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Abstract

The concentration of the world’s refugees in developing countries calls for international
collaboration on the matter. In the face of concerns voiced not only amongst politicians
but also the public, we investigate how people trade-off the two most prominent
responsibility-sharing mechanism. We conduct a survey experiment in 26 countries ask-
ing whether people would rather: (a) admit more asylum seekers and (b) provide finan-
cial assistance to the host countries. We find that most respondents prefer admitting
asylum seekers over paying. We also establish significant individual-level heterogeneity
that sheds new light on people’s attitudes towards asylum seekers. Importantly, we
report on the effect of welfare chauvinism and nativism on the willingness to admit
rather than to pay.
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Introduction

Despite the COVID-19 pandemic, the number of people fleeing wars, violence, persecu-
tion, and human rights violations in 2020 rose to nearly 82.4 million people (UNHCR,
2021). A substantial number of these found refuge in developing countries that often
lack the means to accommodate and help them. Because of the uneven distribution of
asylum claims, concerns are increasingly being voiced that the first border crossed
cannot be the exclusive principle of responsibility. It should be an ambition to achieve
a more equitable sharing of international responsibility in refugee issues (Doyle, 2018).

Fundamentally, there are two broad mechanisms for international responsibility
sharing in refugee issues: the provision of financial assistance to host countries, and
the admission of refugees, most commonly through resettlement (Dowd and McAdam,
2017). In other words, a country can either provide financial help to ensure that other
countries can guarantee basic rights and decent living conditions for refugees, or else
admit more asylum seekers from countries already hosting comparatively large
numbers of them. The objective of this article is to examine how people trade-off
these two mechanisms. In a situation where a country handles fewer asylum application
cases compared to many others, would citizens of that country — in the pursuit of respon-
sibility sharing — prefer that their country admits more applicants or else that their country
pays a financial solidarity contribution to another country that handles these cases
instead?

The question of how people trade-off financial assistance against admission of asylum
seekers has not previously been studied but is of vital interest. Importantly, responsibility
sharing has received increased attention during the past decade, due particularly to the
imbalance in state responsibility. The obligations that states have towards refugees in
their own territory, as well as at their borders, are well defined, while their obligations
to support refugees in territories outside their own borders are much weaker and thus
very political. The situation is consequently one in which geography and proximity to
crisis de facto defines responsibility (Betts, 2018). Because this could be argued to be eth-
ically unsustainable, burden sharing today enjoys a prominent place in the public as well
as the political discourse. Furthermore, the issue of responsibility sharing in the context of
the European Union (EU) has received considerable scholarly attention (e.g., Bansak
et al., 2017; Bovens et al., 2012; Kaufmann, 2021; Zaun, 2018).

The relocation of asylum seekers has been at the heart of fierce controversies in the
EU. The uneven distribution of large influxes of asylum seekers has created tensions
between member states and exposed the need to reform the Common European
Asylum System in general, and the Dublin Regulation in particular. Importantly, the
European Commission previously proposed a ‘corrective allocation’ mechanism to be
triggered when a member state is faced with disproportionate numbers of asylum
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seekers. According to this proposal, a member state could decide not to accept the allo-
cation of asylum seekers from another state under pressure and instead pay a ‘solidarity
contribution’ of €250,000 per applicant. Thus, it would be possible, under said proposal,
for member states to pay a financial contribution rather than to accept a reallocated
asylum seeker.'

Ultimately, whether countries will pursue responsibility sharing depends to a large
extent on the political will of governments to develop and implement their pledges and
commitments. Previous research has established that public opinion affects policies,
especially on salient issues (Burstein, 2003; Page and Shapiro, 1983). Therefore, how
people choose between these two responsibility-sharing mechanisms is highly relevant.
The ultimate political success of any responsibility-sharing mechanism will depend on
its public acceptance. It is important to stress that public opinion has become increasingly
important for policymakers in the EU, as illustrated by its new focus on various types of
stakeholder consultations. A central part of the European Commission’s Better
Regulation Agenda is precisely the increased stakeholder consultation in the legislative
process and a focus on improving citizen participation in public consultations (Bunea
and Ibenskas, 2017).

Our findings are based on a large-scale experimental study of how people trade-off the
two responsibility-sharing mechanisms using financial solidarity contributions as the
treatment. The respondents were randomly assigned to one of the three treatment
groups and provided a hypothetical choice — either accept that their country is reallocated
100 new asylum applicants because it handles fewer cases compared to many other coun-
tries, or else pay a financial solidarity contribution to another country that accepts them.
The size of the contribution varied between the treatment groups: in Group 1, the solidar-
ity contribution was set at €5000; in Group 2, €50,000; and in Group 3, €250,000. The
main objective is to explore to what extent the size of the solidarity contribution affects
people’s willingness to pay rather than to accept reallocation. Further, we also explore
how other factors, like people’s cultural and distributional concerns, and the contextual
features of their country, affect people’s preferences for one mechanism over the other.
The experiment was conducted on general population samples in 19 EU countries in add-
ition to Canada, Mexico, Norway, South Africa, Turkey, the United States and the United
Kingdom.

Four important results are worth mentioning in this introduction. First, a clear majority
of the respondents support international collaboration to protect the world’s refugees.
Second, when people must choose between the two responsibility-sharing mechanisms,
a sizable majority choose accepting over paying. Third, the treatment effects are large,
implying that the price of paying affects people’s decisions. Fourth, cultural and redis-
tributive concerns strongly affect the likelihood of choosing one responsibility-sharing
mechanism over the other.

