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Abstract: One of the reasons why people hold anti-immigration attitudes is the fear that immigrants
“rob jobs” of natives and decrease wages. However, academic literature finds that this is not the
case. Nevertheless, in various countries, people still tend to oppose immigration. Opposition to
immigration was particularly high in Turkey in the early 2000s, where almost half of the respondents
to the Turkish part of the European Social Survey reported they would prefer to allow no immigrants
into Turkey. This is although immigration to Turkey is very low. Turkey is becoming an important
destination country as conflicts in neighboring countries force many people to flee. Therefore,
understanding the opposition to immigration in Turkey is crucial managing age immigration flows
efficiently. For this purpose, we investigate the determinants of attitudes towards immigration in
Turkey using the European Social Survey and Turkish population census data. The findings of
the ordered probit model reveal that Turkish people tend to hold more negative attitudes towards
immigration where the regional share of immigrants is higher. The little chance of contact with
immigrants in Turkey through a lower share of immigrants compared to other European countries
seems to influence natives’ pro-immigrant attitudes negatively.

Keywords: attitudes towards immigrants; contact theory; European social survey; Turkey

1. Introduction

The literature on how attitudes towards immigrants differ across different types of
people and how they are affected by people’s economic and socio-psychological circum-
stances is vast and spans various disciplines [1,2]. For example, economic theories suggest
that labor market competition is one of the reasons why people oppose immigration, given
the common assumption that immigrants compete for jobs with natives and consequently
decrease wages [3,4]. In contrast, contact-type theories start from the idea that people tend
to categorize themselves into groups: their own group and others (for example, immigrants)
and evaluate their in-groups positively and out-groups negatively [5]. In this context, an
increasing amount of (positive) personal contact between natives and immigrants would
reduce perceived group differences and, therefore, anti-immigration attitudes [1,6,7]. Due
to difficulties in measuring contact and lack of available data, one of the main variables used
in the literature as a proxy for contact is the share of immigrants in the local area [8–11]. The
assumption is that a larger presence of immigrants may mean more competition for jobs or
scarce resources (which should have a negative effect on attitudes to immigrants) but also
higher chances of contact (which should have a positive effect on attitudes to immigrants).

Most of the empirical literature on attitudes towards immigrants focuses on western
developed countries such as the US and European countries, where the share of immigrants
in the population is 10% or more, and therefore contact is relatively likely. There is a lack
of evidence for developing countries and for countries where the share of immigrants in
the population is still low. For natives to perceive immigrants as a threat, immigrants need
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to be “visible”; in countries where immigration is low, personal contact with immigrants
is unlikely, and therefore immigrants are expected to be less visible. Nevertheless, a
negative portrait of immigrants in the media may significantly increase visibility, even of
small minorities. As an alternative, people’s attitudes towards migrants may be based on
(political) ideology, without the need for contact in order to form an opinion.

Focusing on the case of Turkey, this study aims to investigate if the size of the im-
migrant population has any effect on natives’ attitudes. A set of research questions are
examined: (1) What is the relationship between demographic characteristics such as gender,
age, education, unemployment status, income, and anti-immigration attitudes? (2) What
is the relationship between feeling safe and anti-immigration attitudes? (3) Do attitudes
differ by political ideology? (4) What is the relationship between trusting the legal system
and these attitudes? (5) Do attitudes differ between people with different levels of media
consumption? (6) What is the relationship between happiness and these attitudes? (7) Do
attitudes differ depending on the types of immigrants, such as immigrants from the same
race, different races, or from poorer non-European countries?

Six dependent variables are used as measures of attitudes toward immigration/immigrants
based on the following survey questions:

1. To what extent do you think Turkey should allow people of the same race or ethnic
group as most Turkish people to come and live here?

2. How about people of a different race or ethnic group from most Turkish people?
3. How about people from the poorer countries outside Europe?
4. Would you say it is generally bad or good for Turkey’s economy that people come to

live here from other countries?
5. Would you say that Turkey’s cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by

people coming to live here from other countries?
6. Is Turkey made a worse or a better place to live by people coming to live here from

other countries?

These models are expected to shed some light on how Turkish people’s attitudes are
shaped, what kind of factors influence their attitudes, and what concerns are important for
this particular country.

