 48(2):219–41.

Alesina, Alberto, and Eliana La Ferrara. 2000. “Participation 
in Heterogeneous Communities.” Quarterly Journal of 
Economics 115(3):847–904.

Alesina, Alberto, and Edward L. Glaeser. 2004. Fighting Poverty 
in the U.S. and Europe: A World of Difference. Oxford, UK: 
Oxford University Press.

Alesina, Alberto, Edward L. Glaeser, and Bruce Sacerdote.  
2001. “Why Doesn’t the US Have a European-style Welfare 
System?” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity October: 
187–248.

Allport, Gordon W. 1954. The Nature of Prejudice. Cambridge, 
MA: Addison-Wesley.

Andersen, J. G., and T. Bjørklund. 1990. “Structural Changes 
and New Cleavages: The Progress Parties in Denmark and 
Norway.” Acta Sociologica 33(2):195–217.

Baldwin, Peter. 1990. The Politics of Social Solidarity: Class Bases 
of the European Welfare State, 1875–1975. Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press.

Banting, Keith. 2005. “The Multicultural Welfare State: 
International Experience and North American Narratives.” 
Social Policy and Administration 39(2): 98–115.

Banting, Keith,  and Will Kymlicka, eds. 2006. Multiculturalism 
and the Welfare State: Recognition and Redistribution in 
Contemporary Democracies. Oxford, UK: Oxford University 
Press.

Banting, K. G.,  R. Johnston, W. Kymlicka, and S. Soroka. 2006. 
“Do Multiculturalism Policies Erode the Welfare State? An 
Empirical Analysis.” Pp. 49–91 in Multiculturalism and the 



14 Socius: Sociological Research for a Dynamic World 

Welfare State: Recognition and Redistribution in Contemporary 
Democracies, edited by K. G. Banting and W. Kymlicka. 
Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Brady, David, and Ryan Finnigan. 2014. “Does Immigration 
Undermine Public Support for Social Policy?” American 
Sociological Review 79(1):17–42.

Brewer, Marilynn B. 1979. “In-group Bias in the minimal Intergroup 
Situation: A Cognitive Motivational Analysis.” Psychological 
Bulletin 86(2):307–24.

Burgoon, B., F. Koster, and M. van Egmond. 2012. “Support for 
Redistribution and the Paradox of Immigration.” Journal of 
European Social Policy 22(3):288–304.

Castles, Francis G., and Mark J. Miller. 2003. The Age of Migration. 
3rd ed. New York: Guilford.

Cederman, Lars-Erik. 2001 “Nationalism and Bounded Integration: 
What It Would Take to Construct a European Demos.” 
European Journal of International Relations 7(2):139–74.

Ceobanu, Alin M., and Xavier Escandell. 2010. “Comparative 
Analyses of Public Attitudes toward Immigrants and 
Immigration Using Multinational Survey Data: A Review 
of Theories and Research.” Annual Review of Sociology 36: 
309–28.

Crepaz, Markus M. L. 2008. Trust beyond Borders: Immigration, 
the Welfare State, and Identity in Modern Societies. Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press.

Dahl, Robert A. 1989. Democracy and Its Critics. New Haven, CT: 
Yale University Press.

Dahl, Robert A. 1996. “Equality versus Inequality.” PS: Political 
Science and Politics 29(4):639–48.

Dahlberg, Matz, Karin Edmark, and Helene Lundqvist. 2012. 
“Ethnic Diversity and Preferences for Redistribution.” Journal 
of Political Economy 120(1):41–76.

Edlund, J. 2007. “The Work-Family Time Squeeze Conflicting 
Demands of Paid and Unpaid Work among Working Couples 
in 29 Countries.” International Journal of Comparative 
Sociology 48(6):451–80.

Eger, Maureen A. 2010. “Even in Sweden: The Effect of 
Immigration on Support for Welfare State Spending.” 
European Sociological Review 26(2):203–17.

Eger, Maureen A., and Sarah Valdez. 2015. “Neo-nationalism 
in Western Europe.” European Sociological Review 31(1): 
115–30.

Emmenegger, Patrick, and Robert Klemmensen. 2013. “Immigration 
and Redistribution Revisited: How Different Motivations 
Can Offset Each Other.” Journal of European Social Policy 
45(2):227–46.

Erikson, Robert, John H. Goldthorpe, and Lucienne Portocarero. 
1979. ‘‘Intergenerational Class Mobility in Three Western 
European Societies: England, France and Sweden.” British 
Journal of Sociology 30: 415–51.

European Social Survey. 2008/2009. “Data File Edition 4.0.” Oslo: 
Norwegian Social Science Data Services.

Fehr, Ernst, and Simon Gächter. 2000. “Cooperation and Punishment 
in Public Goods Experiments.” American Economic Review 
90(4):980–94.

