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Abstract 

 
Migration is increasingly seen by scholars as important for dynamics around Euroscepticism in 

Europe. This includes research on the Euroscepticism of migrants and their descendants. 

Several scholars have found evidence for a negative effect of an individual having a migration 

background on that person’s Euroscepticism. However, this literature has so far only 

hypothesized but not adequately empirically investigated why this negative effect could be. 

Using the two main theories of Utilitarianism and Identarian this research formulates three 

theoretical mechanisms to explain the negative relationship and tests them empirically. The 

negative effect on Euroscepticism can either be because people with a migration background 

have 1) a stronger European Identity 2) more Cultural Tolerance towards others, or 3) have 

more cross-border economic interactions and thus personal interests in European Integration. 

Using multivariate regression and mediation analyses these mechanisms are tested based on 

data taken from the European Social Survey over 31 European countries in the period 2016-

2022. It finds empirical support for the European Identity and Cultural Tolerance mechanisms, 

but no evidence for the cross-border economic interactions mechanism.  
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1. Introduction 

The legitimacy of the European Union (EU) has increasingly become a major aspect of debate 

in Europe and controversy abounds about its impact on national identities and sovereignty 

(Schmidt, 2020). This is especially so in the context of migration. Through its apparent difficulty 

to effectively deal with the peak migratory flows to Europe due to (in part) several (civil) wars 

and other disasters on its borders, the EU has seemingly lost legitimacy with large parts of its 

population (Nedergaard, 2018). The identification of the loss of legitimacy is often 

concentrated among the native population of Europe (Stockemer et al., 2018). However, how 

is the EU perceived by the migrants (and their descendants) themselves?1 And what could be 

the effect of these migrations on migrants’ (and their descendants) own attitudes towards 

European integration? 

Research on these attitudes is sparse. When determining political attitudes around 

immigration the focus is often not on the migrants’ themselves, but on native populations’ 

attitudes on migration examined (see for example: Verkuyten et al., 2017; Dražanová et al., 

2023). In recent years, migrants’ (both of intra- and extra-European origins) own political 

attitudes have been increasingly researched, especially since the migration flows to Europe 

since 2015 (Careja & Emmenegger, 2011; Spies et al., 2022; Debus et al., 2023). My research 

makes a contribution to this literature by analyzing whether and in what way a migration 

background has an effect on Euroscepticism, which I describe as opposition to European 

Integration.2 

Past research has found that a migration background has a significant negative effect 

on Euroscepticism (Dowley et al., 2011; Kuhn, 2011; Kuhn, 2015; Waechter, 2015; Erisen, 2017; 

Karstens, 2020; Troncone & Valli, 2024). There are two main theories with which researchers 

try to explain this link: utilitarian and identarian  theories (De Vries, 2018, p. 14-16). Scholars 

working more in the utilitarian tradition use Rational Choice theories and emphasize 

 
1 In this paper, I define migrants as individuals that crossed borders and currently live someplace else 
(within Europe) from where they were born, or people that do not have citizenship in the country in which 
they reside at the time of data-collection. These aspects can apply to both intra-European, as extra-
European immigration. In this paper, I define intra-European immigration as those that were born in/have 
citizenship from another European country from where they reside at the time of data-collection. With 
‘extra-European’, I mean the opposite, so people born in/having citizenship from a country outside Europe. 
2 This is a preliminary definition for the introduction, in chapter 2.1. this definition will be expanded upon.  
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theoretical mechanisms which assume that having a migration background can in itself lead to 

interests to further European integration. One example of these mechanisms is that they can 

be more likely to have (economic) interactions across European borders, thus making them 

have higher interests in European integration (Dowley, 2011; Kuhn, 2015; Troncone & Valli, 

2024). Identarian uses aspects of social identity and socialization theories. It emphasizes the 

effect of a migration background on an individuals’ identity and values. In this tradition a 

positive effect of having a migration background on European identity and cosmopolitan 

values is expected, which in turn leads to less Euroscepticism (Kuhn, 2015; De Vries, 2018). For 

example, they might feel more connected to other Europeans because of their larger (in)direct 

interaction with them (Kuhn, 2011; Erisen, 2017; Waechter & Samoilova, 2014). 

Although the direct negative effect between migration background and Euroscepticism 

has been empirically researched (and confirmed) multiple times, the possible theoretical 

explanations behind this link have not. The limited amount of large N research on this topic 

only investigates if they can find a robust correlation between a migration background and 

Euroscepticism (examples: Troncone & Valli, 2024; Kuhn, 2015). However, they do not 

empirically test why a migration background might have a negative effect on an individuals’ 

Euroscepticism. In other words, they hypothesize and investigate that there is a negative effect 

of having a migration background on Euroscepticism, but they only hypothesize utilitarian and 

identarian theoretical mechanisms to explain this effect. They do not investigate if either both 

or only one of these theories has empirical support (Kuhn, 2015; Erisen, 2017; Troncone & 

Valli, 2024; an exception is found in: Karstens, 2020). Research that does try to empirically 

investigate why people with a migration background have on average less Euroscepticism are 

mostly qualitative and small-scale, which lacks generalizability (Agirdag et al., 2016; 

Fleischmann & Phalet, 2016). This paper contributes to the literature by statistically testing 

(using mediation analyses techniques) these two theories for why a migration background 

might lead to less Euroscepticism.  

Secondly, this research is also relevant for the scientific literature on International 

Relations. From a more liberal theoretical perspective, it is assumed that domestic politics and 

public opinion can influence a country’s foreign policy (Moravcsik, 1997). There is some 

empirical evidence that public Euroscepticism has such an influence on national governments 

and policy decisions within the EU (Mariano & Schneider, 2021; Sadeh et al., 2022). Therefore, 
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for scholars working within this theoretical framework, a better understanding of the dynamics 

of public Euroscepticism might be useful and theoretically important to explain and test states’ 

behavior in the global political sphere.  

Based on this discussion, my research question is as follows: 

To what extent and why is there a negative relationship between individuals with a 

migration background and Euroscepticism in European countries in 2016-2022?    

Based on my results I argue that the identarian theory (which is in the tradition of 

Constructivism) to explain this relationship has the most support. In my mediation analyses I 

find significant results indicating indirect effects of having a migration background on 

Euroscepticism, through its positive effect on European Identity and Culturally tolerant values. 

In contrast I find no evidence for Utilitarian theory: I found no indirect effect of having a 

migration background on Euroscepticism, through its positive effect on cross-border economic 

interactions. In this way I give empirical support for identarian theories to explain the 

relationship between having a migration background and Euroscepticism. 

My results have been gained using pooled cross-sectional data from the European 

Social Survey (ESS) of the waves 8-10, which were collected from the years 2016-2020 (ESS, 

2024). From these waves, in total 31 European countries are analyzed in this paper. The period 

was chosen based on data-availability. Using multivariate regression analysis I aim to 

contribute more generalizable empirical evidence for the theories on the relationship between 

migration background and Euroscepticism.  

In addition to this empirical contribution to the scientific literature, this research offers 

knowledge that can be used in European policymaking. Specifically, a better understanding of  

the origins and dynamics of public Euroscepticism could help policymakers form better 

informed expectations about political developments in Europe. This allows them also to make 

better informed policy related to migration in the future. 

This thesis will proceed with the following structure. Firstly, I present my theoretical 

framework, explaining the theories which try to explain Euroscepticism and European Identity, 

and which lead to our hypotheses. Secondly, I discuss my methodological approach; explaining 

my independent and dependent variables and the statistical techniques I use. I then present 

my results and analysis. In the penultimate chapter, I discuss my findings and explain the 
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theoretical and societal implications. Finally, I conclude, summarizing, discussing limitations 

and providing avenues for further research. 

2. Concepts, Literature Review and Theoretical 

Framework 
 

This chapter first evaluates some possibly nebulous, but central, concepts used in this 

research: ‘Euroscepticism’ , ‘European identity’, “Cultural Tolerance”. After this, it reviews the 

literature on the causes of Euroscepticism. Thirdly, it will delve deeper into the theoretical 

framework that will be used for this study. Lastly, based on this theoretical framework, I will 

present my hypotheses.  

2.1. Main concepts 

Before reviewing the literature and theories around Euroscepticism and migration 

respectively, it is necessary to briefly explain the main concepts I will be using. I will sometimes 

delve into debates around these terms, thus giving context to my decisions on defining them. 

The concepts are: ‘Euroscepticism’, ‘European Identity’ and ‘Cultural Tolerance’. 

2.1.1. Euroscepticism 
Opposition to European integration and/or the European Union can be traced back to the 

attempts at European unification after the Second World War (Wassenberg, 2020). However, 

the word ‘Euroscepticism’ to describe these sentiments was coined later. Originally it was 

used to describe members of the British parliament (‘Eurosceptics’) opposed to the signing 

of the Maastricht treaty in the 80’s and 90’s (Spiering, 2004). Since then it has been used 

more generally, including as a concept used in academic literature.  

In its simplest form it can be said to mean ‘a position which is in opposition to some 

form of European integration’ (Leruth et al., 2017). This can then be further differentiated in 

what Schäfer & Gross (2018) call ‘popular’ and ‘party’ Euroscepticism. The former refers to 

public opinion held by individuals, while the latter refers to political positions taken up by 

parties that use them in party behavior. In this paper it is ‘popular’ Euroscepticism which is 

researched. A second distinction is opposition to the ‘European Union’ or to ‘European 

integration’ (Schäfer & Gross, 2018). Individuals can have different opinions about this, as 



10 
 

support for the EU would refer to support for the specific political regime, while European 

unification is more about a continuing underlying process. In this paper, Euroscepticism about 

the process of European integration is meant. 

Taking into account the preceding distinctions, usually Euroscepticism is seen as a 

concept on a one-dimensional spectrum between opposition and support. This approach is by 

far the most popular, also in scientific literature (e.g. Kuhn, 2011; Kuhn et al., 2021; Dowley & 

Silver, 2011; Schäfer & Gross, 2018). Despite its popularity the concept has been critiqued as 

being too broad (De Vries, 2018). Alternatives have been proposed, distinguishing 

Euroscepticism in a myriad of dimensions. For example, De Vries (2016) discusses a distinction 

between ‘regime support’ and ‘policy support’. Regime support indicates support for the EU 

as a whole, based on its fundamental treaties. Policy support indicates a more mercurial 

position related to the decisions being made by EU actors.  

Ideally Euroscepticism would be measured using these kinds of multiple dimensions. It 

is however unclear how to operationalize this, especially taking account the limitations of the 

data, who mostly use one-dimensional measures (like the ESS used here). Therefore I have 

chosen to stick with the one-dimensional conceptual understanding of Euroscepticism. This 

also has the benefit of making my research slightly more comparable to the existing research 

on the link between migration background and Euroscepticism. The specific definition that will 

be used for Euroscepticism in this paper is from Hooghe & Marks (2007), where Euroscepticism 

is defined as: ‘a range of critical positions on European integrations as well as outright 

opposition’ (Hooghe & Marks, 2007, p. 120). 

2.1.2. European identity 

In this paper I simply define ‘European Identity’ as ‘a feeling of being a part of the 

collective group of Europeans’. I will explain collective identities in further detail in the 

theoretical framework, in this section I will make some distinctions about the specific type of 

European identity used. Firstly, it is to be emphasized that an ‘European identity’ is something 

distinct from support for a regime or policies (like the European Union and its policies). As 

Cram (2011) empirically and conceptually shows, the two are not the same and one does not 

necessarily lead to the other (see also: Glencross, 2019). Secondly, in this paper I also 

specifically mean a European identity related to ‘Europe’, not necessarily identification with 

the European Union. Thirdly, a European identity does not necessarily mean that a person 
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cannot have a national identity as well (Kuhn & Nicoli, 2020). People can hold multiple 

identities, including both European and their national identity. They can however, also hold 

exclusively national or European identities. Based on Kuhn & Nicoli (2020), my conception of 

European identity is linked to political territorial units, it is identification on a higher 

community level than the nation-state, encompassing the collective of Europeans. 

A distinction can also be made of three different components of a collective identity, 

like ‘European identity’. These are the cognitive, evaluative and affective dimensions (Citrin et 

al. 2001). The cognitive dimension indicates what community people see themselves as part 

of, people might say they are an ‘European’ for example. This is in contrast to the affective 

dimension, which measures the ‘we’ feeling, the sentimental belonging and attachment 

(Cram, 2011). The evaluative dimension refers to the positive or negative evaluation people 

give to their identity (Van Dick, 2001).  

In this paper I use the affective dimension of identity, the feeling of being a part of 

and attached to a European collective. This is in contrast to Kuhn (2015), who argues that the 

cognitive component is most important, since it stands at the basis for the other 

components. This is true, as social psychologists have sometimes argued, that this cognitive 

categorization is fundamental to social identity (Van Dick, 2001; Hornung et al., 2018). 

However, as the social psychology literature has also often pointed out: this self-identification 

does not necessarily say much about the importance an individual attaches to this collective 

identity (Van Dick, 2001). For this the affective dimension is primarily important, since it 

measures the emotional attachment people feel. Even if people self-categorize themselves 

as ‘European’, they might find this identity to be not important and thus, if European 

identity leads to less Euroscepticism, we might thus find these people to be relatively 

Eurosceptic, even if they have this cognitive self-identification.  

2.1.3. Cultural Tolerance 

In this paper I use my own definition for ‘cultural tolerance’. I use it to refer to a political 

orientation which entails a respect and tolerance of cultural difference of groups in a society. 

It thus indicates the extent to which people find other cultures threatening. This concept has 

been widely used in the literature on the causes of individual Euroscepticism (Hobolt et al., 

2011). However, often authors do not define it very clearly and use different terms to refer to 

this same concept. For instance, McClaren (2002) talks about ‘cultural threat’, arguing that next 
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to perceived economic threats, individuals can be worried about threats to their cultural 

values. Other authors use terms like ‘hostility to other cultures’ (Hobolt & De Vries, 2016), or 

‘multiculturalism’ (Hooghe & Marks, 2004).  

 In all of these cases they refer to the same underlying idea: the intolerance or 

unacceptance of the presence of other cultures within their society. They therefore also all 

operationalize this concept in the same way: using variables measuring opposition to 

migration, which they deem as a good proxy (For example: Kuhn, 2015, Schoene, 2019; 

Mclaren, 2020; Schoene, 2018).  

The most important origins for the academic discussion of this concept can be found in 

the public and academic debate around multiculturalism within political philosophy. This 

happened in the context of the communitarian critique on liberalism. In short, 

communitarianism argued that liberalism conceives of individuals as too separated from a 

community (Kymlicka, 2012). According to communitarians, people are actually embedded in 

shared understandings and values, and that these aspects of human society should be 

protected. In contrast with traditional communitarianism, multiculturalism argues that 

different that the cultural uniqueness and social identity of several groups should be protected 

and valued, and not assimilated into one. The reason why I have chosen not to use the term 

‘multiculturalism’, is because it can take on a variety of meanings. For example, the term has 

been used to refer to a: political ideology, a situation of ethnic pluralism and policies 

(Johansson, 2022).  