Historically, Turkey has always had a low share of immigrants in comparison with
the world average. According to the World Bank [12], the average share of immigrants
in Turkey was about 2% of the population between 1990 and 2010, and this increased to
(only) 3.8% in 2015 after the influx of Syrian refugees. First, immigration in Turkey in the
earlier years of the republic (from the 1920s) was characterized by Ottoman returnees, who
were mostly Turkish and Muslim people, as part of the nation-state building processes [13].
Apart from returnees, Turkey was not an immigration country until the late 1980s. Second,
for many immigrants, Turkey was not a destination country but a transit. Yet, as crossing
the European border is getting harder year by year, many immigrants are stuck in Turkey.
Moreover, most immigrants into Turkey are asylum seekers or refugees such as Iraqi,
Afghan, Syrian, and Pakistani people who fled to escape political conflicts or war in their
home countries. Refugees generally have weaker labor market endowments than economic
immigrants [14]. This research is based on a survey which is conducted in 2004 when
the share of immigrants in the country was rather low (about 2 percent) than the current
situation (3.8 percent). There is a lack of relevant literature on Turkey that provides a
systematic understanding of the attitudes of Turkish people, mostly due to the lack of data.
When a lack of data prevents researchers from examining a certain issue, effort should
still be made to shed some light on the issue, even if it means relying on relatively old
data. In this respect, we aim to identify how the attitudes of Turkish people are shaped and
what concerns are important from their perspectives. If we understand their motives in the
past, we have a better chance of understanding their concerns in the future. Additionally,
it should also be noted that the characteristics of recent immigrants are still similarities
between the past and now. Therefore, we may expect the determinants of attitudes of
natives to be similar over time, as they face similar types of immigrants.
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Our study adds to the literature on anti-immigration attitudes by providing a unique
systematic empirical study of attitudes towards immigrants in a country (Turkey) where
immigrants are few and much more likely to be refugees than in developed countries with
a relatively higher level of immigration that has been studied up to now.

We find that the more immigrants in a given region, the lower the tolerance for
potential new immigrants, even after including an extensive set of socio-economic and
psychological controls. We also find that attitudes toward different race immigrants are
more unfavorable than attitudes to immigrants from the same race and even from poorer
countries. Additionally, a higher percentage of immigrants in a region is associated with a
higher likelihood of people agreeing with the statement that immigrants make the country
a worse place to live. Regarding economic concerns, in regions with high percentages of
immigrants, Turkish people are more likely to agree with the statement that immigrants
make the country’s economy worse. Finally, we couldn’t find any significant effect of the
percentage of immigrants on agreements with statements about cultural life.

The structure of the paper is as follows: The next section introduces the relevant
literature. Section 3 provides information on the data and descriptive statistics of our
dependent and independent variables. The empirical model is presented in Section 4 and
followed by a discussion of the findings of the empirical investigation in Section 5. Finally,
Section 6 summarizes and concludes the paper.

2. Relevant Literature

By drawing on theoretical perspectives, two contrasting theories aim at explaining natives’
attitudes to immigration: contact theory and threat theory (Kaufmann and Harris, 2015). Con-
tact theory suggests that positive intergroup contacts reduce prejudice and enhance mutual
perspectives [6]. Accordingly, increased contact with immigrants reduces anti-immigrant
attitudes through acquaintanceship. Escandell and Ceobanu [9] test the hypothesis of
contact theory and suggest that regions with a larger share of immigrants do not display
significantly higher levels of exclusionary attitudes towards immigrants in the case of
Spain. Again, for Germany, Fertig and Schmidt [15] find that a low immigrant share is
associated with more negative attitudes; this might be explained by the contact hypothesis,
as suggested by Escandell and Ceobanu [9], which implies that more acquaintanceships
and friendships the lower anti-immigration sentiments.

In contrast to contact theory, threat or conflict theory argues that the presence of
minorities increases anxiety among majority members [6]. Majority members become
hostile toward minority groups because of the perception of minority threat over national
own resources [16]. Craig and Richeson’s study [17] suggests that larger shares of minorities
are perceived as a threat by white Americans.

