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Abstract
This bachelor thesis investigates “What influences the level of support given to migrants in

the integration policy of EU member states?”” The dependent variable is the support given to
migrants in countries’ integration policy, which is measured through the Migrant Integration
Policy Index (MIPEX). It is measured if the independent variables; the share of right-wing
parties in parliament, the GDP per capita, the unemployment rate, the debt, social expenditure
and public opinion have any influence on how supportive countries are towards immigrants.
In general it could be expected that countries having a good economy, less support for right-
wing parties, and a more positive public attitude towards migrants, will be more supportive
towards immigrants in their integration policy. The analysis consists of two parts; the
calculation of the Pearson r correlation coefficient and linear regression analysis. Three of the
initial seven independent variables were found to lack statistically significant correlation with
the dependent variable in the first part of the analysis and were thus not further included in the
regression analysis. Four independent variables showed statistically significant correlation
with the dependent variable and sufficient linearity to conduct the regression analysis with.
Those were the debt as a percentage of GDP, social expenditure as a percentage of GDP, GDP
per capita and public opinion, measured as the percentage of respondents who agree that
immigrants contribute to their country. The variable measuring debt did not show any
statistically significant influence on the dependent variable. Neither did the independent
variable measuring GDP per capita in PPS. In the end, only two of the initial seven
independent variables were found to statistically significantly predict the dependent variable.
Those were public opinion measured as the percentage of respondents who agree that
immigrants contribute to their country, and social expenditure as a share of GDP. In case of
the public opinion variable, the regression model suggests that a one percentage point increase
in the share of respondent who agree that immigrants contribute to their country, increases the
MIPEX score of the respective country by 0.651percentage points. Although the findings
need to be interpreted with caution, due to a lack of control variables and mixed findings with
regard to this relationship, they are a starting-point to further research into the relationship of
public opinion, social expenditure and integration policy.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

Migration is a central topic on a European as well as a national level. Castles, De Haas and
Miller (2014) stress the importance and extent that migration has taken in today’s world.
While migration itself is not a new phenomenon, its global scope, its centrality to domestic
and international politics, and its enormous economic and social impact give it particular
importance today (Castles et al., 2014, p. 6). It can be expected that this will endure,
considering growing inequalities in wealth between the North and South, political,
environmental and demographic pressures, political or ethnic conflict, and the creation of new
free trade areas, causing labor migration (Castles et al., 2014, p. 7). In 2013, 232 million
people or 3.2% of the world population lived in another country than their country of origin
(UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population Division, 2013). In the EU,
migration has historically only played a role in the form of emigration, mainly to the US,
Canada and South America in the 19" century (Guardia & Pichelmann, 2006, p.4).
Immigration to Europe is a rather new phenomenon which started in the 1950s. Destination
countries were those with a colonial past and a high demand of labor after the war. In the
1990s also southern countries became destinations of migration, while Central and Eastern
European countries can be seen as both sending and receiving countries of migration (Guardia
& Pichelmann, 2006, p. 5). In 2013, Europe hosted the biggest amount of international
migrants, namely 72 million, including EU citizens, and 34.5 million excluding EU citizens
(UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population Division, 2013). The number of

migrants per region and the numbers’ development can be seen in Figure 1.

1.1 Integration policy
One of the central challenges accompanying migration, and the theme of this bachelor thesis,

is integration policy. “Migrations can change demographic, economic and social structures,
and create a new cultural diversity, which often brings into question national identity”
(Castles et al., 2014, p. 7). Destination countries and societies have to decide how to respond
to these changes and challenges. Responses have been very different among different states
and different time spans. Traditional immigrant receiving states have often reacted in a more
open way towards migrants and were more willing to grant immigrants citizenship, while
newer receiving countries had more difficulties coping with the increased ethnic diversity
(Castles et al., 2014, p. 20; Cornelius & Rosenblum, 2005, p.110). Different integration policy
frameworks have often been categorised in different models, including exclusionary,

republican and multicultural (Castles & Miller, 1998).



Figure 1 - International migrants by major area, 1990-2013 (in millions) (UN Department of
Economic and Social Affairs Population Division, 2013)
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This has however been called into question in recent years due to observed international level
convergence (Joppke, 2007), and political and cultural changes, such as “radical right
populism, public attacks against multiculturalism and neo-assimilationist policies, such as
naturalisation tests, in several European countries” (Loch, 2014, p.3). The general backlash
against multiculturalism became apparent in the time after the 9/11 terrorist attacks in New
York (Castles et al., 2014, p. 19). These and other attacks in 2004 in Spain, and 2005 and
2007 in the UK have changed the perception of migration which has become linked to
national security (Castles et al., 2014, p. 6). In October 2010 Angela Merkel stated that
multiculturalism failed utterly (Evans, 2010). In the following months David Cameron and
Nicolas Sarkozy made similar comments about the failure of multiculturalism in their
countries (Daily Mail, 2011). This apparent shift away from multiculturalism has often been
connected to a shift towards civic integration norms, stressing the necessity of immigrants to
integrate in the host society. Somewhat in contrast, Kymlicka (2012, p. 18) finds that
multicultural policies have actually not been retreated from but rather that the proliferation of
civic integration norms and anti-multicultural rhetoric by European political leaders have led
to the perception. Apart from security concerns, a period of economic downturn and high
influx of migrants was in the past also found to cause a backlash in immigration policy
(Hatton, 2013, p. 2). One main economic determinant for the openness towards - and

willingness to help immigrants, is the situation of the labor market. It is often claimed that
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increased migration leads to unemployment and decreasing wages. A further economic
concern related to migration, is the pressure it is often thought to have on the destination
country’s fiscal budget (Guardia and Pichelmann, 2006, p.27). Politics also play a role,
especially political parties. Freeman and Kessler (2008, p.669) accordingly found that right-
wing conservative parties, more often than left-wing parties, favor more restrictive policies
toward immigrants. Extremist right-wing parties are moreover often found to have some
influence, even if their electoral success remains marginal (Mulcahy, 2011, p. 181; Van
Spanje, 2010, p. 578).Public opinion can also play a role in integration policy making. This
may depend on the influence of certain groups in society and many scholars find no influence
of public opinion (Hatton, 2014, p. 8; Mulcahy, 2011, p. 187).

1.2 Research Question
This study has the aim to shed light on the circumstances that may cause different integration

policy choices with regard to the restrictiveness of policy. It is going to be tested which
countries give more support in their immigration policy and which less and if there are any
patterns that explain why some countries are more open and why some are more restrictive.

The question that is going to be answered is

“What influences the level of support given to migrants in the integration policy of EU

member states?”

In particular, this will include the sub-questions; “How do countries differ with regard to the
support they give to immigrants in their integration policies?”, and “How do political
variables, economic variables, and public opinion influence the level of support given to

migrants through EU member states’ integration policies?”’

The next part of the thesis is going to review the existing literature on the topic and formulate
the expectations that can be made for the study at hand. The third part will describe which
methods were used in the study, while the fourth chapter is going to discuss the findings.

Lastly, conclusions and implications for further research and policy making will be discussed.



Chapter 2 - The Theoretical Framework

This chapter is going to lay out the theoretical background of integration policy research. The
question is: What makes countries more liberal towards immigrants, granting more rights and
support and what influences countries to shift their integration policies in the other, more
restrictive direction? The theoretical basis on the influence of political determinants,

economic determinants and public opinion on integration policy will be discussed.

Integration policy can be seen as “a policy that is distinct from immigration policy per se —
such things as border control or rights of entry and abode” (Favell, 2001, p.351). Although
integration policy should be seen as different from immigration policies, the following
theoretical background is also going to refer to immigration policy in general. Many studies
and surveys cover immigration policy as a whole and do not distinguish between different
fields of policy. The studies are however still indicative for the purposes of this study as they
shed light on what drives attitudes towards immigrants in general and shows underlying
dynamics in politics, economics and public opinion that can be expected to have an influence
on the distinct field of integration policy.

2.1 Political determinants
Approaches that seek to explain immigration policy choices from a political perspective

“focus on domestic interest groups, political institutions, and/or international-level
determinants of immigration regulations” (Cornelius & Rosenblum, 2005, p.100). While it is
found in various studies that interest groups can have an impact on policy formation, “they do
not explain variation over time or among migrant-receiving states” (Cornelius & Rosenblum,
2005, p.107). Concerning international influence on immigration policy Hatton (2013) argues
that EU policy and the European Court of Justice may have limited countries’ room to
manoeuver. Joppke (2007) similarly argues that the influence of the EU leads to convergence
in member states’ policy, especially in the field of civic integration and anti-discrimination.
Mulcahy (2011, p.182) finds occasions of convergence but stresses that national political
contexts are still the main determinants in integration policy making. Moreover, international
regimes in the field of integration often lag significant influence on national policy making
because they generally have weak enforcement mechanisms and are usually in the form of
soft law (Cornelius & Rosenblum, 2005; Mulcahy, 2011, p.181-182).

With regard to political parties one finding is that right-wing conservative parties, more often

than left-wing parties, favor more restrictive policies toward immigrants (Freeman & Kessler,
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2008, p.669; Givens, 2006, p.76). Centre-right parties are found to often shift their agenda in
connection to populist right-wing party influence (Freeman & Kessler, 2008; Mulcahy, 2011).
In Mulcahy’s (2011, p.181) analysis on the adoption of EU civic integration norms by EU
countries, the position of center-right parties “in response to an electoral threat from an
extreme-right party, was found to be the key factor”. The same study found that extreme
right-wing parties, even having relative electoral success usually do not have much influence
on their own, but through the influence they have on center-right parties’ agendas (Mulcahy,
2011, p.188). Van Spanje (2010, p.579) found in this context that extremist right-wing parties
can influence the whole party system, not only parties directly competing with them in
elections. Thus Van Spanje (2010, p. 578) finds that rightist parties are not more likely to be
affected by the influence of extremist-right parties than leftist parties. There is however one
exception, that is parties in government, which are not found to be affected. It thus does not
necessarily have to be the case that the contagion effect of right-wing extremist parties
translates into policy changes. Howard (2010, p. 747), investigating predictors of citizenship
policy, finds that “while the presence of a strong anti-immigrant movement seems to be a
necessary and sufficient factor that prevents citizenship liberalization, the absence of the far
right is a necessary but not sufficient condition for liberalization™. It is furthermore pointed
out that the electoral success of far-right parties is only one measure for the mobilization of
far-right sentiment (Howard, 2010, p. 748).

2.2 Economic Determinants
Economic considerations in immigration policy arise in two broad fields, one concerning the

impact of immigration on the labor market, especially wages and unemployment, and its’

possible fiscal effects (Freeman & Kessler, 2008).

2.2.1 The labor market - wages and unemployment

Immigration can be seen as an increase of the labor force in the economy. Daniels and VVon
der Ruhr (2003, p. 3) argue that “migration politics historically developed along with
economic development because these policies are used to influence the size and composition
of the labor force.” Immigrants are often perceived to be a threat to domestic workers,
because immigration is thought to cause unemployment and a decrease in wages. Most studies
however show that immigration leads to small net gains in GDP per capita and no significant
effect on unemployment in the host country (Coppel, Dumont & Visco, 2001). Depending on
the composition of the migrant population and the structure of the economy in the host

country, migration can have multiple different effects on the economy and possible gains or
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losses for different groups of the population. Various models try to depict the impact of
immigration on the host country’s labor market. In Borjas’ (1994) model, immigration leads
to a rise in national income, the “immigration surplus”. This however also entails a shift of the
income away from domestic workers to immigrants and capital owners. The impact of such a
scenario may depend on “whether those who gain from immigration (business, consumers,
migrants, and the like) can (and are willing to) compensate those who lose in order to produce
a net social gain” (Freeman & Kessler, 2008, p.660). In other models like a Hekscher-Ohlin
model that includes international trade no significant impact of immigration is found as
immigrants are simply absorbed into the production process (Hanson & Slaughter, 2002). The

question here may be how labor demand relates to labor supply in the given situation.

But not only the state of the host country’s economy, but also the composition of the migrant
population plays a role for the impact that it may have on the destination country’s economy.
“The higher the substitution between immigrants and natives, the more likely that
immigration flows will cause a decline in native workers’ wages” (Guardia & Pichelmann,
2006, p.22). The Heckscher-Ohlin theory “predicts that the impact on immigration attitudes of
being skilled or unskilled should depend on a country’s skill endowments, with the skilled
being less anti-immigration in more skill-abundant countries than in more unskilled labor
abundant countries” (Freeman & Kessler, 2008, p.670). O’Rourke (2003) confirms this
prediction using data for 24 countries and GDP per capita as a proxy for the countries’ skill
endowments. Accordingly Freeman and Kessler (2008, p.670) note that “class cleavages,
especially those between skilled and unskilled labour, on the one hand, and organised labour

and organised employers, on the other, are at the heart of immigration policy contestation”.

There is evidence that there is an impact of the labor market situation on immigration policy.
Timmer and Williams (1998) find that labor market conditions in the host country did cause
policy backlashes in the past. Artiles and Meardi (2014, p.65) find that variables connected to
competition for welfare and employment resources lead to more negative attitudes towards
immigrants. The variables tested are the unemployment rate, risk of poverty, social inequality
and the rate of immigration. This thus suggests that in countries where competition for
welfare and employment is bigger, attitudes towards immigrants would be more negative.
This would be the case in times of economic downturn, where welfare regimes are less
supportive. Hatton (2013) similarly finds that historically recessions have caused policy
backlashes in immigration policy, especially following a period of high immigration and

when immigrants are culturally different from the host population. Testing the impact of the
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unemployment rate, the budget deficit as a share of GDP, and the share of social expenditure
in GDP on changes in country-level attitudes towards migrants in the context of the 2008
recession in Europe, Hatton (2013, p.7) moreover finds that “concerns about public finances
and social spending are far more important determinants of immigration attitudes than
concerns about the labor market”. Hatton (2013, p.11) shows that the 2008 recession in
Europe did not cause a policy backlash, although he notes that there is pressure from extreme
right-wing parties in some countries. The lack of a significant policy backlash is assumed to
be connected to greater restrictions by EU policies in fields like asylum policy and family
reunification (Hatton, 2013, p. 12).

It is worth noting that macro-level impact of the labor market situation on immigration policy
can not only be seen in the form of backlash but also in the above mentioned function of
immigration policy to influence the size and composition of the labor force. Examples for this
are the Blue Card program of the EU to support high-skilled migrants, especially in fields of

skilled-labor shortage, and guest worker immigration programs as in the 1950s in Germany.

2.2.2 Fiscal determinants

Another debate in economic theory concerning migration is the impact of immigration on the
receiving countries’ fiscal budget. It has often been claimed that migrants are a burden on the
state’s welfare system, because they are said to require unemployment and social assistance
and funds for education and health care systems, while not matching this with additional tax
payments (Guardia & Pichelmann, 2006, p.27). Guardia and Pichelmann (2006, p.27) point
out “that overall the net budgetary impact over the long-run appears to be fairly small.
However, geographical ‘clustering’ of immigrants could also be associated with a higher

burden on ‘local’ budgets”.

Also the respective welfare state system in the country may have an impact on attitudes
towards migrants. Some studies find that the attitude towards migrants is more negative when
welfare benefits are more easily available to migrants (Hanson, Scheve & Slaughter, 2007).
Contrarily, as mentioned above, Artiles and Meardi (2014, p.66) argue that “social protection
expenditure and unemployment benefits are correlated with a reduction in social inequality
and the risk of poverty, ultimately contributing to the formation of attitudes favorable to
immigration”. Sainsbury (2006, p.239) finds similar results, comparing immigrant’s rights in
the USA, Germany and Sweden. Accordingly, immigrants are granted more rights in the

social democratic welfare regime of Sweden, than in the conservative regime of Germany,
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where more rights are granted than in the liberal regime of the USA. It is moreover pointed
out that also integration models and policy legacies play a role in determining integration
policy, whereby welfare and immigration regime reinforce each other and conflict at times
(Sainsbury, 2006, p.240). These indications from the literature could also play a role in the
relationship of integration policy and public opinion, discussed below. Accordingly, countries
that have generous social policies reducing social inequality are also more likely to be more
generous towards immigrants and have more positive attitudes towards immigrants. The
findings by Artiles and Meardi (2014) and by Sainsbury (2006) could however be seen as
somewhat contradictory to the finding that hostility is higher where welfare benefits are easier
to obtain, as mentioned above. It may thus occur that countries which grant high welfare
benefits to immigrants restrict immigration in other ways, for instance admitting less migrants

or admitting more high-skilled migrants.

2.3 Public Opinion
An additional question with regard to the dynamics of integration policy making is whether

public opinion has an influence on it. The literature on the influence of public opinion on
immigration policy is mixed and somewhat limited. Mulcahy (2011, p.187) who investigates
the impact of public opinion in the specific context of the adaptation of the EU norms of civic
integration and the voting rights norm finds “that public opposition or support for either the
restrictive civic integration norm or the more liberal voting rights norm did not lead
policymakers to adapt their policies accordingly”. This is also suggested by Hatton (2013)
who sees a discrepancy in popular opinion and policy outcomes. Rivera (2014, p. 29) on the
other hand, investigating what drives immigration policy in US federal states, finds that public
opinion has a significant impact, even when accounting for other possible influential variables
mentioned in the literature. He investigates this relationship separately for pro-immigrant
policies and thus the more exact finding says that negative public opinion towards immigrants
negatively influences the amount of pro-immigration legislation passed in the respective state.
In a previous article Rivera (2013, p. 23) also investigated the influence of public opinion on
anti-immigration policy and finds a similar relationship, saying that a negative public opinion
towards immigrants in a state positively influences the amount of anti-immigrant policy
passed in the respective state. In connection to this second paper, Rivera (2013, p.26)
however, points to the fact that the findings need to be interpreted with caution as some
possible covariates could not be measured. Burstein (2003), who studies the impact of public

opinion in general, finds a substantial impact of public opinion that is enhanced with the
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salience of the topic. His research however also concentrates on the USA where he notes most
of the research has been done in this field (Burstein, 2003, p. 33).

While there are some findings that indicate that public opinion has a significant impact on
immigration policy making, this relationship could also be the other way around, indicating
that integration policy may have an impact on public opinion. This would mean that
supportive integration policy would lead to more positive attitudes towards immigrants in
society. In a sense positive attitudes could also be a consequence for successful integration
and thus for successful and more supportive integration policy.

2.4 Expectations for the study at hand
Which expectations can be drawn from the above outlined theoretical framework for the study

at hand? Three fields are covered in this analysis; political determinants, economic
determinants, and the influence of public opinion. The political variable that is going to be
included in the study is the share of right-wing party seats in parliament. It can be expected as
mentioned above that having a higher influence of right-wing parties would also lead to more

restrictive policies.
Hypothesis 1 is thus:

The higher the share of seats of right-wing parties in parliament, the more restrictive the

integration policy of the respective country.

The economic variables included in this study are the unemployment rate, the GDP per capita
in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS), debt as a percentage of GDP, and social expenditure as
a percentage of GDP. On the basis of the theory illustrated above it can be expected that if the
unemployment rate is high, policy will be more restrictive. It could for instance be less likely
in that case, that immigrants are granted easy access to the labor market.

Hypothesis 2:

The higher the unemployment rate, the more restrictive is the integration policy of the

respective country.