  In the scientific literature on Euroscepticism, there seems some confusion if this 

concept of cultural tolerance is not in essence the same thing as adhering to a European 

identity. Multiple authors conceptualize this tolerance separately from political identity 

questions (Hobolt et al., 2011; Dennison et al., 2020). In contrast, McLaren (2002), sees the 

perceived threat of other cultures as a component of identifying more strongly with the nation 

state. Similarly, Kuhn (2015), sees anti-immigration sentiment (intended to represent this 

prejudice of other cultures) as one factor impacted by what she calls ‘transnationalism’, and is 

part of the mechanism for how those connections influence support for European integration 

(p. 48-49). Therefore in her theory it is close to a mediating variable. However, the confusion 

is apparent in Kuhn’s (2015) later analysis, where she includes anti-migrant sentiment as one 

of the control variables in a statistical model predicting European integration (p. 65). This 
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would thus close the path through anti-immigrant sentiment by which transnationalism might 

affect European integration (in her theory). 

In this paper I follow De Vreese & Boomgaarden (2005) in separating the two. They 

argue (theoretically and empirically) that the fear of people from other cultures is not a good 

proxy for the matter of attachment to a national identity. I agree with them theoretically. You 

can still adhere to a national identity even while having tolerance towards people of different 

cultures. For example in his paper on multicultural nationalism, Modood argues that in Liberal 

spheres in the UK, a sort of national identity is rising based on a multicultural conception of 

the nation (Modood, 2018). Other political theorists have found similar views on the 

compatibility and presence between national identity and multiculturalism (Hussain & Miller, 

2006). Empirically, my own study also gives some evidence for the distinction between the two 

concepts (see section 3.1.). 

2.2. Literature review 
Having explained the main concepts I use, I now turn to the literature on migration background 

and Euroscepticism. After this I will go further in depth about the theoretical framework used 

in this research.  

2.2.1. Migration background and Euroscepticism 

Euroscepticism has been researched in two ways: as the dependent variable (DV), 

where variations in Euroscepticism are researched, and as independent variable (IV). In the 

latter it is used to explain certain decisions made by actors or the EU. For example, research 

has examined the effect of public Euroscepticism on vote choice in elections or on party politics 

(Meijers, 2015; Hobolt & De Vries, 2015). 

However, by far the most popular body of literature focuses on Euroscepticism as a DV. 

Already in the 1970s there was some research into the roots of support for European 

integration (Inglehart, 1970). However, it was only in the 1990s and in the context of increasing 

tensions over European integration around and after the Maastricht treaty, that this literature 

become significantly more widespread (Szcerbiak & Taggart, 2017). It is also in this period that 

the word ‘Euroscepticism’ came into use (Hobolt & de Vries, 2016). 

To explain Euroscepticism multiple different theoretical mechanisms have been 

proposed. One of the first was Inglehart’s (1970), theory of ‘cognitive mobilization’, which 
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argues that as people become more knowledgeable about politics, they will be better able to 

understand the relatively abstract idea of European integration. A better understanding might 

decrease the instinctive fear some people might have against it.  

However, most research draws on three different kinds of theories: utilitarian, 

identitarian and cue-theories (Hooghe & Marks, 2005). Cue-theories examine how people’s 

Euroscepticism is influenced by ‘cues’ of political and cultural elites (De Vries, 2016). An 

example is the effect of media frames, for which there has been some evidence that it impacts 

people’s Euroscepticism (Vliegenthart et al., 2008). Utilitarian theories focus on economic 

rationality, and assumes that individuals are for or against European integration mostly based 

on the economic returns they (perceive to) receive from integration (Tucker et al., 2002; De 

Vries, 2016). Identity theories focus more on the impact of cultural identities, beliefs and 

values, whereby more open and tolerant values and identities are theorized as being 

correlated with less Euroscepticism (Hooghe & Marks, 2004).  

The literature on the nexus of migration and Euroscepticism is often focused on the 

impact of (attitudes towards) migration on individuals’ Euroscepticism. The argument is based 

on an identitarian-perspective, and argues that because of a feeling of ‘ethnic threat’ 

individuals tend to perceive people from a self-defined ‘out-group’ as a threat towards their 

own ‘in-group’ (Stockemer et al., 2019). Since European integration is often related to 

increased migration, more visible immigration might then lead to more Euroscepticism.  

 For example, Toshkov and Kortenska (2015) found that intra-European migration from 

Central and Eastern Europe reduced support for European integration in multiple Wester-

European countries. This effect is however contested, and often scholars find only an effect of 

anti-immigration attitudes on Euroscepticism, not necessarily of objective levels of 

immigration (de Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; de Vries, 2018; Stockemer et al., 2018; 

Stockemer et al., 2019).  

The attitudes of migrants related to European integration are less researched, even 

though there is a large body of research on the subject of migration and identity (for example 

see: Bauman, 2011). With regard to immigration and national identity, a common theme in 

the literature is that there are tensions between migrants’ ethnic identity and the host national 

identity (De Vroome et al., 2014). A wide variety of reasons, including institutions, majority 
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group cultural dominance, or perceived discrimination can leave minority members like 

migrants feel excluded (De Vroome et al., 2014; Leszczensky et al., 2019; Verkuyten & 

Martinović, 2012). Most recent research emphasizes that one outcome is that migrants start 

to identify with both, resulting in dual identities (Verkuyten & Martinović, 2012). Migration has 

also been found to influence migrants’ political attitudes in general (Careja & Emmenegger, 

2011; Maxwell, 2010). 

Most of this migration-political attitudes literature focuses on ethnic and national 

contexts, but the relationship with European integration is considerably less researched. One 

major relevant theoretical work about this subject comes from Karl Wolfgang Deutsch and 

associates (1968), who posited that increasing transnational links and networks, including 

migration between countries, can foster a collective identity and increasing interests for 

supranational integration (Kuhn, 2015). 

In qualitative research some support for some of these theories have been found, but 

mostly with (descendants of) immigrants of a higher social-economic status. For example, 

Marcu (2011;2013) found in his interviews with Romanian immigrants (and their descendants) 

in Spain, that as a consequence of their migratory background their identity was more in flux 

and fluid, which sometimes expressed itself in a (desire for a) stronger identification with 

Europe or more general cosmopolitan openness to other cultures. From an utilitarian 

perspective, Favell (2011), also quotes some highly-skilled and mobile immigrants who support 

European integration because of the benefits the liberalization brings them. Other studies, 

partly through interviews, have in some cases found similar results in other European contexts 

(Favell, 2010; Favell, 2011; Recchi, 2015).  

Subsequent authors have further built on this research with more quantitative 

approaches, utilizing the utilitarian and identarian theoretical perspectives related to 

Euroscepticism. In multiple regression analyses Kuhn (2011; 2015) analyzes international 

contacts more broadly, looking at transnational contacts and networks. Besides migration 

background (‘transnational background’) she also looks at short and long stays abroad 

(‘transnational practices’) and the ability to use foreign languages (‘transnational capital’). She 

finds positive effects of all three on support for membership of the EU and on identifying with 

a European identity. Erisen (2017) finds a non-EU immigration background has a significant 
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effect on having a European identity. Troncone & Valli (2024) similarly find that minority status, 

including a migration background, has a significant negative effect on Euroscepticism. 

 The first set of mechanisms these authors use are from the utilitarian perspective, 

Kuhn (2015) argues that more international contact and networks leads individuals who are 

engaged in those contacts to have more personal interests in (further) integration.3 European 

integration can remove transaction costs for these international contacts and links. Troncone 

& Valli (2024) and Dowley et al. (2011) argue that people with a migration background (PMB) 

have an interest in European integrations, since they might perceive the European Union as a 

protector of their welfare in the context of perceived discriminatory practices of national 

governments. 

Some authors also hypothesize a second range of mechanisms based on identarian 

theories. For example, Kuhn (2015) argues that by increasing international contact and links 

(including through immigration) a collective identity will be developed. The assumption is that 

this contact, under certain circumstances, will increase familiarity and make the groups more 

aware of commonalities between them. This will then foster some sense of a collective 

European identity. Kuhn (2015) also argues that having a migration background leads 

individuals to be more open to people of other cultures, since they themselves have 

experienced more different cultures, which leads them to have become less fearful of others. 

Erisen (2017) posits the theory that immigrants and their descendants will, in the face of 

perceived exclusion and discrimination find a kind of refuge in a European identity. When faced 

with difficulty of becoming accepted as part of their national collective identity, they use this 

superordinate identity to fulfill their need for a larger collective identity and maintain their 

self-esteem.  

 
3 With ‘mechanisms’ I mean the theoretical explanation for how a variable can have an effect on another 
variable. These mechanisms are thought of based on other underlying theories. For example, the 
‘European Identity’ mechanism which can explain the relationship between having a migration 
background and Euroscepticism, is a mechanism based on identitarian theory. But from the perspective 
of this theory other mechanisms are also possible, like the ‘Cultural Tolerance’ mechanism. It is distinct 
from a hypothesis, since a hypothesis has a specific prediction for the results. The theoretical mechanism 
explains the link between variables in a relatively detailed manner. With a ‘pathway’ I mean the distinct 
statistical mediation relations in the data.  
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2.2.2. Critique/gap on the literature 

Having reviewed the literature about the link between migration background and 

Euroscepticism, I will now explain why there is a gap in this research. My main problem is that 

even though the authors using a quantitative approach find a connection between migration 

background and Euroscepticism, they do not test which of the multiple plausible explanations 

lie behind this link. They each posit multiple plausible theoretical explanations for why a 

migration background might lead to less Euroscepticism. But it remains to be clarified as to 

what specific theories explain this link. Almost none of these authors try to do this.  

Past research therefore still leaves confusion as to why, in general, having a migration 

background might lead to less Euroscepticism. For example, Kuhn (2015) finds a robust 

statistical association between migration background and Euroscepticism. But is unclear why 

this is exactly. Is it because of her theories about the creation of a collective identity or of the 

increased benefits from integration for PMB? In an earlier article Kuhn did try to distinguish 

these effects (2011), however here she only focused on people in border areas. Troncone & 

Valli (2024) and Dowley et al. (2011) suffer from a similar problem: they do not distinguish if 

the negative effect they find is best explained from the identitarian or utilitarian perspective. 

Similarly, Erisen (2007) does not even consider utilitarian theory.  

The only author (as far as I know) that does try to (partly) separate the effect is Karstens 

(2020). However, his technique for doing this is flawed: he only attempts a mediation analysis 

through European identity. He therefore only tests the identitarian theoretical perspective, 

and only one possible mechanism which this theory predicts. Not holding other potential 

mediator variables constant in running a mediation analysis, means that some of the indirect 

effect he finds, can be attributed to those other mediation variables. It is therefore not an 

adequate test. 

Since these mechanisms have not yet been examined adequately in this way, a gap is 

present. I try to fill this gap by testing three mechanisms on a large dataset, giving empirical 

evidence for importance of these for the mediation between migration background and 

Euroscepticism. I will make a contribution by testing the following three theoretical 

mechanisms that have been posited by the literature using mediation analysis techniques (see 

also table 1): 
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1) Migration background affects Euroscepticism through its positive effect on cultural 

tolerance 

2) Migration background affects Euroscepticism through its positive effect on European 

identity 

3) Migration background affects Euroscepticism through its positive effect  on 

individual economic interests in cross-border interactions.  

Several theoretical mechanisms that were mentioned in the literature reviews, also based on 

identitarian or utilitarian theories, have not been examined. The reason for this is that I wanted 

to focus on the most popular and most widely used of the mechanisms based on the most 

influential work on this topic (Kuhn, 2015). I focus on testing only mechanisms based on the 

Utilitarian and Identitarian theories and not cue-theories. The reason for this is that the 

scientific literature almost solely utilizes these two theories to explain the relationship 

between an individuals’ migration background and Euroscepticism (See for example: Kuhn, 

2011; Kuhn, 2015; Erisen, 2017; Karstens, 2020). 

 

2.3. Theoretical Framework and hypotheses 

In this section I will explain the theoretical perspectives, used in this paper. These are the 

theories on which the three mechanisms outlined above draw upon. I will focus on the 

understanding of these theories, specifically in the context of research on Euroscepticism, and 

how they are used in the three mechanisms to explain the link between migration background 

and Euroscepticism. The theories are divided based on whether they fit more as identitarian 

theories or more as utilitarian theories (this theoretical division is taken from: De Vries, 2018).  

2.3.1. Hypotheses based on Identitarian theory 

 

Constructivist theory, social identity theory, and socialization 

The Identitarian theoretical perspective is in the tradition of constructivist theories in the 

political sciences (and social sciences more broadly). According to Parsons (2018), 

Constructivist theory focus on socially constructed aspects of society, like values, norms and 

identities. These aspects, which people subjectively construct, are of important to the way 
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people act and what they belief and not just ‘objective’ material circumstances. There is thus 

a subjective interpretation of the world. Individuals’ beliefs and meanings about the same 

environment are thus not ‘objective’ and not necessarily the same for everyone all the time. 

People can come to different interpretations of the world around them. And based on these 

different interpretations have different identities, values and attitudes (see also: Inglehart, 

1997).  

There are two sub-theories of constructivist theory that I will draw upon the most for 

my theoretical framework: social identity theory and socialization. Social identity theory refers 

to the idea that general self-categorization of individuals into a collective and by which they 

differentiate themselves from actors in another group (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Hornung et al., 

2018). This phenomenon can exist on small-scales, but also for example in the form of political 

territorial units like the nation state (Anderson, 1983). These social identities are seen as a 

basic human psychological need and can exist on both the individual and the macro-levels 

(Fligstein et al., 2012; David & Bar-Tal, 2009). It is also important for people to have a positive 

evaluation of the collective identity they define themselves as being part of (Pettigrew, 2006). 

They are also socially constructed, meaning it is formed as a consequence of social interactions 

and does not inherently exist for a group (Fligstein et al., 2012).  

According to social identity theory, individuals in these collectives feel a collective 

consciousness and recognition that members belong to one collective, making them feel 

solidarity towards each other but not to people outside their group (Fligstein et al., 2012; David 

& Bar-Tal, 2009). Often, collective groups can feel prejudiced towards individuals who are 

defined as being in the ‘out-group’, but according to Intergroup Contact Theory, more 

positively perceived interaction with people from out-groups, often results in reduced 

prejudice (Kuhn, 2015; Pettigrew, 2006). 

From a constructivist perspective, one way to understand how these identities, values 

and attitudes change over time is through ‘socialization’. In this mechanism identities, values 

and norms build in an incremental way (Parsons, 2018). Based on past experiences people 

internalize identities, values and norms, but can also exercise agency in resisting types of 

socialization (Guhin et al., 2021). Within political science this applies to the way are inculcated 

with different political identities, values, norms, ideologies or beliefs, but also encompasses 

political practices, like voting, or discussing politics (Sapiro, 2004). Multiple types of 



20 
 

experiences have been found to influence people in this way, including the media people 

consume (Östman, 2013), the behavior of parents when growing up (Durmuşoğlu, 2023), or 

interactions with peers (Terriquez et al., 2020). A famous example of research on how this can 

happen on a large scale is Inglehart’s theory of post materialism, which argues that because 

of changing socio-economic conditions in periods of youth the value-systems of people change 

through generations (Inglehart, 1997).  

Socialization can happen at the micro- or macro-level. Macro-level socialization 

analyzes how polities and macro-level systems inculcate values and practices in people within 

that system or society (Sapiro, 2004). An example of this is the classic work of Almond & Verba 

(1963) who discuss the socialization effects democratic society can have on its citizens. At the 

micro-level there is a focus on individuals’ own socialization, separate from the influences of 

macro-level political systems (Abendschön, 2013). An example of this are families’ decisions 

to enroll children in team-based sports clubs, where they implicitly learn political values of 

cooperation (Biesta et al., 2009). 