Assuming self-interest and utility maximization behavior, one might expect that
facing a lower wage level or the possibility of falling into unemployment may increase
anti-immigration attitudes as a result of unwanted labor market competition [18,19]. Re-
search shows that individuals who are socio-economically disadvantaged hold more anti-
immigration attitudes [20,21] since a change in the size and the composition of the labor
force in the host country as a result of an influx of immigrants could give rise to downward
pressure on the wages of particular skill groups. Scheve and Slaughter [19] investigated
immigration-related policy preferences of individuals in the U.S. in the 1990s, finding that
low-skill individuals prefer more restrictions to immigration than high-skill individuals.
Similarly, Mayda [22] analyzed U.S. cross-national survey data for 1995−1997 and showed
that the probability of reporting pro-immigration attitudes is positively associated with
the skill (i.e., education) level of the respondents. Dustmann and Preston [23] also confirm
this result in the case of the U.K. In a cross-country analysis, Gang, Rivera-Batiz, and
Yun [24] find that natives who are more directly in competition with immigrants hold more
anti-immigration attitudes. Facchini and Mayda [18] find that more educated individuals
do not favor high-skill immigration, thus implying a role for the labor market competition
channel. Moreover, richer natives favor skilled immigration, which suggests that taxpayers
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may also consider the possible financial burden of immigrants (skilled immigrants tend to
pay more taxes and use fewer benefits from welfare states).

Related to the conflict theory, prejudices, taste-based discrimination, and cultural
differences are also seen as determinants of attitudes toward immigrants or foreigners.
Taste-based discrimination occurs when a group of individuals prefers a certain group
over another based on tastes but not any economic rationale, as seen in xenophobia and
racism [25]. Dustmann and Preston [23] suggest that anti-immigrant attitudes are mostly
shaped by racial attitudes that include “attitudes towards inter-ethnic marriage, having
a minority boss, and self-admitted prejudice against minorities” (p. 16). Similarly, Gang,
Rivera-Batiz, and Yun [24] show that people who find the presence of another race disturb-
ing tend to feel that immigrants are bad for the country. Dustmann and Preston [23] explain
that prejudices against different ethnic groups or cultures “may be fuelled by a fear of loss
of national characteristics or a taste for cultural homogeneity” (p. 2). Besides, the political
orientation of individuals may influence their approach with regard to immigrants [21,26].
Whilst the right-wing people are characterized by more anti-immigration attitudes, the
left-wing people seem more immigrant-friendly. However, voting behavior can also change
depending on the number of immigrants in a given locality. For example, Halla, Wagner,
and Zweimuller [26] find that the inflow of immigrants into a community significantly
affects that community’s voting for a right-wing political party.

Threats to individual self-interest may not need to be real but need only be per-
ceived [21]. It is such perceptions that might make it hard for the public to accept im-
migration [27]. Media in the host country may contribute to pro or anti-immigration
attitudes. Saggar and Drean [28] underline the negative approach expressed by the media,
such as failure to control, too large a number, people smuggling, and wasted resources,
and note their role in shaping public attitudes towards immigrants. Racial profiling and
anti-foreigner, xenophobic language in the media are likely to generate negative attitudes
toward minorities in society [29].

All of the above studies rely on the comparison of shares of immigrants and attitudes
across areas. However, it is possible that some natives who are intolerant to immigrants
locate in areas with few immigrants, and some immigrants themselves may locate in
areas with a more tolerant native population. This may cause an underestimation of the
real effect of the share of immigrants on anti-immigration attitudes. The instrumental
variable approach is one way used in the literature to avoid this potential simultaneity bias.
Dustmann and Preston [30] suggest using the share of immigrants in larger regions as an
instrument for the share of immigrants in small regions. This is because, within smaller
areas, natives may select areas with lower shares of immigrants, while this relationship
between chosen location and share of immigrants is much weaker at larger geographical
levels. Markaki and Longhi [10] employ a similar strategy and find that a higher percentage
of immigrants is associated with more anti-immigration attitudes. In our case, we already
use large and heterogeneous areas, thus decreasing issues of endogeneity.

Western developed countries such as the US and European countries with more than
10% immigrants in population constitute the focus of the relevant literature. Developing
countries and/or low-immigration countries are not widely investigated by this literature,
with a few exceptions. As one of the recent exceptions, Igarashi & Nagayoshi [31] investi-
gate a distinctive example of Japan where ethnic homogeneity belief is held, and ethnic
diversity is quite low. This study highlights the differences between Japanese and Western
European/North American societies for their immigrant history, ethnic homogeneity belief,
and ethnic diversities that may differentiate attitudes towards immigrants. Using an exper-
imental design, the authors found that Japanese respondents unexpectedly showed more
negative attitudes towards immigration in a direct question than in a list experiment (also
called the item-count technique) which is based on the number of opinions a participant
agrees within a given list of opinions suggesting exaggeration of negative attitudes towards
immigrants when answers are not anonymous.
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Another example from Asia is given by Lee & Chou [32], who examine the attitudes
of Hong Kongers toward Chinese immigrants from the Mainland. Three reasons for anti-
immigrant sentiments are suggested: economic self-interest, psychological dispositions, and
sociotropic concerns (e.g., group identity and threat perception). Negative attitudes toward
immigrants are suggested to be significantly related to sociotropic concerns. Moreover,
Kawasaki & Ikeda [33], using the sixth wave of the World Values Survey for nine Asian
countries that are China, Hong Kong, Japan, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore, South Korea,
Taiwan, and Thailand, highlights that the stronger group identities are associated with
more prejudice.

