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Abstract: Immigration has been a major trend in the last decades in Europe. However, immigrant
access to the social security systems has remained a contentious issue having gained additional
salience in light of the recent asylum-seeking developments. We focus on welfare chauvinism,
the idea that immigrants should not participate in welfare resources, as an attitudinal dimension.
We seek to answer two primary questions: To what extent are different types of objective and
subjective material deprivation related to welfare chauvinism? What is the role of the recent asylum
seeker influx? Using European Social Survey data and employing binary and generalized ordered
logit models with country fixed effects, we find perceptions of deprivation to be more meaningful
than objective factors related to potential job loss, and some relationships depend on the specific type
of deprivation. On the country level, in line with the deservingness of asylum seekers as a group,
higher levels of asylum seeking are related to lower levels of welfare chauvinism, while GDP per
capita is not associated with welfare chauvinism. Finally, the generalized ordered logit model shows
that some relationships vary according to the strictness of welfare chauvinism, which would not be
visible in a conventional ordered logit model.
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1. Introduction

Although the ebbs and flows of international migration have become a permanent
phenomenon [1], immigration is often viewed as a surging burden for a variety of institutions,
most prominently the welfare state. Welfare state resources are a major publicly funded good and
usually a prerogative of national citizens, although non-citizens cannot be fully excluded from access
to these resources [2–4]. However, despite an overall trend towards more inclusive incorporation
policies [5–7], immigrant access to these resources remains a contested issue. Welfare chauvinism,
the belief that the welfare state should be responsible only for its own citizens, has therefore received
increased attention in recent years [8–13], and we will investigate public opinion on this issue.

We seek to address several issues in this article, and our two research questions are located on
the micro and the macro level, respectively. One is that we want to gain a better understanding
of the micro-level foundations of welfare chauvinism. What is the role and relative importance of
objective and subjective types of (potential) material deprivation and insecurity? This line of inquiry
addresses the fact that individuals differ in their propensity to become welfare state recipients or
net-financers. These issues thus should not only shape individual outlook on the welfare state in
general, but also the perceived competition for such resources that strongly underlies chauvinistic
attitudes. Second, given the recent asylum seeker influx to Europe, which some deem to be a crisis
that poses a potentially strong burden on government and welfare state resources, we ask whether
this specific type of immigration has led to a more restrictive stance towards immigrant welfare,
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or—assuming an overall deservingness of the “median” asylum seeker—to a less restrictive, i.e., more
generous view on the topic.

2. Welfare Chauvinism: Theory and State of the Art

Immigration poses a central problem to nation states in general and the welfare state in
particular [3,4,14,15]: How should a state and its institutions approach those who are not citizens,
i.e., not members of the defined imagined community, but who are by way of “denizenship” [16],
of permanently residing in the country, entitled to at least some rights? This tension not only occupies
sociologists, political scientists and political economists minds, but it also leads to a diverse range of
public opinion regarding this issue. Welfare chauvinism [17] represents one end of the spectrum and
simultaneously the label usually assigned for a more restrictionist view: Welfare state access should
remain in the hands of the native citizen population, in the extreme definition restricted to persons not
only having the citizenship of said nation state, but also having further ancestry within that state.

Welfare chauvinism emerged as a field of inquiry at the intersection between social policy research,
voting behavior and research on attitudes towards immigration. Originally, the concept was introduced
to make sense of the growing electoral success of right-wing populist parties in Europe who combine
anti-immigration stances with pro-welfare policies [17,18]. Kitschelt and McGann [17] define welfare
chauvinism as the view that “the welfare state [ . . . ] is a system of social protection for those who
belong to the ethnically defined community and who have contributed to it” (p. 22). A core assumption
underlying welfare chauvinism is the belief that immigrants are “free-riders” who receive social
benefits without having contributed adequately to this publicly funded club good. The tendency to
differentiate social rights according to nationality and ethnicity has been demonstrated in several
survey experiments [11,12,19]. A closer look, however, reveals that welfare preferences regarding
non-natives are more complex and should be more appropriately viewed as a continuum that ranges
from (unconditional) inclusion to total exclusion [13,20]. At the one end, we find the position that
immigrants should have unrestricted access to welfare benefit schemes. Another position conditions
social benefits on previous contributions to the welfare system, which typically means working and
paying taxes. A third position draws the line between legitimate and illegitimate welfare beneficiaries
on the basis of citizenship. Finally, at the extreme end of the continuum, access to the welfare systems
is restricted to members of the ethnic in-group. This concept can thus be related to other types of
exclusionary policy preferences, such as immigration policy attitudes [9,21–23].

Past research indicates that most Europeans are in favor of allocating social benefits on the basis
of reciprocity [13,20]. For instance, using the fourth wave of the European Social Survey 2008/2009,
Mewes and Mau [20] found that most respondents favor conditional access to welfare services based
on work and tax payments (41%) or acquiring citizenship (35%). Only 16% think that welfare benefits
should be granted unconditionally to immigrants. Pure forms of welfare chauvinism, on the other
hand, can only be found in a minority, as only a small share (9%) adheres to the view that welfare
benefits should be available exclusively to co-ethnics. However, there are also large national differences.
Inclusionist views are most often found in Denmark, Norway Sweden and Switzerland. By contrast,
support for a complete exclusion is highest in Cyprus, Greece, Latvia and the Czech Republic.