Our results provide novel evidence of an important dimension of people’s immigration
attitudes that has not yet been systematically explored. Previous research has typically
focused on people’s immigration sentiments in general (e.g., Esses et al., 2017;
Hopkins, 2010) and, equally crucial, how anti-immigrant sentiments affect important pol-
icies such as welfare state legislation (e.g., Crepaz and Damron, 2009). The extent to
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which people have different attitudes towards distinct groups of immigrants, for instance,
which migration motives foreigners are admitted for, has also been an important topic of
exploration (e.g., Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2010; Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2015;
Sniderman, et al., 2004).

Theoretical framework

Responsibility sharing in asylum matters is a long-standing issue and the two main
responsibility-sharing mechanisms are well known in policy circles.” However, it is far
from straightforward how people trade-off these two mechanisms. We expect three
main calculations to be involved in the decision process: a pecuniary, a redistributive
and a cultural one. These are well-known approaches in the literature that explores anti-
immigrant sentiments more broadly, and we assume that respondents in our experiment
who choose to pay a financial solidarity contribution overall are more opposed to immi-
gration compared to respondents who choose to admit refugees. However, respondents
who share the same immigration sentiments can have different beliefs about, for
example, the financial cost of admitting asylum seekers, which can affect their willing-
ness to pay.

Pecuniary calculations

The political economy literature theorises that public attitudes towards immigration are
likely to be shaped by native-born citizens’ economic self-interests (Hainmueller and
Hopkins, 2014). Immigration has distributional consequences, and there is assumed to be
competition over resources between immigrants and natives. A particular focus of this
research has been the fiscal impacts of immigration, for example, how (especially low-skill)
immigration negatively affects the post-tax income of natives through its impact on tax rates
and transfers (Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2014). If people believe that immigrants represent a
net burden for public finances through raised taxes or reduced per capita transfers for public
spending, this can increase exclusionary immigrant attitudes — particularly for high-income
individuals who are more affected by raised taxes than low-income individuals
(Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2010; Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2014). This proposition some-
times finds support in the empirical literature (e.g., Facchini and Mayda, 2009). It has also
been proposed that it is low-income/low-skill individuals who hold the most negative
views towards immigration, because their job security is particularly vulnerable to low-skill
immigration (Expectation 1, hereinafter £7; Burns and Gimpel, 2000).

When people make economic calculations, they do not necessarily consider uniquely
their own economic situation and how they themselves will be affected by immigration;
they can alternatively or additionally focus on the nations’ collective welfare (Sides and
Citrin, 2007). Thus, it is not only economic self-interest that motivates individuals to form
their preference, but also country-level economic factors (Schaffer and Spilker, 2019).

The economic calculations that the respondents must make when responding to our
survey experiment are less straightforward than in the standard economic modelling
above because there is a cost to not admitting asylum seekers. This cost has a precise
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monetary value that represents a net burden for public finances, so respondents must
compare what they perceive to be the monetary costs (or benefits) of admitting an
asylum seeker to the cost of paying instead. Even though a respondent perceives immi-
gration to be an economic burden, which could otherwise cause him or her to develop
exclusionary attitudes, the respondents could be swayed to accept asylum seekers
instead of paying because the latter alternative is, on balance, economically more detri-
mental than the former.

We nevertheless expect treatment effects, which would indicate that economic calcu-
lations affect people’s decisions (E2). The costlier it is to pay rather than to admit, the less
likely it is that people will choose to pay the financial solidarity contribution. However, as
we explain below, economic calculations may be compromised by cultural and redis-
tributive calculations.

Cultural calculations

Beyond pecuniary concerns, cultural calculations, such as whether immigrants are seen as
a threat to the cultural homogeneity and the national identity of the host society, are also
found to be crucial (e.g., Sniderman et al., 2004). Studies indicate that perceived cultural
threats strongly correlate with restrictive immigration attitudes (e.g., Esses et al., 2017).

Perceiving immigrants as a cultural threat strongly associates with nativist sentiments,
which we define as a preference for a policy promoting the interests of the natives rather
than the immigrants. An extreme form of nativism, often associated with radical
right-wing parties, is a conviction that the state should be inhabited exclusively by
members of the native group (Mudde, 2007). However, the more basic philosophy con-
tained in nativism is that non-native elements, be they people or ideas, represent a threat
to the native communities. The majority group therefore needs protection against foreign
influences (Higham, 2002; Knoll, 2013). Evidence shows that nativism is associated with
certain immigration-related policy preferences, such as stricter immigration laws (Knoll,
2013). We therefore expect that respondents in our experiment who exhibit nativist senti-
ments will be more willing to pay a financial solidarity contribution rather than accept
asylum seekers compared to non-nativists (E3).

While nativists allow full inclusion only for natives, the citizenship perspective prescribes
a treatment of persons based on the degree of their insiderness. That is, the more a person is a
part of the community of citizens, the less of a threat they pose. Earlier research indicates that
the more inclusive a person’s notion of citizenship, the more positive their attitude towards
immigration (Sicakkan, 2005). Thus, we expect respondents who exhibit a restrictive
stance on who is entitled to full citizen rights to be more in favour of paying a financial soli-
darity contribution than admitting asylum seekers, compared to respondents who have a more
inclusive view of citizenship (E4).

Redistributive calculations

Redistributive calculation, as we define it here, concerns the respondents’ readiness to
share their social welfare rights with the newcomers. Previous research strongly indicates
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that ‘welfare chauvinism’ — the idea that native citizens are unwilling to grant social rights
(e.g., various forms of positive assistance like publicly funded health care, education,
housing and social assistance) to foreigners (Andersen and Bjgrklund, 1990) — is wide-
spread across Europe (e.g., Cappelen and Peters, 2018; Van Der Waal et al., 2013).
Recent studies indicate that nativists’ welfare chauvinistic sentiments are strengthened
by welfare policies that exclude immigrants (Crepaz, 2022) as well as by their prejudice
as to who benefits from welfare rights (Hjorth, 2016). Thus, we assume that welfare chau-
vinism can be spurred by both economic and cultural threat perceptions of foreigners.
More precisely, regarding economically motivated welfare chauvinism, fully including
foreigners into the welfare state may foster anti-immigrant sentiments among those
who believe that foreigners represent an increased fiscal burden to the welfare state.
Concerning culture-induced welfare chauvinism, unconditional admission to the
welfare states may be perceived as unfair by those who believe that foreigners (or non-
natives) should not be included in the community of social rights.