The second economic indicator, the GDP per capita in PPS, is expected to be positively
related to the dependent variable, the generosity of the integration policy. The GDP level of a

country shows its economic condition and is also an indication of the countries’ labor market.
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As mentioned above, it can be expected that countries are more open to immigrants in times

of economic success and a high labor demand. It could thus be expected that;
Hypothesis 3:

The higher the GDP per capita in PPS, the more supportive is the country’s integration
policy.

Another economic variable, included in the analysis, is social expenditure as a percentage of
GDP. It can be expected that a higher degree of social expenditure means a more generous
welfare state system. The theoretical framework would predict that such countries are also

more generous towards immigrants, as Sainsbury (2006, p.239) suggests.
Hypothesis 4:
The higher the social expenditure, the more supportive is the county’s integration policy.

The fiscal determinant included, is debt as a percentage of GDP. As laid out above,
immigration policy is often more restrictive when an adverse impact of immigration on the
country’s fiscal budget is expected. It is moreover often claimed that immigrants require more
expenditure in social benefits than they return in tax revenue (Guardia and Pichelmann, 2006,

p.27). A country with a higher debt may thus rather restrict immigration.
Hypothesis 5:

The higher the debts level of a country, the more restrictive is the integration policy of the

respective country.

Furthermore it is going to be tested how public opinion influences immigration policies.
Public opinion is going to be measured by two different variables. The first one of them
measures the percentage of respondents who agree that immigrants contribute to their country.
One can expect that the more positive the attitudes are towards immigrants, the more

supportive are the integration policies.
Hypothesis 6:

The more citizens who agree, that immigrants contribute to their country, the more generous

are the country’s integration policies.
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The second variable measuring public opinion covers the percentage of respondents who see
immigration as one of the two most important issues facing their country. It can be expected
that people who see immigration as an issue, are more likely to support restrictive policies

towards immigrants.
Hypothesis 7:

The more citizens who see immigration as one of the two most important issues facing their

country, the more restrictive is the integration policy of the respective country.

The next chapter is going to illustrate how these hypotheses will be tested.
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Chapter 3 - The Methodology

This chapter is going to illustrate the methods that will be used in answering the research
question and testing the hypotheses mentioned above. This will include the data collection
method, the sampling chosen, the research design, and the operationalization of the dependent
and independent variables. The dependent variable in this study is the degree of rights and
support that countries grant in the framework of their integration policy. The independent
variables that are intended to be measured in this analysis are the share of right-wing parties

in parliament, the unemployment rate, the debt, GDP, social expenditure, and public opinion.

3.1 Data Collection
The rights and support given in the countries’ integration policy is going to be measured

through the Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX), published by the British Council and
Migration Policy Group (British Council, Migration Policy Group, 2010). This is going to be
the dependent variable in the study. The construction of the index is conducted by the
Barcelona Centre for International Affairs and the Migration Policy Group, including many
national partners. It is co-funded by the European Fund for the Integration of Third-Country
Nationals (MIPEX Research Toolkit, n.d.). The index covers seven policy fields, labor market
mobility, family reunion, education, political participation, long-term residence, access to
nationality and anti-discrimination. Each policy field is made up of four dimensions. There
are 148 policy indicators. All indicators and the seven policy fields are listed in Appendix 1.
For an overview of the policy fields and dimensions see Figure 2. The performance of each
country on each indicator is assessed on a scale of 1-3, with 3 representing the highest
standards. All indicators for one policy field can be summarized in an overall score for the
respective field and ultimately in an overall score for all policy fields combined. This score is
then not anymore represented on a scale of 1-3 but converted into a 0-100% measurement,
with 100% representing the highest standards. The policies included in the index cover both
social and civic rights and are compared on the background of the highest European or
international standards. The sources for these standards include EU Directives, Council of
Europe Conventions, and documents from the United Nations and the International Labour
Organization (see Appendix 2). The data was gathered through three questionnaires, one
covering the first 5 policy fields, one covering education and one, covering anti-
discrimination (MIPEX Research Toolkit, n.d.). National experts were asked to respond to the
questionnaires based on facts in laws and policy, rather than on expert opinion. The answers

were anonymously checked by peer reviewers and an anonymous discussion was mediated by
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the Migration Policy Group if disagreement arose. The Migration Policy Group furthermore
checked the questionnaires for consistent responses to guarantee that the questions were
understood correctly. These peer review measures ensure the reliability of the index and guard

against subjectivity.

The data collection for the independent variables covers various online databases. As
mentioned above the independent variables in this study are the share of right-wing parties in
parliament, the unemployment rate, the debt, GDP, social expenditure, and public opinion.
Sources for the independent variables are the Comparative Political Dataset (Armingeon,
Kndpfel, Weisstanner, Engler, Potolidis & Gerber, 2013) for the share of right-wing parties in
parliament and debt, Eurostat (Eurostat, 2014; Eurostat, 2014a; Eurostat, 2014b) for social
expenditure, GDP, and the unemployment rate, and Eurobarometer (Eurobarometer 61, 2006;
Eurobarometer 63, 2005; Eurobarometer 65, 2006; Eurobarometer 66, 2007; Eurobarometer
67, 2007; Eurobarometer 69, 2008; Eurobarometer 71, 2009; Eurobarometer 73, 2010) for the

public opinion variables.

Figure 2 - MIPEX Policy Fields and Dimensions (British Council, Migration Policy Group,

2010)
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Source: Created by the author based on the MIPEX ((British Council, Migration Policy
Group, 2010).)

3.2 The Sample
The countries of interest which will be studied are EU member states. The sampling method

can be described as purposive or judgmental sampling, as the cases are selected on the basis
of the purpose of the study and knowledge of the population in question (Babbie, 2009, p.
193). The selection of cases is in this instance limited to some extent because the relevant
information on differences in integration policy is not accessible for all countries. The
countries researched in the MIPEX framework therefore provide a pre-selection. As Biffl and
Faustmann (2013, p.61) note there could be some difficulties in comparing EU member states
and non-EU countries in the MIPEX index. In the EU, due to the principle of free movement
for EU citizens, the index covers only third-country nationals, which is a relatively small
portion of all migrants, while it covers all migrants in non-EU countries. It could be that the
limitation to EU member states limits the extent to which results can be generalized to other
countries and regions. The countries should however be as much the same as possible on
other variables, not included in the study. The UK, Ireland and Denmark will thus be
excluded as they opted out of EU cooperation in immigration and may therefore not exhibit
the same circumstances as other EU member states. The standards against which scores are
evaluated in the MIPEX index rely on EU Directives, Council of Europe Conventions or
Recommendations (see Appendix 2). Of these the Council Directive 2003/86/EC of 22
September 2003 on the right to family reunification ([2003] OJ L 251) and Council Directive
2003/109/EC of 25 November 2003 concerning the status of third-country nationals who are
long-term residents ([2004] OJ L 016) do not apply to Denmark, Ireland and the UK. Croatia

has to be excluded as well, due to a lack of data availability. Ultimately the twenty-four
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countries included in the study are Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic,
Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, and Sweden.

3.3 The Research Design
The intended research design could be described as a cross-national comparative analysis.

Hantrais (1999, p.93) describes the basic definition of this research method as the observation
of “social phenomena across nations, to develop robust explanations of similarities or
differences, and to attempt to assess their consequences, whether it be for the purposes of
testing theories, drawing lessons about best practice or, more straightforwardly, gaining a
better understanding of how social processes operate”. This fits the intended research which
looks at differences between integration policies in EU member states and their determinants.
The impact of the political variables, economic variables and public opinion on the MIPEX
index scores will be analyzed in a multiple regression analysis. The results of this analysis
will thus be the basis to answering the research question of what influences the level of
support given to migrants through EU countries’ integration policy. Since the variables are in
a ratio measurement level, according to Babbie (2009, p.477) two statistical methods are
possible, namely Pearson r correlation and regression analysis. These will both be conducted.
The Pearson r correlation is also a method to assure that there is actually significant
correlation between the dependent and the various independent variables to do regression
analyzes. Regression analysis includes the regression equation, giving a mathematical
estimate of the relationship between the dependent and independent variables. The variables
will not all be included in one regression model, but rather be divided in multiple regression
analyzes, one covering the economic variables, one for the political variables, and one
including the remaining public opinion variables. It would otherwise be difficult to conduct a
study including all independent variables, considering the limited number of cases. In the case
of four independent variables, the equation for a multivariate regression analysis would be as

follows;
Y=pB0 +p1 X1+p2 X2 + B3 X3+ p4 X4 + ¢

In the equation B0 is the intercept, Bl — B4 indicate “the number of units of increase in Y
caused by an increase of one unit in X”, and e stands for the error term which is the variance
in Y that is not accounted for by the X variables included in the model (Huizingh, 2007,
p.299). The regression analysis thus allows us to estimate a value of Y when the values of the

independent variables, X, are known. Calculating the values of the several s shows the
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relative contribution of the several independent variables in determining the dependent
variable (Babbie, 2009, p.475). Regression analysis has two important assumptions that need
to be fulfilled. One concerns the variables’ measurement level which has to be interval or
ratio. The second assumption is that the variables’ relationship is linear. This will be tested in
scatterplots in the following part of the thesis. Two different analysis will be conducted; one
covering forty-six cases in the form of country-years; and another covering the twenty-four
countries under study as the cases. The former has country-years as the units of analysis,
while the latter’s units of analysis are countries. In the first instance the MIPEX waves of
2007 and 2010 scores excluding education are used as a dependent variable. The second
method covers the overall MIPEX 2010 score, including the policy field of education, as the
dependent variable. This method is going to be used to test the relationships found with the
first method including forty-six cases. It covers only forty-six cases, rather than forty-eight,
because Romania and Bulgaria were not yet included in the MIPEX study in 2007, so that the
cases Romania 2007 and Bulgaria 2007 are missing.

3.4 Operationalization of the dependent and independent variables
The dependent variable is the degree of rights and support given by the countries’ integration

policy. As mentioned above, integration policy can be seen as “a policy that is distinct from
immigration policy per se — such things as border control or rights of entry and abode”
(Favell, 2001, p.351). “It accepts some idea of permanent settlement and deals with and tries
to distinguish a later stage in a coherent societal process: the consequence of immigration”
(Favell, 2001, p.352). The dependent variable is going to be measured by the MIPEX index
mentioned above. The values that will be used in this paper cover the two most recent waves
of 2007 and 2010. The MIPEX score can vary from 0-100%. It is a summary score of the
scores on each indicator, dimension and policy field. A score of 100% would mean that the
respective country fulfills all of the highest standards, on which the MIPEX is build
(Appendix 2). The index has some important limitations that need to be considered. The
MIPEX is a mere input indicator. That means it only assesses the legal and institutional basic
conditions of integration (Biffl & Faustmann, 2013, p.58). There are other aspects, like the
impact of NGOs and cultural circumstances that play a role in integration, that are not covered
by the index. The MIPEX is thus not a determining indicator of migrants’ situation in the
respective countries. It however gives an idea of the direction that countries take in their
integration policy and shows the commitment to equal chances for migrants in central policy
fields.
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The independent variables are going to cover both economic and political variables. The
political determinant covered in the study is the share of right-wing party seats in parliament.
See Appendix 4 for information on which parties are classified as right-wing in the respective
countries. The economic variables are the unemployment rate, GDP, and social expenditure.
Another economic variable is the debt as a percentage of GDP. This concerns the fiscal
aspects connected to immigration. The share of right-wing party seats in parliament and the
debt level are going to be derived from the Comparative Political Dataset (Armingeon,
Kndpfel, Weisstanner, Engler, Potolidis & Gerber, 2013). The unemployment rate, GDP, and
social expenditure are derived from Eurostat (Eurostat, 2014; Eurostat, 2014a; Eurostat,
2014b). GDP is measured as GDP per capita in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS) in relation
to the EU28 average set to equal 100, so that any value above that is higher than the average
GDP per capita in the EU28 (Eurostat, 2014a). In addition, it is going to be investigated what
impact public opinion has on integration policy. This is going to be measured by two different
variables. The first one measures public opinion as the percentage of respondents who agree
that immigrants contribute to their country, which is available for 2006 and 2008 from Euro-
barometer 66 and 69 (Eurobarometer 66, 2007; Eurobarometer 69, 2008). The second variable
measuring public opinion is the percentage of people who see immigration as one of the two
most important issues facing their country (Eurobarometer 61, 2006; Eurobarometer 63, 2005;
Eurobarometer 65, 2006; Eurobarometer 67, 2007; Eurobarometer 69, 2008; Eurobarometer
71, 2009; Eurobarometer 73, 2010). All independent variables are expressed in 5-year
averages to account for a lag in the policy-making process. This is with the exception of the
opinion variables, one is only available for 2006 and 2008, and the second one is measured
from 2004-2007 and from 2006-2010. A summary of all the variables included can be seen in
Figure 3.

Figure 3 - The dependent and independent variables

1. The MIPEX score and the political variable
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parties in
parliament
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2. The MIPEX score and the economic variables
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GDP
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contribute to their issues facing their
country country

Source: Created by the author

The following chapter is going to apply the above discussed methods to answer the research

question and multiple sub-questions.
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Chapter 4 - The Results

In this chapter the hypotheses will be tested, and the main research question and sub-questions

will be answered. It will be investigated how the share of right-wing party seats in parliament,

the unemployment rate, social expenditure, the debt level, the GDP per capita in PPS, and

public opinion influence the degree of support and rights given in countries’ integration

policies, as measured by the
MIPEX index. To recall the
expected relationships of the
dependent and independent
variables see figure 4. Before
covering the analysis outcomes, it
will first be looked at how the
countries differ with regard to the
dependent variable, their score on
the MIPEX index. Then the

necessary assumptions to conduct \

N

The research guestions at a glance:

“What influences the level of support given to migrants

in the integration policy of EU member states?”

“How do countries differ with regard to the
support they give to immigrants in their
integration policies?”

“How do political variables, economic
variables, and public opinion influence the level

of support given to migrants through EU

/

regression analyzes will be checked and Pearson correlation coefficients will be calculated for

each independent variable and the dependent variable. Lastly, the regression analyzes will be

discussed.

Figure 4 - The expected relationships between the variables at a glance
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4.1 The MIPEX index - How supportive are countries in their integration
policy?
As mentioned above, the MIPEX measures the extent of rights and support given to

immigrants in the framework of seven different policy fields of integration policy. The exact
indicators, policy fields and their dimensions are listed in Appendix 1. The analysis is going
to use two different dependent variables; one being the 2010 overall MIPEX score including
education, and the other one being a composite measure of the 2010 and 2007 MIPEX scores
excluding the policy field of education. The following is going to illustrate the countries’
variance on these three different scores and the seven policy fields.

In the 2010 index including the policy field of education the results for the twenty-four
countries under study vary from an overall score of 31% for Latvia to a score of 83% for
Sweden. Sweden is the country with the highest score not only among the twenty-four
countries under study in this paper but among all thirty-one countries covered by the MIPEX
index, while Latvia is the second last before Turkey in the overall ranking (MIPEX Research
Toolkit, n.d.). The scores are illustrated in Figure 5. These scores are summarized from the
scores of all seven policy fields. One can see that Sweden and Portugal are the two countries
which grant the most extensive support for migrants while Latvia, with some gap to the
second last country, is giving the least support as measured by the index. There seem to be
five bigger differences between groups of countries. The first one can be seen as Cyprus,
Slovenia, and Malta. The second one is Lithuania, Bulgaria, Austria, and Poland. Another
gradation can be seen between this last group of countries and Hungary, Romania, Czech
Republic, Estonia, Slovenia, Greece, and France, while this group of countries is again set off
from the next group of Germany, Luxembourg, and Italy, whereof Spain is again set off by
three points. The last two groups could be seen as Belgium, the Netherlands, and Finland on
the one hand, and Portugal and Sweden on the other hand. Whereby, Portugal shows the
biggest difference to the foregone country in the list, namely a ten point difference. Sweden
again scores four points higher than Portugal. With regard to the question of which countries
grant more rights and support, it seems that the countries with the higher scores are mostly
well-developed West European countries. The next part of the analysis will shed light on the

more exact underlying dynamics and assess the impact of the different variables.
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Figure 5 - MIPEX overall scores 2010 including education
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Source: Created by the author based on MIPEX 2010 (British Council, Migration Policy
Group, 2010)

Figure 6 shows how different countries have scored on the different policy fields. For
simplicity the figure only covers six of the twenty-four countries included in the study. As one
can see, the scores are very different in different policy fields. While Sweden maintains high
scores in all policy areas, other countries have high scores in certain areas, as Latvia in the
field of long term residence, but lag behind in the rest. For an overview of the scores for each
policy field of all the included countries and developments since the earlier 2007 wave, see
Appendix 5. When analyzing the scores on the different policy fields, it is furthermore found
that the countries vary least in the fields of family reunification and long-term residence. This
is in accordance with the assumption that EU policy may have an influence. These two policy
fields are covered by Directives (Council Directive 2003/86/EC & Council Directive
2003/109/EC), so that a closer proximity of countries in these fields can be expected
compared to other fields mostly governed by soft law measures. See Appendix 3 for the

analysis of the difference of variance between the policy fields.
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Figure 6 — 2010 policy field scores of six of the included EU member states (MIPEX Play
with the Data, 2010)*
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The developments in the countries’ integration policies between the index of 2007 and 2010
can be seen in Figure 7. Many of the changes in scores are marginal, while some countries,

like Greece and Luxembourg, stand out.

"http://www.mipex.eu/play/radar.php?chart_type=radar&countries=20,26,27,30,39,41&objects=3,24,70,106,1
47,180,220&periods=2010&group_by=country
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Figure 7 — The MIPEX 2007 and MIPEX 2010 scores excluding education in comparison
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Source: Created by the author based on MIPEX data of 2007 and 2010 (British Council,
Migration Policy Group, 2010)

Greece increased its score by 10 points, while the score of Luxembourg increased by 8 points.
Those are the biggest increase in scores from 2007 to 2010 of all thirty-one countries covered
by the MIPEX index. Greece made the biggest progress in the policy field Access to
Nationality with an increase of 39 points, and in the field of Political Participation with an
increase of 15 points. Luxembourg similarly increased its score mainly through improvements
in the field of Access to Nationality with a 32 point increase, and a 14 point increase in the
field of Family Reunification. Other countries that show relatively high increases are
Portugal, with a 5 point increase, and the Czech Republic and Belgium, with each 4 point
increases. None of the countries significantly decreased their scores, only Italy’s and
Sweden’s scores decreased by one point and thus showed that policies became slightly more
restrictive in these two countries. Overall, policies have thus become less restrictive in the
countries under study, with some progress towards a more supportive integration regime.
Apart from Luxembourg and Greece, eleven other countries increased their score on the
MIPEX index in 2010. Bulgaria and Romania are not included in Figure 7 as they were not

included in the study in 2007. For more exact information on the score changes from 2007 to
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2010, see Appendix 5. The next part of the analysis is now going to summarize the analysis of
the Pearson correlation of each independent variable with the dependent variable and the
necessary linearity of those relationships.

4.2 Conditions for regression analyzes and Pearson correlations
The first assumption of an interval or ratio measurement level of the variables is fulfilled.