Attempts to explain why people hold various degrees of welfare chauvinistic attitudes have
largely drawn on realistic group conflict [24–26] and ethnic competition theory [27]. According to these
theories, conflicts between natives and immigrants arise from actual or even perceived competition for
scarce and valuable resources such as jobs, affordable housing and transfer payments. Distributional
conflicts are perceived as zero-sum games in which one group wins at the expense of another
group. This is reflected in a preference for the exclusion of immigrants from the welfare system.
A central implication of the theory is that those who hold socio-economic positions similar to those
of immigrants feel most threatened because they compete for the same material resources [28].
Because immigrants tend to be less well educated and disproportionately dependent on transfer
payments, natives with a lower socioeconomic status are more likely to adopt welfare chauvinistic
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attitudes. Consistent with the competition hypothesis, past research has demonstrated that strict forms
of welfare chauvinism are closely related to low education, income, occupational status and perceived
economic insecurity [11,13,20].

However, such factors have not often been tested against one another in a way that distinguishes
objective and subjective factors more extensively. Here we intend to contribute to the literature by
asking whether the subjective dimension of material insecurity can be compounded with objective
measures of actual job insecurity. In doing so, we draw on the Job Polarization theory and measure
actual job insecurity by the share of routine tasks at the job. Deviating from the “Skill-Biased
Technological Change” hypothesis (see for example Acemoglu and Autor [29] for an overview),
the Job Polarization Theory describes the recent phenomenon that demand for middling occupations
decreases while demand for low- and high-skilled and -earnings occupations remains steady or even
increases. These trends have been described for the United States [30–32], the United Kingdom [33],
Germany [34,35] and for 16 Western European countries [36]. The reason behind this trend is that recent
technological change replaces labour in routine tasks. Goos, Manning and Salomons [36] therefore call
it Routine-Biased Technological Change (RBTC). These routine tasks are mainly found in the middle of
the skill and earnings distributions, for example machine operators or office clerks. Their tasks can
increasingly be replaced by machines. As a result, employment and earnings in these occupations
decrease. At the lower end of the distributions (in terms of education and earnings) are service
occupations, such as food service workers, security guards, cleaners, hairdressers, and beauticians.
Their tasks involve mainly non-routine tasks which cannot easily be replaced by machines. Thus, their
share of US labour hours increased by 30% between 1980 and 2005 [30]. At the upper end, managers,
engineers, mathematicians, and other professionals perform high-skilled, abstract tasks, which are
also not easily replaced by machines. Also, for these occupations the previous literature documents
an increase in demand [30,36]. Hence, demand for occupations with high shares of routine tasks
decreases, implying objective job insecurity for workers in these occupations, which in turn should
translate into higher levels of welfare chauvinism.

In addition to objective job-related insecurity, being a benefactor or beneficiary of the welfare
state is one aspect that we will consider in the analyses below. Given the competition-related nature of
welfare chauvinism, the basic, self-interest-related assumption is that the individual outlook regarding
the welfare state should be of key relevance. We will therefore distinguish between individuals who
are in paid work, are unemployed, or are retired.

A final individual-level aspect lies in different forms of general current and prospective
deprivations. Current economic hardships over and above the issue of labour market integration have
seldom been put forward as determinants of welfare chauvinism, but perceived material risk was
found to be related to welfare chauvinism e.g., Mewes and Mau [e.g. 10]. However, distinguishing the
economic situation from labour market status as such is important in order to disentangle the potential
influence of material deprivation, the individual role in the generation of welfare state resources,
and occupation-based objective insecurity as outlined above. Labour market status and general
deprivation thus should play a notable role, but the literature so far has not provided a differentiated
assessment of the different factors that may be at play here.

In sum, our focal hypotheses on the individual level are:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Objective job insecurity is associated with higher welfare chauvinism.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Perceived income deprivation is associated with higher welfare chauvinism.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Expected future income problems are associated with higher welfare chauvinism.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Expected future employment problems are associated with higher welfare chauvinism.
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On the country level, worsening economic conditions have been shown to fuel support for the
exclusion of immigrants from the welfare system, while the unemployment level and the size of the
immigrant population seems to be unrelated to welfare chauvinism [10,13,20,37,38]. Furthermore,
higher social expenditures [13,20] and social-democratic welfare regimes are associated with less
restrictive views on immigrant’s welfare rights [37].

Although we are aware of the complexities of the aforementioned social policy aspects and the
extant conceptualizations and empirical operationalizations applied in attitude research [39–43], we do
not seek to provide a panorama across several aspects of social policy cf. Van Der Waal et al. [37]
for an example of such an investigation. We rather want to remove the background influence from
any factors related to socioeconomic and expenditure cycles by using a measure that is broad and
broadly available across the countries investigated. Therefore, GDP per capita serves as a primary
control variable depicting economic circumstances within the countries. This also prevents potential
overfitting on the country level, especially since we are interested in the potential influence of asylum
seeker influx in a more dynamic within-country setting using a fixed effects approach. Moreover, since
many of these factors are interrelated, for example GDP per capita and social expenditure, we will
account only for the former as a control variable in order to capture broad socioeconomic dynamics
within the countries.