Thus, how much of their welfare entitlements citizens are willing to share with refu-
gees is another important factor in their trade-off between admitting asylum seekers and
paying. We expect that the more a person agrees with sharing welfare with refugees, the
more they will be inclined to admit refugees rather than to pay (E5).

Conditional effects

In addition to the calculations presented above, we posit that the effect of the financial
contribution’s cost is affected by individual characteristics.

Previous studies indicate that perceived cultural threats correlate with support for
restrictive immigration attitudes, and thus arguably for whether a person chooses to
pay or to admit asylum seekers. Imagine a person who perceives immigrants as a very
strong cultural threat. It is reasonable to expect that for such a person, the monetary
costs of not admitting only weakly affect their decision of whether to pay. In extreme
cases a person’s antipathy against refugees is so strong that the cost of paying is close
to irrelevant: They will choose to pay whatever the price of not admitting. On the
other hand, there may be some people who are very positive to immigration, who do
not see immigrants as a cultural threat at all, but rather as culturally enriching their
country. Again, for these people the monetary cost of not admitting is likely to only
weakly affect their decision about whether to pay or to admit. They are likely to admit
rather than to pay, independent of the costs. Between these opposites — those with
extreme cultural threat perceptions and those who see immigrants as an enrichment —
there is a range of people with more modest threat perceptions for whom the monetary
cost of non-admittance is more influential on their behaviour.

Following the above reasoning, we expect that the cost of not admitting only weakly
influences the decision to pay or to admit asylum seekers for: (a) people with very strong
nativist sentiments (£6) and (b) people who exhibit a strongly restrictive stance on who is
entitled to full citizen rights (E7). The same is true for their polar opposites.

It is also reasonable to expect an interaction related to perceived threats. To illustrate, a
person who has strong welfare chauvinistic sentiments is typically against admission of
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asylum seekers because of high expected (economic) welfare costs. When the cost of
non-admission (the financial solidarity contribution) is relatively low, they calculate
that the cost of paying is lower than the cost of admission (and the expected welfare
costs), hence they choose to pay. However, as the price of non-admission increases,
for instance to €250,000 per asylum seeker, the calculation could yield a different
result: the cost of non-admission is higher than the expected welfare costs; hence, they
choose to admit. For people who are not welfare chauvinists, the price of non-admission
is arguably less influential in the decision to pay or not. Hence, we expect the treatment
effects in our experiment to be conditioned on degree of welfare chauvinism (E8).

A similar logic applies to economic self-interest. We theorised previously that people
who believe that immigrants represent an economic burden for public finances are likely
to develop anti-immigrant sentiments, and that this association could be particularly
strong for high-income individuals, who are more affected by raised taxes than low-
income individuals. It is therefore reasonable to expect that the price of non-admission
more strongly influences rich people’s decision to pay or to admit, compared to people
with lower incomes, simply because the price of non-admission to a large extent are
paid (or perceived to be paid) by the rich (E9).

Design, data and methods

Studies on public preferences regarding asylum/refugee policies are sparse compared to
studies on attitudes towards immigration policies (Jeannet et al., 2021), and they indicate
ambivalent preferences. Because of humanitarian concerns, many are willing to help refu-
gees; however, because of national interests (e.g., bogus asylum claims), some are con-
cerned about admitting refugees (Jeannet et al., 2021). More precisely, the rather limited
amount of research on refugee and asylum policy preferences finds that a heightened
sense of humanitarianism (Fraser and Murakami, 2022), low fear of terrorism (De
Coninck, 2020), identification with left-leaning and green-leaning parties (Gravelle, 2019),
and being a citizen of an extensive welfare state and a historically immigration-oriented
country (Koos and Seibel, 2019) are positively associated with a preference for liberal
refugee and asylum policies.

We show that most people agree to responsibility sharing in refugee protection.
However, it remains to be seen which responsibility-sharing mechanism people prefer
and how they would like responsibility sharing to be implemented. Our objective is to
explore this issue by asking people to choose between the two main responsibility
mechanisms proposed in scholarship and policy circles, namely accepting more
asylum seekers or paying a financial solidarity contribution (Dowd and McAdam, 2017).

Dataset

Our expectations are tested on an original dataset from a web survey conducted by a con-
sortium of survey firms in June—July 2021 in 26 countries.” These countries are selected
to represent the cross-country diversity in: (a) citizenship models, (b) migration regimes,
(c) government responses to the recently adopted Global Migration Compact, (d) status as
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host or transit country and (e) proximity to migrant-sending countries.* Each national
sample includes a minimum of 1000 respondents (2000 for the United States) amounting
to a total of 27,429 respondents. Due to missing responses to some survey items, the
actual number of usable datapoints is 22,209, equivalent to 19% attrition in total.
Attrition is however comparable across countries and only marginally affects distribution
in our treatment groups. We collected data by quotas to constitute nationally representa-
tive samples of the adult population (18 + years old) on a set of observable characteristics
(age, gender and area of residence). Post-stratification weights were calculated to correct
for unbalanced samples. The Online appendix provides more information on the data.