Feldman, S. 1988. “Structure and Consistency in Public Opinion: 
The Role of Core Beliefs and Values.” American Journal of 
Political Science 32: 416–40.

Feldman S. 2003. “Values, Ideology, and Structure of Political 
Attitudes.” Pp. 477–508 in Oxford Handbook of Political 

Psychology, edited by David O. Sears, Leonie Huddy, and 
Robert Jervis. New York: Oxford University Press.

Festinger, Leon. 1957. A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance. Stanford, 
CA: Stanford University Press.

Fox, Cybelle. 2004. “The Changing Color of Welfare? How Whites’ 
Attitudes toward Latinos Influence Support for Welfare.” 
American Journal of Sociology 110(3):580–625.

Gilens, Martin. 1995. “Racial Attitudes and Opposition to Welfare.” 
Journal of Politics 57(4):994–1014.

Gilens, Martin. 1999. Why Americans Hate Welfare. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press.

Goodhart, David. 2004. “Too Diverse?” Prospect February: 
30–37.

Habyarimana, James, Macartan Humphreys, Dan Posner, and 
Jeremy Weinstein. 2009. Coethnicity: Diversity and the 
Dilemmas of Collective Action. New York: Russell Sage.

Heider, Fritz. 1946. “Attitudes and Cognitive Organization.” 
Journal of Psychology 21:107–112.

Herda, Daniel. 2010. “How Many Immigrants? Foreign-born 
Population Innumeracy in Europe.” Public Opinion Quarterly  
74(4): 674–95.

Hero, Rodney E. 1998. Faces of Inequality: Social Diversity in 
American Politics. New York: Oxford University Press.

Hjerm, Mikael. 2007. “Do Numbers Really Count? Group Threat 
Theory Revisited.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 
33(8):1253–75.

Hjerm, Mikael. 2009. “Anti-immigrant Attitudes and Cross-
municipal Variation in the Proportion of Immigrants.” Acta 
Sociologica 52(1):47–62.

Hjerm, Mikael, and Annette Schnabel. 2012. “How Much 
Heterogeneity Can the Welfare State Endure? The Influence of 
Heterogeneity on Attitudes to the Welfare State.” Nations and 
Nationalism 18(2):346–69.

Hoffman, Martin L. 2000. Empathy and Moral Development: 
Implications for Caring and Justice. New York: Cambridge 
University Press.

Kankaras, M., G. Moors, and J. K. Vermunt. 2011. “Testing for 
Measurement Invariance with Latent Class Analysis.” In 
Cross-cultural Analysis: Methods and Applications, edited by 
Eldad Davidov, Peter Schmidt, and Jaak Billiet. New York: 
Routledge.

Koopmans, Ruud. 2010. “Trade-offs between Equality and 
Difference: Immigrant Integration, Multiculturalism and the 
Welfare State in Cross-national Perspective.” Journal of Ethnic 
and Migration Studies 36(1):1–26.

Kumlin, Staffan, and Bo Rothstein. 2010. “Questioning the 
New Liberal Dilemma: Immigrants, Social Networks and 
Institutional Fairness.” Comparative Politics 43(1):63–80.

Larsen, Christian Albrekt. 2011. “Ethnic Heterogeneity and Public 
Support for Welfare: Is the American Experience Replicated 
in Britain, Sweden and Denmark?” Scandinavian Political 
Studies 34(4):332–53.

Lipset, Seymour Martin, and Gary Marks. 2000. It Didn’t Happen 
Here: Why Socialism Failed in the United States. New York: 
W. W. Norton.

Luttmer, Erzo F. P. 2001. “Group Loyalty and the Taste for 
Redistribution.” Journal of Political Economy 109(3):500–28.

Magidson, J., and J. K. Vermunt. 2001. “Latent Class Factor and 
Cluster Models, Bi-plots and Related Graphical Displays.” 
Sociological Methodology 31(1):223–64.



Kulin et al. 15

Mau, Steffen, and Christoph Burkhardt. 2009. “Migration and 
Welfare State Solidarity in Western Europe.” Journal of 
European Social Policy 19(3):213–29.

McCutcheon, A. L. 1987. Latent Class Analysis. Newbury Park, 
CA: Sage.

McCutcheon, A. L., and J. A. Hagenaars. 1997. “Comparative Social 
Research with Multi-sample Latent Class Models.” Pp. 266–77 
in Applications of Latent Trait and Latent Class Models in the 
Social Sciences, edited by J. Rost and R. Langeheine. Münster, 
Germany: Waxmann.