3. Data and Descriptive Statistics

For our analysis of anti-immigration attitudes, we use the European Social Survey
(ESS) [34,35]. The ESS is a multi-country survey that has been conducted every two years
since 2002 through face-to-face interviews with participants aged 15 years or over. The
survey focuses on attitudes and behaviors. Turkey participated in the ESS only in Round 2
in 2004 and Round 4 in 2008.

Our main explanatory variable, the percentage of immigrants, comes from the 2000 population
census provided by the Turkish Statistical Institute upon a formal request (no other suitable
data source exists). Therefore, we use only Round 2 of the ESS, which is the round closest
to the census year. After dropping observations with missing data, we end up with a
cross-section sample of 1287 individual observations.

In all our analyses, we use sampling weights provided with the survey. These weights
adjust for differential selection probabilities as specified by sample design, nonresponse,
noncoverage, and sampling error related to the four post-stratification variables (gender,
age, education, and geographical region), see Kaminska [36]. Therefore, to generate nation-
ally representative estimates, we created analysis weight as guided by Kaminska [37] using
the Stata svy command. Hence, all descriptive statistics and regressions use this weight.

3.1. Dependent Variables

Our first three dependent variables related to the race and origin of immigrants, asking
(1) “To what extent do you think Turkey should allow people of the same race or ethnic
group as most Turkish people to come and live here?”; (2) “How about people of a different
race or ethnic group from most Turkish people?”; and (3) “How about people from the
poorer countries outside Europe?”. The response categories are 1: allow many to come and
live here, 2: allow some, 3: allow a few, and 4: allow none. Summary statistics are shown in
Table 1, and the distributions are shown in Figure 1.

Table 1. Summary statistics of the dependent variables.

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Same race immigrants 1287 2.695 1.095 1 4
Different race immigrants 1287 3.135 1.029 1 4

Poorer non-European immigrants 1287 3.131 1.060 1 4
Place 1287 1.770 0.740 1 3

Culture 1287 1.721 0.782 1 3
Economy 1287 1.798 0.791 1 3

Source: Author’s calculation based on ESS (Round 2).

Turkish people tend to report anti-immigrant attitudes, even of those immigrants
from the same race as natives, as almost 33 percent of respondents said, “allow none.” The
second question captures attitudes towards immigrants from different ethnic backgrounds.
It is clear that Turkish people’s attitudes towards a different race are more negative in
comparison with those against same-race immigrants. People in Turkey who would allow
many immigrants from a different race are only 7.86 percent, while more than 50 percent of
the sample responded that they would not allow any different race immigrant. Question 3
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captures attitudes towards people from poorer countries. More than half the sample (about
53 percent) want no migration from poor countries.
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Our three additional dependent variables measure more general views on the impact
that immigrants have on the national economy, culture, and their overall effect on the
country, asking: (4) “Would you say it is generally bad or good for Turkey’s economy
that people come to live here from other countries?”, (5) “Would you say that Turkey’s
cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from
other countries?”, and (6) “Is Turkey made a worse or a better place to live by people
coming to live here from other countries?”. Answers are on an ordinal scale from 0,
which stands for “immigrants are bad for the economy/undermine cultural life/make
Turkey a worse place to live”, to 10, which stands for “immigrants are good for the
economy/enrich cultural life/make Turkey a better place to live.” To have a more balanced
structure of the categories we group categories 0 to 2 (strong negative attitudes: immigrants
are bad for the economy/culture/place); categories 3 to 6 (weak attitudes: neither good
nor bad); and categories 7 to 10 (strong positive attitudes: immigrants are good for the
economy/culture/place).

Respondents tend to say that immigration is bad for the economy: only about
22 percent of people answered that immigration is good for the economy. It is seen from
the middle part of Figure 2 that a considerable number of people (about half of the sample)
felt threatened in terms of their culture. The difference between the two extreme points,
culturally enriched and undermined, is remarkable: only 20 percent of people stated that
immigration enriched culture, although almost 49 percent answered that cultural life is
undermined by immigrants. As seen from the bottom of Figure 2, similar to the previous
questions, people tended to think immigration makes the country a worse place to live. At
the positive end of the categories, about 19 percent of the sample thought that immigration
made Turkey a better place to live in.