Dependent variable

We employ a factorial survey experiment (Auspurg and Hinz, 2015), which explores the
effect of the size of a financial solidarity contribution on the willingness to accept new
asylum seekers. All the respondents were provided with the following vignette:

Many countries are handling a disproportionate number of asylum applications by compari-
son to the overall number of asylum claims. It could therefore be considered fair that some of
the applicants in these countries are reallocated to other countries with fewer applicants.
Assume that [your country] is reallocated 100 new applicants because it handles fewer
cases compared to many other countries. However; [COUNTRY NAME] is given the
option of paying a financial solidarity contribution rather than accepting the new applicants.

If you could decide, which of the following two options would you choose?

Respondents were randomly assigned to one of three groups in which the amount of
the solidarity contribution varied. Answer options:

- Accept the applicants;

Or
Group 1: €5000
- Pay a financial solidarity contribution of
€xxx for each applicant to the state that Group 2: €50,000
accepts them®

Group 3: €250,000

The amounts correspond to credible policy options. The first, €5000, comes close to
the amount provided for the Union Resettlement Programme established by the Asylum,
Migration and Integration Fund, which provided a lump sum of €6000 for each resettled
person (Regulation 516/2014/EU; art. 17). Furthermore, it is a small enough amount to
establish a baseline against which to assess other sums. The third amount replicates
that of the European Commission’s proposal for the reform of the Dublin system
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(Dublin 1IV; COM(2016)270 final: 19) which foresees a solidarity contribution of
€250,000 for each asylum seeker that a country refuses to admit. The amount was delib-
erately high and considered as a sanction for derogation to mandatory participation. The
second amount — €50,000 — is lower than the Dublin IV reform proposal but still twice as
much as the estimated yearly cost of admitting an asylum seeker estimated for Germany
(Wagner and Baumgartner, 2017).

Our dependent variable is binary; respondents are constrained to choose between two
responsibility-sharing mechanisms, irrespective of their attitudes towards asylum in
general. Either respondents are willing to accept the allocation of 100 reallocated appli-
cants to their country or else pay a financial solidarity contribution for each applicant to
the state that accepts them. We first compare the three groups’ means through standard
analysis of variance tests to provide a first estimate of the effect of the vignettes.
Because distribution in the three groups is randomised at the national level, comparing
means for each group provides reliable results. However, the treatment effects may be
confounded by other factors that are unevenly distributed across groups. We thus test a
more complex set of hypotheses by running multivariate logistic regressions.
Similarly, multivariate regression allows the investigation of factors determining the
outcome, thus helping explain why some people would rather accept asylum seekers
in their country or else pay another one to accept them.

Because the respondents were located within specific countries, the observations are
not independently distributed. We model heterogeneity through country fixed effects
(random intercepts models are provided in the Online appendix to test country-level
expectation).

Independent individual-level variables

To investigate the effects of nativism, inclusive citizenship and welfare chauvinism, we
create three scales ranging from —3 (most nativist, least inclusive and most welfare chau-
vinist) to 3 (least nativist, most inclusive and least welfare chauvinist). We employed the
following questions to measure nativist sentiments and inclusive citizenship:

How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? (Answer
options: Strongly agree, Agree, Partly agree, Neutral, Partly disagree, Disagree, Strongly dis-
agree, Don’t know.)

(a) People whose ancestors and family have lived in [Country] for generations should
always come first;

(b) Minorities whose ancestors and family have lived in the [Country] for generations
should have the same citizen rights as the majority;

(c) People of foreign ancestry who are born and raised in the [Country] should have the
same citizen rights as the majority;

(d) Immigrants not born here but who have been granted the [Country]’s citizenship
should have the same citizen rights as the majority;
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(e) All citizens of [Country] should be able to enjoy the same citizen rights without
discrimination.

We observe a clear distinction between item (@) and the four other items. Item (a), by
stating that the country’s native people always should come first, alludes to the nativist
rhetoric that considers the members of the dominant ethnic group to be the only full
members of the nation (Mudde, 2007). Items () to (e) concern the rights attached to dif-
ferent levels of membership to the citizenry (Kabeer, 2005), namely ethnic minorities (),
second or third-generation migrants (c), first-generation migrants who acquired citizen-
ship (d), and the all-encompassing category of every citizen in the country (e). The
two scales are conceptually separate and empirically distinct (as demonstrated in the
Online appendix). To extract our two scales, we consider item (a) to be supportive of
nativism while we consider the arithmetic mean of the other four items to be supportive
of inclusive citizenship.

The degree of welfare chauvinism was measured by asking the respondents (answer
options are the same as above):

When it comes to the refugees already admitted and living legally in [country], your country
should...

(a) Give them access to education, competence-building, and job-seeking on equal terms
as citizens;

(b) Give them access to existing social benefits and services on equal terms as citizens;

(c) Give them privileges beyond citizens’ entitlements to enable them to earn a decent
living (e.g., free vocational training, cost-free investment credits, public-funded trai-
neeships, etc.).

We follow a similar process as that for our two previous scales. We calculate the arith-
metic mean of items (a) to (c) and compare it to the predicted component obtained
through Principal component analysis (PCA). The results (presented in detail in the
Online appendix) suggest that we should use the arithmetic mean since it is more
easily interpretable.