On this analytical level we will exploit the fact that the data we use enables us to investigate
changes in welfare chauvinism between 2008/09 and 2016/17, which allows assessment of whether the
current asylum seeker influx in Europe plays a role. For such a relationship, two divergent accounts
can be formulated. First, in line with the competition-based accounts outlined above, asylum seeker
presence can reduce the willingness to include immigrants in the welfare state: That is, asylum seekers
can be seen to compete with natives when it comes to welfare state resources, since hosting a large
number of asylum seekers incurs costs that burden the respective state’s budget. This suggests that a
higher presence of asylum seekers entails a welfare chauvinist backlash. This is also in line with more
general, competition-based theorizing of the influence of outgroup presence on animosity towards that
group [24,25,44]. However, given the outcome we are dealing with, this reasoning can be compounded
with insights from the literature on deservingness, i.e., the question of who may legitimately access
welfare state resources. A factor that has been identified as a primary indicator of deservingness of
an individual or group is whether neediness is of their locus of control [8], and there is evidence that
the mechanism behind this is based on an automatic psychological heuristic, rather than on political
values [45]. Since asylum seekers may be seen, on average, as less able to influence the situation in their
home countries, their presence may not be seen as an undue burden to the welfare state, instead leading
to lower levels of welfare chauvinism due to humanitarian concern for them [46,47]. Moreover, refugee
migration often disrupts family ties, which also influences perceived deservingness [12]. Thus, while
immigrants were found to be the group viewed as least deserving across Europe [8,48], the present
asylum seeker presence may stimulate readiness to extend welfare support to immigrants in general
because it makes this more deserving subgroup of immigrants salient. Again, turning to the literature
on anti-immigrant attitudes, these arguments can be complemented with the contact hypothesis:
In contrast to approaches based on ethnic competition, it is argued that prolonged experience of
immigrants and immigration can lead to more tolerance [49–51], thus also suggesting that asylum
seeker presence leads to more benevolent attitudes.

In sum, the literature so far has put limited emphasis on the issues outlined above, as a more
extensive investigation of different types of deprivation and expectations has, to our knowledge,
not been undertaken yet. On the macro level, our contribution aims at addressing to what extent the
recent asylum-seeking developments in Europe have a bearing on welfare chauvinism, net of GDP per
capita developments. Given the theoretical approaches mentioned above, this contentious issue has a
potentially strong influence, but whether this stimulates inclusive or exclusive notions of immigrant
welfare access is far from evident.

Taken together, these arguments suggest the following hypotheses:
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Hypothesis 5 (H5). A higher GDP is associated with lower welfare chauvinism.

Hypothesis 6a (H6a). A higher asylum seeker influx is associated with higher welfare chauvinism.

Hypothesis 6b (H6b). A higher asylum seeker influx is associated with lower welfare chauvinism.

3. Materials and Methods

The data we use come from the fourth1 and eighth2 round of the European Social Survey, fielded
in 2008/09 and 2016/17. Both rounds include a module on “Welfare attitudes” which includes the
following indicator of welfare chauvinism (Table 1):

Table 1. Welfare Chauvinism Indicator (ESS).

Q. Thinking of people coming to live in [country] from other countries, when do you think they should obtain
the same rights to social benefits and services as citizens already living here? Please choose the option on this
card that comes closest to your view.

(1) Immediately on arrival
(2) After a year, whether or not they have worked
(3) After they have worked and paid taxes for at least a year
(4) Once they have become a citizen
(5) They should never get the same rights

Source. European Social Survey. The dashed line shows the cut-off for the binary version of the variable and was not
displayed on the card shown to the respondent.

As is evident, the outcome variable can be seen to be ordinal, although it has not always been
treated as such in the literature due to category 4 having a potentially ambiguous relationship to
categories 1–3 [37]. However, given what we know about the regulations and individual-level processes
surrounding citizenship acquisition [52–55], we can judge naturalization to be—by and large—a more
difficult hurdle than working and paying taxes for a year. This is even more so since the item
explicitly refers to “people coming to live in [country] from other countries”, i.e., first-generation
immigrants for whom jus soli citizenship cannot normally apply. At the same time, it is obvious that
this outcome variable does not cover all potential approaches to granting immigrants welfare access.
For example, neither a restriction to certain types of immigrants, nor a restriction to certain types of
welfare resources is envisaged in the questionnaire item. As noted above, the broadness of such a
measure has not inhibited research into this topic, but we need to be aware of the fact that the actual
policy implementation of immigrant welfare access is a much more complex issue than this indicator
might suggest.

In the first step, we will perform multilevel binary logit analyses [56] on a dichotomized version
of the variable, grouping the “Once they have become a citizen” and “They should never get the same
rights” categories as “1” and the more inclusive categories as “0”. The reason for this grouping is,
apart from the assertions made above, that the reference to citizenship implies a certain minimum
of welfare generosity towards immigrants that may appear difficult to be abolished, given the
fundamental importance of citizenship for social rights [3]. Our binary logit models consist of
individuals nested in country-years, and we add country dummies as fixed effects into the models.