Hypotheses about multiculturalism 

Migration (or being born to parents who are migrants) is potentially an experience 

which can have socializing effects on the political values. Firstly, it might lead to an internalizing 

of more culturally tolerant, open and positive norms and beliefs towards people from other 

cultural backgrounds (Kuhn, 2015). By some authors this is referenced as having ‘multicultural’ 

values (Hobolt et al., 2011). Migrants, through their migration, themselves have experienced 

confrontations with different cultures. Migrants also often remain in contact with other 

migrants or have transnational networks (Verstraete, 2010). Contact with people from with 

diverse cultural backgrounds can lead to less prejudice, since it potentially increases positive 

and more empathic ideas about those people (Graf & Sczesny, 2019).  

For descendants of these migrant parents they can first be socialized by their parents 

into internalizing the culturally tolerant norms and values from their migrant parents. It is also 

possible that the descendants will also gain access to some part of these transnational 

networks, further increasing their contact with people from diverse cultural backgrounds. In a 

similar vein, this can increase the empathy towards people with non-native cultural 
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backgrounds. There is some research that has been done that seems to support this link 

between lesser cultural intolerance and migration experiences (Schneider & Heath, 2019).  

In qualitative literature, we can in some cases find further evidence of this mechanism. 

Marcu (2013) interviewed Romanian migrants in Spain and found that these migrants spoke 

about their migration as influencing them to have a more ‘cosmopolitan’ mindset. Their 

migration and connections across Europe contributed to having more ‘transnational’ 

identities, in which they identify themselves with multiple cultural identities, not just their 

culture of origin. Similar results were found by Favell (2011). Immigrants’ identity could thus 

be less rigid, which could therefore make them feel less threatened by a confrontation with 

another culture. Through parental socialization, this cultural tolerant orientation could then 

be passed on to their children.  

I therefore expect the following hypothesis: 

H1a: Having a migration background positively affects a person’s openness towards people 

from other cultures. 

These values of openness towards the presence of people from other cultures could 

potentially lead to lower levels of Euroscepticism (de Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; Hooghe 

& Marks, 2005). This is the case since European integration historically has the image of 

economic and social liberalism, which is thought to encourage migration of people across 

cultural borders (Dennison et al., 2020). Therefore, people with those values would be more 

likely to see European Integration positively. In the literature this outlook is usually measured 

(de Vreese & Boomgaarden, 2005; de Vries, 2018).   

I therefore also expect the following hypothesis: 

H1b: Openness to people from other cultures mediates the negative effect of migration 

background on Euroscepticism.  

Hypotheses about European identity 

As mentioned above, migrants have usually interacted in multiple ways with people from other 

groups, including in potential positive ways. Based on social identity theory, we can expect that 

this can produce a ‘recategorization’, leading to a change in a representation of an “ ‘us’ versus 

‘them’ orientation to a more inclusive ‘we’ ’’ (Dovidio et al., 2017). In this way migrants might 
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feel themselves more attached to a European identity which encompasses both the ‘us’ and 

‘them’.  

A second way with which people with a migration background might adopt a European 

identity is by seeking ‘refuge’ in the superordinate identity (Erisen, 2017). This is related to the 

need to feel positive about the collective identity to which someone identifies with (Pettigrew, 

2006). People with a migration background (both from the EU and non-EU) might have trouble 

feeling truly accepted in the national host society, especially since they often perceive 

themselves to be discriminated against (De Vroome et al., 2014; Solivetti, 2023). Since they 

feel they cannot be a part of a ‘positive’ national host identity, they might seek to identify more 

with other social identities. This can be with the seeking of a different ethnic identity group 

(De Vroome et al., 2014). However, it is also possible that they might seek out a European 

identity. A European identity might be perceived as being more accessible, since it is more 

often seen as a kind of ‘civic’ identity, related to values and norms, not necessarily ethnicity 

(Fligstein, 2012; Erisen, 2017). Therefore, the attachment to a European identity might also be 

a more attractive option for people with a migration background. 

In the literature there is some qualitative evidence that migration might induce a higher 

feeling of European identity (in at least some cases). In her interviews with Romanian 

immigrants in Spain Marcu (2013) found that, especially in more recent years, some 

immigrants started to develop a stronger sense of being European, as a consequence of their 

migration experiences. One quote she presents from an immigrant is especially insightful: 

‘’Now that we are officially in Europe, I travel widely. And I have, of course, friends in 

Romania and Spain, but my best friends are in both of those places. In the same way, … my 

place? I don't believe I have only one. I have a place in my country, another here, but my place 

is Europe. [Male, 30 years old]’’ (quoted by Marcu, 2013, pp. 14-24).4  

Other literature analyzing this subject in depth with interviews have found similar 

effects (Favell, 2010; Favell, 2011). Qualitative literature was not found for extra-European 

migration. However, there is limited quantitative evidence suggesting that in at least some 

cases this effect can also be found in extra-European migrants (Cinnirella & Hamilton, 2007; 

Teney et al., 2016). Through parental socialization, which has been shown to be of influence 

 
4 The brackets are added by me to indicate the part Marcu wrote beneath the quote. 
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on political orientations of children, this effect might transmit to their descendants (Hooghe & 

Boonen, 2013; Durmuşoğlu, 2023). 

I therefore expect the following hypothesis:  

H2a: A migration background has a positive effect on feeling attached to a European identity. 

Based on social identity theory, it can also be argued that a development of a ‘European 

identity’ can lead to less Euroscepticism (Hooghe & marks, 2009). The fundamental theoretical 

argument here is that collective identities are linked to political territorial regimes. European 

integration (in general) is seen as taking away the power of national polities to pursue their 

own preferences and make their own sovereign decisions, and thereby diluting distinctions 

between European nation states (Hooghe & Marks, 2005; Kuhn & Nicoli, 2020). If the political 

entity governing a political-territorial unit is not seen as an expression of the collective identity 

with which an individual identifies, then it is seen as less legitimate (Kuhn & Nicoli, 2020). 

Related to this, researchers have found that what matters most is not necessarily the absence 

of national identity, but to what extent a European identity exists alongside it (Hooghe & 

Marks, 2009). The difference is if an individual sees their own national identity as exclusive of 

attachment to European identity of if it can construct this national identity as inclusive of 

European identity (Hooghe & Marks, 2009).  

Based on this reasoning I expect the following hypothesis: 

H2b: Having a stronger European identity mediates the negative effect between migration 

background and Euroscepticism. 

2.3.2. Utilitarian theories and Euroscepticism 

Utilitarianism was the most common theory to explain European integration in the 

early 90s (De Vries, 2018). The theoretical assumptions are rooted in traditional Rational 

Choice Theory (RCT) , which is a meta-theory of social sciences, although rooted in economics. 

It argues that individuals behave in a rational way, choosing actions and strategies which 

optimizes their self-interest (Hindmoor & Taylor, 2018). It usually assumes that as long as 

people are embedded in the same incentive structure, and have the same information, they 

will always act the same (Hollifield & Takeuchi, 2020). Incentives are the structures around 

individuals that present possibilities and limitations for the pursuit of self-interest (Green, & 
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Fox, 2007). Differences in individual behavior are thus explained then by for example different 

information availability or a different incentive structure.  

RCT has been heavily critiqued, and as a consequence a variation in the form of 

‘bounded rationality’ (BR) has become more popular (Gigerenzer, 2020). The most important 

assumption (for of this paper) of this is that people are not perfectly rational. In bounded 

rationality there is the added assumption that often contexts are too complex for individuals 

to (try to) understand what the most optimal strategy for them is (Dequech, 2001). 

Consequently, they adopt a ‘good enough’ approach, using all kinds of mental shortcuts 

(heuristics) instead of perfect rational calculations to make their decisions (Şimşek, 2020).  

It is on these two strands that the utilitarian perspectives on Euroscepticism are based. 

The fundamental assumption with all these theories is that individuals will support European 

integration if they (perceive to) receive a benefit from it. It is also assumed that people will use 

heuristics to determine if they benefit from European Integration or not. In the literature, 

theories have been offered that argue that individuals can make an evaluation of their own 

economic wellbeing (egocentric) or the wellbeing of their country (sociotropic) (Hooghe & 

Marks, 2005; Mariotto & Pellegata, 2022). If individuals are concerned with their own benefits, 

then individuals who benefit from European integration would be less Eurosceptic (Gabel 

1998). This is also called the ‘human capital’ theory, which argues that individuals that are 

higher educated or have jobs with a higher skill requirement benefit more from market 

integration and thus are less Eurosceptic (Gabel & Palmer, 1995; de Vries, 2018, p. 13-17).  

When individuals are sociotropically inclined they calculate the benefits integration has 

on their country. Researchers then typically look at economic indicators of European countries. 

For instance, they look at the growth in GDP in a country, the amount of trade the country is 

engaged in with countries in the EU, or they look at the financial transfers they receive as a 

consequence of integration (Eichenberg & Dalton, 1993; Gabel & Palmer, 1995; Vasilopoulou 

& Talving, 2023). Importantly with these utilitarian theories is that it can also be that the 

subjective evaluations which people make are important. These can deviate widely from any 

actual economic situation. Subjective evaluations that individuals make of their own or their 

country’s economic situation can thus also be important to determine their Euroscepticism 

(Tucker et al., 2002; Christin, 2005; Hooghe & Marks, 2005).  
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In congruence with this theoretical literature, a migration background, independently 

of other factors, may lead to higher economic interaction across borders. Through their 

experience and knowledge of multiple countries and economies, they have more information 

and ability to make use of transnational economic opportunities (Al-Ali et al., 2001; Portes et 

al., 2002). It is also through migration they create or gain access to transnational networks, 

which could also facilitate the information they have about transnational economic 

opportunities and how to exploit them (Levitt & Jaworsky, 2007; Bryceson & Vuorela, 2020). A 

further evidence of these transnational networks, are the transnational remittances, which 

even for intra-European migration is extensive (Rössel et al., 2023). Even extra-European 

migrants, can sometimes have access to diaspora networks of their country of origin in Europe 

(Berkowitz & Mügge, 2014). The descendants of these migrants, can to a certain extent, often 

also draw upon these resources, like the transnational networks (Levitt, 2009). All this creates 

a different incentive structure for people with a migration background in comparison with 

natives. 

Because of these reasons, I expect that people with a migration background would be 

more likely to have individual cross-border economic relations within Europe. With individual 

cross-border relations, I mean individual interaction across borders (see literature on cross-

border interactions in the context of European integration: Kuhn, 2012; Decoville & Durand, 

2018). An example would be going to another country for work. With ‘economic’ I indicate that 

for the present I will only look at relations related to economic personal benefit. This ensures 

that my conceptualization can easily be categorized as being part of the utilitarian theoretical 

tradition.  

Therefore, I expect the following hypothesis: 

H3a: A migration background has a positive effect on individual economic cross-border 

relations. 

Cross-border relations in turn might give a stronger incentive for individuals to support 

European integration (Kuhn, 2011). Since European integration is often associated with liberal 

economic and open border policies (Dennison et al., 2020), the costs of cross-border relations 

would be lower. People that are engaged in cross-border economic relations, further 
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integration would give them relatively higher personal benefits than people that are not 

engaged in it.  

 Therefore, I also expect the following hypothesis: 

H3b: Having a higher amount of economic individual cross-border relations mediates the 

negative effect between migration background and Euroscepticism. 

Main hypothesis 

Since I am examining primarily mediation relations, I also have to examine the general effect 

of a migration background on Euroscepticism. In my results I will test this one first, but I 

thought it more easily understandable when putting it at the end of my theoretical framework. 

My reasoning for this hypothesis is based on all the theoretical arguments I made above in my 

theoretical framework. I expect the following hypothesis: 

H0: Having a migration background negatively affects Euroscepticism. 

To make the theoretical framework clearer, I have tried to represent my theoretical 

expectations in a schematic form (figure 1). In this form, I have also put in the plusses and 

minuses, representing positive and negative statistical relationships respectively. Within the 

schema, we can see that migration background has a negative effect on Euroscepticism (H0).  

Secondly, we see that this effect could be mediated by three concepts: 1) Individual 

economic cross-border interactions, which represents a potential utilitarian reason why 

people with a migration background (PMB) might desire more European integration. PMB 

would have more cross-border interactions, which is then related to less Euroscepticism (H3b). 

2) European identity, which represents a potential identity perspective why PMB might desire 

more European integration. PMB would have a higher level of European identity, which is then 

related to less Euroscepticism (H2b). 3) Cultural intolerance, which represents another 

potential identitarian perspective why PMB might desire more European integration. PMB 

would have a lower level of Cultural intolerance, which is then related to less Euroscepticism 

(H1b).  
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of the theoretical framework. Plusses represent positive 

relations, minuses represent negative relations. 

 

In table 1, I have presented an overview of my hypotheses in the order by which I will 

examine them in the results section of this paper.  

 Hypotheses 

H0 Having a migration background negatively affects Euroscepticism. 

H1a Having a migration background positively affects a person’s tolerance 

towards other cultures. 

H1b Openness to people from other cultures mediates the negative effect of 

migration background on Euroscepticism. 

H2a A migration background has a positive effect on feeling attached to a 

European identity. 

H2b Having a stronger European identity mediates the negative effect between 

migration background and Euroscepticism. 

H3a A migration background has a positive effect on individual economic cross-

border relations. 

H3b Having a higher amount of economic individual cross-border relations 

mediates the negative effect between migration background and 

Euroscepticism. 

 

 

Migration background 
Euroscepticism 

European identity 

Cultural Tolerance 

Individual economic 
cross-border 
interactions 

Table 1. An overview of my hypotheses. In this table I present an overview of my earlier 
formulated hypotheses.  
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3. Data and Methods 
In this chapter, I will outline my research methodology which exists out of multivariate 

regression analyses and mediation analyses using the Sobel test. Firstly, I argue and justify my 

quantitative research method and case selection. I argue that for this topic quantitative 

research is especially useful and that it is important to also include non-EU European countries 

besides EU member states. Next, I explain the used dataset, which is based on the European 

Social Survey. I will then outline the specific quantitative data analysis methods used: 

multivariate regression analysis and mediation estimation. Fourthly, I will explain what 

variables will be included in my models, including the control variables. In this section, I will 

also explain what specific models have been run for the statistical analysis.  Finally, I reflect on 

any limitations of the chosen methods, variables, and data. 

3.1. Justification of Research design 
In this subsection, I first justify my quantitative research method in the context of my subject. 

Secondly, I will justify my choice of cases and scope. 

 

3.1.1. Research method 

 
In this section I justify my research method: multivariate regression analysis using data from 

the ESS. Do justify this, it is necessary to explain the approach to causality behind this 

quantitative analysis and why it, even with its limitations, can still provide useful insights to 

the scientific literature. To make my justification, I make use of Goldthorpe’s (2001) three 

causal logics underpinning different research methods. I first present the causal logic 

underpinning my research design: robust dependence. I then examine the critiques on this 

logic from two perspectives: the experimental causal logic and the mechanism-based logic. I 

will argue that even with its limitations it can provide useful insights for the scientific 

literature on my research topic. 