We include several controls. Political affiliation has been shown to be associated with
attitudes towards migration (Canetti et al., 2016). We study this association with a vari-
able ranging from 0 (left) to 10 (right). To study the effect of self-interest, we include as
independent variables the respondents’ income and their employment status.
Furthermore, previous studies indicate that issue salience affects policy preferences
(Dennison and Geddes, 2019). To measure salience, the respondents were asked which
three issues among a list of issues (including immigration) they think are the most import-
ant challenges currently facing their country. Subsequently, the respondents were asked
to indicate more precisely how important, from O to 10, these issues are to them person-
ally. Salience of migration is thus a scale ranging from 0 to 10. Other individual-level
controls include interest in politics (a scale variable ranging from 0 (no interest) to 10
(very interested)), gender, age and country of birth (O for native, 1 for foreign-born).
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Whether the respondent is born abroad can be relevant because foreigners might hold dif-
ferent opinions on migration issues than natives (Berlinschi and Harutyunyan, 2019).°

Country-level independent variables

While the main text only displays fixed effects models, the Online appendix reports the
results of random effects models where different hypotheses are tested at country level.
Namely, we test the effect of a set of macro-economic features, including gross domestic
product (GDP) per capita (in purchasing power parity), growth in GDP, and unemployment
(World Bank data). We moreover control for educational attainment through the percentage
of the population with tertiary education (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) and Eurostat). We also include variables aimed to capture migration
pressure, which has proven to affect people’s opinion on migration and refugees as some
countries have received more migrants and/or asylum seekers over the years than others
(Hatton, 2016; Hopkins, 2010; Koos and Seibel, 2019; Schneider, 2008). We thus
account for the percentage of foreigners residing in the country, the change in said percent-
age between 2015 and 2020 (United Nations Development Programme [UNDP] data), and
the number of asylum claims lodged in the country over the past 3 years (per thousand resi-
dents; our elaboration on United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees [UNHCR]
data). The percentage of Muslims in the country is also accounted for (several sources;
see the Online appendix). We add a dummy variable for EU membership. Finally, we
account for population size to control for the relative perception of the importance of
100 new asylum seekers in a country (as per our survey question). Descriptive statistics
and data references are available in the Online appendix.

Results

All of the respondents in our survey were asked about the extent to which they agree that
all countries should ‘collaborate and strive by all means to protect the world’s refugees’.
A clear majority (66.6%) of the respondents agree to various extent with this statement
(see the Online appendix). Overall, a clear majority of the respondents chooses to
accept the asylum seekers rather than pay the solidarity contribution, irrespective
of the cost. We observe strong treatment effects: the willingness to admit increases
with the size of the contribution. Across countries, 45% of the respondents would
want their country to pay if the amount is €5000, 38% if the amount is €50,000, and
32% if the amount increases to €250,000 (Figure 1).

The pattern of response is similar across countries but with notable differences in
terms of magnitude. Figure 2 shows the difference between the share of respondents
choosing to pay in Groups 1 and 3. There are considerable gaps in some countries
(Slovenia, Slovakia and the Netherlands) between responses to the €5000 vignette and
the €250,000 one, but relatively small differences in other countries (Mexico, Belgium
and Sweden). The Online appendix provides more detail on country-level differences
and their limited role in explaining cross-country heterogeneity.
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Table I. Analysis of variance and pairwise comparison of the three treatment groups.

ANOVA Means Probability > F Pairwise comparison Difference Significance

Group | 0.446 0.000 Group 2 vs | —-0.071 0.000
Group 2 0.375 Group 3 vs | —-0.127 0.000
Group 3 0.319 Group 3 vs 2 —0.055 0.000

Notes: Significance level obtained through Bonferroni test.
ANOVA: analysis of variance.

We first explore the treatment effects through an analysis of variance in the data and
pairwise comparisons of group means. Table 1 shows the means for the three groups and
indicates that at least one group has a mean significantly different from another group (left
side of Table 1). Pairwise comparisons of the means show that all three means differ sig-
nificantly (right side of Table 1).

To robustly establish causality, we run more complex models that account for the
effect of confounders as well as for country differences. Additional models and robust-
ness tests are available in the Online appendix. Results are obtained through logistic
regressions. Table 2 shows the results of two models that account for country heterogen-
eity through country fixed effects. Random effects models show that country-level expla-
nations only marginally contribute to explaining willingness to pay (see the Online
appendix). M1 (Table 2) presents the average marginal effects of our individual-level
covariates; M2 (Table 2) reports standardised coefficients to help compare coefficients.

The differences in means obtained through simple pairwise comparisons (Table 1) are
confirmed in M1 (Table 2), both in terms of statistical significance and magnitude.
Namely, the probability of respondents’ willingness to pay decreases as the amount pre-
sented increases, by about 7 percentage points from Groups 2 to 1 and by about 13 per-
centage points from Groups 3 to 1. These results support our expectation that
respondents’ propensity to accept or pay is affected by economic calculations — the
higher the financial contribution, the more likely they are to accept asylum seekers (£2).

Furthermore, our findings suggest that nativist sentiments, attitudes to citizenship
rights, and welfare chauvinism are associated with the decision of whether to accept or
to pay. The least nativist respondents (high values on the nativist scale) are significantly
more in favour of accepting asylum seekers than the most nativist ones (E3), a finding in
line with our expectation and with the literature on nativism and immigration perceived as
a cultural threat (Esses et al., 2017; Mudde, 2007). This effect is quite large (M3, Table 3)
and constant across the nativist spectrum.

Figure 3 displays the predicted probabilities of respondents’ willingness to pay rather
than to admit in the three treatment groups. Figure 3(a) shows that the probability of
choosing to pay decreases as we move along the values of nativism, from most nativist
(left) to least nativist (right). The difference between the three groups is similar in mag-
nitude for all values of the variable.

A similar trend is observed for the inclusive citizenship scale (E4; Figure 3 (b)), but
with a flatter slope, mirroring the size of the average marginal effect shown in Table 2.
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Table 3. Results of logistic regressions FE, odds ratios and coefficients (M3-M4).