Scatterplots are created to test the second assumption of a linear relationship between the
dependent variable; the MIPEX score, and the independent variables. Moreover, the
correlations between the dependent variable and each of the independent variables will be
tested in a Pearson r analysis.

4.4.1 The scatterplots of the dependent variable with each independent variable
The scatterplots are illustrated in Figure 8. It can be observed if the expected relationships are

in the expected direction and which variables may show stronger correlation with the
dependent variable. The results are mixed. The scatterplot covering the share of right-wing
parties in parliament as the independent variable shows a negative relationship as has been
hypothesized. It is fairly linear but shows a lot of scatter around the line. The scatterplot of
the dependent variable and GDP per capita in PPS shows a sufficiently linear line although
there is also some scatter around the line. The scatterplot of the variable measuring social
expenditure and the MIPEX score shows a linear relationship with medium scatter around the
line. The next scatterplot shows the relationship for the debt variable. This plot is sufficiently
linear but shows somewhat more scatter around the line than the former plot covering social
expenditure. Both the plot covering the debt variable and the social expenditure variable show
the expected positive relationship. The scatterplot of the last economic independent variable,
the unemployment rate, and the MIPEX score shows a lot of scatter throughout and is not
sufficiently linear. The last two scatterplots show the relationship of the MIPEX score with
the two public opinion measures. The one covering the share of respondents who see
immigration as one of the two main issues facing their country is not sufficiently linear. It
shows a lot of scatter with some thickening towards the lower values on the independent
variable. In contrast to what was before assumed, the relationship, of the dependent variable
and the share of respondents who see immigration as one of the two most important issues
facing their country, is positive in the scatterplot. This would indicate that the higher the share
of respondents who see immigration as one of the two main issues facing their country, the
higher the MIPEX score. The relationship was before hypothesized as being negative. The

scatterplots of the MIPEX score with the independent variable measuring the share of
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respondents who agree that immigrants contribute to their country stands out. It shows the

strongest relationship, compared to the other scatterplots, and is clearly linear.

Figure 8 - Scatterplots of the dependent variable with each independent variable
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4.4.2 The Pearson r correlation coefficients
The variable measuring the percentage of respondents who agree that immigrants contribute

to their country also has the highest correlation coefficient with the MIPEX score, namely r =
0.805. The correlation, as measured by the Pearson correlation coefficient, between the
MIPEX index and four independent variables were found to be significant at the critical o of
0.05. These are the debt as percentage of GDP (r = 0.307), social expenditure as a percentage
of GDP (r = 0.675), GDP per capita in PPS (r = 0.386) and as mentioned above, one of the
public opinion measures (r = 0.805). The correlation coefficients of the MIPEX score with the
unemployment rate (r = -0.146), the share of right wing parties in parliament (r = -0.169), and
the percentage of respondents who see immigration as one of the two most important issues
facing their country (r = 0.173), were not significant at the critical a = 0.05. For the

correlation coefficients and their significance levels see Appendix 6.

Due to these outcomes of the correlation analysis and the creation of the scatterplots three of
the original seven independent variables will not be included in the regression analysis. They
are not significantly correlated with the dependent variable or do not show sufficient linearity.
It does thus not make sense to assume and test their relationship with the dependent variable
further. The following regression analysis is therefore only going to cover the following
independent variables; the debt as a percentage of GDP, the social expenditure as a percentage
of GDP, GDP per capita in PPS and the share of respondents who agree that immigrants
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contribute to their country. There will therefore not be any political variables tested in the
regression analysis anymore, but only economic and public opinion variables. This also
means that the hypotheses concerning the three variables that did not show statistically
significant correlations with the dependent variable cannot be confirmed. There was no
relationship found between the support given in countries’ integration policies, as measured
by the MIPEX index, and the share of right-wing parties in parliament, the unemployment
rate, and the public opinion variable measuring the share of respondents who see immigration
as one of the two most important issues facing their country. Hence hypotheses 1, 2, and 7

cannot be confirmed.

4.3 The regression models
To test the influence of the remaining four variables, six linear models were created. One

includes all four variables; the debt, the social expenditure, GDP per capita in PPS and one
variable measuring public opinion, the second one includes debt, social expenditure and
public opinion, one only includes social expenditure and public opinion, and the last three
cover social expenditure, GDP per capita, and public opinion separately. These models are

now going to be analyzed.

4.3.1 Model 1 - Debt, social expenditure, GDP per capita and public opinion
The first model includes debt, social expenditure, GDP per capita and public opinion as

independent variables. The dependent variable is the MIPEX score of 2007 and 2010
excluding the policy field education. The model was run multiple times, excluding more and
more cases on the basis of the Cook’s Distance coefficient which measures the cases’
influence on the model (Chen et al., 2003). It measures whether the results of the model are
substantially changed if the case is removed. A case can be influential if it is an outlier, with
big residuals, or when the case shows leverage, meaning that it shows an extreme value on the
independent variable (Chen et al., 2003). In the end the model included only eighteen of the
original forty-six cases. Since this is a very big number of cases that had to be excluded it was
and a high number of variables for such a small amount of cases. It was thus decided to
discard this model and go on analyzing the variables in models including less variables at

once. These are discussed below. The output of this model can be seen in Appendix 7.

4.3.2 Model 2 - Debt, social expenditure and public opinion
The second model includes debt, social expenditure, and public opinion as independent

variables. The dependent variable is the MIPEX score of 2007 and 2010 excluding the policy

field education. GDP per capita was tested again in a simple linear regression model which is
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discussed below. Model 2 was run five times, each time excluding more cases on the basis of
the Cook’s Distance coefficient which measures the cases’ influence on the model (Chen et
al., 2003). At first forty-six cases were included in the analysis. Ultimately the model was run
with thirty-three cases. Thirteen had to be excluded because they were found to be influential,
based on the Cook’s Distance. These cases were Austria for both years, Cyprus for both years,
Estonia for 2007, France for both years, Greece for both years, Italy for 2007, Luxembourg
for 2007, and Portugal for both years. Every time the model was run, it rendered statistically
significant results, while only two variables, the social expenditure and public opinion, where
found to significantly contribute to that. In the model covering thirty-three cases, the variables
were found to statistically significantly predict the MIPEX score (excluding education), with
F (3.29) = 136,020, p <0.05, and an adjusted coefficient of determination of R* = 0.934. The
R? coefficient shows how much variability in the dependent variable can be explained by the
independent variables. It is however based on the data at hand and may therefore be
overestimated. The adjusted R? accounts for this (De Veaux, R. D., Velleman, P. F., & Bock,
D. E., 2011, p. 799). While the variables together seem to significantly explain the dependent
variable, not all of the three variables add statistically significantly to the model. The variable
measuring debt as percentage of GDP was found to not be statistically significant at the
critical o = 0.05. Hypothesis 5 can therefore not be confirmed, as no statistically significant
relationship is found between the support given to migrants in countries’ integration policies
and the debt level. The output of this analysis can be found in Appendix 8 and the regression

coefficients are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 - Model 2 — The MIPEX score 2007 and 2010 excluding education, and debt, social

expenditure, and public opinion

Independent Variables Unstandardized Standardized t Sig. N
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Beta 33
Error
(Constant) 9,706 3,074 3,158 | 0,004
Debt 2003-2007 and 2006- | -0,026 0,042 -0,047 -0,610 | 0,546
2010 average
Social expenditure in % of | 1,523 0,255 0,605 5,971 | 0,000

GDP 2003-2007 and 2006-
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2010 average

Percentage of respondents | 0,343 0,054 | 0,480 6,399 | 0,000
who agree that immigrants

contribute to their country

2006 and 2008

Source: Author’s own calculations

4.3.3 Model 3 - Social expenditure and public opinion
It was decided to run a new model excluding the debt variable, as it did not contribute to the

previous model. In this case again, the model was run three times, gradually excluding cases
on the basis of the Cook’s Distance coefficient. At the beginning forty-six cases were used
which was reduced to forty-one, after which no more influential cases were found. The
excluded cases were Austria for both years, France for both years, and Portugal for 2010.
Each time the model was run it was found to statistically significantly predict the dependent
variable. On the last occasion, covering forty-one cases this was also the case, with F (2.38) =
79,060, p<0.05. Both independent variables add statistically significantly to the model. The
adjusted coefficient of determination, R?, is 0.806, indicating that 80.6% of the variation in
the dependent variable, the MIPEX score, can be explained by the two independent variables
included in this model. These were the social expenditure as a percentage of GDP and public
opinion, measured as the percentage of respondents who agreed that immigrants contribute to

their country. The regression equation would be as follows in this case;
MIPEX = 11,076 + 0.335 x (Public Opinion) + 1,329 x (Social Expenditure).

Looking at the standardized coefficients, 0.479 for public opinion and 0.509 for social
expenditure, it is indicated that the variable of social expenditure has a bigger impact than
public opinion. The regression coefficients furthermore indicate that the relationships between
the independent variables and the dependent variable are in the expected direction. Before
these results can be accepted, some further assumptions need to be checked. The linearity
assumption was already confirmed in the scatterplots above. To be able to test hypotheses
using a Student’s t-model, as it is done in the SPSS output, the residuals need to satisfy a
Nearly Normal Condition. To test this, a histogram and a Normal probability plot are created.
In the case of this analysis, the histogram and the Normal probability plot look fairly Normal
and this Condition can thus be confirmed. A further assumption that needs to be fulfilled is
the assumption of independence of errors. This means that the variance of the errors should be

constant for each value of the independent variables (De Veaux et al., 2011, p. 789). This can
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be tested with a scatterplot of the residuals against the predicted values. There should be no

pattern in the scatterplot. This assumption cannot be confirmed in this case. The scatterplot

can be seen in Figure 9. The output of this model can be seen in Appendix 9 and table 2. The

same model was then tested using the MIPEX 2010 overall score including education as the

dependent variable, including the twenty-four countries under study as cases. The scatterplot

showed a similar bent, as can also be seen in Figure 9. The complete output of this regression

analysis is illustrated in Appendix 10.

Figure 9 - Model 3 and 3.1 - Scatterplots of the residuals against the predicted values

Scatterplot

Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

Scatterplot
Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

Regression Standardized Residual

Regression Standardized Residual

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Source: Author’s own calculations

T T T T
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Regression Standardized Predicted Value

Table 2 — Model 3 — The MIPEX score for 2007 and 2010 excluding education, and social

expenditure and public opinion

Independent Variables

Coefficients

B
(Constant) 11,076
Social expenditure in % of | 1,329
GDP 2003-2007 and 2006-
2010 average
Percentage of respondents | 0,355
who agree that

immigrants contribute to

Unstandardized

Std.

Error
4,292
0,246

0,070

Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients

Beta
2,580 | 0,014
0,509 5,410 | 0,000
0,479 5,086 | 0,000

41
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their country 2006 and
2008

Source: Author’s own calculations

To test if the variables have an impact on their own, three further models were made to
analyze the impact of social expenditure, GDP per capita, and public opinion, measured as the

percentage of respondents who agree that immigrants contribute to their country.

4.3.4 Model 4 - GDP per capita in PPS

In this model the independent variable GDP per capita in PPS was tested. The dependent
variable is the MIPEX score of 2007 and 2010 excluding the policy field education. Again,
the model was run multiple times and cases were excluded on the basis of the Cook’s
Distance coefficient. In the end the model included thirty-six cases and no more influential
cases were found. The independent variable was found to statistically significantly predict the
dependent variable with F (1,34) = 69,075, p < 0,05. The adjusted R? is 0,660 and the

regression equation is as follows;
MIPEX = 14,853 x 0,408 GDP per capita in PPS.

The model is summarized in table 3. This model can however not be accepted as valid
because the assumption of independence of errors is not fulfilled. As can be seen in Figure 10,

the scatterplot of residuals against the predicted values shows a slight pattern.

Figure 10 — Model 4 - Scatterplot of the residuals against the predicted values

Scatterplot

Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

2+

Regression Standardized Residual

Regression Standardized Predicted Value
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Table 3 — Model 4 - The MIPEX score for 2007 and 2010 excluding education, and GDP per
capita in PPS

Independent Unstandardized Standardized t Sig. N
variables Coefficients Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta 36
(Constant) 14,853 4,491 3,307 0,002
GDP per capita | 0,408 0,049 0,819 8,311 0,000
in PPS

Source: Author’s own calculations
The full output of this analysis can be seen in Appendix 11.

4.3.5 Model 5 - Social expenditure
In the analysis of the impact of social expenditure as a percentage of GDP, again by and by

some cases were excluded on the basis of the Cook’s Distance. The ultimate model includes
thirty-eight cases. The cases that are excluded are Austria for both years, France for both
years, Portugal for both years, and Sweden for both years. The model predicts the dependent
variable, the MIPEX score excluding education, statistically significantly, with F (1,39) =
50,384, p < 0,05. The relationship is not only significant at the 0.05 level but at the 0.001
level. The adjusted R? is 0,552 and the regression equation is as follows;

MIPEX =12,123 + 1,845 x Social Expenditure.

The necessary assumptions are satisfied. For the complete output of this analysis see
Appendix 12 and table 4 for a summary of the main results.

Table 4 — Model 5 — The MIPEX score for 2007 and 2010 excluding education, and social
expenditure

Independent Variables | Unstandardized Standardized t Sig. N
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta 38
(Constant) 12,123 5,807 2,088 | 0,043
Social expenditure in % | 1,845 0,260 0,751 7,098 | 0,000

of GDP 2003-2007 and
2006-2010 average

38



Source: Author’s own calculations

This relationship was also tested using the MIPEX 2010 overall score including education as
the dependent variable. While the findings suggest that social expenditure statistically
significantly predicts the MIPEX score, the histogram of the residuals suggests that the
residuals don’t follow a Normal model. The model can thus not be tested using Student’s t, as
this requires data that comes from a population following a Normal model (De Veaux et al.,
2011, p.556). The histogram seems to be bimodal (see Figure 11). The output of this analysis
using the 2010 overall MIPEX score as the dependent variable can be seen in Appendix 13.
The regression coefficients can be seen in table 5. The results for this relationship are
therefore somewhat mixed with regard to the assumption of Normality. However that can be
expected, as the normality assumption is more easily acceptable as the sample size is bigger
(De Veaux et al., 2011, p.556). This is the case in model 4, compared to model 4.1 which has
a smaller sample size. Hypothesis 4 can be confirmed. The extent of social expenditure seems

to have an impact on integration policy, as measured by the MIPEX index.

Table 5 — Model 5.1 — The 2010 overall MIPEX score including education, and social
expenditure

Independent Variables Unstandardized Standardized t Sig. N
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Beta 20
Error
(Constant) 9,818 6,757 1,453 | 0,163
Social expenditure in % | 1,825 0,305 0,816 5,992 | 0,000
of GDP  2006-2010
average

Source: Author’s own calculations
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Figure 11 — Model 5.1 - Histogram of the residuals

Histogram

Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010
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Source: Author’s own calculations

4.3.6 Model 6 - Public opinion
The linear regression which only includes public opinion, measured as the percentage of

respondents who agree that immigrants contribute to their country, as the independent
variable, was conducted with forty-five cases. Again cases have been excluded on the basis of
the Cook’s Distance. The excluded case was Hungary 2010. It was found that public opinion,
as measured here, statistically significantly predicts the MIPEX score, with F (1,43) = 87,141,
p< 0.05. The adjusted R is 0,662 and the regression equation is as follows;

MIPEX = 28,740 + 0,640 x Public Opinion.

The scatterplot of residuals against the predicted values indicates that the assumption of
independence of error is fulfilled. The histogram however seems to show issues with the
normality. See Appendix 14 for the output and table 6 for a summary of the regression
coefficients. To test this relationship again the same analysis was made using the 2010 overall
MIPEX score including education as the dependent variable. It is found that the used public
opinion variable statistically significantly predicts the dependent variable, with F (1,22) =
52,915, p <0.05. The relationship is not only significant at the 0.05 level but at the 0.001
level. The adjusted R? is 0,693 and the regression equation is;

MIPEXoverall2010 = 27,278 + 0,651 x Public Opinion.

All the assumptions, as mentioned above, are fulfilled.

40



Table 6 — Model 6 — The MIPEX score for 2007 and 2010 excluding education, and public
opinion

Independent Variable Unstandardized Standardize t Sig. N
Coefficients d

Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta 45
(Constant) 28,740 | 2,902 9,905 | 0,000
Percentage of respondents 0,640 0,069 0,818 9,335 | 0,000

who agree that immigrants
contribute to their country
2006 and 2008

Source: Author’s own calculations

The results with regard to the relationship of the MIPEX score and the share of respondents
who agree that immigrants contribute to their country, is therefore somewhat mixed. While
the analysis of the 2007 and 2010 MIPEX scores, excluding education, indicated that the
underlying population did not follow a Normal model, the analysis with the 2010 MIPEX
overall scores rendered statistically significant results and fulfilled all necessary assumptions.
It indicates that an increase of one percentage point in the percentage of respondents who
agree that immigrants contribute to their country, would cause an increase of 0,651 percentage
points in the overall MIPEX score. The analysis moreover suggests that 69,3 % of the
variation in the MIPEX score can be explained by the independent variable. While the study
at hand clearly suggests that there is a relationship between the attitude towards immigrants
and the countries’ integration policies, it may have to be questioned to what extend supportive
integration policies may lead to more positive public opinion. And the relationship of the two
variables under study could thus be the other way around. The more detailed reciprocal
relationship of these two variables could be of interest for future studies. It should also be
considered that there may be some important control variables that could not be included in
the study at hand. The full output of this regression model can be found in Appendix 15 and

table 7 summarizes the regression coefficients.

41



Table 7 — Model 6.1 — The 2010 overall MIPEX score including education, and public

opinion

Independent Variables | Unstandardized

Coefficients

(Constant) 27,278
Percentage of | 0,651
respondents who agree
that immigrants
contribute to their

country 2006 and 2008

Source: Author’s own calculations

Std. Error
3,709
0,90

Standardize t Sig.
d
Coefficients
Beta
7,355 | 0,000
0,840 7,274 | 0,000

24

Concluding, the results could thus confirm Hypothesis 4 and 6. It was found that the higher

social expenditure, the more generous the integration policy, and the more positive public

opinion, the more generous are the country’s integration policies. The results regarding these

hypotheses are however also somewhat mixed and further research in the more detailed

dynamics underlying these relationships could be of interest. Three of the initial seven

independent variables under study had to be excluded from the further regression analysis as

they did not fulfill the necessary assumption of linearity and did not show significantly strong

correlations with the dependent variable. The regression analysis of the remaining two

independent variables, debt and GDP per capita in PPS, did not render valid results.
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Chapter 5 - Conclusion and Discussion

The analysis was conducted in two parts. The first part covered the analysis of the assumption
of linearity, necessary for the regression analysis, and the Pearson correlation coefficients.
The second part covered the actual regression models. The following chapter will discuss
which conclusions can be drawn from these analyzes. The results regarding the hypotheses

are summarized in table 8.

Table 8 — The results at a glance

Hypothesis 1 | The higher the share of seats of right-wing parties in parliament, the

more restrictive the integration policy of the respective country

Hypothesis2 | The higher the unemployment rate, the more restrictive is the
integration policy of the respective country

Hypothesis 3 | The higher the GDP per capita in PPS, the more supportive is the
country’s integration policy

Hypothesis 4 | The higher the social expenditure, the more supportive is the | 4
county’s integration policy.