3.2. Explanatory Variables

Our main explanatory variable is the percentage of immigrants over the total popu-
lation in the region. The analysis includes the 12 regions of Turkey, which are quite large
geographically (each region covers about six provinces). Information on the percentage of
immigrants across regions is from the population census 2000, which is conducted by the
Turkish Statistical Institute. We define immigrants as individuals who were born outside
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the country. The descriptive statistics in Table 2 suggest that there is a reasonable variation
in the percentage of immigrants across areas, despite the large geographical areas. While
the mean percentage of immigrants is only 1.8%, this varies across regions from 0.2% in
Southeast to 5.1% in Eastern Marmara.
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of independent variables. Source: Author’s calculation based on
ESS (Round 2).

Variable Explanation Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Baseline controls
Imm_s Percentage of immigrants 1287 1.765 1.560 0.1922 5.0938
Gender Male 1287 0.507 0.500 0 1

Age Age 1287 37.737 15.895 15 90
Education Years of education 1287 7.171 4.180 0 23

Unemp Unemployed 1287 0.069 0.254 0 1
Income Income categories 1287 1.292 0.505 1 3
Region Regions of Turkey 1287 5.985 3.533 1 12

Additional controls
Safe Feeling safe 1287 0.628 0.484 0 1
left Political ideology 1287 0.172 0.377 0 1

Trust_LS Trusting legal system 1287 0.618 0.486 0 1
TV_cat TV watching categories 1287 0.996 0.798 0 2

News_cat Newspaper reading
categories 1287 0.260 0.562 0 2

Happy Feeling happy 1287 0.665 0.472 0 1

In all models, we control for a standard set of socio-economic and demographic char-
acteristics such as the age of respondents, a male dummy, years of education, and a dummy
for those who are unemployed. We also control for household income using three cate-
gories: low income (up to 700 TL/monthly), mid-income (between 701–1200 TL/monthly),
and high income (more than 1200 TL/monthly). Models including these control variables
constitute our baseline specification.

Attitudes towards immigration might be influenced by several characteristics. In this
study, we want to include as many variables as the data allows to explain these behaviors.
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We include additional variables in the second part of the analysis that are thought to be
associated with these attitudes. The five additional variables are included in the second
part of the political analysis orientation, media usage (reading newspapers, watching TV),
feeling safe, trust in the legal system, and happiness.

Media nowadays is an important tool to influence individuals’ attitudes, as suggested
by Saggar and Drean [28], for example. In the case of the UK, authors highlight the effect of
the media on public opinion and underline the language usually used by the media: danger,
control numbers, wasted resources, etc. We, therefore, consider media as an explanatory
variable that might explain our dependent variables. The ESS survey has two media-related
questions that are used to measure the level of media consumption and exposure: (1) on an
average weekday, how much of your time watching television is spent watching news or
programs about politics and current affairs? and (2) on an average weekday how much of
this time (i.e., time spent in reading newspapers) is spent reading about politics and current
affairs?. Answers to these questions have eight categories in ascending order, starting from
0: no time at all to 7: more than 3 h. For simplicity, we made three broader categories
for these variables from 0 representing low TV/newspaper exposure (i.e., up to half an
hour spent on TV/newspapers) to two representing high TV/newspaper exposure being
more than an hour spent on TV/newspapers as presented in Figure 3. The descriptive
statistics in Figure 3 and Table 2 suggest high media consumption via TV but a much lower
consumption via newspapers.
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Figure 3. Weighted proportions of media exposure.

Political orientation is another characteristic that might be related to pro or anti-
immigrant attitudes. Survey data have information on individuals’ political placements,
which is where individuals politically place themselves on a scale from 0 to 10, where 0
means left and 10 means right. Those who placed themselves in categories below five are
grouped in the left wing and coded as 1. Others who placed themselves in category 5 or
above are coded as 0. Table 2 suggests that a relatively small proportion of respondents
(only 17%) lean towards the left wing.