M3 M4
DV: accept (0) or pay (I) Odds rat. Coeff. Stder. Oddsrat. Coeff. Std.er.
Group 2 w/ Group | 0.772***  —0.259*** (0.053) 0.736***  —0.306*** (0.056)
Group 3 w/ Group | 0.535***  —0.626*** (0.055) 0.572***  —-0.559*** (0.057)
Nativism 0.925***  —0.078*** (0.014) 0.926***  —-0.077*** (0.009)
Incl. citiz. 0.944***  —0.058*** (0.015) 0.959 —0.042 (0.035)
Welfare chauvinism 0.745***  —0.294*** (0.013) 0.745***  —-0.295*** (0.013)
Importance immig. 1.067+** 0.065***  (0.005) 1.067*** 0.065***  (0.005)
Left-right placement 1.045%** 0.044***  (0.007) 1.045*** 0.044***  (0.007)
Interest in politics 1.020%** 0.020***  (0.006) 1.02]*** 0.021***  (0.006)
Income cat. 2 w/ cat.| 1.060 0.058 (0.039) 1.058 0.056 (0.039)
Income cat. 3 w/ cat.| 1.016 0.015 (0.053) 1.013 0.013 (0.053)
Age 1.012%** 0.012*** (0.001) 1.012*** 0.012***  (0.001)
Gender female 1.057* 0.056* (0.031) 1.057* 0.055* (0.031)
Gender other 0.873 —-0.136 (0.372) 0.869 —0.140 (0.373)
Country of birth |.283%** 0.249***  (0.068) 1.282*** 0.248***  (0.068)
Occup.-empl. parttim 1.011 0.011 (0.057) 1.011 0.011 (0.057)
Occup.-empl. fixed t. 1.030 0.029 (0.090) 1.030 0.029 (0.090)
Occup.-freelance 1.024 0.024 (0.066) 1.025 0.024 (0.066)
Occup.-student 1.072 0.070 (0.072) 1.070 0.068 (0.072)
Occup.-job seeker 1.041 0.040 (0.064) 1.040 0.039 (0.064)
Occup.-pensioner 1.027 0.026 (0.066) 1.028 0.028 (0.066)
Occup.-on social ben. 1.026 0.026 (0.087) 1.028 0.027 (0.087)
Nativism? 1.014* 0.014* (0.008)
Grp2*Nativism 0.993 —0.007 (0.020)
Grp3*Nativism 1.014 0.014 (0.020)
Grp2*Nativism? 0.974** —0.026**  (0.011)
Grp3*Nativism? 1.001 0.001 0.011)
Incl. citiz.? 1.004 0.004 (0.013)
Grp2*incl. citiz 1.021 0.021 (0.046)
Grp3*incl. citiz 0.983 -0.017 (0.048)
Grp2*incl. citiz? 0.980 —-0.020 (0.018)
Grp3*incl. citiz? 0.987 —-0.013 (0.019)
Constant 0.260***  —1.347*** (0.121) 0.264***  —1.334*** (0.121)
N 22,209 22,209

Notes: Significance levels: ***p <0.01. **p <0.05. *p <0.1. Robust standard errors reported.

FE: fixed effect.

However, the effect is not robust across the three treatment groups, as the results of sep-
arate regressions demonstrate (see the Online appendix). While the coefficient is sizable
and statistically significant for Group 3, it is not for the first two groups. This is illustrative
of how people trade-off cultural and pecuniary calculations. The position on inclusive-
ness matters little as long as the costs of reallocating asylum seekers are contained, but
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it does matter when the amount to be paid is high. Our expectation is thus partly verified:
less inclusive conceptions of citizenship are associated with a lower probability of accept-
ing more asylum seekers, but only when the cost of relocating asylum seekers is deemed
too high.

The degree of welfare chauvinistic sentiments is also significantly associated with the
likelihood of paying (ES5; Figure 3(c)). The effect of the variable is sizable and greater in
magnitude than nativism and inclusive citizenship (M3, Table 3). In fact, it appears to be
the strongest determinant of the probability to choose to pay. Respondents who would
rather limit redistribution in favour of non-natives show a higher probability of answering
‘pay’ than those who would include non-natives in redistributive policies.

Turning to the effect of economic calculations (EI), previous studies distinguish
between material self-interest and sociotropic concerns. In their review article,
Hainmueller and Hopkins (2014: 240) claim that most studies on the association
between material self-interest and attitudes towards immigration indicate no such associa-
tions. Our analysis confirms these previous findings. Neither unemployment nor wage
levels are associated with the willingness to pay.

At the aggregate level, as displayed in the Online appendix, we observe no effect of
unemployment (in line with previous findings, notably Hatton (2016)) or GDP per
capita. However, we do find an effect of economic change. Higher levels of growth in
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Figure 3. Predicted probabilities of willingness to pay according to values of nativism (a), inclusive
citizenship (b) and welfare chauvinism (c) for each treatment group.
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GDP are associated with increased willingness to pay. This finding contrasts with a study
by Hatton (2016) that does not find any effect of economic downturns on attitudes
towards migration when analysing economic changes over 10 years. This result may,
however, be situational: in 2020 most countries in our sample experienced negative
growth due to the COVID-19 emergency, a trend that they had not experienced since
the Global Financial Crisis of 2008—-2010. Our cross-sectional data does not allow for
the assessment of contextual explanations over time.

To test conditional effects of our treatments, we introduce interaction terms
between treatment and our main explanatory variables: nativism, inclusive citizenship,
welfare chauvinism and income. For nativism and inclusive citizenship, our condi-
tional expectations entail a curvilinear relationship, which we model by squaring the
two variables in their respective models in Table 3 (M3 and M4). Treatment effects
are not conditional on respondents’ position on inclusive citizenship (E7), partially
conditional on respondents’ position on the nativism spectrum (E6), and conditional
on the degree of welfare chauvinism (E8). To investigate these interactions further,
we compute the average marginal effects of the treatments at different levels of nativ-
ism and welfare chauvinism. As Figure 4(a) shows, the cost of financial contributions
matters, even for the most nativists, but only when the amount is greater than €5000
(E6). The probability for the most nativists to answer pay is similar if the cost is
€50,000 or €250,000, but it is clearly higher for Group 1. For the least nativists,
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Figure 4. Average marginal effects of treatment groups at different levels of nativism (a) and
welfare chauvinism (b).
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they also are more likely to answer pay when the amount is the lowest and more likely
to answer admit if the amount is greater. Interestingly, however, respondents who
neither agree nor disagree with nativist statements in Group 2 have a probability of
answering pay that is closer to Group 1. This indicates that the treatment effect is
lower between Groups 2 and 1 than it is between Groups 3 and 1.