Hypothesis 5 | The higher the debts level of a country, the more restrictive is the
integration policy of the respective country

Hypothesis 6 | The more citizens who agree, that immigrants contribute to their | 4
country, the more generous are the country’s integration policies

Hypothesis 7 | The more citizens who see immigration as one of the two most
important issues facing their country, the more restrictive is the

integration policy of the respective country

5. 1 First part of the analysis - Pearson r
In the first part of the analysis, already three of the initial seven independent variables under

study were found to not exhibit a statistically significant relationship with the dependent
variable. They did not fulfill the necessary assumption of linearity and did not show
significantly strong correlations with the dependent variable. These variables were the
unemployment rate, the share of right-wing parties in parliament, and one of the public

opinion measures. Hence Hypothesis 1, 2, and 7 could not be confirmed.
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One of the variables that were not found to have a significant relationship with the dependent
variable, on the basis of a lack of significant correlation, is the share of right-wing parties in
parliament. Hypothesis 1 could thus not be confirmed. It could have been expected that a
higher share of such parties in parliament may have an influence on the restrictiveness of
immigration policy. As noted in former studies (Mulcahy, 2011, p. 188; Van Spanje, 2010,
p.578) such right-wing parties have the biggest influence not through significant electoral
success but through the influence they have on the rest of the party system. Van Spanje (2010,
p. 578) however finds that this is not the case for government parties. This may be a reason
why the presence of right-wing parties does not significantly influence integration policy even

if it may influence the agenda of other political parties in the system.

The second independent variable that was not found to be significantly correlated with the
dependent variable was the unemployment rate. The theory shows that the unemployment
rate, or the perceived threat of unemployment and the assessment of the economic situation
influences people’s attitude towards migrants (Hatton, 2013; Cornelius & Rosenblum, 2005,
p.105). Daniels and Van der Ruhr (2003, p. 3) find that “historically, immigration policy
seems to have been influenced by labor market conditions in a given country”. The findings
at hand and the literature however suggest that this may depend on various more other factors.
Freeman and Kessler (2008, p.662) note that “if the labour market impact of immigration is
‘small’ or social programs mitigate adverse effects of competition” non-economic concerns
are more important in policy-making. In the study at hand no relationship was found between
integration policy and the unemployment rate. Hypothesis 2 could not be confirmed. Further
research should look at how, and under which conditions, the actual unemployment rate or
only the perception of unemployment risk play a role in shaping peoples’ opinion and policy

on immigration.

The public opinion variable, measuring the percentage of respondents who see immigration as
one of the two main issues facing their country, is the third variable that did not show
significant correlation with the dependent variable. Hence hypothesis 7 could not be
confirmed. Public opinion, as measured by this variable, was not found to influence policy,
while the second public opinion variable, measuring the percentage of respondents who agree
that immigrants contribute to their country, showed the strongest correlation with the
dependent variable. This may show that the variable measuring public opinion as the share of
respondents, who see immigration as an important issue, is somewhat arbitrary. This may not

indicate that people have an anti-immigration attitude, but rather that they see it as a field

44



where government action is necessary. This is supported by the fact that the scatterplot of
these two variables showed a positive relationship instead of the before hypothesized negative
relationship. Thus, indicating that the variable may rather measure a call for action in the field

of immigration, rather than a negative attitude towards immigration.

Four independent variables were found to be statistically significantly correlated with the
dependent variable and showed sufficient linearity to conduct regression analyzes. Those
were the debt as a percentage of GDP, social expenditure as a percentage of GDP, GDP per
capita in PPS and the second public opinion variable.

5.2 Second part of the analysis - linear regression
Both the fiscal variables, debt and social expenditure, were found to be significantly

correlated with the dependent variable. This may be in accordance with Hatton’s (2013, p. 11)
finding that fiscal considerations are more important in people’s attitudes towards
immigration than concerns about the labor market. In the regression analysis however debt
was found to not predict the dependent variable statistically significantly. Hypothesis 5 thus
had to be rejected. There does not seem to be an impact of the debt level on the
supportiveness of integration policy. The relationship of fiscal considerations and immigration
policy is very diverse and may have to be researched in more detailed analyzes. Aspects like
the development of the debt level over a longer period of time and the extent of the debt in
connection to other economic factors may play a role in describing this relationship more

accurately.

In the analysis of the social expenditure variable, the regression analysis showed that it
statistically significantly determined the MIPEX score. The independent variable measuring
social expenditure and the MIPEX score showed a fairly high correlation. Also the further
regression analysis indicated that the extent of social expenditure influences integration
policy. Hypothesis 4 could thus be confirmed. This supports former findings that countries
with a more generous welfare state are also often more generous in their immigration and
integration policy (Sainsbury, 2006). Artiles and Meardi (2014) also point towards a
relationship between generous welfare state policies and a positive attitude towards
immigration. They point out, that in countries were competition for employment and risk of
poverty are less apparent, people are more positive towards immigration (Artiles & Meardi,
2014, p.66). Further research could investigate this relationship in more detail using other
measures for welfare generosity, which were not available for the study at hand. While social
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expenditure does say something about the welfare generosity of a country and was used in

previous research (Hatton, 2013) other measures could be more accurate.

In the regression analysis the third economic variable, GDP per capita in PPS, was not found
to influence integration policy. With regard to GDP per capita one could have expected, based
on theory that a worse condition of the economy could lead to tighter immigration policies.
As Hatton (2013) however found, this has not been the case in the recent economic crisis in
Europe. Hatton assumes that this is attributable to the constraints of EU policy, which limit
countries’ room for maneuver. This could be an explanation for the lack of a statistically
significant relationship between the dependent variable, the MIPEX index, and GDP per
capita in this study. Hypothesis 3 could not be confirmed. Further research using other
measures of the economic condition of a country, for instance the economic growth rate, and
other research methods, for instance case studies, may be useful to investigate the relationship

of the economy and integration policy further.

The second variable measuring public opinion as the share of respondents, who agree that
immigrants contribute to their country, was the independent variable that showed the clearest
relationship and strongest correlation with the MIPEX score. It also rendered statistically
significant results and fulfilled all assumptions in the regression analysis. This was the case
for the analysis using the 2010 overall MIPEX score including education as the dependent
variable. In the other analysis including forty-six cases and the 2007 and 2010 MIPEX scores
excluding education, there seem to be issues with the normality of the histogram of residuals.
The findings on this relationship are therefore mixed and can only be accepted conditionally.
It would be interesting to investigate this relationship further considering that the correlation
between these variables was quite strong. The model indicates that an increase of one
percentage point in the percentage of respondents who agree that immigrants contribute to
their country, would cause an increase of 0,651 percentage points in the overall MIPEX score.
Hypothesis 6 could thus be confirmed. But while the study at hand clearly suggests that there
is a relationship between the attitude towards immigrants and the countries’ integration
policies, it may also have to be questioned if the relationship could be the other way around,
so that supportive integration policies influence public opinion. Another aspect that needs to
be considered is that some possible covariates could not be included in this study. The field of
integration policy is very vast and may have many different determinants. Possible covariates

that could have been included in the study are the immigrants’ skill-level, the immigration
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history or welfare state tradition of the respective state. These could not be included due to a

lack of data but could be interesting topics for further research.

5.3 Policy Implications
Immigration is a central policy field and is likely to stay important in the coming years. As

illustrated by Castles, Detlaas and Miller (2014, p.6) immigration has an enormous economic
and social impact, which makes it a central topic of domestic and international politics. It is
likely to remain a central challenge for policy makers in the coming years (Castles et al.,
2014, p. 7). Integration policy becomes especially important to account for increasing
diversity in society and the challenges this poses to national identity. In this context research
into integration policy and especially the relationship between integration policy and public
opinion, as found in this study, become important. There is evidence that public opinion
influences integration policy so that a central consideration in policy making could be a focus
on the communication of immigration issues to the public. In any case policy should aim at
improving peoples’ views on immigration and ease the incorporation of culturally diverse
migrants. Artiles and Meardi (2014, p.66) note that “rather than closing borders European
countries should ensure that immigration is associated with social policies aimed at reducing
the perceived competition for resources and in particular unemployment and risk of poverty”.
According to them this will lead to more positive attitudes towards immigrants because the
competition between them, a central predictor of public opinion, would be reduced. Thus one
could also expect that a more supportive and successful integration policy leads to more
positive attitudes, which is central to successful integration. The reasoning of Artiles and
Meardi (2014) is also in accordance with the finding that higher social expenditure, or a more
generous welfare state, correlates with a more supportive integration policy. This has also

been suggested by Sainsbury (2006).

5.4 Limitations and further research
One has to be careful when generalizing the findings at hand to a broader population. This

study only includes EU member states and the indications that EU policy may have a
significant influence on immigration policy may render it difficult to draw similar conclusions
for other countries. As mentioned above the analysis of EU countries furthermore only
includes a relatively small share of immigrants as it only covers immigrants from outside the
EU, while a big share of migration among EU countries is within EU migration. In other
countries, the policies cover a bigger group of migrants and may therefore be difficult to

compare (Biffl & Faustmann, 2013, p. 61). An additional important limitation that should be
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overcome in future research is the limited availability of data. Some variables that should
have been included in the study, for instance the share of third-country nationals in the
population, were not available. This could however change when analyzing new MIPEX
waves in the future. Some variables are available for more recent time periods. Another aspect
to consider in future research is the critique of the MIPEX index, mentioned above. It does
not necessarily include all aspects of integration policy (Biffl & Faustmann, 2013, p. 65). It
may also be worth discussing if such quantitative studies, including a bigger amount of cases
is meaningful in the field of integration policy as it seems to be difficult to quantify
integration policy and to measure the many different aspects influencing policy in different
circumstances. This conflict is discussed by Freeman and Kessler (2008, p. 658) who point
out that “the determinants of policy are complex, difficult to pin down, and certainly not
reducible to preferences of individual actors or group-level demands”. However, one cannot
discard the strong correlation and significant results found for the relationship of public
opinion and integration policy, and social expenditure and integration policy. Studies like
these and the study at hand indicate relationships that may be subject to more detailed
circumstances in different countries which should be analyzed in more detail in future
research. These studies sould include more diverse countries and more detailed data on the
influence of public opinion on policy. As mentioned in the introduction chapter, immigration
is a central phenomenon of our time which is likely to continue in the coming years and which
changes the way we think about national identity and makes it necessary to find ways to
incorporate people from vast backgrounds in the host society. Research into integration policy

and its relationship with public opinion and the welfare state should play a central role in this.
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The Appendix

Appendix 1:

MIPEX policy fields, dimensions and indicators?

LABOUR MARKET MOBILITY

ACCESS 100 50 0
T|Immedate access to employment Al of them Not © or certain categones of B|Only a
What categories of third country national residents have equal access to employment as nationals?
a. Long-term residents
b. Residents on terporary work permits (excluding seasonal)
c. Residents on family reunion permits (same as sponsor)
2|Access to private sector: Yes There are no Other liriting conditons that | Certain sectors and
Are TCN residents ableto accept any private-sector employment under equal conditions as EU nationals? addtional regrictions | apply to all TGN residents, activities solaly for
than thoss based on e.g. linguistic testing nationals’EL nationals
type of permit
mentioned in 1
3|Aceess to public sector (acti ties serving the needs of the public. Mot restricted to certain types of employment | Yes Only reatriction s |Other regrictions Ol for nationals EU
or private or public law) exercise of publc nationals
Are TCN residents able to accept any public-sector employment {excluding exercise of public authority) under | authorily and safequard
equal conditions as EU nationals? general state interest
4]lmmediate access to selfFemployment All of them Mot ¢ or certain categories of b|Cnly a
What categories of third country national residents have equal access to self-employment as nationals?
a. Long-term residents
b. Residents on temporary wark permits (excluding seasonal)
c. Residents on family reunion permits (same as sponsor)
o|Access to self-ermployment Yes There are no Otfer firaiting conditions (such | Cerain sectors and
Are TCM residents able to take up self-employed activity under equal conditions as EU nationals? addtional regtnictions | as inguistic testing) activities solaly for
than those based on nationalsEU nationals
type of permit
rrentioned in 4
| [ACCESS 70 GENERAL SUPPORT 100 50 0

b|Access to public employment services
Do TCH residents have access to placement and public employment services, under equal conditions as EU
nationals?

Ecpial treatment with
nationals

Certain ragnctions

Mo equal treatment

-

Equality of access to education and vocational training, including study grants
Wyhat categories of TCN residents have equal access?

a. Longterm residents

b. Residents on ternporary work permits (excluding seasonal)

c. Residents on family reunion permits (same as sponsor)

Allof therm

Not ¢ or certain categores of b

Crly &

G|Recognition of academic and professional qualifications acquired outside the EU

Sarme procedures asfor
EU/EEA nationals

Different procedure as for
EUYEEA natiorals

Mo recognition of titles or
possible down-grading of
qualifications

-ﬁRGEIED SUPPORT

100

50

? Armingeon, K., Careja, R., Knopfel, L., Weisstanner, D., Engler, S., Potolidis, P., Gerber, M. (2013).
Comparative Political Data Set 111 1990-2011. Bern: Institute of Political Science, University of Bern.
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9|State facilitation of recognition of skills and gualifications obtained outside the EU: band (zorc) gorc Mone
a) existence of state agenciesfinformation centres that promote the recognition of skills and gualifications
b} national guidelines on fair procedures, timelines and fees for assessments by professional, governmental, and
non-governmental arganisations
c) provision of information on conversion courses/profession-based language courses and on procedures for
assessment of skills and qualifications (regardless of whether assessments are conducted by governmental or
non-governmental arganisations)
10|Measures to further the integration of third-courtry nationals into the labour market All slernents Any of these elernents (or Mo alament:
a. National policy targets to reduce unemployment of third country nationals other) but not alf
b. Mational policy targets to promote vocational training for third courtry nationals;
c. Mational policy targets to improve employability through language acquisition
programmes
11|Measures to further the integration of third-courtry nationals into the labour market Bath Cne of these Netherof theas
a. Mational policy targets to address labour market situation of migrant youth
b. Mational policy targets to address labour market situation of migrant wormen
12|Suppart to access public employment services Eoth One Nane. Oniy through
a) Right to resource person, mentor, coach linked to public employrment service is part of integration paolicy for voluntany intiatives or
NEWCOIMETS profects.
b} Training required of public employment service staff on specific needs of migrants
WORKERS'RIGHT S 100 50 0
13|Membership of and participation in trade union associations and work-related regotistion bodies Ecpual access with Resgtrcted access to slacted | Other restrictions apply
nationals positions
14|Equal access to social security Equal treatment with Mo equal treatrment in at least |Mo equal treatrmert in
Do TCMs have equal access to social security in the following areas? (unemployment benefits, old age pension, |nationals in all areas one area rnore than one area
invalidity benefits, maternity leave, family benefits, social assistance)
15| Equal working conditions Equal treatment with Mo equal treatrment in at least |Mo equal treatrment in
Do TCNs have guaranteed equal working conditions? (safe and healthy working conditions, treatmert in case of |nationals in all areas ane area mare than one area
job terrrination or dismissal, paymentiwvages, taxation)
16| Active policy of information on rights of migrant workers by national level {or regional in federal states) Palicy of information by |Ad hoc information carmpaigns | No active policy of
ate targeted at towards migrant workers irfarmation
rrigrant warkars andior | andior ermployers {or only
employers on individual |individual campaigns in centain
basis regions)
FAMILY REUNION FOR THIRD-COUNTRY
NATIONALS
ELIGIBILITY 100 50 0
17a |Elgibility for ordinary legal residents =7 vear of legal = 1 year of legal residence =2 years of kgal

residence andfor
hoiding a residence
pereit for <1 year

andfor hotding a peremit for = 1
year

residence and’or holding
g permit for = 2 vears

17hb

Documents taken into account to be eligible for family reunion

Any residence perrmit

Certain residence permits
axciuded

Fermanent resdance
perrit

15a |Eligibility for partners other than spouses: Eoth Ondy one or only for some Nether. Only goouses.
a. Stable long-term relationship types of partners fex.
b. Registered partnership homosexuals)
18b |Age limits for sponsors and spouses = Age of majonty in = 82 21 years with = 21 years OR = 10 years
country (18 years) exarmptons without exermptions
19]Eligibility for minar children [<18 years) Allthree Only & and b A and bbut with
a. Minor children limdations
b. Adopted children
c. Children for whorn custody is shared
20| Eligibility for dependent relatives in the ascending line Allowec! Cerdain condbions {other than  |Not alowsd
dependency) apply
21| Eligibility for dependent adult children Allowec! Cerdain condbions {other than |Not alowesd
dependency) apply
CONINTIONS FOR ACQUISITION OF STATUS 100 50 0
22a |Form of pre-departure language measure for family member abroad (if no measure, leave blank) Mo Requirement OR Requirement to take a Requirament includes
Voluntany language course language testiassessmeant

coursedinformation

22b [Level of language reguirement (if no measure, leav e blank) (not weighted) AT or less set as AZ sot as sandard Bl or higher sst as
stanclard Sandard OR no
Mote: Can be test, interview, completion of course or other forms of assessments sandards, based on
administrative discretion.
22c |Form aof pre-departure integration measure for family member abroad, ex not language, but socialfcultural (if no |Wone OR voluntany Requirement to tale an Recquirement to pass an
measure, leave blank) inforrnation course Infegration course Integration
lest/assessment
22d |Pre-departure requirernent exermptions (if no measure, leave blank) Eoth of these One of these Mether of thess

a. Takes into account individual abilities ex. educational qualifications
b. Exernptions for vulnerable groups ex age, iliteracy, mentalfphysical disability

228

Conductor of pre-departure requirement (if no measure, leave blank)
a. Language or education specialists
b. Independent of government (ex not directly subcontracted by or part of a government department)

g ahd b ex. language
or education insttutes

g bt not b, ex. clizenshiy’
Infegration unit in government

Nether 2 nor by ex police,
foreigners' senvice,
general conaultant

22f

Cost of pre-departure requirement (if no measure, leave blank)

Mo or nominal costs

Normal costs

Higher cods
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22q |Support to pass pre-departure requirement (if no measure, leave blank) gand b gorb Methera norb
a. Assessment based on publicly available list of questions or study guide
b. Assessment based on publicly available course

22h |Cost of support (if no measure or support, leave blank) Mooy norinal costs Mormal costs Higher costs

23a |Form of language requirerment for sponsor andfar family member after arrival on territory (if no measure, leave Mo Requirement OR Requiramert to take a Requirament inclides
blank) Voluntany language course language test/assessment

Mote: Can be test, interview, completion of course, or other forms of assessments.

coursadinformation

23b [Level of language requirernent, (if no measure, leave blank) {not weighted) AT or less sot as A2 sot as standard B or higher sot as
Handard Sandard OR no
Mote: Can be test, interview, completion of course, or other forms of assessments. standards, based on
gdrinistrative discretion.
23c |Form of integration reguirernert for sponsor andfor farmily member after arrival on territory ex not language, but  [No Requirerment OR Requiemert to take an Requirerment includes
socialfcuttural Voluntany Integration course Integration
coursadinformation test/assessment
23d [Languagedintegration requirernent exermptions (if no measure, leave blank) Eath of these One of these Mether of thess

a. Takes into account individual abilities ex. educational gualifications
b. Exernptions for valnerable groups ex age, illiteracy, mentalfphysical disability