As suggested by the literature, a belief in a relationship between crime and immigration
is an important factor in attitude formation. Therefore, we use two survey questions to
measure individuals’ safety concerns: (1) how safe do you—or would you—feel walking
alone in this area after dark? and (2) how much do you personally trust the legal system?
Question 1, referring to the variable feeling safe, originally four categories, from 1 being
very safe to 4 being very unsafe; and Question 2, referring to the variable trust in the legal
system, has 11 categories, from 0 being no trust at all to 10 being complete trust. To simplify
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the presentation and to avoid very few observations in some categories, we dichotomized
those variables with dummy variables equal to 1 if a respondent answered categories 1 or
2 for Question 1 and above the 5th category for Question 2. Values of 1 indicate that the
respondent feels safe and/or trusts the legal system, and 0 otherwise.

Finally, as suggested by Lyubomirsky, King, and Diener [37], happy individuals
are more optimistic, experience positive moods more often, and judge others in a more
favorable way. We, therefore, expect that happy people would be more supportive of
immigration and are more likely to have pro-immigrant sentiments. ESS has a question
that directly asks, ‘how happy are you.’ The answer consists of 11 categories from 0, which
is extremely unhappy, to 10, which is extremely happy. To avoid categories with few obser-
vations and to make the presentation easier, we dichotomized this variable and recorded
the answer categories from 6 to 11 as 1 being happy, and the remaining categories as 0
being unhappy. Summary statistics of the explanatory variables are presented in Table 2.

As mentioned, the analysis starts with the baseline controls that are explained above.
Later, additional explanatory variables will be included. One might think that these
variables might be related to each other in a way that might cause a biased estimate through
the multicollinearity problem. To consider this possibility, we do not include variables such
as safety, happiness, etc., in the first part of our investigation, but we include them gradually
to see if the results change remarkably. We also checked the correlation coefficients among
all explanatory variables to check for possible multicollinearity. The correlations are not
that high (e.g., all below 0.2) to worry about multicollinearity. Pairwise correlations are not
shown here but are available upon request.

4. Empirical Model

To analyze the attitudes of natives towards immigrants, a series of ordered probit
models as specified in Equation (1) below is estimated. Let Ai be the outcome we observe
about preferences towards immigration by native individual i (e.g., allow none, allow
some immigrants, etc.). When selecting among categorical answers, the respondent will
evaluate her/his level of anti-immigration sentiments on what could be considered a con-
tinuous scale and select the category that best approximates her/his personal (continuous)
evaluation. The stated categorical preference can therefore be interpreted as the outcome
of an underlying latent continuous variable Ai*, which measures the continuous level of
anti-immigration preferences.

The possible outcomes for the first three dependent variables range from 1: allow
many immigrants to 4: allow none. For the other three dependent variables, we have three
possible outcomes ranging from 1: immigrants make the country a worse place/undermine
cultural life/are bad for the national economy; to 3: immigrants make the country a better
place/enrich cultural life/are good for the national economy.

We assume that the latent variable Ai* is determined by the following equation:

A∗
i = β0Xi +β1IMr +β2SJi + ∂r + γ+ εi (1)

where Xi includes individual’s i socioeconomic and demographic characteristics. The key
parameter of interest is β1, which denotes how the regional percentage share of immigrants
(IMr) correlates with natives’ attitudes towards immigrants. SJi denotes the subjective
judgments of individuals about feeling safe, trust in the legal system, political orientation,
happiness, etc. εi is a zero mean random error term reflecting unobserved factors. All
variables in the model are for 2004 except the share of immigrants, which is for 2000.

Ai, the observed ordinal variable, takes on values 1 through 3 or 4 depending on the
question as follows:

Ai = 1 if A∗
f ≤ µ1

Ai = 2 if µ1 < A∗
f ≤ µ2

Af = k − 1 if µk−2 < A∗
i ≤ µk−1

Af = k if A∗
i ≥ µk−1

(2)
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whereµ are the cut-off points and k = 3 or 4 depending on the question (Liao, 1994). Here we in-
vestigate the likelihood of a particular response to the questions on anti-immigration attitudes.

Bearing in mind the potential problems of endogeneity, we reduce the possible bias
in two ways. First, we use percentages of immigrants across regions in 2000 to predict
anti-immigration attitudes in 2004 since the current attitudes of natives are less likely to
be correlated with the past than the current share of immigrants in the region. Secondly,
using larger regions instead of small regions is likely to reduce the bias. Even though
some individuals in neighborhoods or provinces may “have a taste” for homogeneous
ethnic composition and a more anti-immigrant stance [23] that may push immigrants away
from those places, this is unlikely to be the case in large geographic units [30]. In other
words, if we consider neighborhoods as the unit of study, for example, the results might
be biased since natives who desire a more homogeneous population can choose to live in
neighborhoods where there are no/a few immigrants, and immigrants can also choose
to live in neighborhoods where natives hold positive sentiments towards them. Large
geographic units are unlikely to be so homogenous.