For welfare chauvinism (ES), the average marginal effects of the treatment groups (the
difference between the predicted probability to answer yes in Group 2 or 3 and Group 1)
are greater and negative when the respondents are more chauvinistic (Figure 4(a)). This

Table 4. Results of logistic regressions FEs, odds ratios and coefficients (M5-M6).

M5 Mé

DV: accept (0) or pay (I) Odds rat. Coeff. Stder.  Odds rat. Coeff. Std.er.
Group 2 w/ Group | 0.695***  —0.364"** (0.037) 0.651***  —0.430*** (0.061)
Group 3 w/ Group | 0.523***  —0.648"** (0.038) 0.569***  —0.564*** (0.062)
Nativism 0.924***  —0.079*** (0.009) 0.924***  —0.079*** (0.009)
Incl. citiz. 0.948***  —0.053*** (0.014) 0.949***  —0.053*** (0.014)
Welfare chauvinism 0.705***  —0.349*** (0.020) 0.745***  —0.295*** (0.013)
Importance immig. 1.067+* 0.065***  (0.005) 1.067*** 0.065***  (0.005)
Left-right placement 1.045%* 0.044***  (0.007) 1.045*** 0.044***  (0.007)
Interest in politics 1.021*** 0.020***  (0.006) 1.020*** 0.020***  (0.006)
Income cat. 2 w/ cat.| 1.057 0.056 (0.039) 1.065 0.063 (0.059)
Income cat. 3 w/ cat.| 1.015 0.015 (0.053) 0.957 —0.044 (0.078)
Age 1.0]2%* 0.012*** (0.001) 1.012*** 0.012***  (0.001)
Gender female 1.057* 0.055* (0.031) 1.057* 0.055* (0.031)
Gender other 0.873 —0.136 (0.371) 0.876 —0.133 (0.370)
Country of birth 1.279*** 0.246***  (0.068) 1.281*** 0.248***  (0.068)
Occup.-empl. parttim 1.012 0.012 (0.057) 1.012 0.012 (0.057)
Occup.-empl. fixed t. 1.027 0.026 (0.090) 1.027 0.027 (0.090)
Occup.-freelance 1.025 0.025 (0.066) 1.023 0.023 (0.066)
Occup.-student 1.069 0.067 (0.072) 1.070 0.068 (0.072)
Occup.-job seeker 1.039 0.039 (0.064) 1.040 0.039 (0.064)
Occup.-pensioner 1.028 0.027 (0.066) 1.028 0.028 (0.066)
Occup.-on social ben. 1.028 0.027 (0.087) 1.031 0.031 (0.087)
Grp2* welf. ch. 1.060** 0.059**  (0.028)

Grp3* welf. ch. 110 0.104***  (0.027)

Grp2*midd. inc. 1.102 0.097 (0.081)
Grp2*high. inc. 1.226* 0.203* (0.107)
Grp3*midd. inc. 0.883 —0.124 (0.082)
Grp3*high. inc. 0.967 —0.034 (0.109)
Constant 0.275***  —1.292*** (0.119) 0.274***  —1.295** (0.122)
N 22,209 22,209

Notes: Significance levels: *** p<0.0l. ** p<0.05. * p<0.I. Robust standard errors reported
FE: fixed effect.
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effect becomes smaller as we move towards the right-hand side of Figure 4(a) and is almost
null for the least welfare chauvinistic: the average marginal effects are close to zero and the
confidence intervals overlap. Put differently, the strongest welfare chauvinists are more
likely to choose to pay than those with weaker sentiments, irrespective of the amount.
Yet, their probability to be willing to pay significantly decreases as the amount of the finan-
cial contribution increases (from 0.7 in Group 1 to 0.5 in Group 3). This responsiveness to
the cost of the financial contribution suggests that the strongest welfare chauvinists may
also be concerned about public expenditure in general. Conversely, those with the
weakest welfare chauvinists are more likely to choose to admit asylum seekers independent
of the financial contribution. That is, there is almost no difference between the three groups’
responses (as shown in Figure 4(b)). Our initial hypothesis is thus partly confirmed.

Turning to the conditional effect of treatment at different income levels (E9; M6,
Table 4), only the interaction between Group 2 and high income is significantly different
— and only at the 90% level — from the interaction between Group 1 and low income.
Plotting the predicted probabilities (not reported) reveals that the confidence intervals for
the three groups interacted with the three income categories overlap considerably, so that
the interaction adds little information to the effect of the variables considered separately.

Altogether, the results presented in Tables 3 and 4 indicate that the treatment effects
are stable across individual characteristics, partially conditional on nativism, and condi-
tional on the respondents’ level of welfare chauvinism.

Conclusion

Given the increasing relevance of burden sharing in refugee issues, it is imperative to
understand how people choose between the two main responsibility-sharing mechanisms
— admitting more asylum seekers or paying other countries to host them. This article pro-
vides novel large-scale evidence on the nature of people’s preferences regarding this
trade-off from 26 countries. We find that, overall, most people prefer to accept rather
than to pay, but we also establish significant individual-level heterogeneity that sheds
new light on people’s attitudes towards asylum seekers and refugees. Moving beyond
simply asking people about their attitudes towards responsibility sharing, we introduce
a new research avenue that focuses on the concrete responsibility-sharing mechanisms.