In any event, in contrast to conventional Likert scale ratings, the steps between categories are
of quite varying width and substantive meaning. Put differently, strongly divergent policy options

1 ESS Round 4: European Social Survey Round 4 Data (2008). Data file edition 4.4. NSD—Norwegian Centre for Research
Data, Norway—Data Archive and distributor of ESS data for ESS ERIC.

2 ESS Round 8: European Social Survey Round 8 Data (2016). Data file edition 2.0. NSD—Norwegian Centre for Research
Data, Norway—Data Archive and distributor of ESS data for ESS ERIC.
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superimpose the underlying, gradual concept of welfare chauvinism, even though they are sorted along
increasing exclusivity. The proportional odds assumption of conventional ordered logit analysis—equal
effects across all levels of the dependent variable—therefore appears to be in question: The feasibility
of these policies may be of a different rank order than that of the restrictiveness of the policy. For these
reasons we will perform a generalized ordered logit analysis with cluster-robust standard errors in a
second step. This allows effects to vary from level to level while facilitating a more straightforward
interpretation of the results than a multinomial logit offers [57,58]. Because answering this question
with category 5 “They should never get the same rights” was highly uncommon in some countries,
we recode those cases to the value 4. Therefore, the generalized ordered model will result in three
equations with different cut-offs of the four-level-dependent variable described above. These three
equations refer to increasingly strict forms of welfare chauvinism: Categories 2, 3 and 4 vs. category 1,
categories 3 and 4 vs. categories 1 and 2, and category 4 vs. categories 1, 2 and 3. For this analytical
step we will need only one model so that interpreting the raw coefficients is feasible [59].

Table 2 presents an overview of the variables used in the analyses. Our primary indicators
on the individual level refer to perceptions and experiences of material deprivation. In contrast
to the previous literature, we distinguish in more detailed fashion between experienced material
deprivation, expectations of material deprivation, and objective threats in the form of experience in
a highly standardized occupational environment that could feasibly be substituted with technology.
The latter is measured via the RTI index which is defined as the amount of routine tasks minus the
amount of abstract and (non-routine) manual tasks, within each occupation as defined by the ISCO08
classification available in the European Social Survey. Control variables are age, gender, whether the
respondent is born in the country, education, and left-right self-placement. The variance inflation
factors for all substantive variables (derived from linear (probability) models) do not indicate that
testing them against each other presents a multicollinearity problem.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics.

Mean SD Min Max

Welfare chauvinism (binary) 0.39 0.49 0 1

Welfare chauvinism (Immediately on arrival) 0.09 0.28 0 1
After a year, whether or not have worked 0.10 0.29 0 1
After worked and paid taxes at least a year 0.42 0.49 0 1
Once they have become a citizen/Never 0.39 0.49 0 1

Age 48.1 16.7 15 123

Female 0.50 0.50 0 1

Not born in country 0.08 0.27 0 1

Highest level of education (Ref.: ISCED 1) 0.09 0.28 0 1
ISCED 2 0.15 0.35 0 1
ISCED 3 0.40 0.49 0 1
ISCED 4 0.04 0.21 0 1
ISCED 5–6 0.32 0.47 0 1

Main activity (Ref.: Paid Work) 0.62 0.48 0 1
In Education 0.04 0.20 0 1
Unemployed 0.05 0.21 0 1
Retired 0.20 0.40 0 1
Other 0.08 0.28 0 1

Standardized RTI measure −0.23 0.78 −1.33 2.76

Feeling about household’s income nowadays
(Ref.: Living comfortably on present income) 0.33 0.47 0 1

Coping on present income 0.46 0.50 0 1
Difficult on present income 0.16 0.36 0 1
Very difficult on present income 0.05 0.22 0 1
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Table 2. Cont.

Mean SD Min Max

How likely not enough money for household
necessities next 12 months (Ref.: Not at all likely) 0.32 0.47 0 1

Not very likely 0.42 0.49 0 1
Likely 0.18 0.39 0 1
Very likely 0.07 0.25 0 1

How likely unemployed and looking for work
next 12 months (Ref.: Not at all likely) 0.40 0.49 0 1

Not very likely 0.28 0.45 0 1
Likely 0.12 0.33 0 1
Very likely 0.07 0.26 0 1
No longer working and not looking for work 0.12 0.34 0 1

Left-Right Scale 5.10 2.20 0 10

GDP per capita OECD (logged) 0.57 0.22 0 1

Asylum Seekers per Capita (logged) 0.57 0.23 0 1
Year = 2016 0.41 0.49 0 1

N = 52.309.

On the country level, we focus on two variables. First, we are interested in whether the current
asylum seeking influx is relevant in the ways discussed above. This is operationalized by the number
of asylum seeker applications3 per 100,000 country inhabitants4 in the respective years. GDP per
capita5 serves as an indicator of economic development that is also related to a number of other factors,
capturing broad socioeconomic differences between the countries. Since both variables are strongly
skewed, we apply a natural log transformation to them, and we furthermore rescale them to range from
0 to 1 in order to achieve more comparable estimates. Finally, as noted above, we also enter country
dummies into the models, i.e., we employ a fixed-effects analysis on the macro level by accounting
for time-constant unobserved country-level heterogeneity. We drop two countries that are outliers on
various dimensions of interest in this study: Ireland, because of its economic development in terms
of GDP per capita figures, and Cyprus because of its distribution of the dependent variable coupled
with a very high asylum per capita ratio. Other countries are missing due to data availability issues.
The final analytical data set comprises 52,309 individuals, 42 country-years, and 26 countries.