5. Empirical Findings

In this section, we report estimation results for our ordered probit models of attitudes
towards immigration. There are six dependent variables in total. Each dependent variable
is used in two specifications: a baseline specification and a specification with additional
control variables.

Table 3 shows the average marginal effects of the regional share of immigrants on
the attitudes towards the same race immigrants. In the categories of many and some, the
signs of the coefficients are negative and positive for the last two categories. This means
that in regions with higher percentages of immigrants, respondents are less likely to select
“allow many” and “allow some” immigrants to come and live in this country and have a
higher probability of selecting “allow a few” and “allow none.” This finding is statistically
significant at a 5 percent significance level. The inclusion of additional controls does not
change these findings.

Table 3. Should Turkey allow people of the same race or ethnic group as most Turkish people to
come and live here?

Variables
Baseline Specification Specification with Additional Controls

Many Some A Few None Many Some A Few None

Imm_s −0.025 ** −0.016 ** 0.004 ** 0.037 ** −0.026 ** −0.017 ** 0.004 ** 0.039 **
(0.010) (0.007) (0.002) (0.015) (0.010) (0.007) (0.002) (0.015)

Male 0.006 0.004 −0.001 −0.010 −0.001 −0.001 0.000 0.002
(0.016) (0.011) (0.003) (0.025) (0.017) (0.011) (0.003) (0.026)

Age −0.001 ** −0.001 ** 0.000 * 0.002 ** −0.001 ** −0.001 ** 0.000 ** 0.002 **
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)

Education 0.003 0.002 −0.001 −0.005 0.002 0.001 −0.000 −0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.000) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.000) (0.004)

Unemployed −0.011 −0.008 0.002 0.017 −0.012 −0.009 0.002 0.019
(0.037) (0.027) (0.005) (0.058) (0.036) (0.026) (0.005) (0.057)

Mid income 0.040 * 0.025 ** −0.007 −0.058 * 0.043 * 0.027 ** −0.008 * −0.062 **
(0.022) (0.013) (0.005) (0.030) (0.022) (0.013) (0.005) (0.030)

High income 0.089 0.044 *** −0.020 −0.113 ** 0.084 0.043 ** −0.018 −0.109 **
(0.054) (0.017) (0.015) (0.056) (0.052) (0.017) (0.014) (0.055)

Safe 0.015 0.010 −0.002 −0.024
(0.017) (0.012) (0.003) (0.027)

Left 0.041 * 0.024 ** −0.008 −0.057 *
(0.024) (0.012) (0.005) (0.030)

Trusted −0.013 −0.008 0.002 0.019
(0.017) (0.011) (0.003) (0.025)

Mid TV exposure 0.012 0.008 −0.002 −0.019
(0.019) (0.014) (0.003) (0.031)
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Table 3. Cont.

Variables
Baseline Specification Specification with Additional Controls

Many Some A Few None Many Some A Few None

High TV exposure 0.030 0.019 −0.005 −0.044
(0.022) (0.014) (0.004) (0.032)

Mid newspaper exposure −0.005 −0.004 0.001 0.008
(0.024) (0.017) (0.003) (0.037)

High newspaper exposure 0.034 0.019 −0.007 −0.046
(0.034) (0.017) (0.008) (0.044)

Happy −0.006 −0.004 0.001 0.009
(0.018) (0.012) (0.003) (0.027)

Region Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Obs. 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287

Pseudo R2 0.0157 0.0189

Note: Standard errors in parentheses *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All specifications include region dummies.
The age variable represents the age of respondents. In terms of TV/newspaper exposure, low, mid, and high refer
to <0.5 h, 0.5–1 h, and >1 h spent on the activity, respectively.

The results also suggest that attitudes do not vary across people with different exposure
to the media (either TV or newspapers) and that the media does not seem to have a relevant
effect on attitudes. However, people whose political views lean toward the left appear to
be much more favorable to immigration than those who lean toward the right.

The marginal effects of attitudes towards immigrants from a different race or ethnicity
(Table 4) show that the probability of reporting “allow none of the different race immigrants
to live in this country” is larger than the respective probability for same-race immigrants
(Table 3). This suggests that natives are more likely to accept receiving immigrants from the
same race compared to immigrants from different races, which is statistically significant at
a 1 percent level.