 

Robust dependence 

 To test my hypotheses, I will make use of the ‘causal’ logic of robust dependence, 

which underlies my quantitative research design. Based on sound theoretical reasoning, the 
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logic estimates statistical correlations between variables, using control variables to make sure 

that potential other explanations for correlations can be crossed out. Correlations do not 

necessarily imply causality, but they are a precondition for two variables to be related to 

each other in a causal way (Goldthorpe, 2001).  

 

Critique from the perspective of experimental causal logic 

From the perspective of experimental causal logic, a major problem with robust 

dependence is that any found correlation can be a consequence of confounders. Third 

variables could create spurious relationships, effecting both the dependent and independent 

variables in such a way that it only seems there is a correlation between the two (Seawright, 

2017, pp. 252-253). This problem can never be completely solved, since confounders are in 

practice always possible, especially with limited data (Goldthorpe, 2001; Seawright, 2017). 

However, robust dependence tries to minimize this problem by trying to control for the 

potential confounders for which it has data.  With controlling for potential confounders an 

isolation of the unique correlation of each independent variable can be found (De Vauss, 2013, 

pp. 319-322). If we thus find robust dependence between variables, when controlling for 

potential confounders (which is done in this paper), it might give some tentative support for 

our hypotheses.  

From the perspective of experimental logic this controlling is still not enough. We 

need to have a controlled environment, where we can manipulate the potential causal 

variables and hold all else constant (Goldthorpe, 2001). Usually we have two groups, 

whereby the individuals in one group serve as a control group for the ‘treatment group’. 

Crucially, all factors, except the causal variable, between the groups are the same. If we then 

find a difference, we have evidence for causality.  

 Although in ideal situations we would create such an experiment, in the present case 

it is not possible. Firstly, to conduct such an experiment the cause must be able to be 

manipulated (Goldthorpe, 2001).  However it is difficult to see how this is possible (within , 

ethical and practical bounds) for the topic of the effect of having a migration background. We 

cannot make some people have such a background or not, therefore we cannot make the 

control and treatment group. Secondly, the weaker version of the experimental approach, 

natural experiments, are very difficult to find (Margetts & Stoker, 2018). Natural experiments 

try to exploit ‘naturally’ occurring instances of (pseudo-)random assignments in the world. 
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But finding such a situation for the present research topic is difficult to find. As far as I know 

no other scholar examined the relationship of interest in this way, therefore I have not been 

able to make use of earlier literature for this problem.  

 

Critique from a mechanism-based approach 

From the perspective of a mechanism-based approach another problem is presented. 

Even if we find robust correlations by controlling for all kinds of third-variables, we are not 

really testing the mechanism itself, since we do not test the underlying reason for connections 

between the variables. To understand these connections it would be necessary to conduct 

more detailed case studies to trace the processes between the variables. Theory is therefore 

of fundamental importance: no matter how strong the correlation, the relationship between 

the variables needs to make sense theoretically to give some support to the hypothesis that 

there is indeed a causal relationship (De Vaus, 2013, pp. 316). 

In my research this last problem is also minimized. Firstly, there is a decent amount of 

literature, including qualitative research, that finds support for the presence of the theorized 

mechanisms (chapter 2). Although it is certain that much remains still unclear about these 

mechanisms, there is, in my opinion, enough of a basis to assume the possible presence of 

these mechanisms.  It however remains unclear to what extent these mechanisms are present 

in society, and for that large N quantitative research, mostly based on the logic of robust 

dependence, is needed.  

Secondly, through its use of mediation analysis, this research does try to contribute to 

understand and test the mechanisms linking migration background with Euroscepticism. With 

this technique, we statistically test if there are indirect correlations between two variables, 

which go through a third mediating variable (Toshkov, 2018). It is still impossible to tell what 

then underlies the correlations between the IV, the mediator and the DV, but it does again test 

if these correlations are even present. Since correlations are necessary for causality, it can thus 

empirical support causal claims, as long as there is sound theory backing it up. With this 

technique we still do not know exactly what underlies the correlations I find, but it does give 

a further contribution to understand which theoretical mechanisms have more or less support, 

on which future research might build.   
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3.1.2. Case selection and scope 
In this section I introduce and justify my cases and then explain my choice of scope. The units 

of analysis for this research are individuals from European countries. I am analyzing the effect 

of individual background on individual attitudes (Euroscepticism). However, the ESS surveys 

pick participants per country. A selection to choose which countries I use the individual level 

data from is therefore needed. Since I am interested in attitudes towards European Integration, 

it makes sense to include EU-member state countries, since the EU is one of the most obvious 

representatives of economic and political integration among European countries. However, it 

is less clear if non-EU countries should be included. I have chosen to do include them. Since I 

am interested in opinions about European integration, and since countries outside the EU also 

are impacted by this, and have political discussions about potential membership of the EU, I 

also include the data from non-EU European countries.  

From the potential countries I exclude Israel and Russia. The first is sometimes included as 

a European country in the cultural sense (Pardo, 2009). However, for the purpose of this 

research I stick to the geographical definition of Europe, using the ‘UN geoscheme for Europe’ 

(UNSD, n.d.), and therefore exclude Israel. I also exclude Russia since, although it is 

geographically as European, it is mostly not part of discussions about joining into the main 

integration processes around our examined period (Haukkala, 2015). Because of these 

exclusions and because the ESS does not examine all countries in period, the total amount of 

countries included will differ per round, however the total number of countries which is 

included at least once, is 31.  

 The period which is studied is 2016-2022. The reasoning for this is based on two 

points. The first is that the determinants of Euroscepticism can be different in different time-

periods (see for example: Hakhverdian et al., 2013). Therefore limiting the time examined to 

a smaller period ensures that there is less of a problem that this will impact the results.  

Secondly, since limiting the period is required, it makes sense to choose the most recent 

data. It is results based on these data that are probably of most use for policymakers. Third, 

the cutoff-year of 2016 was chosen based on it being considered an important moment for 

expressions of Euroscepticism. This was the year of Brexit and (together with 2015) the 

height of the European migration crisis, all of which could have an impact on the dynamics of 

at least some forms of Euroscepticism (Taggart & Szczerbiak, 2021). Lastly, the decision was 

made based on data limitations. The variable measuring European identity in ESS data is only 
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available from 2016 onwards. Since this variable is highly important for this research, this 

was deemed an important argument in favor of limiting the cases to this period. 

 

3.2. Data sources 

 
For this research I use data from the European Social Survey (ESS, 2024). The ESS is a non-

profit data collection organization, funded by participating countries. Its surveys are based on 

forms of random probability sampling, and the surveys are executed by different teams for 

every country. Therefore the exact technique of sampling strategy can differ between the 

countries. The ESS also provides weighting variables for use in regression models. These 

variables try to correct for the fact that not every group is perfectly proportionally represented 

in the data. For my regression models I have made use of the weighting variable called 

‘anweight’, which is the standard one recommended by the ESS (ESS, 2024). The surveys are 

for almost all countries conducted through a face-to-face interview with the participants. The 

data and all the documentation can be freely downloaded from the ESS website. To process 

this data, the statistical program R is used.  

The ESS was chosen for this research because of multiple reasons. Firstly, it has been 

used in similar research that focuses on the determinants of Euroscepticism (Troncone & Valli, 

2024). This ensures some comparability. An often-used alternative to the ESS is the 

Eurobarometer survey (See for example Kuhn, 2015, p. 10-11; Erisen, 2017). However, the 

Eurobarometer’s questions are limited. For example, its question about European identity only 

measures the cognitive dimension of European identity (Erisen, 2017). As argued above, the 

emotional connection people feel with Europe can be more important. The ESS is also 

conducted on a larger scale since the Eurobarometer surveys that measure European identity 

are only conducted within EU member states, but people from outside the EU but within 

Europe almost certainly also have attitudes and feelings on European integration and 

European identity. Therefore, I have chosen to use the ESS data for this research.  

ESS data is pooled cross-sectional nested data, with individuals as the main unit of 

analysis. Nested data means that units are part of one higher-level group. In this case, the data 

is nested on two levels: at the country-level and at the ESS-round level. Individual persons are 

‘nested’ within the country in which they were resident at the time of the interview. In their 
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turn, the countries are nested within the three used ESS-rounds. It is cross-sectional since for 

every round new participants were interviewed. It is pooled data since, even though it is cross-

sectional there is a time dimension: the data was collected in three rounds over the period of 

2016-2022. In contrast with individuals, multiple countries (within which the individuals are 

nested) were measured in more than one round.  

 

3.3. Data Analysis Method 
 

As explained I use OLS multivariate regression analyses for my models. Simply said, this 

model estimates an equation, fitting a linear line on a set of data, while minimizing the amount 

of difference between the data and the fitted line.  However, there are three points on which 

more details need to be given. Firstly, since one of the chosen mediation variables is binary , a 

logistic regression model will be used. In mediation analysis it is necessary to conduct some 

regression analyses with the mediation variable as DV. To do this in an accurate way however, 

the logistic regression model needs to be used, which corrects for the fact that the DV is not 

of interval or ratio scale (De Vaus, 2013). Secondly, to ensure there are no problems of 

heteroskedasticity or clustering in my data, both of which might bias the results, I have used 

cluster-robust standard errors for all the models executed which should correct for these 

problems.  

Thirdly, to test the theoretical mechanisms another advanced technique is needed: 

mediation analysis. This is a technique often used in quantitative analysis to investigate 

mediation analysis. It is also used by others in the Euroscepticism literature (Kuhn, 2011; 

Karstens, 2020). A mediation occurs when, theoretically, the influence of the Independent 

Variable (IV) on the Dependent Variable (DV) goes through a mediating variable (MV) (Toshkov, 

2018). This test is then done through three regressions: 1) the IV predicting the DV 2) the IV 

predicting the MV 3) the IV predicting the DV while controlling for the MV. If the effect of the 

IV on the DV is lower in model 3 than in model 1, we have an indication of mediation. This 

technique is especially useful for my hypotheses, since I am investigating through what 

theoretical mechanisms the influence of a migration background on Euroscepticism goes: 

European identity, personal benefits or cultural intolerance.  
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To test the mediation, normal p-values for significance are not enough. We need to test 

if the mediating path in total, thus the influence of IV on MV (mediator variable) and MV on 

DV, is significant (Hayes, 2022). Only in this way can we determine if the indirect effect is truly 

significant. Based on the recommendation in the literature, I have decided to use Sobel tests 

to determine the significance of the indirect effects. Sobel tests are a more traditional way of 

testing mediation effects, and is used by other authors in this field (Kuhn, 2011). This test 

multiplies the coefficient of the IV on MV and the coefficient of MV on DV and constructs a 

significance for it (Iacobucci, 2008, p. 11-13). The Sobel test is usually considered a quite 

conservative test for mediation, meaning that using it makes it relatively less likely to make a 

type 1 error (Hayes & Scharkow, 2013). Since we are less concerned about the making of a 

type 2 error, the Sobel test seems a relevant choice.  

   

3.4. Data management and operationalization 
As mentioned, I will use a multivariate regression technique. In this section I first present a 

table outlining the hypotheses defined in chapter 2. After this, I present the variables chosen 

to operationalize my concepts and justify their inclusion. I also will discuss which and how 

many regression models I will run. Lastly, I will present the mathematical representation of the 

complete multivariate regression model.  

 

In table 2 my hypotheses are repeated, to provide a reminder and better clarity when reading 

my operationalization.  

 

 Hypotheses 

H0 Having a migration background negatively affects Euroscepticism. 

H1a Having a migration background positively affects a person’s tolerance 

towards other cultures. 

H1b Openness to people from other cultures mediates the negative effect of 

migration background on Euroscepticism. 

H2a A migration background has a positive effect on feeling attached to a 

European identity. 
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H2b Having a stronger European identity mediates the negative effect between 

migration background and Euroscepticism. 

H3a A migration background has a positive effect on individual economic cross-

border relations. 

H3b Having a higher amount of economic individual cross-border relations 

mediates the negative effect between migration background and 

Euroscepticism. 

 

 

 

3.5. Operationalization  
In this section, I first introduce my main dependent and independent variable. Secondly, I will 

present my chosen mediator variables. Lastly, I will discuss my chosen control variables. 

 

My dependent variable is: Euroscepticism. It is based on the variable European unification go 

further or gone too far (euftf) from the ESS. This variable is measured by asking the following 

question: ‘’Now thinking about the European Union, some say European unification should go 

further. Others say it has already gone too far. Using this card, what number on the scale best 

describes your position?’’ The respondent was then asked to give a response between 0 and 

10, where 0 represents ‘Unification has already gone too far’’ and 10 “Unification should go 

further’’. The variable is thus of ordinal interval level.  

 Since this variable is of ordinal level, there can be some problems with including it in a 

regression analysis. For example, the difference between scores 1 and 2 is not necessarily the 

same as the distance between 3 and 4. This is also the case for the chosen variables on 

European identity and Cultural Tolerance. However, following Troncone & Valli (2024), who 

operationalize Euroscepticism with this same variable, I treat it as a ratio variable. I thus make 

the assumption in my analysis that the distances between the points are the same.   

 In the literature, often a different question is asked to measure Euroscepticism. This is  

a question usually asking if the respondent finds EU membership for his/her country a good 

thing (or some variation of this) (see for example, Kuhn, 2015, p. 64). However, I argue that (in 

theory) a European might think that European Integration is good, but that the effect on 

Table 2. A second overview of my hypotheses for convenience.  
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his/her own country might not be very good. My chosen variable, seems a bit more clear in 

what the question exactly measures, which is the reason I followed Troncone & Valli’s (2024) 

operationalization of Euroscepticism.  

 

Independent variable 

My main independent variable is migration background. This variable is constructed by myself 

based on three other variables in the dataset. Following Kuhn’s (2015, p. 33-34) work I 

operationalize this variable based on whether a person has a nationality other than the 

country where he/she is interviewed and/or if at least one parent is born abroad. The variable 

is therefore a binary variable, with 1 indicating a migration background and 0 indicating no 

such background. The three original variables and their measurement are the following: 

1) Citizen of country (ctzcntr): the question asked here was: ‘’Are you a citizen of 

[country]?’’5 this is a binary variable where 1 indicates that the participant was born in 

the country and 2 indicates he/she is not.  

2)  Father born in country (facntr): the question asked here was: ‘‘Was your father born 

in [country]?’’.  This is a binary variable where 1 indicates that the father was born in 

the country and 2 indicates he was not.  

3) Mother born in country (mocntr): the question asked here was: ’’Was your mother 

born in [country]?’’. This is a binary variable where 1 indicates that the mother was 

born in the country and 2 indicates he was not. 

If on any of these three questions a yes was answered, the variable migration background I 

created is coded as a 1, if not then as a 0.  

 

Mediator variables 

To measure the three concepts of ‘European identity’, ‘Cultural tolerance’ and ‘Cross-border 

economic interactions’, the following three variables are used (presented in the same order as 

the concepts). The measurements of these variables follow of their name. 

 

1) European Identity: This variable is based on the ESS variable: How emotionally attached to 

Europe (atcherp). This was measured by asking the following question: ‘’And how emotionally 

 
5 ‘Country’ is in these three questions replaced by the country where the interview was held and thus 
where the participant resided in the period of the survey.  
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attached do you feel to Europe?’’.6 The variable is measured on ordinal scale from 0 to 10. 0 is 

‘not at all emotionally attached’ and 10 represents ‘very emotionally attached’. This variable 

measures the concept of European identity. As mentioned in chapter 2, I deliberately chose 

here for a variable that measures the affective dimension of social identity.  