23e

Conductor of languagedintegration requirement (if no measure, leave blank)
a. Language or education specialists
b. Independent of government (ex. not directly subcontracted by or part of a government department)

g ahd b ex. language
or education ingttutes

a but not b, ex. integration unit
in governrment

Nether g nor by, ex. police,
fareigners' senice,
general conauitant

23f

Cost of languagedintegration requirement (f no measure, leave blank)

Mo or nominal costs

Mormal costs

Higher codts

23g

Support to language/integration requirement (if no measure, leave blank)
a. Assessment based on publicly available list of questions or study guide
b. Assessrment based on publicly available course

gand b

aorh

Nethera nor b

23h

Cost of support (if no measure or support, leave blank)

Noor nomingl costs

Mormal cogts ex If provided
by state, sare as regular
administrative fees If provided
by private ssctor, same as
market price in countries

Higher costs

2

iy

Accommodation requirement

Mone

Approprate accommodation
rresting the general health
and safely standards

Further requirerments

25

Economic resources reguirement

Mone or at/Eelow lavel
of social assistance and
no incorne is excluded

Higher than social assistance
but source is not inked with
errpioyrent

Linked to employmentino
social asslstance

26| Maximum length of application procedure =6 months defined by |= 6 months but the maximum | No regulation on
law is defined by law FraxiriT length
27| Costs of application andfor issue of status Mone Higher costs
Same as regular
administrative fees and duties
in the country
SECURITY OF STATUS 100 50 0
28| Duration of validity of permit Equalto sponsor's Mot equal to goonsor's < year renewabie perrot

reaidence permi and
renawakbis

residence permi but = 1T year
renswakbie perrit

or new application
hecessan/

28

Grounds for rejecting, withdrawing or refusing to renew status:

a. Actual and serious threat to public policy or national security,

b. Proven fraud in the acquisition of permit (inexistent relationship or misleading information).
c. Break-up of family relationship (before three years)

d. Original conditions are no longer satisfied (ex. unemployment or economic resources)

Mo other than a-b

Grounds include ¢

Al grounds and others
than those inclided on
the st such as d and
others

30| Before refusal or withdrawal, due account is taken of {regulated by law) © All slements Elernents include any of these |No elements
a. Solidity of sponsor's family relationship {or ather Eut not alf
b. Duration of sponsor's residence in MS
c. Existing links with country of arigin
d. Physical or emotional violence
H|Legal guarantees and redress in case of refusal or withdraweal All vghts At lzast g and b Cre orbothof 2 and b

a. reasoned decision
b. right to appeal
c. representation before an independert administrative authority andfor a court

are hot quaranteed

24 RIGHTS ASSOCIATED WITH STATUS

100

50
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Right to autonomous residence permit for partners and children reaching age of majority

After 2 3 years

After = 3£ Hyears

After = 5 years or yoon
certain conditions (e.g.
nornal procedure for
permanert residence)

Right to autonomous residence permit in case of widowhood, divorce, separation, death, or physical or emotional
violence

Yes automnatically

Yes but ondy on imied
grounds o under certain
conditions {ex. ficed period of
prior residance oF mattiage)

More

34| Right to autonomous residence permit for other family rmembers having joined the sponsor After 2 3 years After = 3 years or upon certain |None
conditions (e.q. norrmal
procedure for permanent
residance)
35| Access to education and training for adult family members In the same way as the |Other condiions apply Nore
Sponsor
36| Access to employment and self-ermployrment In the same way as the |Other condtions apply Mane
SONsor
37|Access to social security and social assistance, healthcare and housing In the same way as the |Other condiions apply Norne

Fo0nEor

EDUCATION

Access

100

50

3B

Access and suppor to access pre-primary education: a. All categories of migrants have
same access in law as nationals, regardless of their residence status (includes undocumented);

b. State-supported targeted measures (e.g. financial support, campaigns and other rmeans) to increase
patticipation of rigrant pupils (can also be to increase parental engagement).

Mote: Use definition of pre-primary in your courtry .

Eoth of these

One of these

Mether. Restrictions in
law on acoess for some
categories of migrants
AND Migrants only Beneft
from general support for
alf students (and targeted
non-governmental
intigtives where
provided).

39

Access to compulsory-age education:
Access is a legal right for all compulsory-age children in the country, regardless of their residence status
(includes undocumented)

Mote: Use definition of compulsory-age in your country

Explicit obligation in law
for all categories of
rigrants to have same
gooess a5 nationals

Implick obiigation far alf
children {No impediment to
equal aoccessin Bw. eg. Mo
link between compulsony
aducation and residence, or
no category of migrant
excluded)

Regrctions in lawon
access for some
categories of migrants .

40 |The assessmert in compulsary education of migrants” prior leaming and language gualifications and learning Fath of these One of these Casa-by-case
obtained abroad: gasessment by school
a. Agsessment with standardised guality criteria and tools; staff without standardised
b. Requirernent to use trained staff. chiterza or tralning.

41 |Support to access secondary education: Eoth of these One of these Mether.
a. Targeted measures to increase migrant pupils' successful participation in secondary education;
b. Targeted measures to increase migrant pupils’ access to academic routes that lead to higher education
Mote: This includes exra tuition, monitaring, and learning opportunties and assessments. Depending on the
school system, this ray also include movement between school routes and structures (e.g. academic and
technical).

42 |Access and support to access and participate in vocational training: Two or more of thess, | At least one of these . Morne of these.
Training thraugh apprenticeships or ather work-based learning, with state suppart andfor screening and guality  |including 2 Redrictions in law on
contral measures access for some
a. Al categories of migrants have sarme legal access as nationals, regardless of their residence status (includes categories of migrants
undocumented); AND Migrants only beneft
b. Measures to specifically increase migrant pupil participation in such schemes, e.q. incentives; from general support. I
c. Measures to increase employers' supply of such schemes to migrant pupils, e.g. campaigns, support and there s targeted support
guidance, for migrants, #Is only

through non-governmental
initiatives
43 |Access and support to access and participate in higher education: Both of these One of these Mether. Restictions in

a. Al categories of migrants have sarme access in law as nationals, regardless of their residence status (includes
undocumented);

b. Targeted measures to increase acceptance and successful participation of migrant pupils, e.g. admission
targets, additional targeted language support, mentoring, campaigns, measures to address drop-outs.

Mote: This indicator does not include international students migrating specifically for higher education

law on access for some
categones of migrants
AND Migrants only Benefi
from general support. I
there Is targeted support
for ragrants, ¢ is only
through non-governmental
intiatives
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44 |Access to advice and guidance on system and choices at all levels of compulsory and non-compulsory Allthree of these. One ortwo of these . Migrants only benefit from
education (pre-primary to higher): general support If there is
a. Witten information on educational system in migrant languages of origin; targeted support for
b. Provision of resource personsfcentres for orientation of migrant pupils; migrants |15 only through
c. Provision of interpretation services for families of migrant pupils for general educational advice and guidance norrgovernimental
at all levels. initigtives,
Targeting needs 100 50 0
45 |Requirement for provision in schools of intensive induction programmes for newcomer pupils and their families | Both of these Only a No requirerment
about the country and its education system:
a. Existence of induction programme;
b. Inclusion of parerts.
Mote: This does not refer to language induction courses.
Aba|Provision of continuous and on-going education support in language(s) of instruction for migrant pupils: Both of these. One of these . No provision. Ol
a. In cornpulsory education (both primary and secondary]; through private or
b. In pre-primary education. community initiatives
Mote: Migrant pupils may be placed in the mainstream classroom or a separate classroom for a transitional
phase. This question relates to language support in either case.
4bb |[If you answered Option 3 to 46a, skip this guestion: Both of these. Only one of these . Levelgoals not specified

Provision includes:

a. Communicative literacy (general fluency in reading, wiiting, and communicating in the language];

b. Academic literacy (fluency in studying, researching, and communicating in the language in the schoal
academic setting)

or defined.

45

Iz}

If you answered Option 3 to 46a, skip this guestion: Pravision includes guality measures
a. Requirernent for courses to use established second-language learning standards;

b. Requirement for teachers to be specialised and certified in these standards;

. Curriculum standards are monitored by a state body.

Two or more of thess

At least one of thess

Nore of these elerments

47

Palicy on pupil monitoring targets migrants.

Sy stem disaggregates
migrants into various
subrgroups, ex. gender,
country of onigin .

Systern monitors migrants as
a sihgle aggregated group

Nore. Migrants are only
Included in general

categories for rmonitorng
that apply to all students.

43 |Targeted policies to address educational situation of migrant groups: Both of these. One of these . Nore. Migrants oniy
a. Systematic provision of guidance [{e.g. teaching assistance, hormework support); berefit from general
b. Systematic provision of financial resources. suppoit. [f there is
targeted support for
rigrants, & is only through
voluntany indlatives.
49 |Teacher training and professional developmert programmes include courses that address migrant pupils' Both of these. One of these . More

learning needs, teachers' expectations of migrant pupils, and specfic teaching strategies to address this:
3. Pre-gervice training required in order to qualify as a teacher;
b. In-service professional development training.

New opportunities 100 50 0
a0a |Provision of option (in or outside school) to learn immigrant languages. State reguiations/ Bilateral agreements or Mo provision. Only
recormmendations . schemes financed by another | through private or
country. community inittatives
50b [If you answered Option 3 to 50a, skip this question: Two or rore of thess . |One of these . No delivens in school or
Option on immigrant languages is delivered: funding by state.

a. In the regular school day (may involve missing other subjects);

b. As an adaptation of foreign-language courses in school, which may be open to all students (equal status as
other languages);

c. Cutside school, with some state funding.

a1

w

Provision of option {in or outside school) to learn about migrant pupils’ cultures and their / their parents’ country
of arigin.

State reguiations )’
recommendations .

Bilateral agresrments or
achemes financed by another
country.

Mo pravision. Onlly
through private or
communily initiatives.
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a1h

If you answered Option 3 to 51a, skip this guestion:

Option on cultures of origin is deliverad:

a. In the regular school day (may involve missing other subjects);

b. Integrated into the school curriculum, which may be open 1o all students;
c. Outside school, with some state funding.

Two or more of these .

One of these .

Mo delivery in achool o
funding by state

a. Measures to encourage schools with few migrant pupils to attract maore migrant popils and schools with many
to aftract more non-migrant pupils;
b. Measures to link schools with few migrant pupils and many migrant pupils (curicular or extra-curricalar).

52a |Monitoring segregation between educational instititions: Both of these One of these More. Migrarts are oniy
a. Requiremnent to monitor segregation of migrant pupils into different educational institutions at all levels; included in general
b. This requirement includes special needs education. categones that apply to alf
students.
52b |Measures to promote societal integration: Both of these One of these More. Only general

measliies.

creation of assocktions
by farsigners, no
restrictions regarding
the cormposition of the
board of such
associations

citizens shouwld be on board
other restiictions appls (Le
with regard to creation of
political organisations or
pattizg)

53 |Measures to support migrant parents and comrmunities in the education of their children: Twoor more of these . |One of these . None. Migrant parents
a. Requirernent for cornrmunity-level support for parental involvernent in their children's learning (e.g. comrmunity and cormrmunties are only
outreach workers); inchuded in general
b. Requirement for schoal-level support ta link migrant studerts and their schoals (e.g. schoal liaison workers), categories that apply to
. Measuresto encourage migrant parents to be involved in school governance. all
Interculftural education for ail 100 a0 0
54 |The official aims of intercultural education includs the appreciation of cultural diversity, and is delivered: Eoth of these. One of these . Intercutiiral education not
a. Az a stand-alone curriculum subject; included i curriculurm, or
b. Integrated throughout the curriculum intercultural education
does not include
appreciation of cultural
diiversity .
55 |State support for public infarmation initiatives to promate the appreciation of cultural diversity throughout society. | Initiatives part of Intiatives part of date budget | Mether.
rmandate of state- line for ad hoc funding.
subsidised bodly .
56 |The school curricula and teaching materials can be rodified to reflect changes in the diversity of the school Eoth of these. Only a. Mone.
opulation:
2. pState guidance on curricular change to reflect both national and local population variations;
b. Inspection, evaluation and monitoring of implementation of (a).
A7 |Daily life at school can be adapted based on cultural or religious needs in order to avoid exclusion of pupils. Stale reguiations or Law aliows for Jocal or school- | o speclic adaptation
Such adaptations might include one or a few of the following Changes to the existing school tirmetable and guidelines concerning | level discretion. forgssen in law.
religious holidays; educational activities; dress codes and clothing; school menus. Iocal adaptation
55 |Measures (1.e. campaigns, incentives, suppor) to support bringing migrants into the teacher workforce: Both of these. One of these . Maore.
a. To encourage rmore migrants to study and gualify as teachers;
b. Ta encourage more migrants to enter the teacher waorkfarce.
89 |Teacher training and professional development programmes include intercultural education and the appreciation |Both of these. One of these . Traiming on intercuitural
of cultural diversity for all teachers: education not provided, or
a. Pre-service training required in orderto qualify as a teacher, Intercultural education
b. In-service professional developrment training doss not include
appreciation of cultural
diversiy .
POLITICAL PARTICIPATION
ELECTORAL RIGHTS 100 50 0
BO|Right to vote in national elections Equal nghts as Reciprocily or other special Mo right
nationals after certaln | conditions for certain
period of residence nationalties
B1|Right to vate in regional elections (blank if not applicable) Equalnghts as Requiremert of more than five |No right
nationals or years of residence, reciprocity,
requirement of essthan |other soecial conditions or
or equal to five yearsof |special registration procedure
realdence or only in certain regions
62| Fight to vote in local elections Equal nights as EU- Requiremert of more than five |No right
nationals or years of residence, reciprocity,
requirernent of bssthan |other special conditions or
or equal to five years of | guecial registration procedure,
resldence or only in certain municipalties
B3|Right to stand for elections at local level Unrestrcted (as for EL- |Restncted to certain posts, Noright £ other
nationals) reciprocity of special restrictions apply
requirerments
POLITICAL LIBERTIES 100 50 0
B4|Right to association Mo restrictions on A rrinirnal paraber of national | Mo nght
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65| Membership of and participation in political parties Equal access with Redricted access tointernal | Other restrictions apply
nationals (o elected positions
restrictions irmposed by
governinent
66| Right to create media (newspaper, radio, television, etc.) Mo restrictions on Other restrictions thanthose | No right
creation of media by for non-iramigrant media apply
foreigners apply (or
sirilar resticlions as
for non-immigrant
media)
4.3 CONSULTATIVE BODIES 100 50 0
67 [Consultation of foreign residents on national level gructural consultation | ad hoc consultation no consultation
67b |Composition of consultative body of foreign residents on national level rernbers elected by members elected By foreign | mermbers of consultation
forsign residents or resldents or mermbers body are sslected and
rernbers appointed by |appointed by associations of | appointad by the state
associations of foreign  |forelgn residents but with only
residents without special state Infervertion
special state
intervention
b7 c [Leadership of consultative body (repeat for each consultative body) Chaired by participant  |Go-chaired by patticgpant and | Chaired by national
(Foraign resident or national authority authonty
aasocition
67d [Institutionalisation (as ether right or duty of body in law) Bath quaranteed in One guarantesd in Morne guaranteed in
Beyond consultation on policies affecting foreign residents, the Body has: law'statutes law/statites lawdstatutes
a. Right of initiative to make its own reparts or recommendations, even when not consulted.
b. Right to a response from the national authority to the its advice or recormmendations
67e |Representativeness Eath recuaived in One required in law Mo crienz inlaw/'ststutes
Existence of selection criteria to ensure representativeness. Participants or organisations must include: law/statites
a. Both genders
b. All nationalitiesfethnic groups
b5a |Consultation of foreign residents on regional level (blank if not applicable) Sructural consultation  |ad hoc consultation or no conswitation
sructural consuitation only
present in some regional
enttties
b5b |Composition of consultative body of foreign residents on regional level (blank if not applicable) members elected by members elected by foreign | members of consultation
forsign residents or residents or mermbers body are selected and
members appointed by |appointed by associtions of | appointed by the siate
associtions of foreign  foreion residents but with only
residents without special state intervertion
Foecial state
intarvertion
ﬁc Leadership of consultatve body (repeat for each consultative body) Chaired by participant | CGo-chaired by participant and | Chared by nationa!
(foreign resident or national authority authority
aasociation
63d [Institutionalisation (as etther right or duty of body in law) Both guaranteed i One guaranteed in Nore guaranteed in
Beyond consultation on policies affecting foreign residents, the Body has: law/statites lawistatutes Izwistatutes
a. Right of initiative to make its own reports or recornmendations, even when not consulted.
b. Right to a response from the national authorty to the ts advice or recommendations.
G3e |Representativeness Both required in One reguired in law Mo crieria in law/statutes
Existence of selection criteria to ensure representativeness. Participants or organisations must include: law/siatites
a. Both genders
b. Al nationalities/ethnic groups
G69a |Consultation of foreign residents on local level in capital city sructural conswitation | ad hoc consultation no consuitation
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a. Right of initiative to make its own reports or recommendations, even when not consulted.
b. Right to & response frorm the national authority to the its advice or recommendations.

69b [Composition of consultative body of foreign residents on local level in capttal city rernbers elected by rernbers elected By foreign | members of consultation
foreign residents or residents or mermbers body are salected and
mernbers appointed by | appointed By associations of | appointed by the state
aasocistions of foreign  |foreign residents b with only
residernts without special state Infervertion
special state
intervention

B9 [Leadership of consultative body (repeat for each consultative body) Chalred by parbicipant | Co-chaired by participant and | Ghaired By nationa!
(foreign resident or hattonal authorty authorty
assocition

62d [Institutionalisation (as either right or duty of body in law) Both quarantesd in One guarantesd in Nore guarantzed in

Beyond consultation on policies affecting foreign residents, the Body has: lawistatites lawistatutes lzwigatutes

69

Representativenass

Existence of selection criteria to ensure representativeness. Paricipants or arganisations must include:
a. Both genders

b. All nationalitieséethnic groups

Both required in
iaw/statites

One required in law

No crieria in law/statutes

70a

Consultation of foreign residents on local level in city (other than capital) with highest proportion of foreign
residents

structural consultation

ad hoc consultation

no consultation

a. Right of initiative to rmake its own reports or recommendations, even when not consulted
b. Right o a response from the national authority to the its advice or recommendations.