4. Results

Figure 1 shows bivariate scatterplots depicting the relationship between the weighted percentage
of welfare chauvinists (binary variable) and our macro level predictors. As we can see, both asylum
seeker presence and GDP per capita appear to have some relationship to welfare chauvinism. However,
some of this may also be due to compositional differences between the samples. That is, it may not be
GDP per capita as a contextual factor, but really the individual economic situation that counts here.
Also, since the factors we investigate here are themselves interrelated, we need to test them against
each other in a multivariate model. Moreover, using a fixed effects approach we can see whether the
apparent cross-sectional relationships in Figure 1 are also present in a longitudinal perspective.

3 Eurostat (2018). Asylum and first time asylum applicants by citizenship, age and sex Annual aggregated data (rounded).
Available at: http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=migr_asyappctza&lang=en.

4 Eurostat (2018). Population change—Demographic balance and crude rates at national level. Available at: http://appsso.
eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=demo_gind&lang=en.

5 Eurostat (2017). GDP per capita in PPS. Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&
plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tec00114; 2016 values multiplied with scale factor for the EU 28 GDP development.

http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=migr_asyappctza&lang=en
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=demo_gind&lang=en
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=demo_gind&lang=en
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tec00114
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tec00114
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Figure 1. Macro-Level Scatterplots of Welfare Chauvinism. (a) Relationship between GDP per capita
and the weighted share of welfare chauvinists; (b) relationship between asylum seeker ratio and the
weighted share of welfare chauvinists.

Table 3 displays the results for the binary logit analyses. We start with a base model plus
country level effects and country dummies. This removes the time-constant country-level unobserved
heterogeneity, allowing us to draw somewhat firmer causal conclusions. In the next models, we add
the different facets of material deprivation one by one and simultaneously. As we want to be able
to compare coefficients across models, the table displays the average marginal effects (AME) for
each predictor.
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Table 3. Welfare Chauvinism, Binary Logit Models.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Individual Level

Age 0.0009 *** 0.0005 *** 0.0005 *** 0.0005 ** 0.0005 ** 0.0005 **
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Female −0.016 *** −0.017 *** −0.018 *** −0.019 *** −0.020 *** −0.020 ***
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Not Born in country −0.163 *** −0.163 *** −0.163 *** −0.165 *** −0.165 *** −0.165 ***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

Highest level of education (Ref.: ISCED 1)
ISCED 2 −0.005 −0.004 −0.004 −0.002 −0.002 −0.002

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)
ISCED 3 −0.025 *** −0.023 *** −0.023 *** −0.018 ** −0.018 ** −0.018 *

(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
ISCED 4 −0.047 *** −0.045 *** −0.045 *** −0.038 *** −0.038 *** −0.038 ***

(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)
ISCED 5–6 −0.076 *** −0.073 *** −0.071 *** −0.063 *** −0.061 *** −0.061 ***

(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Main activity (Ref.: Paid Work)
In Education −0.024 ** −0.025 ** −0.027 ** −0.027 ** −0.027 **

(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
Unemployed 0.004 0.003 −0.009 −0.010 −0.010

(0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
Retired 0.021 *** 0.020 *** 0.010 0.010 0.010

(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
Other 0.017 ** 0.017 ** 0.008 0.008 0.008

(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Standardized RTI measure 0.005 * 0.005 * 0.005 *
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Feeling about household’s income nowadays
(Ref.: Living comfortably on present income)

Coping on present income 0.021 *** 0.021 *** 0.021 ***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Difficult on present income 0.018 ** 0.018 ** 0.018 **
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Very difficult on present income 0.029 ** 0.029 ** 0.029 **
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

How likely not enough money for household
necessities next 12 months (Ref.: Not at all likely)

Not very likely −0.002 −0.002 −0.002
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Likely 0.013 * 0.013 * 0.013 *
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

Very likely 0.050 *** 0.050 *** 0.050 ***
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

How likely unemployed and looking for work next 12
months (Ref.: Not at all likely)

Not very likely −0.012 ** −0.012 ** −0.012 **
(0.060) (0.060) (0.060)

Likely −0.012 −0.013 * −0.013 *
(0.080) (0.080) (0.080)

Very likely −0.016 * −0.017 * −0.017 *
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

No longer working and not looking for work 0.0010 0.0010 0.0010
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Left−Right Scale 0.015 *** 0.015 *** 0.015 *** 0.015 *** 0.015 *** 0.015 ***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Country Level

GDP per capita OECD (logged) −0.094 −0.087 −0.088 −0.071 −0.072
(0.140) (0.140) (0.140) (0.139) (0.139)

Log Asylum Seekers per Capita −0.108 ** −0.107 ** −0.108 ** −0.106 ** −0.106 ** −0.117 **
(0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.046)

Year = 2016 −0.017 * −0.016 −0.017 * −0.013 −0.015 −0.014
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Observations

Country 26 26 26 26 26 26

Country-Year 42 42 42 42 42 42

Individual 52,309 52,309 52,309 52,309 52,309 52,309

*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1, standard errors in parentheses. Average marginal effects. Models include
country dummies.
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We first turn to objective material risks. For the labour market indicator (main activity), we see
little in the way of meaningful differences between unemployed and working persons, but retired
and “Other” is associated with higher levels of chauvinism, while “In Education” is associated with
lower levels of welfare chauvinism. Adding the standardized RTI measure [36] in model 3, we see
that, as expected, there is a positive influence of this indicator on welfare chauvinism: The more the
occupation is characterized by routineness, the stronger the inclination towards welfare chauvinism.