Mewes, Jan, and Steffen Mau. 2012. “Unraveling Working Class 
Welfare Chauvinism.” Pp. 119–57 in Contested Welfare 
States: Welfare Attitudes in Europe and Beyond, edited by 
Stefan Svallfors. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Mill, John Stuart. [1861] 1975. Three Essays: Consideration on 
Representative Government, On Liberty, The Subjection of 
Women. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Newton, D. 2007. “The New Liberal Dilemma. Social Trust in 
Mixed Societies.” Presented at the ECPR Joint Sessions of 
Workshops, May 7–12, Helsinki, Finland.

Pettigrew, T. F., and L. R. Tropp. 2008. “How Does Intergroup Contact 
Reduce Prejudice? Meta-analytic Tests of Three Mediators.” 
European Journal of Social Psychology 38(6):922–34.

Putnam, Robert. 2007. “E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and Community 
in the Twenty-first Century: The 2006 Johan Skytte Prize 
Lecture.” Scandinavian Political Studies 30(2):137–74.

Quadagno, Jill. 1994. The Color of Welfare. New York: Oxford 
University Press.

Raftery, A. E. 2001. “Statistics in Sociology, 1950–2000: A 
Selective Review.” Sociological Methodology 31(1):1–45.

Reeskens, Tim, and Wim van Oorschot. “Disentangling the ‘New 
Liberal Dilemma’: On the Relation between General Welfare 
Redistribution Preferences and Welfare Chauvinism.” 
International Journal of Comparative Sociology 53(2): 120–39.

Rothstein, Bo. 1998. Just Institutions Matter. Cambridge, MA: 
Cambridge University Press.

Sainsbury, Diane. 2012. Welfare States and Immigrant Rights: 
The Politics of Inclusion and Exclusion. Oxford, UK: Oxford 
University Press.

Schlueter, Elmar, and Peer Scheepers. 2010. “The Relationship Between 
Outgroup Size and Anti-outgroup Attitudes: A Theoretical 
Synthesis and Empirical Test of Group Threat and Intergroup 
Contact Theory.” Social Science Research 39(2):285–95.

Schmidt, A. W., and D. C. Spies. 2014. “Do Parties ‘Playing the Race 
Card’ Undermine Natives’ Support for Redistribution? Evidence 
from Europe.” Comparative Political Studies 47(4):519–49.

Schneider, S. L. 2008. “Anti-immigrant Attitudes in Europe: 
Outgroup Size and Perceived Ethnic Threat.” European 
Sociological Review 24(1):53–67.

Semyonov, M., R. Raijman, A. Yom Tov, and P. Schmidt. 
2004. “Population Size, Perceived Threat, and Exclusion:  
A Multiple-indicators Analysis of Attitudes toward  
Foreigners in Germany.” Social Science Research 33(4): 
681–701.

Strabac, Zan. 2011. “It Is the Eyes and Not the Size That Matter.” 
European Societies 13(4):559–82.

Tajfel, Henri,  Michael G. Billig, R. P. Bundy, and Claude Flament. 
1971. “Social Categorization and Intergroup Behavior.” 
European Journal of Social Psychology 1:149–78.

Turner, John C. 1975. “Social Comparison and Social Identity: 
Some Prospects for Intergroup Behavior.” European Journal 
of Social Psychology 5:5–34.

Trivers, Robert L. 1971. “The Evolution of Reciprocal Altruism.” 
Quarterly Review of Biology 46:35–57.

van Oorschot, Wim. 2000. “Who Should Get What, and Why? On 
Deservingness Criteria and the Conditionality of Solidarity 
among the Public.” Policy & Politics 28(1):33–48.

van Oorschot, Wim. 2006. “Making the Difference in Social 
Europe: Deservingness Perceptions among Citizens of 
European Welfare States.” Journal of European Social Policy 
16(1):23–42.

Vermunt, J. K., and J. Magidson. 2000. Latent GOLD 2.0 User’s 
Guide. Belmont, MA: Statistical Innovations.

Weiler, J.H.H. 1999. The Constitution of Europe: Do the New 
Clothes Have an Emperor? Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press.

Wolfe, Alan, and Jyette Klausen. 1997. “Identity Politics 
and the Welfare State.” Social Philosophy and Policy 
14(2):213–55.

Author Biographies

Joakim Kulin is currently a researcher in the Department of 
Sociology at Stockholm University. Previously he was at Umeå 
University. His cross-national research investigates attitudes and 
values associated with the welfare state, immigration, and subjec-
tive well-being.

Maureen Eger is a researcher in the Department of Sociology at 
Umeå University. She is also affiliated with the Berkeley Center for 
Right-Wing Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, as 
well as the Department of Sociology at the University of 
Washington. Her research areas are political sociology, the welfare 
state, immigration, and nationalism.

Mikael Hjerm is a professor in the Department of Sociology at 
Umeå University. He studies nationalism, xenophobia, and the wel-
fare state in comparative perspective. He is also the national coordi-
nator for the European Social Survey in Sweden.