70b |Composition of consultative body of foreign residents on local level in city {other than capital) with highest rernbers alected by mernbers slactad By forsign | mernbers of consultation
propartion of fareign residents foreign residents or reaidents or members body are salacted and
mernbers appointed by | appointed by associations of | appointed by the sate
associztions of forsign |foreign residants but with ol
reaidents without goecial state infervertion
special state
intervention
70c Leadership of consultative body (repeat for each consultative body) Chalred by parbicipant | Co-chaired by patticipant and | Chaired By nationa!
(foraign resident or national authority authoriy
assocition
70d [Institutionalisation (as ether right or duty of body in law) Both guaranteed in One guaranteed in More quaranteed in
Beyond consultation on policies affecting foreign residents, the Body has: lawistatites lawistatites lawistatutes

7le

Representativeness

Existence of selection criteria to ensure representativeness. Participants or organisations must include:
a. Both genders

b. Al nationalitiesfethnic groups

Both recuired ih
lawstatites

One recuired in law

Mo crieria in faw/statutes

regions)

IMPLEVENTATION POLICIES 100 50 0
71| Active policy of information by national level (or regional in federal states) polcy of information By |information campaigns (ona  |no active policy of
Sate targeted at forelgn |non-individual basis) towards | information for no political
resicdents (or targeted at |foreign residents{or ondy rights at any level to be
all on individual basis  |individual campaigns in certain |informed about)

7

%)

Public funding or support of immigrant organisations on national level

funding or support (in
kind) for Imrmigrart
organisations ivoled

funding or support (in kind)
deperdant on criterla set by
the state (Beyond being 2

no support or funding

in consultation and
advice a regional level
without further
condiions than being &
pattner in talks for
srilar conditions as for
non-irmenigrant
organisations)

partner in conswitation and
differart than for non-
rigrant groups) o not in all
regions

inconsultation and parner in conawltation and
advice g national level |differort than for non-
without fusther Immigrant growps
condifions than being 2
pattner intalks (o
similar condtions as for
non-irmiaigrant
arganisations)

73| Public funding or support of immigrant organisations on regional level funding or support {in |funding or support {in Lind) no support o funding
Kind) for immigrant dependant on criterla set by
arganisations involred  |the state (beyond being a
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7]

Public funding or support of immigrant organisations on local level in capital city

funding or support (in
kind) for lmmigrant
organisations voled
in consuitation and
advice at local level
without further
conditions than being a
partner intalks (o
armilar conditions as for
non-irrigrant
organisations)

funding or support (in kind)
dependant on criterla set by
the state (beyond being &
partner in conswitation and
differart than for non-
immigrant groups)

no support or funding

propartion of foreign residents

Fublic funding or suppart of immigrant organisations at local level in city (other than capital) with highest

fundiing or suppost (in
kind) for immigrant
arganisations invoked
i consultation and
adivice & local level

fundling or support (in kind)
dependant on criterla set by
the state (beyond baing a
pattner in consultation and
different than for non-

no support oF funding

a. Takes into account individual abilities ex. educational gualifications
b. Exemptions for vulnerable groups ex. age, iliteracy, mentalfohysical disability

without further irrwrigrant groups)
conditions than being 2
partner in talksior
sirnilar conditions as for
non-imrnigrant
arganisations)
LONG TERM RESIDENCE
ELIGIBILITY 100 50 0
7ha [Required time of habitual residence < S years Syears = Syears
76b |Docurmerts taken into account to be eligible for long-term residence Any residence parrit | Seasonalworkers, au pars Additonaltermporany
and posted workers exciuded | residence permits
exciuded
77|ls time of residence as a pupil/student counted? Yes alf Yes, with some conditions Mo
{lirmited mumber of years or
trpe of study)
78| Periods of absence allowed before granting of status Longer periods Lip to 10 non-consecutive Shorter periods
months andfor 6 consecutive
ronths
CONIDNTIONS FOR ACQUISITION OF STATUS 100 50 0
79 |Form of language requirement (if no measure, leave blank) Mo Requirarnent OR Requiremernt to take a Requirament includes
Voluntany language course language testiassessmeant
coursedinformation
79b |Level of language requirement (if no measure, leave blank) (not weighted) AT or less set as A2 set as standard B or higher =2t as
standard sandard OR no
Mote: Can be test, interview, completion of course, or other forms of assessments. standards, based on
gdrministrative discrelion.
79c |Form of integration reguiremert ex. not language, but socialoultural Mo Recuirerment OR Requirerment to tabke an Requrerment includes
Voluntans integration course irtegration
coursadinformation tost assessment
79d |Languagedintegration requirement exernptions (if no measure, leave blank) Eoth of these One of these Nether of these

EEE

Conductor of languagedntegration requirement (if no measure, leav e blank)
a. Language or education specialists

b. Independent of government (ex not directly subcontracted by or part of a government department)

g and b ax. language
of education ingtutes

a but not by, ex. integration unit
n governrment

Medher a nor b, ex. police,
foraigners’ sanvice,
gereral consultant
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=

Cost of languagedintegration requiremert (f no measure, leave blank)

Mo or norminal costs

Mormal costs esx If provided
by date, same as regular
adrministrative fees If provided
by private sactor, same as
market price In countries

Higher costs

79y

Support to pass language/integration requirement (if no measure, leave blank)
a. Agsessment based an publicly available list of questions or study guide
b. Assessrment based on publicly available course

g and b

gorb

Mether a nor b

79h

Cost of suppart (if no measure or support, leave blank)

Mo or nominal costs

Normal costs ex If provided
by state, same as regular
gdministrative fees If provided
by private sector, same as
market price In countries

Higher costs

[E0]

Econoric resources reguirement

None or at/Eeiow level
of social assistance and
no incorne Is excluded

Higher than social assistance
but source is not linked with
erployrment

Linked to employment/no
social asslgtance

81| Maximum length of application procedure 26 months defined by |= B months But the madmurn | No regulation on
Jaw 15 defined by Jaw maximum length
82| Costs of application andfor issue of status Mo or norinal cogts Mormal costs ex. same as Higher costs
reguiar adminigrative fees in
the courtry
SECURITY OF STATUS 100 50 0
83| Duration of validity of permit =4 <523 <3
84| Renewable permit Auvtorrstically Upan applcation Provided onginal
requirernents are still et
85| Periods of absence allowed for renewsl, after granting of status (continuous or cumulative) = 3 years <3x1 =9
86| Grounds for rejecting, withdrawing, or refusing to renew status: Mo other than a andfor  |includes c ord Includes ¢ and o and’or
a. proven fraud in the acquisition of perrit b additional grounds

b. actual and serious threat to public policy or national security,
. sentence for serious crimes,
d. Original conditions are no longer satisfied (ex. unemployment or economic resources)

g

=

Protection against expulsion. Due account taken of:
. personal behaviour

All elerents

Atleagth ¢, dand e

Cne ormare of bc, dor
e are ndt taken into

a
b. age of resident, aocount
c. duration of residence,
d. consequences for both the resident and his or her family,
. existing links to the Member State concerned
f. {non-)existing links to the resident's country of arigin (including problems of re-entry for political or citizenship
reasons], and
g. alternative rmeasures (downgrading to limited residence permit etc.)
8| Expulsion precluded: fr alf three cases At leagt one case Mone

a. after 20 years of residence as a long-term residence permit holder,

b. in case of minors, and

c. residents bom inthe Member State concerned or admitted before they were 10 once they have reached the
age of 18

89| Legal guarantees and redress in case of refusal, non-renewal, or withdraweal: Al nghts Atlzast g and b Che orbothof a and b
a. reasoned decision are not guaranteed
b. right to appeal
c. representation before an independent administrative authority andfor a court
54 RIGHTS ASSOCIATED WITH STATUS Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
90| Fesidence right after retirernent Maintained Maintained with less Mot maintained
entitiements
91| Access to employment (with the only exception of activities involing the exercise of public authorty), seff- Eoual acoess with Pranty to natonals” EEA Chher lirmiting  conditions
ermployment and other economic activities, and working conditions nationals and equal citizens apply
working conditions
92| Access to social security, social assistance, health care and housing Ecuial acoess with Priority to nationals’ EEA Cther liriting  conditions
nationals citizens apply
93| Recognition of academic and professional gualifications Sare procedures asfor | Different procedure to EEA Mo recognition of titles
EEA nationals nationals
ACCESS TO NATIONALITY
ELIGIBILITY 100 50 0
94]First generation After 25 yearsof total | After = 5 < 10 years of tolal After = 10 years of total
residence residence residence
Mote: "Residence” is defined asthe whale period of lawful and habitual stay since entry. Far instance, if the
requirement is 5 years with a permanent residence, which itself can only be obtained after 5 years' residence,
please select "After = 10 years"
95| Periods of absence allowed previousto acquistion of nationality Longer periods Up to 10 non-consecutive Sharter periods (inclides

months andfor B consecutive
months

uninterripted residence or
where absence not
reguisted by law and Jeft
to administrative
discration)
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Spouses of nationals

Mote: "Residence” is defined asthe whole period of lawful and habitual stay since entry. If there is a reqguired
period of marriage that is less than the residencefwaiting period, please answer according to the most favourable
option. Forinstance, if spouses may apply after 3 years of marriage OR 4 years of residence, please select

Option 3.

After £ 3 years of
residence and or
marniage

After > 32 5 years of
residence andfor marriage

After = & years of
resldence and’ or
matiage

96h

Residence requirement for partners/co-habitees of nationals

Same as for spouse of
national

Longer than for spouses, but
shorterthan for ordinary TCMs

Same as for ordinary
TCNs

97| Second generation Autornatically at birth  [Upon sirple apolication or Maturalisation procedure
(rmay be corditional declaration after bith (faciitated or not)
Mote: Second generation are barn in the country to non-national parents upon parents' atug
93| Third generation Automatically at birth  |Upon simple apolication or Naturalisation procedure
(rmay be conditional declaration after birth (faciitated o nofl
Mote: Third generation are born inthe country to non-national parents, at least one of whaorn was bornin the upon parents' status
country.
CONDITIONS FOR ACQUISITION Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
99a [Language reguirement Mo assessment OR AT |AZ sst as standard Bl or higher st as

Mote: Can be test, interview, completion of course, or other forms of assessments

or leas set as standard

Sandard OR no
sandards, besed on
administrative discretion.

95h

Language reguirement exemptions (Blank if no assessment)
a. Takes into accourt individual abilities ex. educational gualifications
b. Exemptions for vulnerable groups ex. age, iliteracy, mentaliphysical disability

Both of these

One of these

Negher of these

99c

Conductor of language requirernent (f no measure, leave blank)
a. Language-learning specialists
b. Independent of government (ex. not part of a government departrment)

& and b ex. language
institutes

& but not by, ex. language wnit
in government

Mether & nor b, ex. police,
foreigners' service,
gereral consultant

95d

Cost of language requirement (Blank if no assessment)

Mo or norminal costs

Mormal costs ex. If provided
by state, same as regular
administrative fees If provided
by private sector, same as
rrarket price

Higher costs

998

Support to pass language requirement (if no measure, leave blank)
a. Assessment based on publicly available list of guestions or study guide
b. Assessment based on publicly available course

gand b

aorh

MNethera norb

=

Cost of language support (Blank if no language assessment or support)

Mo or norinal costs

Mormal costs ex. If provided
by state, same as reguiar
adrinistrative fees If provided
by private sector, same as
rrarbist price

Hygher costs

100 |Citizenshipdintegration requirement No Requirerment OR Requiremert to tale an Requirement includes
a Voluntany integration course irtegration
couraadinformation testfasseasment
Mote: Can be test, interview, or other forms of assessments.
100 | CitizenshipdAntegration requirement exemptions (Blank if no assessment) Both of these One of these Nether of these
b |a. Takesinto accourt individual abilities ex. educational gqualifications

b. Exemptions for vulnerable groups ex age, illiteracy, mental/physical disability

100 |Conductor of citizenship/integration requirerment (if no measure, leave blank) g and b ac. educational | a but not B ex. clizanshiy’ Mether a nor by, ex. police,
¢ |a. Education specialists Institutes Integration unit in government |foreigners’ service,
b. Independent of government (ex. not part of a govermnment departrnent) gereral conswltant
Cost of citizenshipfintegration requirement (Blank if no assessment) Mo or nominal costs Mormal costs ex. If provided | Higher cogts
by state, sare as regular
adlrinistrative feea If provided
by private sactor, same as
rarbiet price
100 |Support to pass citizenshipfintegration requirement (if no assessment, leave blank) aand b aorh Nether a nor b
e |a. Assessment based on publicly available list of questions or study guide

b. Assessment based on publicly available course
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1001

Cost of citizenshipdintegration requirement (Blank if no assessment)

Mo or nominal cogts

Normal costs ex. If provided
by slate, sarme as regular
administrative fees If provided
by private sactor, same a5
market price

Higher costs

11

Economic resources reguirement

Mone

Minimurn income [esx.
acknowledged level of poverty
thrashold)

Additional requirerments
(e ermplovinent, stabie
and sufficient resources,
higher levels of income)

102

Crirminal record requirernent

Crirnes with sentences
of imprisonment for =25

Crimes with sentences of
Imprisonment for < Syears

For other offences fex.
IiSdemEanours, minor

Mote: Ground for rejection or application of a qualifying period (not rejection, but longer residence period) years OF Uss of offenzes pending cririnal
qualfiing period procedure)
instead of refusal
103|Good character' clause (different frorn criminal record reguirernent) Mone A basic good character Higher good character
required (commonyy usad, e, |requirement (Le. than for
also for nationals) nationals) or vague
definition
104 Maxirnurn length of application procedure =6 months = 6 months but the macirmum | Mo requlahon on

Is defined by law

i lencth

105]| Costs of application and/or issue of nationality title Mo or nominal cogts Normal costs ex. same as Higher costs
regular administrative fees
SECURITY OF STATUS 100 50 0
106]Additional grounds for refusing status: Mo other than a Mo otherthan a-b Cther than a-b
a. Proven fraud {ex. provision of false information) in the acquisition of citizenship
b. Actual and serious threat to public policy or national security.
107 | Discretionary powers in refusal Explicit enttlernent for | Discration only on limied Discretionany procedurs
applicants that meet the |elemeants
conditions and grounds
inlaw
108|Before refusal, due account is taken of {regulated by law): All elements Atleasth o, d eandf Creormorecf he de
a. personal behaviour of resident orf are not taken into
b. age of resident, acoount
c. duration of residence and holding of nationality,
d. consequences for both the residert and his or her family,
e. existing links to the Mermber State concerned
f. (non-Jexisting links to the resident’s country of origin (including problems of re-entry for political or citizenship
reasons], and
0. alternative measures (downgrading to residence permit etc.)
109]Legal guarartees and redress in case of refusal: Al guarantees At lzast 3 and b One or both of 2 and b
a. reasoned decision are not guaranteed
b. right to appeal
c. representation before an independert administrative autharity and/or a court
110] Grounds for withdrawing status: Mo other than a Mo otherthan a-b Cther than a-b
a. Proven fraud (gx provision of false information) in the acquisition of citizenship
b. Actual and serious threat to public policy or national security.
111 Tirne limts for withdrawal (including other means of ceasing nationality by autharity's decision) = 0 years after = 5 years after acquistion N tire lirits in law
acquisition
112]%Withdraveal (including other means of ceasing nationality by authaority's decision) that would lead to statelessness | Eqplicitl prohibited o | Discretionany, Taken into Not aciressed in law
faw acrount in decision
DUAL NATIONALITY Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
113|Requirernent to renounce flose foreign nationality upon naturalisation for first generation Mone. Dual nationalty | Requirernent exists, but with | Requirement exists
is aliowed exceptions (when country of
origin does not allow
renunciation of ctizenship or
aats unreasonably hgh fees
for renunciation)
114|Dual nationality for second andfar third generation. Aliowed at Birth Sulyect to conditions such as | Dual nationalty s not

for thase born in wedibck or
those with dual nationalty if

alfowed

acguired by jus soll
DEFINITIONS AND CONCEPTS 100 50 0
115|Definition of discrimination includes direct and indirect discrimination, harassment and instruction to discriminate | A three ground's Two grounds Ground a, none, or ondy
on grounds of: based on international
a) race and ethnicity standards or constiution,
b} religion and belief subpect to judicial
c) nationality nterpretation
16| Definition of discrimination includes discrimination by association and on basis of assumed characteristics Allthree grounds Two grounds Ground a, none, or anly
covering: based on international
a) race and ethnicity sandards or constiution,
by religion and belief subject to judicial
c) nationality Interpretation
117]Anti-discrimination law applies to natural and legal persons: gand b aorb None

a) Inthe private sector
b} Including private sector carrying out public sector activities
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118]Anti-discrimination law applies to the public sector, including: gand b aorb Mone
a) Public bodies
b} Police force
119]|The law prohibits: Al a handc Two of these ar kss
a) Public inciternent to violence, hatred or discrimination on basis of racedethnicity; religion/belief/nationality
b) Racially/religiously motivated public insults, threats or defarmation
¢ Instigating, aiding, abetting or atternpting to commit such offences
d) Racial profiling
120|Restriction of freedom of association, assembly and speech is permitted when irmpeding egual treatment in All three grounds Two grounds Ground a, none or sulfact
respect af: to judicial interoretation
a) race and ethnicity
b} religion and belief
c) nationality
121]Are there any specific rules covering multiple discrimination? *fes, and victim has the |Yes but the victim has na Mo
choice of the main choice on the main ground to
ground toinvoke in invoke in courts
courts
FIELDS OF APPLICATION Eog &) g
122]Anti-discrimination law covers employment and vocational training: Allthree grounds Two grounds Ground a, none, or only
a) race and ethnicity based on International
b} religion and belief standards or consttution,
c) nationality subject o judicial
Interpretation
123] Anti-discrimination law covers education (primary and secondary level): Allthree grounds Twa grounds Ground a, none, ar only
a) race and ethnicity based on international
b) religion and belief sandards or consttution,
c) nationality subject to judicial
Interpretation
124]Anti-discrimination law covers social protection, including social security: Allthree grounds Two grounds Ground a, none, oF ondy
a) race and ethnicity based on international
by religion and belief standards or consttution,
cl nationality subject fo judicial
Interpretation
126]Anti-discrimination law covers social adv antages: aj race and ethnicty  |Alf three grounds Two grounds Ground a, none, oF only
by religion and belief based on International
c) nationality standards or consttution,
subject o judicial
Interpretation
126]Anti-discrimination [aw covers access to and supply of goods and services available to the public, including Allthree grounds Twa grounds Ground a, none, ar only
housing: based on international
a) race and ethnicity sandards or consttution,
b} religion and belief subject to judicial
c) nationality Interpretation
127 | Anti-discrimination law covers access to supply of goods and services available to the public, including health: [ A# three grounds Two grounds Ground a, nane, or ahly
a) race and ethnicity based on International
b} religion and belief sandards or consttution,
) nationality subject to judicial
Interpretation
ENFORCEMENT MECHANISMS
100 50 0
128]Access for victims, irespectiv e of grounds of discrimination, ta: All three Two of these Chly one of these
a) judicial civil procedures b} criminal procedures
c) administrative procedures
129]Alternative dispute resolution procedures and b aorb none
a) decisions are binding
b} appeal of rulings possible
MNote: Alternative dispute resalution covers procedures like mediation. It does not include the normal judicial
systern or guasi-judicial bodies
130)Access for victims includes: a) race and ethnicity All grounds Two grounds Ground a
by religion and belief
o) nationality
131|Average length of both judicial civil and administrati e procedures does not exceed: =6 months <1 year = year
132|a) shift in burden of proof in judicial civil procedures gand b onlr & none
b shift in burden of proof in administrative procedures
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133|Does national legislation allow courts tao accept the fallowing evidence:
3] situation testing
b} statistical data

gand b

aorb

Nether of these

134|Protection against victimisation in:
a) employment

b} v ocational training

c) education

d) services

)

irr alf areas

aand b

& oF hone

135]a) state provides financial assistance or free court-appointed lawyer to pursue cornplaint before courts where
victims do not have the necessary means
by where necessary an interpreter is provided free of charge

g and b

aorb

136]Legal entities with a legitimate interest in defending the principle of equality:

a) may engage in proceedings on behalf of victims

b} may engage in proceedings in support of victims

c) can bring cases even if no specific victim is referred to (in which case the consent of a victim is not reguired)

Al possibilities

Oniy a or b

Cnly b

137|Legal actions include:

a) individual action

b} class action (court claim where one or more named claimants pursue a case for themsebes and the defined
class against one or more defendants)

c) Actio popularis {Action to obtain remedy by a person or a group in the name of the collective interest)

Allthres

Only two of these

Crne or hone

138]Sanctions include:

a) financial cornpensation to victims for material darmages

b} financial compensation to victims for moral damages/ damages for injuries to feelings

c) restitution of rights lost due to discrimination/ damages in lieu

d) imposing positv e measures on discrimination

] imposing negative measures to stop offending

f) imposing negative measures to prevent repeat offending

) specific sanctions authorising publication of the offence (in a non-judicial publication, 1.e. not in documents
produced by the court)

hy specific sanctions for legal persons

At least 5

Atleastc, eandh

At leadt 2

139]Discriminatory motivation on the grounds of racefreligion/ationality trested as aggravating circumstance

Yes for 3 grounds

Ondy race or religion

Race only or sulject to
Judicial interpretation

EQUALITY POLICIES

100

50

140 Specialised Equality Agency has been established with a mandate to combat discrimination on the grounds of:
a) race and ethnicity

b} religion and belief

o) nationality

Al three grounds

Twa grounds

Ground &

14

Specialised Agency has the powersto assist victims by way of
a) independent legal advice to victims on their case
b} independent investigation of the facts of the case

All

Only one

142]If the specialised Agency acts as a quasi-judicial body:
a) its decisions are binding
b} an appeal of these decisions is possible

All

Onldy one of thess

Mether of these

14

[}

Specialised agency has the legal standing to engage in:
a) judicial proceedings on behalf of a complainant
b} administrative proceedings on behalf of the complainant

aand b

bor none

14

T

Specialised agency has the power to:
a)instigate proceedings in own name
b} lead awn investigation and enforce findings

gand b

145|Law provides that the State tself (rather than the specialised agency):
a) disseminates infarmation

b} ensures social dialogue around issues of discrimination

c) provides for structured dislogue with civil society

Al three

At least one of these

Mone

146]Cn the national level there are:

a) Mechanism for current and future rainstrearm legislation to ensure compliance with anti-discrimination and
equality law (e.g. impact assessments, reporting, research)

by Unit in government/ministries directly warking on anti-discrimination/equality on these grounds

Eoth of these

Only one of these

Nether of these.