Moving on to the perceptions and expectations of deprivation (model 4), we see that household
income evaluation and the expectation to have financial problems both also lead to higher levels of
welfare chauvinism. At the same time, the likelihood of becoming unemployed is associated with lower
levels of chauvinism. The prospect of becoming a welfare recipient thus leads to being more open for
immigrant access to welfare resources. Being retired now is statistically insignificant, which suggests
that the formerly reported association is due to these perceptions and expectations.

Finally, as model 5 shows, these relationships are robust against each other. As an interim
conclusion we thus can see that perceptions of deprivation are overall more meaningful, with the
strongest effect flowing from the prospect of not having enough money in the next 12 months.
The influence of the left-right scale is also in the expected direction, and given the 10-point scale,
this effect is sizable.

For the country level the results are relatively clear: Changes in GDP per capita are not related
to welfare chauvinism in our country-fixed effects model. However, the extent of asylum seekers is
consistently associated with the outcome. The negative sign of the coefficient is in line with the thesis
of increased refugee immigration being a specific form of migration that deserves altruistic attention,
while the competition-based rationale does not gain support from our results. Model 6 shows that
when GDP per capita is eliminated from the model, the result for asylum seeker presence also holds.

However, as noted above, these results need not unfold in a linear fashion across all levels of
the outcome variable. In Table 4, we therefore perform a generalized ordered logit analysis for the
final full model. Now, columns 1 through 3 come from a single model so that we can easily compare
and interpret the raw coefficients [59]. Going from left to right, each column presents results for an
increasingly restrictive preference for immigrants’ welfare access as described in the table header.
These models also include country fixed effects. The results overall show that the assumption of
proportional odds—i.e., of effects being identical across all levels of the dependent variable—clearly is
untenable for several predictors, rendering conventional ordinal logistic regression infeasible.

Table 4. Welfare Chauvinism, Generalized Ordered Logit Models.

Access to Welfare Resources after at Least . . .

One year Whether
or Not Worked

Worked and Paid
Taxes at Least One

Year

They Have
Become a Citizen

Individual Level

Age 0.009 *** 0.004 *** 0.002
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Female −0.060 −0.032 −0.088 ***
(0.039) (0.030) (0.025)

Not Born in country −0.705 *** −0.542 *** −0.821 ***
(0.069) (0.0737) (0.066)

Highest level of education (Ref.: ISCED 1)
ISCED 2 −0.105 0.0207 −0.00242

(0.070) (0.046) (0.045)
ISCED 3 −0.186 ** −0.0276 −0.0758

(0.073) (0.059) (0.059)
ISCED 4 −0.243 ** −0.0752 −0.163 ***

(0.121) (0.092) (0.063)
ISCED 5−6 −0.583 *** −0.415 *** −0.266 ***

(0.087) (0.060) (0.072)
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Table 4. Cont.

Access to Welfare Resources after at Least . . .

One year Whether
or Not Worked

Worked and Paid
Taxes at Least One

Year

They Have
Become a Citizen

Main activity (Ref.: Paid Work)
In Education −0.333 *** −0.377 *** −0.122 **

(0.098) (0.079) (0.058)
Unemployed −0.022 −0.149 ** −0.0459

(0.089) (0.069) (0.068)
Retired 0.124 0.0183 0.0520

(0.079) (0.061) (0.039)
Other 0.0985 0.0698 0.0281

(0.061) (0.042) (0.047)

Standardized RTI measure 0.046 * 0.033** 0.027 **
(0.027) (0.017) (0.013)

Feeling about household’s income nowadays
(Ref.: Living comfortably on present income)

Coping on present income 0.117 ** 0.119 *** 0.0925 ***
(0.052) (0.041) (0.0359)

Difficult on present income 0.143 * 0.116 ** 0.075
(0.074) (0.059) (0.049)

Very difficult on present income 0.043 0.027 0.124
(0.097) (0.081) (0.081)

How likely not enough money for household
necessities next 12 months (Ref.: Not at all likely)

Not very likely 0.047 0.006 −0.007
(0.043) (0.037) (0.023)

Likely −0.018 0.052 0.067 **
(0.067) (0.055) (0.031)

Very likely 0.0644 0.193 *** 0.224 ***
(0.081) (0.072) (0.050)

How likely unemployed and looking for work next 12
months (Ref.: Not at all likely)

Not very likely 0.125 ** 0.006 −0.053 *
(0.051) (0.035) (0.028)

Likely 0.222 *** −0.019 −0.063
(0.067) (0.043) (0.042)

Very likely −0.045 −0.045 −0.075
(0.071) (0.063) (0.067)