As was the case with the dependent variable, this variable is of ordinal scale, therefore 

the distances between points are not necessarily the same for every two points. For the 

purposes of this study I assume that the distances are the same, and therefore will treat it as 

an interval variable. This variable operationalizes my ‘European Identity’ concept. I expect 

people with a migration background to score higher on this. 

 

2) Cultural Tolerance. This variable is based on the ESS variable: Country's cultural life 

undermined or enriched by immigrants (imueclt). This was measured measured by asking the 

question: ‘’And, using this card, would you say that [country]’s cultural life is generally 

undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from other countries?’’ The answer is 

measured on an ordinal scale between 0 and 10. 0 indicates ”Cultural life undermined” while 

10 indicates “Cultural life enriched”. This variable operationalizes my ‘Cultural Tolerance’ 

concept. I expect people with a migration background to score higher on this.  

This variable is of ordinal scale and thus the distances between the points are not 

necessarily equal. However, I again assume, for the purposes of this study, that the distances 

between the points are equal. I therefore treat this variable as if it were an interval variable.  

 

3) Worked in another country. This variable is based on the ESS variable Paid work in another 

country, period more than 6 months last 10 years (wrkac6m). This was measured by asking 

the question: “In the last 10 years have you done any paid work in another country for a 

period of 6 months or more?” The answer is measured with a binary answer which can be 1 

or 2.  1 indicates ”Yes” while 2 indicates “No”. I have recoded this variable so that it is a 

dummy variable. In the recoded variable 1 indicates “Yes” and 0 indicates “No”. This variable 

measures the utilitarian path, it is thus the operationalization of the concept ‘individual 

 
6 The ‘and’ is because the question was asked immediately after a similar question about national identity. 
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economic cross-border interactions’. I thus expect that people with a migration background 

would be more likely to answer “Yes” to this question.  

 

Control variables 

To improve the robustness of the results, I run the models with control variables included. 

Based on the literature, data availability and my own reasoning the following control variables 

have been decided upon.  

 

1) Country fixed-effects: This variable exists out of 31 dummy variables, each representing one 

country. Each of these dummy variables has a value of 1 when a participant is in that country 

and 0 when he/she is not.  To prevent perfect multicollinearity, I have chosen Germany as the 

reference category. Any coefficients on these variables then have to be interpreted as the 

average difference of being a participant from that country compared to being one from 

Germany, when controlled for all other variables in the model. These variables are constructed 

by me, based on a recoding of the ‘’cntry’’ variable, which mentions for every participant in 

which country the interview was taken, and thus were the participant at that moment resided.  

This approach is in line with Kuhn (2015, p. 65-66) and Karstens (2020), but not with 

researchers like Erisen (2017) or Troncone & Valli (2024). These last researchers use specific 

macro-level variables, however this risks the problem that important stable (over time) macro-

level variables are not included in the model. For example, Erisen (2017) did not include any 

macroeconomic variables, even though it has been found to have strong impacts on 

Euroscepticism (Yoo-Duk & Chang-Rhyong, 2020). By simply including the country-level fixed 

effects, I should not have to worry about not having included any stable macro-level variables.  

However, since my data is pooled cross-sectional this does not mean that I now control 

for all country-level variables. Country fixed effects only control for the time-invariant country-

level variables. Since some countries were included in multiple rounds in my dataset, these 

dummy variables are not controlling for any country-level variables that change over time and 

are also different for every country. 

 

2) Round fixed-effects: This variables consists out of 3 dummy variables. All three correspond 

to one of the three rounds. Every one of these variables has a value of 1 if the individual 
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participated during that round, and 0 if not. I constructed these variables myself, by recoding 

the ‘’essround’’ variable in the original dataset. This variable had a value of 8 when the 

individual participated in the 8th round, and similarly with values of 9 and 10. Round 8 is used 

as the reference category.  

 Most other authors that have examined the relationship between migration 

background and Euroscepticism, do not control for time (For example: Kuhn, 2015; Erisen, 

2017). The reason is that their data is only cross-sectional and not pooled cross-sectional as is 

mine. I my choice to control for the rounds I followed Troncone & Valli (2024) who also control 

for them since they also use pooled cross-sectional data.  

With pooled data, a time dimension is present, which I argue has to be controlled for. 

The round-fixed effects should control for any variation that is associated with the difference 

in rounds and is common of all participants in all countries. During the years multiple large 

events have have happened that could potentially affect the values on variables in the dataset 

for roughly all participants in every country. For example, the migration crisis (at its height in 

2015), Brexit (2016), and especially the Covid pandemic (2019-present). By including round 

fixed effects any variation correlated with these kinds of events can to a limited extent be 

controlled for. 

The reason why I did not choose to use year-fixed effects, is based on the data. For a 

portion of the participants the year when the interview took place was not recorded, but the 

round was. If I used year-fixed effects, all these participants would be excluded from my 

analyses.   

 

3) Gender: This variable was coded independently by the interviewers.  It has 1 if the 

participant was male, and a 2 if they were female. I recoded it to a dummy variable, where 1 

indicates ‘male’ and 0 ‘female’. Gender has been included, since it is seen as an important 

variable affecting Euroscepticism. Women are sometimes seen as having, at least on average, 

slightly different political values and sometimes different economic interests as men, 

potentially affecting their views towards European integration (Fowler, 2022).  

 

4) Age: This variable consists of four dummy variables. Each dummy variable indicates one age 

group. If a participant scored 1 on any of these, it means his/her age fits in that 

category. If 0, then not. The original variable (agea) only recorded the age in years (with 
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a minimum of 15 years for every participant). I recoded it to fit into four categories. I 

deliberately used the same age categories Kuhn (2015) used. The categories are: 

 1) 15-24 (reference category)  

 2) 25-39 

 3) 40-54 

 4) 55+ 

It is important to control for age, since age has been found by multiple studies 

to be positively related to Euroscepticism. According to Fox & Pearce (2017), 

explanations  for this phenomenon are that younger people have been socialized in 

their youth when the most visible sign of European Integration (EU) was already quite 

developed.  

 

5) Level of Education. This variable was created by me, based on the original ESS variable 

“Highest level of education, ES - ISCED (eisced)”. The eisced variable was measured with the 

question: ‘’What is the highest level of education you have successfully completed?’’ It is an 

ordinal variable with values ranging from 1 to 7, with 1 being an education of ‘less than lower 

secondary’ and 7 being an education of MA-level or higher. 

 I have recoded this variable in five dummy variables, which have values of 1 or 0. If it is 

0 then the participant did not have level of education. If it is 1 it indicates that he/she has that 

level of education. Dummy variable ‘less than lower secondary education’ is the reference 

category. The five levels I recoded the eisced variable in are: 

 

1) Less than lower secondary education 

2) Lower secondary education 

3) Upper secondary education             

4) Post-secondary education 

5) Tertiary education                  

 

It is important to include education as a control variable, since it seemingly has a strong 

influence on Euroscepticism (almost all other quantitative literature include education in the 

model: Kuhn, 2015; Erisen, 2017; Troncone & Valli 2024). Higher educated people are seen as 

being better able to economically compete in a highly integrated market economy, since their 
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skills are in more demand in this context (Hakhverdian et al., 2013). Education has also been 

found to influence people’s values and ideas about the world, usually towards a position which 

makes them less nationalistic, and more open to other countries (Hakhverdian et al., 2013). It 

can also increase a person’s knowledge about and the skill to understand the European 

integration, making them less hostile towards it (Inglehart, 1970).  

 

6) Occupation: This variable consists of three dummy variables. Each dummy variable indicates 

the skill level required on average of the participants occupation (independently if they were 

employed at the moment or not). The definition of these skill levels is from the categorization 

‘ISCO-08’ from the ILO (ILO Department of Statistics, n.d.). If a participant scored 1 on any of 

these, it means his/her occupation fits in that skill level. If 0, then not. The categories are: 

 1) low skill  

 2) medium skill 

 3) high skill (reference category) 

 

This variable is included to control for the potential of the ‘human capital hypothesis’, 

where people with an occupation with a higher skill level have more to gain from European 

integration, and would therefore be more supportive of it (De Vries, 2018).  

 

7) Perceived Financial Status. This variable is based on the ESS variable ‘household’s income 

nowadays (hincfel)’. It was measured by asking the question: “Which of the descriptions on 

this card comes closest to how you feel about your household’s income nowadays?”. For every 

variable a 1 indicates the participant is in that category and 0 not. The participant could pick 

one of four categories: 

 

1) Living comfortably on present income (reference category) 

2) Coping on present income  

3) Finding it difficult on present income  

4) Finding it very difficult on present income 
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This variable is included to control for a potential egotropic utilitarian effect. People 

who feel worse about their income might use it as a heuristic to judge something like European 

integration with (Mariotto & Pellegata, 2022). 

  

8) Living Environment. This variable is based on the ESS variable Domicile, respondent's 

description (domicile). This is a categorical variable, which I have recoded into four dummy 

variables (with 1 indicating they are in that category, and 0 not). It was measured by asking the 

question: “Which phrase on this card best describes the area where you live?”. Participants 

could answer with four categories: 

1) A big city 

2) The suburbs or outskirts of a big city 

3) A town or a small city 

4) A country village 

5) A farm or home in the countryside 

 

Multiple studies have found that people in a city are less Eurosceptic than people in 

the country-side, which happens for all kinds of reasons including more contact with people 

of diverse backgrounds, (De Vries, 2018).  

 

9) % Growth in GDP per capita: This variable measures the growth in GDP per capita ($) per 

country-year in percentage points. GDP is a macro-economic variable at the country level 

which can fluctuate relatively a lot over time, and is thus not (completely) controlled for by the 

country-fixed effects. From an utilitarian perspective, macro-economic indicators can act as a 

sociotropic heuristic which people use to judge European integration (Gabel & Palmer, 1995; 

Lubbers & Scheepers, 2010; De Vries, 2018; ).  

 

10) Satisfied with Economy. This variable is based on the ESS variable ‘how satisfied with 

present state of economy in country (stfeco)’. It was measured with the question: ‘’ On the 

whole how satisfied are you with the present state of the economy in [country]?”. Participants 

could answer with a number between 0 (“extremely dissatisfied’) and 10 (‘’extremely 

satisfied”). The variable is thus of ordinal measurement. The distances between the points are 

thus not necessarily equal. However, I again assume, for the purposes of this study, that the 
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distances between the points are equal. I therefore treat this variable as if it were an interval 

variable. This variable captures the subjective evaluation of people on the economy, which has 

also been found to correlate with individuals’ support for European integration (Hooghe & 

Marks, 2005; De Vries, 2018).  

 

11) Left-Right Scale. This variable is based on the ESS variable “lrscale - Placement on left right 

scale.” This variable was measured by asking the question: “In politics people sometimes talk 

of “left” and “right”. Using this card, where would you place yourself on this scale, where 0 

means the left and 10 means the right?”. Participants could answer with a number between 0 

(“Left”) and 10 (“Right”). The variable is thus of ordinal measurement. The distances between 

the points are thus not necessarily equal. However, I again assume, for the purposes of this 

study, that the distances between the points are equal. I follow Kuhn (2015) and treat this 

variable as if it were an interval variable. This variable is useful to include as a control, since 

left-right ideology can be related to Euroscepticism. For example, people with a left-wing 

economic ideology might be opposed to the liberalization of international markets (Van Elsas 

& Van Der Brug, 2014).  

 

12) Political Trust. This variable is based on the average of ESS variables that measure trust in 

their own country’s parliament, in politicians in general, in police, in political parties and trust 

in the legal system. All of these variables were measured with the question: “Using this card, 

please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much you personally trust each of the institutions I read 

out. 0 means you do not trust an institution at all, and 10 means you have complete trust.” 

Participants could answer with a number between 0 (“No trust at all”) and 10 (“Complete 

trust”). The recoded variable is thus of ordinal measurement. The distances between the 

points are thus not necessarily equal. However, I again assume, for the purposes of this study, 

that the distances between the points are equal. I therefore treat this variable as if it were an 

interval variable. 

Trust has been found to be a relevant factor influencing Euroscepticism, people with 

less trust in political institutions, would probably also be more skeptical about European 

integration, which often goes in hand with the creation or empowerment of supranational 

political institutions like the EU (Abts et al., 2009). 
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13) Religiosity. This variable is based on the ESS variable “rlgdgr - How religious are you.”  It 

was measured with the question: “Regardless of whether you belong to a particular religion, 

how religious would you say you are?” Participants could answer with a number between 0 

(“Not at all religious”) and 10 (“Very religious”). This variable was included, since religion is a 

factor that has also been found to influence Euroscepticism (Hobolt et al., 2011). Religious 

people could be more prejudiced towards other people, because of their higher religiosity. 

More prejudice towards others could lead to less support for European integration, which is 

related to more mobility of people.  

 

14) Political Interest. This variable is based on the ESS variable “polintr - How interested in 

politics.” This variable was measured with the question: “How interested would you say you 

are in politics –are you… READ OUT…” The participant could then choose based on four 

categories: 

1) very interested,  

2) quite interested, 

3) hardly interested,  

4) or, not at all interested? 

Based on the cognitive mobilization hypothesis (Inglehart, 1970), people that have 

more knowledge of politics and are cognitively more learned, will have fewer fears about 

abstract phenomena like European Integration. Therefore it is relevant to include this 

variable, since the more interest someone has in politics, presumably the more willing he is 

to learn and think about it.  

15) Political News Consumption (hours). This variable is based on the ESS variable “nwspol - 

News about politics and current affairs, watching, reading or listening, in minutes.” This 

variable was measured by asking the question: “On a typical day, about how much time do 

you spend watching, reading or listening to news about politics and current affairs? Please 

give your answer in hours and minutes” Participants could answer by giving numbers in 

hours and minutes. The total minutes are recorded as value in the variable. To help with 
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interpretability, I recoded this variable by dividing the values by 60, giving the total amount 

of time in hours.  

The inclusion of this variable was again based on the cognitive mobilization 

hypothesis (Inglehart, 1970).  People that watch the news on politics more, would 

presumably also be more knowledgeable about politics and therefore possibly have fewer 

fears about abstract phenomena like European Integration. Therefore it is relevant to include 

this variable as a control.  

 

3.5.2. Representation of the complete mathematical model 
In this section I represent the mathematical model, with all variables included and 

Euroscepticism as the DV.  

 

𝑌𝑖𝑗𝑟 =  𝐶𝑖𝑗𝑟 +  𝐵𝑖𝑗𝑟 +  𝐼𝑖𝑗𝑟 + 𝑀𝑖𝑗𝑟 + 𝐸𝑖𝑗𝑟 +  𝜃𝑖𝑗𝑟 +  𝛼𝑟 + 𝛾𝑗 + 𝜇𝑖𝑗𝑟  

 

 

Where 𝑌𝑖𝑗𝑟 represents the Euroscepticism of individual i, in country j in round r. 𝐶𝑖𝑗𝑟 

represents the intercept for individual i, in country j in round r. 𝐵𝑖𝑗𝑟 represents the migration 

background of individual i, in country j in round r.  𝐼𝑖𝑗𝑟 represents the European identity of 

individual i, in country j in round r.  𝑀𝑖𝑗𝑟 represents the Cultural Tolerance of individual i, in 

country j in round r. 𝐸𝑖𝑗𝑟 represents a vector of all the individual level socio-economic and 

socio-demographic control variables for individual i, in country j in round r. 𝜃𝑗𝑟  represents the 

GDP growth in percentage points for country j in round r. 𝛼𝑟 represents the round fixed 

effects included in the model. 𝛾𝑡 represents the country fixed effects included in the model. 