147 |Law provides for:

a) obligation for public bodies to promote equality in carrying out their functions

b} abligation for public bodies to ensure that parties to whorn they award contracts, loans, grants or other
benefits respect nore discrirmination

Both of these

Only one of these

Nether of these.

14

[

Law pravides for:
a) introduction of positive action rmeasures
b} assessment of these measures (ex. research, statistics)

Both of these

Only a

Maone of these
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Appendix 2:

Sources of MIPEX equality standards®

Sources of MIPEX equality standards: Europe

Tampere European Council Presidency Conclusion, 15 and 16 October 1999
Immigration Law Practitioners’ Association and the Migration Policy Group, The
Amsterdam Proposals: Proposed Directive on Admission of migrants, 2000

EC Directive on the right to family reunification, 2003/86 of 22 September 2003
Immigration Law Practitioners’ Association and the Migration Policy Group, The
Amsterdam Proposals: Proposed Directive on family reunion, 2000

EC Directive on the right to family reunification, 2003/86 of 22 September 2003
Immigration Law Practitioners’ Association and the Migration Policy Group, The
Amsterdam Proposals: Proposed Directive on family reunion, 2000

EC Directive on the status of third-country nationals who are long-term residents,
2003/109 of 25 November 2003

EC Directive on the right of citizens and their family members to move and reside
freely within the territory of the Member States, 2004/38 of 29 April 2004

Immigration Law Practitioners’ Association and the Migration Policy Group, The
Amsterdam Proposals: Proposed Directive on long-term residents, 2000

EC Council Conclusions of 26 November 2009 on the education of children with a
migrant background 2009/C 301/07

>Council Directive< 77/486/EEC of 25 July 1977 on the education of the children of
migrant workers

Council of Europe, Convention on the participation of foreigners in public life at local
level, 1992

Gsir, Sonia and Martiniello, Marco, Local Consultative Bodies for foreign residents — a
handbook (Council of Europe; Strasbourg 2004)

Council of Europe, European Convention on Nationality, 1997

Bauboeck, R. et al. (eds.) “Evaluation and Recommendations” in “The Acquisition and
Loss of Nationality in 15 EU Member States” (Amsterdam University Press;
Amsterdam, 2006)

Starting Line Group, Proposals for legislative measures to combat racism and to
promote equal rights in the European Union, 1998

Directive implementing the principle of equal treatment between persons irrespective of
racial or ethnic origin, 2000/43 of 29 June 2000

Directive establishing a general framework for equal treatment in employment and
occupation, 2000/78 or 27 November 2000

Sources of MIPEX equality standards: International

UN International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR)

UN International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (IESCR)

UN International Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC)

UN International Convention on the Protection of All Migrant Workers and the
Members of Their Families

> MIPEX Methodology. (n.d.). Retrieved May 28, 2014, from http://www.mipex.eu/methodology.
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International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination
(CERD)

UNESCO Convention against Discrimination in Education

ILO Convention No. 97 of 1949 on Migration for Employment

ILO Convention No. 143 of 1979 on Migrant Workers (Supplementary Provisions)

ILO Multilateral Framework on Labour Migration: Non-binding principles and
guidelines for a rights-based approach to labour migration

69



Appendix 3:

Variance in the different policy fields

Descriptive Statistics

N Range Minimum | Maximum | Std. Deviation | Variance
MIPEX policy field Labour
- 24 79 21 100 20,867 435,449
Market Mobility Score
Valid N (listwise) 24
Descriptive Statistics
N Range Minimum [ Maximum | Std. Deviation | Variance
MIPEX policy field Family
o 24 52 39 91 13,629 185,761
Reunification
Valid N (listwise) 24
Descriptive Statistics
N Range Minimum [ Maximum | Std. Deviation | Variance
MIPEX policy field
) 24 65 12 77 18,365 337,275
Education
Valid N (listwise) 24
Descriptive Statistics
N Range Minimum | Maximum | Std. Deviation | Variance
MIPEX policy field Political
S 24 79 8 87 24,218 586,520
Participation
Valid N (listwise) 24
Descriptive Statistics
N Range Minimum | Maximum | Std. Deviation | Variance
MIPEX policy field Long-
) 24 42 37 79 10,168 103,384
term Residence
Valid N (listwise) 24
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Descriptive Statistics

Range Minimum | Maximum | Std. Deviation | Variance
MIPEX policy field Anti-
o 24 63 25 88 18,118 328,259
discrimination
Valid N (listwise) 24
Descriptive Statistics
Range Minimum | Maximum | Std. Deviation | Variance
MIPEX policy field Access
) ) 24 67 15 82 20,834 | 434,042
to Nationality
Valid N (listwise) 24
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Appendix 4:

Classification of political parties as right-wing parties

The data on the share of right-wing parties in parliament is based on the comparative political
database®. The parties were identified as right-wing parties on the basis of the group of ultra-
right parties in the classification by Lane, McKay, and Newton® and the group of right-
populist parties as defined by Cas Mudde®. The classification of Central and Eastern European
countries’ political parties was moreover based on Janusz Bugajski’s’ classification and
additional national sources. The following lists all parties categorized as right-wing in the
different EU member states.

Austria

- Freedom Party (Freiheitliche Partei Osterreichs, FPO)
- Alliance for the Future of Austria (Biindnis Zukunft Osterreich, BZO)

Belgium

- Flemish Interest (Vlaams Belang) (former: Flemish Block (Flaams Blok))
- National Front (Front National, FN-NF) (Francophone)

Bulgaria

- George Day-International Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (VMRO-
Gergiovden)

- Party Ataka (Nacionalno Obedinenie Ataka) [comprised of National Movement for the
Salvation of the Fatherland (Nacionalno Dvizenie za Spasenie na Otecestvoto),
Bulgarian National Patriotic Party (Balgarska Nacionalna-Patrioticna Partija), Union
of Patriotic Forces and Militaries of the Reserve Defense (Sajuz na Patriotic-nite Sili i
Voinite ot Zapaca Zacsita)]

Cyprus

Czech Republic

4Armingeon, K., Careja, R., Kndpfel, L., Weisstanner, D., Engler, S., Potolidis, P., Gerber, M. (2013).
Comparative Political Data Set 111 1990-2011. Bern: Institute of Political Science, University of Bern.

> Lane, J. E., McKay, D. H., & Newton, K. (1997). Political Data Handbook. OECD Countries. Oxford
University Press.

® Mudde, C. (2007). Populist radical right parties in Europe (pp. 197-232). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

’ Bugajski, J. (2002). Political parties of Eastern Europe: A guide to politics in the post-communist era. M.E.
Sharpe.
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- Rally for the Republic - Republican Party of Czechoslovakia (Sdruzeni Pro Republiku
— Republikanska Strana Ceskoslovenska, SPR-RSC)
- Sovereignty/Jana Bobosikova Bloc (Suverenita/blok Jany Bobosikova, SUV)

Estonia

- Estonian Citizens (Eesti Kodanik)

- Estonian National Independence Party (Eesti Rahvusliku Séltumatuse Parteli,
- ERSP)

- Estonian Future Party (Tulevikupartei, TP)

- Better Estonia + Estonian Citizens (Parem Eesti ja Eesti Kodanik, PE & EK)

Finland
- True Finns (Perussuomalaiset, PS) (until 1994: Finnish Rural Party)
France
- National Front (Front National, FN)
Germany
- Republicans (Die Republikaner)
Greece
- Popular Orthodox Rally (LAOS)
Hungary

- Hungarian Justice and Life Party (Magyar lgazsag es Elet Partya, MIEP)
- For the Right Hungary (Jobbik)

Italy

- National Alliance (Alleanza Nationale, AN) (formerly Social Movement (MSI-DN))
- Nothern League (Lega Nord) (formerly Lombard League (Lega Lombarda))

- For Homeland (Fatherland) and Freedom TB

- Latvian National Independence Movement (Latvijas Nacionalas Neatkaribas

- Kustiba, LNNK)

- People's (National) Movement for Latvia - Siegerist Party (Tautas Kustiba Latvi-jai —
Zigerista Partija, TKL-ZP)

- Alliance for Homeland and Freedom / Latvian National Independence Movement
(TB/LNNK)

- Everything for Latvia/For Fatherland and Freedom/LNNK (Visu Latvi-jai/TB/LNNK)
(competed in 2011 under the name National Union [Nacionala apvieniba ,,Visu
Latvijai!” — ,,T@vzemei un Brivibai/LNNK], NA)
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Lithuania

- Lithuanian National Party "Young Lithuania' (Lietuviu Nacionaline Partija ‘Jaunoji
Lietuva’, LNP-JL)

Luxembourg

- Luxembourg for the Luxembourgers (Letzebuerg fir de Letzebuerger National
Bewegong)

Malta
-/
Netherlands

- Centre Democrats (CD)
- List Pim Fortuyn (LPF)
- Freedom Party/Group Wilders (Partij voor de Vrijheid, PVV)

Poland

- Confederation for Independent Poland (Konfederacja Polski Niepodlegtej, KPN)
- Party X
- Movement for Rebuilding Poland (Ruch Odbudowy Polski, ROP)

Portugal
-
Romania

- Greater Romania Party (Partidul Romania Mare)
- Party of National Unity of Romanians (Partidul Unitatii Nationale Romane)

Slovakia

- Slovak National Party (Slovenska narodna strana, SNS)

- Movement for a Democratic Slovakia (Hnutie za demokratické Slovensko, HZDS,
since 2006: L’S-HZDS) (in 1994 HZDS was in an electoral alliance with the Peasants
Party of Slovakia)

- The Real Slovak National Party (Prava Slovenska narodna strana, PSNS)

- Movement for Democracy (Hnutie za demokraciu, HZD)

Slovenia

- Slovenian National Party (Slovenska Nacionalna Stranka, SNS)
Spain

-
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Sweden

- New Democracy (Ny Demokrati, NYD)
- Sweden Democrats (Sverigedemokraterna, SD)

75



Appendix 5:

The Ranking and scores of the twenty-four countries under study, overall, and in the seven

different policy fields in 2007 and 2010, excluding education®

Overall Ranking and Score

Labour Market Mobility

without education

Family Reunion

2010 | 2007 2010 | 2007 2010 | 2007
Sweden 84 85 Sweden 100 | 100 Portugal 91 89
Portugal 81 76 Portugal 94 80 Spain 85 76
Finland 70 70 Netherlands | 85 85 Sweden 84 89
Netherlands 71 71 Spain 84 79 Slovenia 75 75
Belgium 68 64 Germany 77 77 Italy 74 78
Spain 65 62 Finland 71 71 Finland 70 70
Italy 64 65 Italy 69 69 Belgium 68 70
Luxembourg | 60 52 Romania 68 / Luxembourg | 67 53
Germany 60 59 Estonia 65 65 Poland 67 67
France 54 54 Austria 56 44 Czech 66 66
Republic
Slovenia 53 53 Czech 55 55 Estonia 65 65
Republic

Greece 50 40 Belgium 53 53 Romania 65 /
Hungary 50 47 Greece 50 45 Hungary 61 56
Romania 49 / France 49 49 Germany 60 62
Czech 46 42 Luxembourg | 48 45 Lithuania 59 59
Republic

Estonia 45 43 Poland 48 45 Netherlands | 58 59
Bulgaria 45 / Lithuania 46 46 Slovakia 53 53
Lithuania 44 43 Slovenia 44 44 France 52 53
Poland 44 43 Malta 43 48 Bulgaria 51 /
Austria 42 39 Hungary 41 36 Greece 49 47
Malta 40 40 Bulgaria 40 / Malta 48 50
Slovakia 38 38 Latvia 36 27 Latvia 46 46
Cyprus 36 36 Cyprus 21 21 Austria 41 43
Latvia 33 30 Slovakia 21 21 Cyprus 39 39

8 Huddleston, T., Niessen, J., Chaoimh, E.N., White, E. (2011). Migrant Integration Policy Index Ill. Brussels:

British Council and Migration Policy Group.
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Political Participation

Long-term Residence

Anti-discrimination

2010 | 2007 2010 | 2007 2010 | 2007
Finland 87 87 Belgium 79 64 Sweden 88 88
Netherlands 79 79 Spain 78 72 Portugal 84 84
Luxembourg 78 76 Sweden 78 78 Bulgaria 80 /
Sweden 75 75 Portugal 69 55 Belgium 79 70
Portugal 70 69 Slovenia 69 69 Finland 78 77
Germany 64 64 Netherlands | 68 68 France 77 74
Belgium 59 61 Estonia 67 68 Hungary 75 75
Spain 56 56 Italy 66 69 Romania 73 /
Italy 50 50 Czech 65 65 Netherlands | 68 68
Republic
France 44 44 Poland 65 65 Slovenia 66 66
Greece 40 25 Malta 64 64 Italy 62 62
Austria 33 33 Hungary 60 54 Cyprus 59 59
Hungary 33 33 Latvia 59 51 Slovakia 59 47
Estonia 28 28 Austria 58 54 Lithuania 55 50
Slovenia 28 28 Finland 58 58 Greece 50 50
Cyprus 25 25 Bulgaria 57 / Spain 49 49
Lithuania 25 25 Lithuania 57 57 Germany 48 48
Malta 25 25 Greece 56 56 Luxembourg | 48 47
Slovakia 21 21 Luxembourg | 56 57 Czech 44 20
Republic

Latvia 18 18 Romania 54 / Austria 40 40
Bulgaria 17 / Germany 50 50 Malta 36 27
Czech 13 13 Slovakia 50 50 Poland 36 35
Republic

Poland 13 13 France 46 46 Estonia 32 18
Romania 8 / Cyprus 37 41 Latvia 25 25
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Access to Nationality

MIPEX overall

score (including
education)
2010 | 2007 2010

Portugal 82 82 Sweden 83
Sweden 79 79 Portugal 79
Belgium 69 69 Finland 69
Luxembourg 66 34 Netherlands | 68
Netherlands 66 65 Belgium 67
Italy 63 65 Spain 63
France 59 59 Italy 60
Germany 59 52 Luxembourg | 59
Finland 57 54 Germany 57
Greece 57 18 France 51
Spain 39 39 Greece 49
Poland 35 35 Slovenia 48
Czech 33 33 Czech 46
Republic Republic
Slovenia 33 33 Estonia 46
Cyprus 32 32 Hungary 45
Hungary 31 28 Romania 45
Romania 29 / Austria 42
Slovakia 27 39 Poland 42
Malta 26 26 Bulgaria 41
Bulgaria 24 / Lithuania 40
Austria 22 22 Malta 37
Lithuania 20 20 Slovakia 36
Estonia 16 15 Cyprus 35
Latvia 15 16 Latvia 31
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Appendix 6:

Correlation of the dependent variable with each of the independent variables under study

Correlations

MIPEX score Percentage of
excluding respondents
education who agree that

immigrants
contribute to
their country
2006 and 2008
Pearson Correlation 1 805"
MIPEX score excluding
education Sig. (1-tailed) ,000
N 46 46
Percentage of respondents  Pearson Correlation 805" 1
who agree that immigrants  sig. (1-tailed) ,000
contribute to their country
2006 and 2008 N 46 48
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).
Correlations

MIPEX score Percentage of
excluding respondents
education who see

immigration as
one of the two
most important
issues 2004-
2007 and 2006-
2010 average
Pearson Correlation 1 ,173
MIPEX score excluding
education Sig. (1-tailed) ,126
N 46 46
Percentage of respondents  Pearson Correlation ,173 1
who see immigration as one  Sjg. (1-tailed) 126
of the two most important
issues 2004-2007 and 2006- N 46 46

2010 average
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Correlations

MIPEX score | Unemployment
excluding rate 2003-2007
education and 2006-2010
average
Pearson Correlation 1 -,146
MIPEX score excluding ) )
) Sig. (1-tailed) ,167
education
N 46 46
Unemployment rate 2003-  Pearson Correlation -,146 1
2007 and 2006-2010 Sig. (1-tailed) ,167
average N 46 46
Correlations
MIPEX score | GDP per capita
excluding in PPS average
education for 2003-2007
and 2006-2010
Pearson Correlation 1 386"
MIPEX score excluding ) )
) Sig. (1-tailed) ,004
education
N 46 46
GDP per capita in PPS Pearson Correlation 386" 1
average for 2003-2007 and  Sig. (1-tailed) ,004
2006-2010 N 46 48
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).
Correlations
MIPEX score percentage of
excluding right-wing party
education seats in
parliament
average for
2003-2007 and
2006-2010
Pearson Correlation 1 -,169
MIPEX score excluding ) )
) Sig. (1-tailed) ,131
education
N 46 46
percentage of right-wing Pearson Correlation -,169 1
party seats in parliament Sig. (1-tailed) ,131
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average for 2003-2007 and

N 46 46
2006-2010
Correlations
MIPEX score Social
excluding Expenditure in
education % of GDP
2003-2007 and
2006-2010
average
Pearson Correlation 1 675"
MIPEX score excluding ) )
) Sig. (1-tailed) ,000
education
N 46 46
Social Expenditure in % of ~ Pearson Correlation 675" 1
GDP 2003-2007 and 2006-  Sig. (1-tailed) ,000
2010 average N 46 46
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).
Correlations
MIPEX score | Debt 2003-2007
excluding and 2006-2010
education average
Pearson Correlation 1 307"
MIPEX score excluding ) )
) Sig. (1-tailed) ,019
education
N 46 46
Pearson Correlation ,307* 1
Debt 2003-2007 and 2006- )
Sig. (1-tailed) ,019
2010 average
N 46 46

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed).