No longer working and not looking for work 0.120 0.098 0.039
(0.091) (0.069) (0.062)

Left-Right Scale 0.177 *** 0.151 *** 0.071 ***
(0.017) (0.015) (0.009)

Country Level

GDP per capita OECD (logged) 0.767 0.724 −0.266
(0.922) (0.635) (0.617)

Log Asylum Seekers per Capita −0.836 ** −0.463 ** −0.567 **
(0.349) (0.207) (0.227)

Year = 2016 0.015 −0.020 −0.068
(0.063) (0.035) (0.053)

Country Level, excluding GDP per capita 1

Log Asylum Seekers per Capita −0.696 *** −0.330 ** −0.616 ***
(0.260) (0.133) (0.189)

Observations 52,309 individuals, 42 country-years, 26 countries

*** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1, robust standard errors in parentheses. Models include country dummies.
All coefficients come from a single model, except: 1: Coefficients from a second model that includes all individual
level factors.

Regarding the focal individual-level factors of deprivation, the generalized ordered logit model
provides important insights. For the main activity, we find that being in education is most clearly
associated with a lower likelihood to restrict the welfare access of immigrants. Being unemployed
leads to lower welfare chauvinism only in the form of having worked and paid taxes, which again
shows the importance of the individual’s role in the welfare state when forming these attitudes. For the
routineness measure of the occupation there is an influence that gets smaller as the definition of
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welfare chauvinism gets more restrictive, but given the scaling of the variable of about four points,
this effect is notable. Moreover, the results for the assessment of the current household income show
that “Very difficult on present income” is related to neither type of welfare chauvinism. However, for
the prospect of having financial problems in the future, we see the clearest and largest relationship with
the most restrictive type of welfare chauvinism. The likelihood of being unemployed and looking for
work is most strongly related to a more lax definition of welfare chauvinism, but again in a curvilinear
fashion. Taken together with the results above, we see that deprivation overall is related to stricter
welfare chauvinism, with the notable exception of the prospect of becoming unemployed.

On the country level, the results for GDP per capita and asylum seekers conform to the binary logit
findings: GDP per capita is not associated with welfare chauvinism, whereas the asylum seeker influx
is statistically significant and negative in all equations of the generalized ordered logit. Once we again
omit the insignificant GDP per capita factor, the results underline that there are marked differences in
the association of asylum seeker presence with welfare chauvinism: The coefficient for “Worked and
paid taxes at least one year” is about half the size of the ones for the other two categories. This suggests
that under conditions of heightened asylum seeker presence, having at least some level of quid-pro-quo
(i.e., immigrant contribution) is not as undesirable as the other types of restrictions. However, there
still is a pronounced negative effect also for this middling type of welfare chauvinism.

In terms of the control variables, age is significantly and positively related only to milder
forms of welfare chauvinism. Gender differences are evident only for the strongest form of welfare
chauvinism, with men being more likely to formulate such demands than women. Being an immigrant
is consistently associated with lower levels of chauvinism. We furthermore see that the influence of
education becomes less pronounced as welfare access gets more restricted. Finally, the political left
and right appear most divided with regard to milder forms of welfare chauvinism, which should
be especially infeasible for right-of-centre respondents. Nonetheless, in each instance, respondents
identifying with the political right are more likely to restrict welfare access by immigrants.

These findings underline two important things. The first is that asylum seeker influx is across the
board related to lower levels of welfare chauvinism, which implies a certain deservingness attached to
this particular type of immigration. Second, a more methodological implication that we can already
derive from these findings is that while we can easily see that the operationalization of welfare
chauvinism applied here is ordinal, the popular support structures for these restrictions do not unfold
in a monotonous relationship between these predictors and the level of welfare chauvinism desired
by the respondents. This would not become visible in an ordinary ordinal logit model, and as we
can see from in Table 3, turning to a binary logit can obscure some of these important findings due to
information loss.

5. Discussion

Our primary interest on the individual level was on objective and subjective material deprivation.
From the overall result pattern it appears that they have divergent implications: On the one hand,
a perceived increased likelihood to fall unemployed translates to lower levels of chauvinism in the
binary logit model, although this is marginally significant. This indicates that the prospect of falling
into need is not related to a favour for restricting welfare access of immigrants. In contrast, the current
employment status does not appear to be meaningful for welfare chauvinism, while the experience of
a routine-based, and thus objectively insecure, workplace is notably associated with a higher level of
chauvinism. At the same time, material hardships and future risks that are related to the household
income predict higher levels of chauvinism. These relationships are much stronger, although “very
difficult on present income” does not achieve statistical significance in the generalized ordered logit
models. Finally, the results of the likelihood of being unemployed from the generalized ordered logit
model displays a very uneven, curvilinear picture, with those in the middling categories being in
favour of a lax version of welfare chauvinism, which may explain the findings from the binary logit
model. Strong chauvinism (“after at least they have become a citizen”) is a less attractive answer
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category for those that are not very likely to fall unemployed. The fact that there are insignificant
differences between those answering “Not at all likely” and “Very likely” both in the binary and the
generalized ordered logit makes these findings difficult to interpret. It may be that these two answer
categories imply a certainty regarding (not) becoming unemployed, and thus of (not) becoming welfare
state dependent in the near future. This certainty may inhibit any association with welfare chauvinism,
which contrasts the findings for those already in unemployment. In sum, while material deprivation
overall is related to stronger levels of chauvinism, the relationship between the prospect of becoming a
welfare recipient in the near future exhibits a more complex and uneven relationship.