𝜇𝑖𝑡 represents the residual for individual i, in country i in round r. 

 

The models that will be run 

To test hypothesis H0 I will run first 7 models, which build up the model without the mediators 

and with Euroscepticism as the DV. Step by step I will examine the different potential mediators 

separately. Lastly I will run mediation analyses using all mediator variables in the models, so 

Figure 2. A mathematical representation of the complete 

model. 
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that the effects of the other mediators can be controlled for when examining every potential 

mediator. 

 

3.6. Limitations 
The research that will be conducted has several limitations. Firstly, the ESS data is of pooled 

cross-sectional nature, which is less useful to make causal connections. Every round examines 

new individuals. Panel data would be more useful to understand the effect of migration 

background, because it’s easier to make causal connections in this way. However, the ESS does 

not provide this, and other datasets that measure individuals with panel data over a longer 

period, and include the relevant variables to test the hypotheses is extremely difficult to find. 

For example, one panel dataset that is sometimes used in research on Euroscepticism is the 

Swiss Household Panel (Kuhn et al., 2021), but this one does not include variables on European 

identity or migration backgrounds. In addition, almost all other quantitative research on the 

link between migration background and Euroscepticism uses cross-sectional data (for 

example: Kuhn, 2015; Erisen, 2017). My pooled cross-sectional data is therefore perhaps 

already a bit better than most of the literature in addressing the time-dimension when 

examining this topic.   

 Secondly, there is also the potential effect of time. Since I integrate the three rounds 

into one dataset, I implicitly ignore the effect that the difference in time might have on the 

results. Especially events like Brexit and its aftermath in 2016, or other events might impact 

the respondents answers. I tried to limit the effect of this by incorporating the round fixed 

effects. But the rounds are quite a broad category to control for time. A year based fixed effects 

was not chosen, because of too many missing values for participants.  

 Thirdly, my chosen method is based on regressions, which do not necessarily imply 

causation, they only imply correlations between the variables. This is a basic limitation of 

quantitative research in general. As mentioned, I have tried to do as much as possible to limit 

any the effects of spurious correlations, and I have also used mediation analyses to better test 

the mechanisms underlying the bivariate correlations. I have also tried to base my theoretical 

assumptions about the causal mechanisms, at least partly on earlier (qualitative and 

quantitative) research. This, hopefully, made the theoretical mechanisms more plausible.  
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 Fourthly, multiple variables could not be controlled for because of a lack of data. For 

instance, there was only one variable in the entire ESS dataset that asked something about 

cross-border interactions. This is the one that asked about having worked in another country. 

A relevant control variable could have been one that asked more about other sorts of cross-

border interactions like vacations. These could potentially also influence the Euroscepticism of 

individuals.  

4. Results 
In this chapter I present my results. After presenting some descriptive statistics about my data 

I will test my hypotheses more directly. I will first go through hypotheses H0-H3b separately, 

independently testing the correlations and mediation effects. These tests give preliminary 

results for my hypotheses. Lastly all mediation variables together will be tested in one model, 

making sure all mediation paths are controlled for. It is especially this last test which is of most 

importance to my hypotheses H1a-H3b, since it is only in this model that the we get indirect 

effects controlled for the indirect effects of the other mediator variables. 

4.1. Descriptives 
In this section I will give some descriptive statistics. These exist out of summary statistics tables 

and a correlation matrix of all the interval and ratio variables used.  

In table 3 can be seen the summary statistics of the IV, DV and mediator variables. 

These are from all the participants over all the countries and rounds. What is immediately 

noticeable is how similar the statistics are. They all have around the same amount of 

observations, although the Euroscepticism, attached to Europe and ‘worked another country’ 

variables have slightly less. Since all participants finished all questions, this indicates that a 

relatively large proportion of participants gave an answer which is coded as missing. These 

answers are ‘refusal’ or ‘don’t know’. Perhaps people were more reluctant to answer such 

questions, or perhaps the questions were to abstract. For the ‘worked another country’ 

variable, it might also be the case that people simply did not know if they had work in another 

country for at least 6 months in the last 10 years. This is probable, as it is a relatively mentally 

taxing question, where the last 10 years have to be remembered and then also judged if this 

was in total at least 6 months.  
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Interesting is also that the means of the variables which are measured on 0-10 scale 

are mostly around the middle of the scale. For example, Euroscepticism, European Identity 

and the Cultural Tolerance variables all have a mean of around 5-6 on a scale of 0-10. This is a 

good sign, since it could indicate that the dataset includes people with varied answers on these 

questions. The scores on these questions are thus probably not skewed in one direction by 

more extreme scores. The standard deviations for these variables are also around 2.7. 

Indicating that in the dataset, the datapoints deviate on average 2.7 (on the 0-10 scale) from 

the total mean. This indicates that we do have a fair amount of variation in our dataset which 

is needed to test regression models. 

For the ‘Migration Background’ and ‘Worked Another Country’ variables, the mean and 

standard deviation are quite different. These are dummy variables which has only scores of 0 

and 1. The means (0.161 and 0.067 respectively) of these are less than the middle of the scale 

(which would be 0.5). This indicates that these variables are both quite heavily skewed towards 

0. For the ‘Migration Background’ variable this indicates that there are quite a lot more people 

in the dataset without a migration background than with one. For ‘Worked Another Country’, 

this means that there are a lot more people in the dataset that believe they did not work in 

another country for at least 6 months.  

This does not necessarily give problems for our interpretations, especially since we 

have a very large dataset with over 100000 observations for every model, even a small 

percentage of this would still be more than enough to draw conclusions from. At the same 

time, as mentioned in chapter 3, in the models weighting variables have been used to correct 

somewhat the proportions of groups in the dataset. The proportions would therefore still be 

as reflective of the population as is possible with ESS data. Therefore, this is not much of a 

problem.  

In table 4, the summary statistics of the numeric control variables over all countries 

and rounds are presented. The differences in the amount of observations is again interesting. 

They all have about the same amount, but the Left-Right scale has quite a substantial amount 

less than the others. This could again be because participants answered ‘don’t know’ or 

‘refused’ more often. Perhaps this indicates that people either maybe a bit more confused 

with their positioning on a left-right scale or perhaps they were afraid to answer (see for 
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discussion of non-response on this question in the ESS: Otjes & Rekker, 2021). But the 

difference is not dramatic, so any suspicions on this should not be given a lot of weight.  

In table 5 we see the bivariate correlation table between all numeric variables over the 

entire dataset. Almost none of the variables have very high correlations. One strong positive 

correlation can be found between the satisfaction with economy and political trust (Pearson = 

0.58). This seems to give some indication that these subjective sociotropic judgments about 

the national economy, are related in some way to political trust. Theoretically this could make 

sense, if you think the economy is doing good, you would be more likely to have trust in 

parliament, since these could at least partially be held responsible in the eyes of citizens 

(Quaranta & Martini, 2016).  

What is striking however for our research is the negative small to medium correlations 

between Euroscepticism and European Identity (Pearson = -0.33); between Euroscepticism 

and Cultural Tolerance (Pearson = -0.30) and between Euroscepticism and Worked Another 

Country (-0.03). This indicates already that perhaps there are noticeable correlations between 

these variables and Euroscepticism. However, it also indicates that perhaps this correlation is 

weaker for Worked Another Country than the other two. The negative correlation between 

Euroscepticism and Migration Background is also of a much smaller nature (Pearson = -0.02), 

though it is in the expected direction. This indicates that migration background might correlate 

with Euroscepticism, but any effect we find would probably be quite small.  

Finally, the correlation between European Identity and Cultural Tolerance is also 

important to note (Pearson = 0.23). This sheds further light on the question if these variables 

can usefully be separated. The data from this dataset does not seem to empirically support 

the idea that the two variables are the same. A coefficient of 0.23 suggests a small to medium 

correlation, but it is not even close to being the same. Thus, these results further provide 

support for my decision (explained in chapter 2) to define the concepts as separate constructs.  
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Variable 
nr. 

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

1 
Euroscepticis
m 

1            

2 
Migration 
Background 

-0.02 1           

3 
Worked 
Another 

-0.03 0.11 1          

Variable 
Minimum N Mean Maximum 

Standard 
Deviation 

Euroscepticism 
0 137,760 4.718 10 2.724 

Migration 
Background 

0 145,972 0.161 1 0.368 

Worked 
Another 
Country 

0 132,945 0.067 1 0.250 

European 
Identity 

0 142,845 5.492 10 2.680 

Cultural 
Tolerance 

0 144,938 5.876 10 2.608 

      
Note: the numbers are rounded to 3 decimal places. 

Variable 
Minimum N Mean Maximum 

Standard 
Deviation 

Political Trust 
0 141,505 4.691 10 2.141 

Religiosity 0 145,602 4.487 10 3.134 
Left-Right Scale 
(less is more 
left-wing) 

0 128,698 5.043 10 2.306 

Political News 
Consumption 
(hours) 

0 145,094 1.447 24 2.216 

Political Interest 1 146,947 2.621 4 0.915 
Satisfaction with 
economy 

0 144,276 5.056 10 2.460 

% Growth GDP 
per Capita 

-14.018 147,296 5.519 17.069 5.202 

      
Note: the numbers are rounded to 3 decimal places.  

Table 3. Summary statistics of the IVs and DVs. In this table I present some summary 

statistics of the IV, DV, and the mediator variables over all countries and rounds.   

Table 4. Summary statistics of numeric control variables. In this table I present some 

summary statistics of the interval and ratio control variables over all countries and 

rounds.   
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Country 

4 
European 
Identity 

-0.33 0.10 0.04 1         

5 
Cultural 
Tolerance 

-0.30 0.01 0.02 0.23 1        

6 Political Trust 0.19 0.05 -0.01 0.28 0.30 1       
7 Religiosity 0 0.05 -0.03 -0.03 0.05 0.03 1      

8 

Left-Right 
Scale 
(less is more 
left-wing) 

0.09 -0.06 -0.17 -0.17 0.01 0.08 0.13 1     

9 
Political News 
Consumption 
(hours) 

0 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.05 0.01 1    

10 
Political 
Interest 

0.08 0 -0.20 -0.20 -0.14 -0.25 0.03 0.02 -0.11 1   

11 
Satisfaction 
with economy 

-0.14 0.06 0.22 0.22 0.24 0.58 -0.02 0.11 -0.04 -0.18 1  

12 
% Growth 
GDP per 
Capita 

-0.03 -0.01 -0.05 -0.05 -0.03 -0.06 -0.02 0.01 -0.03 0.01 -0.01 1 

              
Note: the numbers are rounded to 2 decimal places. Pearson’s correlation coefficient is used.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

4.2. Results H0 
In this section I explain the results for the first hypothesis. In table 6 all the regression models 

are presented by which the hypotheses are tested. The first hypothesis was: Having a 

migration background negatively affects Euroscepticism.  

 To test this proposition we have to analyze the coefficients in model 1, which has the 

model without the mediators. We can see that the coefficient of ‘migration background’ is 

positive and has a size of -0.119. This indicates that in the dataset a person with a migration 

background has, on average, a 0.119 lower score on the scale of our Euroscepticism variable, 

when controlling for all other included variables. Thus, Euroscepticism is lower on average for 

people with a migration background. The effect does not seem very large, since we know the 

range of the Euroscepticism variable is 0-10. 0.119 is only slightly more than 1% of this range. 

Importantly, the effect is also highly statistically significant (p<0.01). We can thus be relatively 

confident that our coefficient is close to the coefficient in the population. Therefore, these 

results imply support for the first hypothesis. 

Table 5. Correlation matrix of the numeric variables. In this table I present some the bivariate 

correlations of all the interval and ratio variables from the complete model. The variables are 

over all countries and rounds.   
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 When we look at our control variables, it is interesting that a lot of the other variables 

are also significant in the direction we theoretically would expect. For instance, we can see 

that our political trust variable has a highly significant positive effect of 0.270, indicating that 

for every point increase on the political trust scale, the points on the Euroscepticism increases 

by around 0.270 points, which indicates that Euroscepticism is decreasing with more political 

trust. Similar effects can be found for the age, education, occupation and living environment 

variables, most of which have statistically significant coefficients in the expected direction. 

Younger ages, higher educated, highly skilled people living in cities have statistically significant 

coefficients in the theoretically expected directions.  

 

 

Table 6. Regression models giving preliminary tests for hypotheses H0-H3b 

Model nr.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Type of 
Regression 

Normal Normal Normal Normal Normal Normal Logistic 

Dependent 
Variable:             

Euroscept. Euroscept. 
Cultural 
Tolerance 

Euroscept. 
European 
Identity 

Euroscept. 
Worked in Another 
Country 

 
Coef. 

(SE) 
Coef. 
(SE) 

Coef. 
(SE) 

Coef. 
(SE) 

Coef. 
(SE) 

Coef. 
(SE) 

Coef. 
(SE) 

Migration 
Background 
(dummy) 

       

Has a 
Migration 
Background 

-0.119*** 
(0.041) 

0.011 
(0.039) 

0.438*** 
(0.036) 

-0.035 
(0.039) 

0.269*** 
(0.037) 

-0.107*** 
(0.041) 

1.090*** 
(0.053) 

        
No Migration 
Background 

Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

        
Cultural 
Tolerance 

 
-0.300*** 
(0.006) 

 
 
 

   

        
European 
Identity 

   
-0.314*** 
(0.006) 

   

        
Worked in 
Another Country 
(dummy) 

       

Yes      
-0.168*** 
(0.057) 

 

        
No Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Controls        
Gender        

Male 
0.081*** 

(0.025) 
0.026 

(0.025) 
-0.173*** 
(0.023) 

0.017 
(0.024) 

-0.206*** 
(0.024) 

0.083*** 
(0.026) 

0.390*** 
(0.049) 
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Female Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

        

Political Trust 
-0.270*** 
(0.009) 

-0.196*** 
(0.009) 

0.246*** 
(0.009) 

-0.164*** 
(0.009) 

0.355*** 
(0.008) 

-0.270*** 
(0.009) 

-0.011 
(0.014) 

        

Religiosity 
-0.002 
(0.005) 

-0.005 
(0.005) 

-0.000** 
(0.004) 

0.016*** 
(0.004) 

0.059*** 
(0.005) 

-0.002 
(0.005) 

-0.005 
(0.008) 

        

Left-Right Scale 
0.188 

(0.007) 
0.103*** 

(0.007) 
-0.280*** 
(0.006) 

0.160*** 
(0.006) 

-0.084*** 
(0.006) 

0.187*** 
(0.007) 

-0.005 
(0.010) 

        
Consumption 
Political News 

-0.110 
(0.007) 

-0.008 
(0.006) 

0.007 
(0.006) 

-0.007 
(0.006) 

0.014** 
(0.006) 

-0.011 
(0.007 

0.003 
(0.010) 

        

Political Interest 
0.109*** 

(0.018) 
0.028* 

(0.017) 
-0.269*** 
(0.016) 

0.051*** 
(0.017) 