Importantly, we provide a depiction of people’s trade-off between the available
responsibility-sharing mechanisms in international protection. We find that the cost of
non-admission strongly affects people’s willingness to accept asylum seekers into their
country: the lower the cost of paying, the more likely people are to admit. This observa-
tion arguably relates to people’s sociotropic concerns; if the price of non-admittance is
high, paying can be detrimental for (national) economic performance. Differently, cul-
tural calculations also affect people’s willingness to pay. People with nativist sentiments,
who believe that immigrants pose a threat to cultural homogeneity and national identity,
are more inclined to pay (rather than to admit) compared to non-nativists. This aligns
with previous research, which indicates that cultural threat perceptions can cause anti-im-
migrant sentiments (Esses et al., 2017; Knoll, 2013). Furthermore, we find that people
who exhibit a restrictive stance on who is entitled to full citizen rights are more in
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favour of paying rather than accepting compared to people who have a more lenient
notion of citizenship. Both observations align with our theoretical expectations and
with previous findings (Sicakkan, 2005).

We also report a particularly strong association between welfare chauvinism and will-
ingness to pay, which can be explained by sociotropic concerns (sharing welfare benefits
with refugees is costly and detrimental to economic performance) as well as by cultural
concerns (it is unfair that refugees have the same welfare rights as natives).

Treatment effects — the effects of the amount of the solidarity contribution on the will-
ingness to pay — are stable across individual characteristics, with two exceptions. First,
they are conditional on degree of welfare chauvinistic sentiments. People who are
strong welfare chauvinists are more likely to choose to pay compared to those with
weaker welfare chauvinistic sentiments, irrespective of the amount. However, their prob-
ability to choose paying significantly decreases as the amount of the financial solidarity
contribution increases. Conversely, those with the weakest welfare chauvinist sentiments
are more likely to choose to admit asylum seekers, independent of the amount. This indi-
cates that for people who have strong welfare chauvinistic sentiments, sociotropic eco-
nomic concerns related to the welfare costs of immigration affect their decision to
choose one responsibility-sharing mechanism over the other. This aligns with extant evi-
dence on the effect of economic sociotropic concerns on immigration attitudes (e.g.,
Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2014). Second, treatment effects are partially conditional on
respondents’ degree of nativism as the cost of financial contributions matters, even for
the most nativists. Our findings are policy relevant. The failure to adopt a stable
EU-wide responsibility-sharing instrument (e.g., fierce opposition to Dublin IV’s manda-
tory relocation mechanism and underwhelming performance of the FEuropean
Commission’s temporary relocation schemes), together with endeavours to externalise
migration controls to third countries, bears witness to states’ attempt to limit inflows of
asylum seekers. Notwithstanding, our results provide compelling evidence of the sustain-
ability of responsibility sharing through relocation programmes. Public opinion is not
only favourable to responsibility sharing in general, but furthermore, when they must
choose between the two responsibility-sharing mechanisms, a clear majority chooses
to accept rather than to pay. In the framework of the New Pact on Migration and
Asylum (and also the Global Compact on Refugees), member states have to collaborate
on international protection, but relocation is voluntary. Our findings suggest that reloca-
tion might receive strong public support.

Two caveats are in order, however. First, we conducted our survey at a time marked
by the COVID-19 pandemic. It has been argued that this pandemic has led to increased
feelings of threats and competition and of heightened uncertainty (Esses and
Hamilton, 2021). Early research indicates that anxiety about the COVID-19 pandemic
has negatively impacted immigration attitudes (Hartman et al., 2021). Nevertheless,
we still find that most people prefer to admit rather than to pay, and that a clear major-
ity agrees that all countries should collaborate and strive to protect the world’s
refugees.

Secondly, how people trade off economic calculations and cultural calculations may
be affected by other factors that we are not able to measure. Namely, some people
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may be put off by the very idea of attributing a market value to asylum seekers (Sandel,
2000). Independent of the price of not having to admit asylum seekers, some respondents
may simply be put off by the idea of allowing markets to influence immigration issues,
and they might be inclined to admit asylum seekers rather than to pay, independently of
how they make economic and cultural calculations.
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Notes

1. Responsibility sharing in refugee issues is also increasingly important for the United Nations. In
2018, the United Nations General Assembly affirmed the Global Compact on Refugees which
aims to achieve a more equitable sharing of international responsibility in refugee protection.
States that until now, only to a lesser degree, have engaged in helping refugees are asked to
shoulder more responsibility, thereby easing the load on countries doing more than their fair
share.

2. Our survey experiment involves references to asylum seekers and refugees and not immigrants.
However, there is a broad theoretical as well as empirical overlap between the two concepts
(Canetti et al., 2016), and in the design of our theoretical framework we draw upon the more
general literature that examines attitudes towards immigration/immigrants.

3. The countries involved are Austria, Belgium, Canada, Croatia, the Czech Republic,
Denmark, Estonia, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Mexico, the


http://www.protect-project.eu
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2725-0547
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2725-0547
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5168-392X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5168-392X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4286-8484
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4286-8484

22 European Union Politics 0(0)

Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Africa, Spain, Sweden,
Turkey, the United Kingdom, and the United States.

4. See the Online appendix for the classification of countries along these three dimensions.

5. Amounts were presented in euros for European countries and Turkey and in local currency for
other countries. Amounts were adjusted to differences in purchasing power across non-European
countries. More information is available in the Online appendix.

6. Note that the cited authors focus on the values of migrants from Eastern European countries. We
explore the issue at greater length in the Online appendix by looking at the potential effect of
various areas of origin.
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