On the country level, our results support the notion that the deservingness of asylum seekers
plays a role in granting social rights: Welfare chauvinism becomes less likely when there are many
asylum applications in the country. This makes it clear that the sampled populations view this
influx as a matter of responsibility, rather than a threat, for the welfare state. At the same time,
GDP per capita is not meaningfully related to welfare chauvinism, even if we do not control for the
numerous individual perceptions and deprivations in the first binary logit model. This indicates that
the macro-economic developments as such across the countries investigated do not result in differences
in welfare chauvinism. For these findings we made use of the longitudinal structure on the country
level by accounting for time-constant unobserved heterogeneity via the inclusion of country dummies
in our two-wave dataset. This lends a somewhat more credible causal interpretation of the results.

In general, comparing the results for the binary and the generalized ordered logit models, we can
see that the variation in the attractiveness of these policy alternatives indeed does not necessarily match
the gradient of restrictiveness with regard to many explanatory factors. The generalized ordered logit
model therefore provides a more nuanced picture with regard to several factors: A “normal” ordinal
logit would in some instances provide a misleading picture, which is visible on the country level,
but also for several of the micro-level relationships. We therefore argue that this type of modelling
provides a more realistic perspective on these processes of preference formation, but at times this may
come at the cost of providing a simple and clear story.

6. Conclusions

Welfare chauvinism relates to a fundamental tension between immigration and the welfare state.
The current migration developments in the European context and the fears voiced by some that asylum
seeking is a net burden on the welfare state increase the salience of this tension. However, given the
mechanisms of deservingness outlined above, it was not clear from the outset whether this migration
due to humanitarian crises leads to more or to less welfare chauvinism.

Concerning the country level, we found clear evidence for the latter: The asylum seeking
developments of the recent years have overall not led to higher, but rather to lower levels of welfare
chauvinism. This implies a certain charitableness towards asylum seekers, in line with deservingness
considerations outlined above. The fact that GDP per capita is not significant underlines that,
in the period and geographic units investigated, the macro-economic development is not a driver of
welfare chauvinism.

However, this does not imply that, on the individual level, economic considerations also play no
role. We found clear support for the notion that subjective perceptions of deprivation are meaningful
and important predictors of welfare chauvinism. Objective factors also play a role, but the extent of
this is lower: While the occupational context (i.e., performing routine-based or non-routine-based
tasks) plays a notable role regarding welfare chauvinism, the individual position in the welfare state
(i.e., employment status) overall appears less meaningful. However, the finding that expectations of
unemployment are related with a more lax form of welfare chauvinism shows that one’s own prospect
of becoming a welfare recipient does seem to entail a more generous view regarding welfare access for
immigrants. Our differentiation of these different aspects of material deprivation thus provides a more
nuanced picture with regard to the deprivation-welfare chauvinism nexus.
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Another contribution to the literature lies in exposing the differential support structures
underlying each of the types of welfare chauvinism. It is evident from the results for both levels
of analysis that respondents do not simply express their underlying level of welfare chauvinism when
completing this survey question. They rather appear to approach the issue in a way that suggests a more
complex understanding of the different implications behind these policies. This becomes visible only
when methodology allows the rank distances of policy alternatives to be different than what welfare
chauvinism would conceptually and what ordinary ordered logit analyses would methodologically
imply. We argue that future studies would benefit from also complementing their analyses by
treating the variable in this fashion, as this can uncover interesting and important divergences in the
relationships investigated.

While we were able to move the literature on welfare chauvinism forward, our study has several
limitations. We have looked at the influence of different individual positions in the welfare state
system in a general way by depicting only the mean consequences of these positions for welfare
chauvinism. However, differences in institutional welfare logics may be an important moderator
for these relationships. While this was beyond the scope of the present article, future research may
expand this line of inquiry by looking at the interrelation between welfare system arrangements and
individual labour market position. This may also help to gain a better understanding of the uneven
result pattern in the generalized ordered logit model for the relationship between unemployment
expectations and welfare chauvinism. Such an investigation would also benefit from more time
points spaced more closely to each other, which refers to another limitation of this study. Besides this,
it would be interesting to investigate welfare chauvinism in a more detailed fashion by differentiating
between different groups, as there may well be a divergent willingness to accept immigrant groups
into the welfare system based on their origin or religious background. More generally, the independent
variable does cover several potential policy approaches, but this is surely not exhaustive. Finally,
lacking individual-level longitudinal data, we cannot be certain regarding the flow of causality between
welfare chauvinism and asylum seeker influx, as low levels of welfare chauvinism may lead to a higher
asylum seeker presence via creating popular support for a more permissive policymaking towards this
type of immigration.

In the end, the inclusion of immigrants into welfare regimes may well stay on the political agenda
as migration remains a constant but ever-changing phenomenon: The question how newcomers should
be included in the welfare state does not appear separable from the current migration patterns, as our
results suggest. This type of cross-group solidarity therefore is likely to stay an important aspect of
social cohesion.
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