81



Appendix 7:

Model 1 — Debt, social expenditure, GDP per capita in PPS, and public opinion

Variables Entered/Removed?

Model Variables Variables Method

Entered Removed

Debt 2003-2007
and 2006-2010
average,
Percentage of
respondents
who agree that
immigrants
contribute to
their country

L 2006 and 2008, A enter
GDP per capita
in PPS average
for 2003-2007
and 2006-2010,
Social
Expenditure in
% of GDP
2003-2007 and
2006-2010

averageb

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding
education

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary”

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the

Square Estimate

1 ,996% ,992 ,989 1,320




a. Predictors: (Constant), Debt 2003-2007 and 2006-2010 average,

Percentage of respondents who agree that immigrants contribute to

their country 2006 and 2008, GDP per capita in PPS average for
2003-2007 and 2006-2010, Social Expenditure in % of GDP 2003-
2007 and 2006-2010 average

b. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

ANOVA?
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 2649,638 4 662,410 380,363 ,000°
1 Residual 22,640 13 1,742
Total 2672,278 17

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

b. Predictors: (Constant), Debt 2003-2007 and 2006-2010 average, Percentage of respondents
who agree that immigrants contribute to their country 2006 and 2008, GDP per capita in PPS
average for 2003-2007 and 2006-2010, Social Expenditure in % of GDP 2003-2007 and 2006-

2010 average

Coefficients?®

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 14,075 1,709 8,234 ,000
Percentage of respondents
who agree that immigrants
contribute to their country 353 027 483 12995 000
2006 and 2008
GDP per capita in PPS
1 average for 2003-2007 and ,182 ,031 ,373 5,886 ,000
2006-2010
Social Expenditure in % of
GDP 2003-2007 and 2006- , 766 ,179 ,300 4,278 ,001
2010 average
Debt 2003-2007 and 2006-
2010 average -,143 ,026 -,163 -5,412 ,000

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
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Residuals Statistics?®

Minimum | Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N

Predicted Value 36,62 71,89 52,61 12,484 18
Std. Predicted Value -1,281 1,544 ,000 1,000 18
Standard Error of Predicted

Value ,496 ,920 ,682 ,138 18
Adjusted Predicted Value 36,36 72,13 52,62 12,515 18
Residual -2,032 2,538 ,000 1,154 18
Std. Residual -1,540 1,923 ,000 ,874 18
Stud. Residual -1,727 2,107 -,003 ,976 18
Deleted Residual -2,555 3,047 -,009 1,445 18
Stud. Deleted Residual -1,890 2,495 ,011 1,048 18
Mahal. Distance 1,452 7,317 3,778 1,915 18
Cook's Distance ,000 ,178 ,047 ,049 18
Centered Leverage Value ,085 ,430 222 , 113 18

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

Histogram
Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
Mean = -2 19E-16
21 Std. Dev. =03874
M=18
4 /"“\.\
z /
5
=
o
2
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2—
1_ / \
. " [~

2 -1 0 1 2

Regression Standardized Residual
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Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
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Appendix 8:

Output of Model 2 — The MIPEX score for 2007 and 2010 excluding education, the debt
level, social expenditure and public opinion

Variables Entered/Removed?

Model Variables Variables Method

Entered Removed

Debt 2003-2007
and 2006-2010
average,
Percentage of
respondents
who agree that
immigrants

1 contribute to enter
their country
2006 and 2008,
Social
Expenditure in
% of GDP
2003-2007 and
2006-2010

averageb

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding
education

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summaryb

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 ,966° ,934 ,927 3,842

a. Predictors: (Constant), Debt 2003-2007 and 2006-2010 average,

Percentage of respondents who agree that immigrants contribute to
their country 2006 and 2008, Social Expenditure in % of GDP 2003-
2007 and 2006-2010 average

b. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
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ANOVA?

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 6024,744 3 2008,248 136,020 ,000°
1 Residual 428,165 29 14,764
Total 6452,909 32

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

b. Predictors: (Constant), Debt 2003-2007 and 2006-2010 average, Percentage of respondents

who agree that immigrants contribute to their country 2006 and 2008, Social Expenditure in % of
GDP 2003-2007 and 2006-2010 average

Coefficients?

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 9,706 3,074 3,158 ,004
Percentage of respondents
who agree that immigrants
contribute to their country 343 054 480 6399 000
2006 and 2008
! Social Expenditure in % of
GDP 2003-2007 and 2006- 1,523 ,255 ,605 5,971 ,000
2010 average
Debt 2003-2007 and 2006-
2010 average -,026 ,042 -,047 -,610 ,546
a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
Residuals Statistics®
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N
Predicted Value 34,36 82,97 53,82 13,721 33
Std. Predicted Value -1,418 2,125 ,000 1,000 33
Standard Error of Predicted
Value ,888 2,134 1,304 ,302 33
Adjusted Predicted Value 34,95 82,69 53,82 13,709 33
Residual -6,549 8,651 ,000 3,658 33
Std. Residual -1,704 2,251 ,000 ,952 33
Stud. Residual -1,758 2,314 -,001 1,008 33
Deleted Residual -6,969 9,139 -,005 4,108 33
Stud. Deleted Residual -1,828 2,518 ,005 1,038 33
Mabhal. Distance , 740 8,900 2,909 1,910 33
Cook's Distance ,000 ,105 ,031 ,033 33
Centered Leverage Value ,023 ,278 ,091 ,060 33

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
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Histogram
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Regression Standardized Residual

Scatterplot
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Appendix 9:

Output of Model 3 — The MIPEX score for 2007 and 2010 excluding education, social
expenditure and public opinion

Variables Entered/Removed?

Model Variables Variables Method

Entered Removed

Social
Expenditure in
% of GDP
2003-2007 and
2006-2010
average,

1 Percentage of Enter
respondents
who agree that
immigrants
contribute to
their country
2006 and 2008"

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding
education

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summaryb

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 ,898° ,806 ,796 6,389

a. Predictors: (Constant), Social Expenditure in % of GDP 2003-2007
and 2006-2010 average, Percentage of respondents who agree that
immigrants contribute to their country 2006 and 2008

b. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

ANOVA?®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 6453,940 2 3226,970 79,060 ,000°
1 Residual 1551,036 38 40,817
Total 8004,976 40

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
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b. Predictors: (Constant), Social Expenditure in % of GDP 2003-2007 and 2006-2010 average,

Percentage of respondents who agree that immigrants contribute to their country 2006 and 2008

Coefficients?

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 11,076 4,292 2,580 ,014

Percentage of respondents

who agree that immigrants

,355 ,070 479 5,086 ,000

1 contribute to their country

2006 and 2008

Social Expenditure in % of

GDP 2003-2007 and 2006- 1,329 ,246 ,509 5,410 ,000

2010 average
a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

Residuals Statistics®
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Predicted Value 33,31 80,81 53,02 12,702 41
Std. Predicted Value -1,552 2,187 ,000 1,000 41
Standard Error of Predicted
Value 1,054 2,804 1,673 ,438 41
Adjusted Predicted Value 32,25 80,14 52,95 12,667 41
Residual -18,656 9,689 ,000 6,227 41
Std. Residual -2,920 1,517 ,000 ,975 41
Stud. Residual -2,965 1,598 ,006 1,002 41
Deleted Residual -19,228 10,755 ,079 6,591 41
Stud. Deleted Residual -3,336 1,632 -,008 1,047 41
Mabhal. Distance 112 6,729 1,951 1,588 41
Cook's Distance ,000 ,094 ,019 ,026 41
Centered Leverage Value ,003 ,168 ,049 ,040 41

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
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Regression Standardized Residual

Scatterplot
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Appendix 10:

Output of Model 3.1 — The MIPEX score 2010 including education, and social expenditure

and public opinion

Variables Entered/Removed?

Model

Variables

Entered

Variables

Removed

Metho

d

Percentage of
respondents
who agree that
immigrants
contribute to
their country
2006, 2008
average,
Expenditure on
social protection
in % of GDP
2006-2010"

Enter

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary”

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 ,938° ,881 ,867 5,102

a. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of respondents who agree that

immigrants contribute to their country 2006, 2008 average,

Expenditure on social protection in % of GDP 2006-2010
b. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

ANOVA?
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 3264,468 2 1632,234 62,710 ,000°
1 Residual 442,482 17 26,028
Total 3706,950 19

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

b. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of respondents who agree that immigrants contribute to

their country 2006, 2008 average, Expenditure on social protection in % of GDP 2006-2010




Coefficients?

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 5,983 5,043 1,186 ,252
Expenditure on social
protection in % of GDP 1,373 ,275 ,530 4,994 ,000
L 2006-2010
Percentage of respondents
who agree that immigrants
contribute to their country 395 081 o1 4850 000
2006, 2008 average
a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010
Residuals Statistics®
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Predicted Value 31,70 79,52 51,05 13,108 20
Std. Predicted Value -1,476 2,172 ,000 1,000 20
Standard Error of Predicted
value 1,254 3,079 1,919 ,482 20
Adjusted Predicted Value 31,85 77,53 50,91 12,957 20
Residual -11,300 7,164 ,000 4,826 20
Std. Residual -2,215 1,404 ,000 ,946 20
Stud. Residual -2,286 1,486 ,012 1,000 20
Deleted Residual -12,041 8,025 ,137 5,409 20
Stud. Deleted Residual -2,665 1,546 -,018 1,092 20
Mahal. Distance ,199 5,971 1,900 1,517 20
Cook's Distance ,000 ,149 ,040 ,051 20
Centered Leverage Value ,010 ,314 ,100 ,080 20

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010
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Regression Standardized Residual

Scatterplot
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Appendix 11:

Output of Model 4 — The MIPEX score for 2007 and 2010 excluding education, and GDP per

capita in PPS
Variables Entered/Removed?
Model Variables Variables Method
Entered Removed
GDP per capita
1 in PPS average Enter
for 2003-2007
and 2006-2010°
a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding
education
b. All requested variables entered.
Model Summary”
Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 ,819° ,670 ,660 7,102

a. Predictors: (Constant), GDP per capita in PPS average for 2003-
2007 and 2006-2010

b. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

ANOVA?
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 3483,601 1 3483,601 69,075 ,000°
1 Residual 1714,704 34 50,432
Total 5198,306 35

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

b. Predictors: (Constant), GDP per capita in PPS average for 2003-2007 and 2006-2010
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Coefficients?

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 14,853 4,491 3,307 ,002
1 GDP per capita in PPS

average for 2003-2007 and ,408 ,049 ,819 8,311 ,000

2006-2010
a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

Residuals Statistics®
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Predicted Value 35,31 68,56 50,86 9,977 36
Std. Predicted Value -1,559 1,774 ,000 1,000 36
Standard Error of Predicted
Value 1,185 2,437 1,636 ,358 36
Adjusted Predicted Value 35,16 68,24 50,80 9,973 36
Residual -18,219 9,148 ,000 6,999 36
Std. Residual -2,565 1,288 ,000 ,986 36
Stud. Residual -2,606 1,326 ,004 1,008 36
Deleted Residual -18,802 9,696 ,066 7,325 36
Stud. Deleted Residual -2,870 1,342 -,009 1,043 36
Mahal. Distance ,002 3,148 972 ,854 36
Cook's Distance ,000 , 109 ,023 ,024 36
Centered Leverage Value ,000 ,090 ,028 ,024 36

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
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Regression Standardized Residual

Scatterplot
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Appendix 12:

Output of Model 5 — The MIPEX score for 2007 and 2010 excluding education, and social

expenditure

Variables Entered/Removed?

Model

Variables

Entered

Variables

Removed

Method

Social
Expenditure in
% of GDP
2003-2007 and
2006-2010

averageb

Enter

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding

education

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary”

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 ,751% ,564 ,552 8,708

a. Predictors: (Constant), Social Expenditure in % of GDP 2003-2007
and 2006-2010 average

b. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

ANOVA?
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 3820,886 1 3820,886 50,384 ,000b
1 Residual 2957,553 39 75,835
Total 6778,439 40

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
b. Predictors: (Constant), Social Expenditure in % of GDP 2003-2007 and 2006-2010 average
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Coefficients?

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 12,123 5,807 2,088 ,043
1 Social Expenditure in % of

GDP 2003-2007 and 2006- 1,845 ,260 , 751 7,098 ,000

2010 average
a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

Residuals Statistics®
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Predicted Value 35,12 69,70 52,20 9,774 41
Std. Predicted Value -1,747 1,791 ,000 1,000 41
Standard Error of Predicted
value 1,360 2,816 1,874 ,440 41
Adjusted Predicted Value 34,23 71,53 52,21 9,872 41
Residual -17,004 22,187 ,000 8,599 41
Std. Residual -1,953 2,548 ,000 ,987 41
Stud. Residual -1,983 2,595 -,001 1,011 41
Deleted Residual -17,538 23,012 -,015 9,019 41
Stud. Deleted Residual -2,064 2,816 ,004 1,042 41
Mahal. Distance ,000 3,208 ,976 ,931 41
Cook's Distance ,000 212 ,025 ,039 41
Centered Leverage Value ,000 ,080 ,024 ,023 41

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
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Appendix 13:

Output Model 5.1 — The MIPEX score 2010 including education, and social expenditure

Variables Entered/Removed?

Model

Variables

Entered

Variables

Removed

Method

Expenditure on
social protection
in % of GDP
2006-2010°

Enter

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary”

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 ,816° ,666 ,647 7,003

a. Predictors: (Constant), Expenditure on social protection in % of
GDP 2006-2010
b. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

ANOVA?
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 1760,498 1 1760,498 35,900 ,000°
1 Residual 882,702 18 49,039
Total 2643,200 19

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

b. Predictors: (Constant), Expenditure on social protection in % of GDP 2006-2010

Coefficients?®

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 9,818 6,757 1,453 ,163
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Expenditure on social
protection in % of GDP 1,825 ,305 ,816 5,992 ,000
2006-2010

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

Residuals Statistics®

Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N

Predicted Value 35,88 64,31 49,20 9,626 20
Std. Predicted Value -1,384 1,570 ,000 1,000 20
Standard Error of Predicted

Value 1,566 2,968 2,168 464 20
Adjusted Predicted Value 36,19 64,70 49,15 9,671 20
Residual -11,096 11,320 ,000 6,816 20
Std. Residual -1,585 1,617 ,000 ,973 20
Stud. Residual -1,630 1,662 ,003 1,021 20
Deleted Residual -11,748 11,960 ,049 7,503 20
Stud. Deleted Residual -1,716 1,755 ,007 1,044 20
Mahal. Distance ,001 2,463 ,950 , 793 20
Cook's Distance ,000 ,120 ,050 ,042 20
Centered Leverage Value ,000 ,130 ,050 ,042 20

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010
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Appendix 14:

Output Model 6 — The MIPEX score for 2007 and 2010 excluding education, and public

Variables Entered/Removed?

opinion

Model

Variables

Entered

Variables

Removed

Method

Percentage of
respondents
who agree that
immigrants
contribute to
their country
2006 and 2008"

Enter

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding

education

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary”

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 ,818° ,670 ,662 8,361

a. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of respondents who agree that

immigrants contribute to their country 2006 and 2008

b. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

ANOVA?
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 6091,388 1 6091,388 87,141 ,000°
1 Residual 3005,812 43 69,903
Total 9097,200 44

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education

b. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of respondents who agree that immigrants contribute to

their country 2006 and 2008
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Coefficients?

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 28,740 2,902 9,905 ,000
Percentage of respondents
1 who agree that immigrants
contribute to their country 640 069 818 9335 000
2006 and 2008
a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
Residuals Statistics®
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Predicted Value 36,42 81,89 53,20 11,766 45
Std. Predicted Value -1,426 2,438 ,000 1,000 45
Standard Error of Predicted
Value 1,246 3,316 1,700 ,469 45
Adjusted Predicted Value 36,31 81,49 53,16 11,708 45
Residual -16,273 14,928 ,000 8,265 45
Std. Residual -1,946 1,785 ,000 ,989 45
Stud. Residual -1,970 1,806 ,002 1,006 45
Deleted Residual -16,670 15,267 ,038 8,553 45
Stud. Deleted Residual -2,041 1,856 -,002 1,019 45
Mabhal. Distance ,000 5,944 ,978 1,216 45
Cook's Distance ,000 ,062 ,017 ,016 45
Centered Leverage Value ,000 ,135 ,022 ,028 45

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX score excluding education
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Appendix 15:

Output Model 6.1 — The MIPEX score 2010 including education, and public opinion

Variables Entered/Removed?

Model

Variables

Entered

Variables

Removed

Method

Percentage of
respondents
who agree that
immigrants
contribute to
their country
2006, 2008

averageb

Enter

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

b. All requested variables entered.

Model Summary”

Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Square Estimate
1 ,840° ,706 ,693 7,825

a. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of respondents who agree that

immigrants contribute to their country 2006, 2008 average

b. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

ANOVA?
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 3240,393 1 3240,393 52,915 ,000°
1 Residual 1347,232 22 61,238
Total 4587,625 23

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

b. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of respondents who agree that immigrants contribute to

their country 2006, 2008 average

Coefficients?®
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Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 27,278 3,709 7,355 ,000
Percentage of respondents
1 who agree that immigrants
contribute to their country 851 090 840 7.2m 000
2006, 2008 average
a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010
Residuals Statistics®
Minimum [ Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Predicted Value 35,09 80,01 51,63 11,870 24
Std. Predicted Value -1,393 2,392 ,000 1,000 24
Standard Error of Predicted
value 1,598 4,217 2,180 ,607 24
Adjusted Predicted Value 34,96 78,79 51,50 11,747 24
Residual -13,855 14,331 ,000 7,653 24
Std. Residual -1,770 1,831 ,000 ,978 24
Stud. Residual -1,824 1,871 ,007 1,012 24
Deleted Residual -14,704 14,959 ,123 8,210 24
Stud. Deleted Residual -1,934 1,993 ,003 1,040 24
Mahal. Distance ,000 5,721 ,958 1,231 24
Cook's Distance ,000 ,123 ,036 ,033 24
Centered Leverage Value ,000 ,249 ,042 ,054 24

a. Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

114




Frequency

Histogram
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Dependent Variable: MIPEX overall score of 2010

Scatterplot

-1

o

Regression Standardized Predicted Value

116