-0.189*** 
(0.016) 

0.108*** 
(0.018) 

-0.060** 
(0.028) 

        
Satisfaction with 
Economy 

-0.082*** 
(0.008) 

-0.057*** 
(0.008) 

0.089*** 
(0.007) 

-0.055*** 
(0.008) 

0.091*** 
(0.007) 

-0.083*** 
(0.008) 

0.027** 
(0.012) 

        
% Growth in GDP 
per Capita 

-0.007** 
(0.003) 

-0.007** 
(0.003) 

-0.001 
(0.003) 

-0.007** 
(0.003) 

0.002 
(0.003) 

-0.007** 
(0.008) 

-0.002 
(0.005) 

 
 

       

Age (dummy)        

15-24  Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 
        
25-39 

0.315*** 
(0.050) 

0.206*** 
(0.049) 

-0.341*** 
(0.053) 

0.321*** 
(0.048) 

0.021 
(0.053) 

0.323*** 
(0.050) 

0.973*** 
(0.104) 

        
40-54 

0.489*** 
(0.049) 

0.346*** 
(0.048) 

-0.460*** 
(0.051) 

0.519*** 
(0.047) 

0.094* 
(0.052) 

0.491*** 
(0.049) 

0.410*** 
(0.106) 

        
55+ 

0.500*** 
(0.047) 

0.325*** 
(0.046) 

-0.562*** 
(0.049) 

0.582*** 
(0.045) 

0.255*** 
(0.051) 

0.497*** 
(0.047) 

-0.290*** 
(0.109) 

        
Living 
Environment 
(dummy) 

       

Big City Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 
        
Suburbs or 
Outskirts of a 
Big City 

0.040 
(0.052) 

0.020 
(0.050) 

-0.077 
(0.048) 

0.011 
(0.050) 

-0.096** 
(0.046) 

0.038 
(0.052) 

-0.118 
(0.085) 

        
Town or Small 
City 

0.145*** 
(0.041) 

0.102** 
(0.040) 

-0.159*** 
(0.038) 

0.094** 
(0.040) 

-0.166*** 
(0.036) 

0.144*** 
(0.042) 

-0.089 
(0.061) 

        
Country 
Village 

0.233*** 
(0.041) 

0.159*** 
(0.040) 

-0.276*** 
(0.038) 

0.170*** 
(0.040) 

-0.199*** 
(0.037) 

0.232*** 
(0.041) 

-0.092 
(0.062) 

        
Farm or home 
in countryside 

0.287*** 
(0.068) 

0.173*** 
(0.066) 

-0.377*** 
(0.065) 

0.200*** 
(0.064) 

-0.279*** 
(0.062) 

0.285*** 
(0.068) 

-0.065 
(0.155) 

        
Occupation 
(dummy) 

       

Low Skill Level 
0.043 

(0.050) 
0.035 

(0.048) 
-0.030 
(0.049) 

0.023 
(0.049) 

-0.081* 
(0.048) 

0.043 
(0.050) 

0.062 
(0.093) 

        
Medium Skill 
Level 

Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

        
High Skill Level 

-0.144*** 
(0.030) 

-0.067** 
(0.029) 

0.253*** 
(0.030) 

-0.103*** 
(0.029) 

0.121*** 
(0.029) 

-0.143*** 
(0.031) 

0.014 
(0.053) 



54 
 

        
Perceived 
Financial 
Situation 
(dummy) 

       

Comfortably Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 
        
Coping 

0.117*** 
(0.031) 

0.070** 
(0.030) 

-0.150*** 
(0.028) 

0.076*** 
(0.029) 

-0.129*** 
(0.0284 

0.116*** 
(0.031) 

0.134** 
(0.056) 

        
Finding it 
Difficult 

0.211*** 
(0.048) 

0.138*** 
(0.047) 

-0.244*** 
(0.045) 

0.114** 
(0.046) 

-0.325*** 
(0.045) 

0.211*** 
(0.048) 

0.018 
(0.080) 

        
Finding it very 
Difficult 

0.414*** 
(0.096) 

0.311*** 
(0.090) 

-0.310*** 
(0.086) 

0.288*** 
(0.090) 

-0.480*** 
(0.087) 

0.414*** 
(0.096) 

0.027 
(0.141) 

        
Level of 
Education 
(dummy) 

       

Lower than 
Secondary 

Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

        
Lower 
Secondary 

0.015 
(0.064) 

0.117* 
(0.063) 

0.334*** 
(0.059) 

0.084 
(0.063) 

0.235*** 
(0.059) 

0.009 
(0.065) 

-0.103 
(0.142) 

        
Upper 
Secondary 

-0.011 
(0.062) 

0.124** 
(0.060) 

0.449*** 
(0.056) 

0.093 
(0.060) 

0.346*** 
(0.055) 

-0.014) 
(0.062) 

0.064 
(0.136) 

        
Post-
Secondary 

-0.156** 
(0.069) 

0.039 
(0.067 

0.651*** 
(0.064) 

-0.035 
(0.065) 

0.410*** 
(0.062) 

-0.159** 
(0.069) 

0.133 
(0.147) 

        
Tertiary 

-0.480*** 
(0.068) 

-0.162** 
(0.065) 

1.071*** 
(0.061) 

-0.294*** 
(0.064) 

0.610*** 
(0.061) 

-0.480*** 
(0.068) 

0.602*** 
(0.144) 

        
Country Fixed 
Effects 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Round Fixed 
Effects 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Cluster Robust 
SE 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 103,803 102,782 103,446 105,773 106,643 103,525 106,860 

        
Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. (dummy) indicates a dummy variable. Ref. indicates the reference 
category. Coef. indicates the regression coefficient. SE indicates the Standard Error, which are put in brackets. 
the numbers are rounded to 3 decimal places. 

 
 

 

 

 

4.3. Separate (indirect) effects on Euroscepticism: Migration 
Background and Cultural Tolerance 
In this section I will interpret what my results mean for the following two hypotheses: 

Table 6. In this regression table all models from chapters 4.2.-4.5. are presented. These models are the 

ones used to preliminary test hypotheses 0 – 3b. Except for the 6th model, they are normal linear 

models. Model 6th uses a logistic regression technique. It’s coefficients should be interpreted as the log-

odds change in the DV with a one unit change in the IV.  
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H1a Having a migration background positively affects a person’s tolerance towards other 

cultures. 

H1b Openness to people from other cultures mediates the negative effect of migration 

background on Euroscepticism. 

Starting with H1a, model 3 in table 6 is most relevant. In this model the DV is the 

Cultural Tolerance variable, while the IV remains the migration background variable. The 

coefficient on our migration background variable is positive and has a size of 0.438. This 

indicates that in the data a person with a migration background has, on average, a 0.438 higher 

score on the scale of our Cultural Tolerance  variable, when controlling for all other included 

variables. Thus, within the data, a positive evaluation of the cultural impact of migrants is 

higher on average for people with a migration background when controlling for the other 

variables. The effect does not seem very large, since we know the range of the cultural 

enrichment variable is 0-10, and therefore 0.438 is only around 4% of this range. It is however 

not so small as to be insignificant, especially since we know that theoretically many variables 

could have an influence Cultural Tolerance. Importantly, the effect is also highly statistically 

significant (p<0.01). We have thus empirical support that our coefficient reflects a relationship 

in the population, and thus for hypothesis H1a.  

 When examining H1b, model 2 in table 6 is most relevant. In this model the 

Euroscepticism variable is the DV. The IV migration background is present together with the 

cultural enrichment variable. Since we expect that our cultural enrichment variable is a 

mediator, including it in the model would have to at least decrease the size of the effect of the 

variable migration background. As we can see, this is the case in model 5: the coefficient on 

migration background has decreased significantly, so that its size is now 0.011, which is a very 

small effect. Moreover, the coefficient is no longer statistically significant, and thus we cannot 

have any confidence that the population coefficient would be close to it.  

Furthermore, we see that the coefficient on our Cultural Tolerance variable is now -  

0.300, which indicates that for one extra point on the scale of Cultural Tolerance (with a range 

of 11), in the data, on average, the Euroscepticism variable decreases by 0.3 points, when 

holding all our control variables and the migration background variable constant. This means 

that the higher the score on Cultural Tolerance, the less Eurosceptic people in the dataset are, 
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when controlling for the other variables in the model. This effect is also highly statistically 

significant (p<0.01), indicating that the chance that there is no association in the population is 

smaller than 1%, which is enough to characterize it as statistically significant. Thus, this 

preliminary result, seems to indicate that the cultural enrichment variable mediates the 

negative relationship between migration background and Euroscepticism.  

  To test the statistical significance of the indirect effect of migration background on 

Euroscepticism (without controlling for the other mediators), I have conducted a Sobel test. 

The results of this test can be found in table 7 in column 1. We see there that the indirect effect 

of migration background on Euroscepticism through Cultural Tolerance is -0.131 and is highly 

statistically significant (P<0.01). This seems a small effect, considering the range of 

Euroscepticism (0-10), but not so small that it becomes meaningless. This indicates that we 

have here further evidence that Cultural Tolerance has a mediating function between the 

negative relationship between Migration Background and Euroscepticism (H1b). However, this 

analysis was done without controlling for the mediation effects of our other potential mediator 

variables.    

 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. (dummy) indicates a dummy variable. Ref. indicates the reference 

Table 7. The indirect effects of Migration Background on Euroscepticism 

Sobel tests for 
mediations 

Separately measured 
Indirect Effects (only 

one mediator 
included)  

Indirect effects with 
all mediators 

included 

Comparison indirect 
effect Cultural Tolerance 

and European Identity 

Dependent Variable:  Euroscepticism Euroscepticism  
Independent 
Variable: 

Migration 
Background 

Migration 
Background 

 

 Indirect Effect Indirect Effect Difference Indirect Effects 

Mediators    
Cultural Tolerance -0.131*** -0.110*** 

-0.038*** 
European Identity -0.084*** -0.073*** 

Worked in Another 
Country (dummy) 

   
 

Yes -0.012 -0.006   

No Ref. Ref. Ref. 
  

All Controls Included Yes Yes Yes 
Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes 
Round Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes 
Cluster Robust SE Yes Yes Yes 
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category. Indirect Effect indicates the Indirect effect of Migration Background on Euroscepticism, through one 
of the mediators. ‘P-value’ indicates the p-value. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

4.4. Separate (indirect) effects on Euroscepticism: Migration 
Background and European Identity 
In this section I will interpret what my results mean for the following two hypotheses: 

H2a A migration background has a positive effect on feeling attached to a European identity. 

H2b Having a stronger European identity mediates the negative effect between migration 

background and Euroscepticism. 

Starting with H2a, model 5 in table 6 is most relevant. In this model the DV is the 

European identity variable, while the IV is the migration background variable. We can see that 

the coefficient on our migration background variable is positive and has a size of 0.269. This 

indicates that in the data a person with a migration background has, on average, a 0.269 higher 

score on the scale of our Cultural Tolerance  variable, when controlling for all other included 

variables. Thus, within the data, migrants and their descendants seem more attached to 

‘Europe’ on average than natives when controlling for the other variables. The effect does not 

seem very large, since we know the range of the Cultural Tolerance variable is 0-10, and 

therefore 0.269 is only around 2.5% of this range. The effect is however still meaningful 

considering all the other variables that could theoretically impact European Identity. 

Importantly, the effect is highly statistically significant (p<0.01). Based on our analysis we thus 

have some empirical support that this association can also be found in the population.  

When examining H2b, model 4 in table 6 is most relevant. In this model the 

Euroscepticism variable is again the DV. The IV migration background is present together with 

the European identity variable. Since we expect that European Identity is a mediator, including 

Table 7. In this table I present the outcomes of the Sobel tests for mediation I conducted. Both the resulting 

indirect effects when examining the effects separately (column 2) and when controlling for the other 

mediators (column 3) are included. In the fourth column, the comparison between the indirect effects (with all 

mediators included) of Cultural Tolerance and European Identity are presented with significance levels. All the 

regression models used to gain the indirect effects were used with all fixed effects and controls included and 

with cluster robust standard errors. The effects are represented in the original scale of the DV: 0-10. The 

second column has the indirect effects measured separately. So an independent mediation analysis  was used, 

with only one mediator included in the regression models. 
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it in the model would have to at least decrease the size of the coefficient of the variable 

migration background. As we can see, this is the case in model 4: the coefficient on migration 

background has decreased significantly, so that its size is now only -0.035, which is a much 

smaller effect. Moreover, the coefficient is no longer statistically significant, and therefore we 

do not have empirical support that the coefficient reflects an association in the population.   

Furthermore, we see that the coefficient on our European identity variable in model 4 

is now -0.314. This indicates that for one extra point on the scale of European Identity (with a 

range of 11), on average, the Euroscepticism variable decreases by 0.314 points, when holding 

our the migration background variable constant. This means that the higher the score on 

European identity, the less Eurosceptic people in the dataset are, when controlling for 

migration background. This effect is also highly statistically significant (p<0.01), indicating that 

the chance that there is no association in the population is smaller than 1%, which is enough 

to characterize it as statistically significant.  

 As with H1a and H1b, to test this indirect effect of Migration Background on 

Euroscepticism through European Identity another Sobel test has been performed. The results 

are presented in table 7 in column 2. From the Sobel test we find that the mediation is in the 

expected negative direction with a value of -0.084 and is highly statistically significant (p<0.01). 

On average having a migration background is related, through the indirect effect of European 

identity, with a lower score of 0.084 on Euroscepticism. It is a small effect, considering the 

range of Euroscepticism (0-10). Since it is statistically significant we do however have evidence 

that Migration background is also negatively associated with Euroscepticism, through the 

indirect effect of European Identity. However, these models have not yet controlled for the 

other potential mediator variables.  

4.5. Separate (indirect) effects on Euroscepticism: Migration 
Background and Individual Economic Cross-Border relations 
In this section I will interpret what my results mean for the following two hypotheses: 

H3a A migration background has a positive effect on individual economic cross-border 

relations. 

H3b Having a higher amount of economic individual cross-border relations mediates the 

negative effect between migration background and Euroscepticism. 
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Starting with H3a, model 7 in table 6 is most relevant. We can see that in this model 

the dependent variable is the Worked Another Country binary variable, while the independent 

variable is the migration background variable. We can see that the coefficient on our migration 

background variable is negative and has a log-odds of 1.090. Since this is a logistic regression, 

the coefficient represents the change in log-odds of the Worked Another Country variable 

having a score of 1. To interpret this coefficient in an easier way, I have calculated the exponent 

of this coefficient. By converting the regression coefficient in this way, we get the value of 

around 2.97. This indicates that for people with a migration background the odds of having 

Worked in Another Country multiplies by 2.97, when controlling for the other variables. 

Another way to put this is to say that within the data, the people with a migration background 

have a 197% higher odds-ratio of having worked in another country for 6 months in the last 10 

years, when controlling for the other variables. This effect is also highly statistically significant 

(p<0.01). We therefore have some empirical evidence for hypothesis H3a.  

To test the mediation relationship, we also have to look at model 6 in table 6. Here we 

see that when including Worked Another Country in the model predicting Euroscepticism, our 

Migration Background variable remains negative and statistically significant (P<0.01). It is 

however reduced a bit. The variable Worked in Another Country, is also negative and 

statistically significant (P<0.01). This would seem to indicate a potential partial mediation 

effect of Worked Another Country, since Migration Background still has a statistically significant 

direct effect.  

To test if this is the case I conducted another Sobel test. This test will help to clarify if 

the potential partial mediation we found is statistically significant. As can be seen in column 2 

in table 7, the indirect effect of Migration Background through the Worked in Another Country 

variable has a value of -0.012 and is not statistically significant. In the data people with a 

migration background have a 0.012 lower score on Euroscepticism, through the indirect effect 

of the Worked Another Country variable. However, since it is not statistically significant the 

partial mediation we found in the data is too small to conclude that we have support for an 

association in the population. Therefore here we have preliminary evidence against hypothesis 

H3b.  
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4.6. Estimating the mediation effects together 
In this section I will test the indirect effects of migration background on Euroscepticism 

through each of the three mediator variables in one model. In this model all three mediator 

variables are present and therefore any indirect effects we find, are the effects when 

controlling for the other mediator variables. This lowers the risk that any indirect effects we 

find can also be explained by the other mediator variables and theoretical indirect effects they 

capture. It is therefore this model that is of most importance for hypotheses H1a-H3b.  

 In table 8 we can find mostly further support for our conclusions in the last three 

sections of chapter 4. In this table the standard model without any mediator variables is 

included for ease of comparison (model 8 in this table). In model 9 all the mediator variables 

are included. In this model the effect of Working in Another country has lost all significance, 

while Migration Background is also not statistically significant. It seems that when controlling 

for our other mediator variables, Working in Another Country does not have a significant effect 

anymore. This fits adds strength to our findings in  in section 4.5., where also no find evidence 

for this mediation relationship was found, even without controlling for the other mediator 

variables. Altogether, this gives strong evidence against hypothesis H3b: I find no evidence that 

having worked in another country for 6 months in the last 10 years seems to mediate the 

negative relationship between having a migration background and Euroscepticism.  

It is interesting that Migration Background does seem to have increased in effect size 

somewhat, although it is not clear why this would be. It could be that, together three or two 

of the mediator variables could have a suppressor effect on the direct negative effect of 

Migration Background on Euroscepticism. Perhaps the negative effect of Migration 

Background is thus mostly through our mediator variables, whose paths in the full model in 

table 8 are closed. The direct correlation between migration background and Euroscepticism 

which does not go through our mediators seems to be more positive. Although this effect is 

still not significant, therefore we do not have evidence that this coefficient reflects any 

association in the population.  

 For hypotheses H2b and H3b the coefficients on the variables Cultural Tolerance and 

European Identity are most important. It seems that even when controlling for the other 

mediators, both paths seem to be negative and highly significant (P<0.01). To further test these 
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indirect effects I have conducted Sobel tests, which are presented in table 7. In the third 

column the indirect effects in the model with all mediators included are presented. We see 

that the indirect effects of Migration Background on Euroscepticism through both Cultural 

Tolerance and European Identity are negative and highly significant (Respectively, 0.110, 

P<0.01; -0.073, P<0.01), even when controlling for our other mediator variables. In the data, 

having a migration background thus has an indirect effect of -0.110 (-0.073) on Euroscepticism, 

through the variable Cultural Tolerance (European Identity). The indirect effects are thus still 

statistically significant, but relatively small (when considering the 0-10 scale of 

Euroscepticism). However, they do not seem so small that the effects are insubstantial or 

meaningless. This indicates empirical support for both hypothesis H2b and H3b.  

 As a final test, I determined the difference between the indirect effects of Migration 

Background on Euroscepticism through Cultural Tolerance and European Identity (column 4 in 

table 7). At first sight, it seems that the indirect effect through Cultural Tolerance is stronger, 

as its indirect effect coefficient is larger (-0.110 < -0.073). However, it is not clear from this if 

this difference is also statistically significant. For that another Sobel test was conducted, the 

result of which indicated that the difference was of a significant nature (-0.038, P<0.01). This 

gives us further evidence that not only the mediation paths through Cultural Tolerance and 

European Identity are significant and negative, but the path through Cultural Tolerance seems 

to be slightly stronger.  

 However, the effects are still quite small, for the path through Cultural Tolerance 

(European Identity) the indirect effect is still only -0.110 (-0.073), which on a range of the 

Euroscepticism variable of 0-10 is quite small. It indicates that a person with a migration 

background, through the path of Cultural Tolerance (European Identity),  only has a 0.110 

(0.073) lower score on Euroscepticism than a person without a migration background, when 

controlling for the other mediator and control variables. Although therefore we have found 

evidence of a statistically significant robust indirect effect in the population, these effects do 

not seem, on average, of high importance for the prediction of an individual’s Euroscepticism.  

 

Table 8. Regression models with mediators as control variables included 

Model nr.  8 9 10 
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Type of Regression Normal Normal Normal 

Dependent Variable             Euroscepticism Euroscepticism Euroscepticism 

 
Coef. 
(SE) 

Coef. 
(SE) 

Coef. 
(SE) 

Migration Background (dummy)    

Has a Migration Background 
-0.119*** 
(0.041) 

0.067* 
(0.037) 

0.061 

    
No Migration Background Ref. Ref. Ref. 

    

Cultural Tolerance  
-0.252*** 
(0.006) 

-0.252*** 
(0.006) 

    

European Identity  
-0.270*** 
(0.006) 

-0.270*** 
(0.006) 

    
Worked in Another Country (dummy)    

Yes  
-0.085 
(0.053) 

 

    
No Ref. Ref. Ref. 
    

All Controls Included Yes Yes Yes 
Country Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes 
Round Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes 
Cluster Robust SE Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 103,803 102,179 102,451 
    

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. (dummy) indicates a dummy variable. Ref. indicates the reference 
category. Coef. indicates the regression coefficient. SE indicates the Standard Error, which are put in brackets.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. Discussion 
In this section I discuss what exactly my results might mean with regard to the theories of the 

scientific literature. I focus also more on how my results might relate to the literature review.  

Using my results I tried to answer the research question: To what extent and why is 

there a negative relationship between individuals with a migration background and 

Euroscepticism in European countries in 2016-2022?  My results give multiple answers to this 

question, and by doing so give substantial contributions to the scientific literature. Firstly, I 

further supported my contention that it is important to try to separate different theoretical 

Table 8. In this table I present the outcomes of 3 models. Model 9 is the one tested in chapter 4.5., it 

presents the main model with all 3 potential mediator variables included. Model 8 presents the 

baseline model without any mediators, and is included for ease of comparison. Model 10 is a model 

with only ‘Cultural Tolerance’ and ‘European Identity’ variables included as mediators.  
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effects. By using mediation analyses, I was able to empirically separate different potential 

paths that are theorized to lead from having a migration background towards Euroscepticism. 

Further use of such mediation analyses could be useful in furthering our understanding of the 

importance of different theoretical mechanisms that could explain Euroscepticism. As noted 

in the literature review, multiple authors fail to use mediation analyses, even when variables 

are available (for example, Kuhn, 2015; Troncone & Valli, 2024). These types of analyses 

however can give a lot more weight to different theoretical explanations for any found 

associations between variables.  

Secondly, specifically with regard to the literature on migrants and Euroscepticism, I 

have contributed several theoretical points of worth. Firstly, my research has further confirmed 

and given support to the hypothesis that people with a migration background are less 

Eurosceptic than people without this background. In my results there was a clear significant 

and positive correlation between migration background and Euroscepticism, even when 

controlling for a host of other variables that could potentially explain Euroscepticism. In 

agreement with a host of other authors I have added thus further evidence for this association 

(e.g. Kuhn, 2015; Erisen, 2017; Karstens, 2020; Dowley & Silver; Favell, 2011; Troncone & Valli, 

2024). However, in my results the effect was relatively modest, since the coefficient I found 

(although significant), were quite small. My contribution to this literature is also important, 

since the dataset I used was a lot larger than the ones Kuhn (2015), Erisen (2017), or Karstens 

(2020) used. In contrast with these authors, my dataset also had a time dimension in the form 

of pooled data. This larger dataset gives more weight to the results I obtained.  

Thirdly, as far as I know, this research is the first to do a quantitative mediation analysis 

on multiple possible mechanisms which might explain the negative relationship between a 

migration background and Euroscepticism. Often research does not consider the question 

which possible mechanism might be more important than the other, and are satisfied with the 

finding that there is a link between migration background and Euroscepticism (Kuhn, 2015; 

Troncone & Valli, 2024).  

Using this technique I was able to give more support for the identitarian theory in 

explaining the link between having a migration background and Euroscepticism, and no 

support for the Utilitarian theoretical perspective. This seems to be further in line with some 

other empirical results of for example Kuhn (2012). However, my results relate to a much larger 
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scale than Kuhn’s, since she only looked at border regions and not only at people with a 

migration background. Karstens (2020) examined the mediation path through European 

identity, but he did not try to separate this effect from other theoretical explanations. 

Therefore my research gives (in my view) much more convincing evidence for the higher 

importance of identity/cultural questions for the relationship between people with a migration 

background and Euroscepticism.  

This is also in line with several of the qualitative studies I mentioned in the literature 

review and theoretical framework, which interviewed migrants. These migrants developed an 

attachment to European Identity and had more cosmopolitan cultural values. However, what 

is interesting is that in my quantitative research, I found correlations between a migration 

background and these variables, while holding multiple socio-economic variables constant. 

Most of this qualitative literature emphasizes that they find these results mostly with migrants 

in higher socio-economic groups. My results imply that the impact of a migratory experience 

alone, should then not be overlooked. Perhaps the difference is, because of the methods used. 

In qualitative interviews it is possible to go much more in depth in a person’s thoughts and 

feelings. In the ESS survey, individuals only had to give a number to a feeling, based on a 

question on the survey. This could lead to similar answers on the survey, even though two 

individuals might mean or think very differently about what the question and their answers 

might mean.  

It could be interesting to think why this might be the case, it does not seem that 

utilitarian perspectives are less useful in general for explaining Euroscepticism. As noted in the 

literature review, effects fitting within this perspective were found by multiple authors. 

Perhaps, the experience of migration lends itself more to these types of identity and value 

questions. The experience of migration, independently of other socio-economic variables that 

it could be correlated with, might thus have a much stronger impact on a person’s identity. 

This seems to fit with existing research highlighting the immense psychological effects that 

migration might have on individuals’ identity and values (Leszczensky et al., 2019; Verkuyten 

& Martinović, 2012). Although not the same, it seems also related to the impact migration has 

on natives Euroscepticism, which is often found to be highly related to identity and cultural 

questions (Stockemer et al., 2019).  

Another potential reason for this result is that only European countries were studied. 

In Europe, countries are on average a lot more economically developed than in other parts of 
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the world. Perhaps this could be a reason why mechanisms rooted in the utilitarian theoretical 

perspective might be weaker. In Europe, people might give less importance to economic 

interests, since they are surrounded in a context of a society with already a base level of 

economic well-being. If this were the case, it would hold that in less developed regions in 

Europe the Utilitarian theoretical mechanisms might have more support in the data. In my 

analysis, only on the country-level were real economic conditions measured, but this can 

obviously hide a lot of differences within countries. On the other hand, I did control for several 

individual level socio-economic variables like education, thus any potential effect here must 

come from the condition of the context in which individuals reside.  

Fourthly, my research is also innovative in that it considers two different mediation 

pathways between people with a migration background and Euroscepticism. The distinction 

between the two separate effects of European identity and attitudes of cultural tolerance is 

relatively standard in the literature on the causes of Euroscepticism (Hakhverdian, 2013; De 

Vries, 2018; Schoene, 2018). Past research on the link between migration background and 

Euroscepticism has however not considered this difference and tried to separate the two 

empirically. My results, although subject to multiple caveats, point to potential tentative 

support for the notion that they are separate effects, and that both could partially explain the 

relationship.  

These results indicate that both identity and cultural values could be important to 

understand this relationship between migration background and Euroscepticism. Migration is 

thus not only that could lead to identity changes, but could potentially affect values as well. It 

also indicates that support for Euroscepticism can be based on specific kinds of values, which 

leads to an understanding that European Integration is associated with certain values, which 

can be recognized by individuals. It is also interesting that in theory there could also be, for 

example, migrants developing a European Identity, without developing more culturally 

tolerant values. This is interesting, since migrants would then potentially have a more culturally 

intolerant identity, related to Europe. The other way around might also be possible: migrants 

having culturally tolerant values, but having less attachment to a European Identity.  

It would also be interesting to consider how this might be influenced by the polarization 

in political culture of the last decades. Perhaps, with the stronger emphasis on cultural aspects 

in political (or the so-called ‘culture-war’), the effects of identity and cultural values might be 

more prominent in this data. The data is namely only from 2016 onwards. It is possible that in 
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earlier years utilitarian mechanisms might have a stronger empirical support as an explanation 

for the negative relation between having a migration background and Euroscepticism.  

My research has potential implications for society. Given that the results give more 

support to the idea that people with a migration background might be less Eurosceptic, it gives 

further evidence of at least one way in which European integration can sustain itself or hurtle 

it forward in the long term. More European integration might mean more mobility and 

migration, which, everything else being equal, could have a negative effect on Euroscepticism.  

   

6. Conclusion 
 

Using multivariate regression analyses based on ESS data for 31 European countries between 

the years of 2016-2022, some key observations can be made. Firstly, I strengthened the 

hypothesis that having a migration background is associated with lower levels of 

Euroscepticism for European Individuals. Even when controlling for a relatively large scale of 

relevant control variables, the effect of migration background on Euroscepticism was negative 

and robust. This gives evidence for a robust dependence between the two variables. I also find 

evidence that this effect is mediated through Cultural Tolerance and the adhering to a 

European identity, but not through the economic interaction of working in another country. 

Theoretically, my results provide thus further evidence for Identitarian theories to explain 

Euroscepticism, at least when it concerns people with a migration background.  

Policymakers trying to manipulate support for European integration could, tentatively, 

gather some insights from this research. Forecasters, in politics or governments, might use 

these results to slightly improve their predictions about the long-term dynamics of public 

opinion on European integration. For policymakers trying to figure how to manipulate public 

Euroscepticism the conclusions about the relative strength of different theoretical mechanism 

might also be useful. When trying to manipulate Euroscepticism among this population, 

policies that focus on giving economic opportunities across borders might therefore (all else 

being equal) be potentially relatively slightly less effective than policies which focus on 

contacts across borders in general. Potentially, these insights can also be extended to other 

supranational institutions. Groups like ASEAN for example, are also trying to integrate their 
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economies to a certain extent. Although the differences are in many respects vast and should 

thus be used only extremely cautiously in this way.   

Unfortunately, my results have several limitations. One of the main problems is the 

limitations of the variables I used for the utilitarian mechanism. Working in another country is 

definitely part of economic cross-border interactions, but it is certainly not the only one. My 

work still makes a contribution however, since this pathway has, as far as I know, not been 

examined using mediation analysis techniques. Further research could try finding variables 

that could better fit this concept, which might give interesting results pertaining to utilitarian 

theories Secondly, it must be emphasized that there is still much unclear even with my results. 

Why is it for example the case that there seems to be lower indirect effects for the utilitarian 

considerations? Why seems Cultural Tolerance to be slightly more important than European 

Identity in mediating the relationship between migration background and Euroscepticism? 

This can be done qualitatively, interviewing immigrants and their descendants, but further 

statistical research using mediation analyses and other potential mediator variables could also 

be done along this line of inquiry. 
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