Table 4. Should Turkey allow people of a different race or ethnic group from most Turkish people?

Variables Baseline Specification Specification with Additional Controls

Many Some A Few None Many Some A Few None

Imm_s −0.018 *** −0.022 *** −0.008 *** 0.048 *** −0.017 *** −0.022 *** −0.008 *** 0.047 ***
(0.006) (0.008) (0.003) (0.017) (0.006) (0.008) (0.003) (0.017)

Male −0.002 −0.002 −0.001 0.005 −0.003 −0.003 −0.001 0.007
(0.010) (0.013) (0.005) (0.028) (0.011) (0.013) (0.005) (0.029)

Age −0.001 *** −0.001 *** −0.000 *** 0.003 *** −0.001 *** −0.001 *** −0.000 *** 0.003 ***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)

Education 0.004 *** 0.005 *** 0.002 *** −0.011 *** 0.003 ** 0.004 ** 0.001 ** −0.008 **
(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.004) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.004)

Unemployed 0.021 0.024 0.007 −0.052 0.022 0.025 0.008 −0.056
(0.026) (0.027) (0.007) (0.059) (0.026) (0.027) (0.006) (0.059)

Mid income 0.026 ** 0.032 ** 0.011 ** −0.068 ** 0.027 ** 0.033 ** 0.011 ** −0.072 **
(0.013) (0.015) (0.005) (0.033) (0.013) (0.016) (0.005) (0.033)

High income 0.042 0.047 0.014 ** −0.102 0.034 0.040 0.013 −0.086
(0.043) (0.041) (0.007) (0.090) (0.041) (0.042) (0.009) (0.092)

Safe 0.002 0.002 0.001 −0.004
(0.011) (0.013) (0.005) (0.029)

Left 0.038 ** 0.042 *** 0.012 *** −0.092 ***
(0.016) (0.016) (0.004) (0.034)

Trusted −0.016 −0.020 −0.007 0.043
(0.011) (0.013) (0.005) (0.028)

Mid TV exposure 0.010 0.013 0.005 −0.027
(0.013) (0.016) (0.006) (0.034)

High TV exposure 0.001 0.001 0.001 −0.003
(0.013) (0.016) (0.006) (0.035)

Mid newspaper exposure −0.003 −0.004 −0.002 0.009
(0.013) (0.017) (0.007) (0.037)

High newspaper exposure 0.026 0.029 0.009 −0.064
(0.023) (0.024) (0.005) (0.052)

Happy −0.006 −0.007 −0.003 0.015
(0.011) (0.014) (0.005) (0.029)

Region Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Obs. 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287

Pseudo R2 0.0373 0.0426

Note: Standard errors in parentheses *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05. All specifications include region dummies. The age
variable represents the age of respondents. In terms of TV/newspaper exposure, low, mid, and high refer to <0.5
h, 0.5–1 h, and >1 h spent on the activity, respectively.
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Also, for the question about allowing immigrants from a different race, there seems to
be no difference in attitudes depending on media consumption, while people with political
views leaning more to the left are more likely to be in favor of this sort of immigration.
Again, however, attitudes appear to be more in favor of immigration when immigrants are
of the same race as Turkish people.

Similar results are found in the model considering attitudes towards immigrants
from poorer non-European countries in terms of the impact of the share of immigrants in
the region, as presented in Table 5. Regions with higher percentages of immigrants are
associated with a higher probability of reporting allow none by 4.8 percentage points which
is larger than the respective probability for same-race immigrants. Once again, people with
left political ideology are more likely to favor immigration, as are people who have high
exposure to newspapers, with marginal effects slightly larger than for political ideology.

Table 5. Should Turkey allow people from the poorer countries outside Europe?

Variables
Baseline Specification Specification with Additional Controls

Many Some A Few None Many Some A Few None

Imm_s −0.021
***

−0.020
***

−0.007
*** 0.048 *** −0.020

***
−0.019

***
−0.008

*** 0.046 ***

(0.007) (0.007) (0.003) (0.017) (0.007) (0.007) (0.003) (0.017)
Male −0.003 −0.003 −0.001 0.006 −0.005 −0.005 −0.001 0.012

(0.012) (0.012) (0.004) (0.028) (0.013) (0.012) (0.005) (0.030)

Age −0.002
***

−0.001
***

−0.001
*** 0.003 *** −0.002

***
−0.001

***
−0.000

*** 0.004 ***

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)
Education −0.000 −0.000 −0.000 0.000 −0.001 −0.001 0.001 ** 0.002

(0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.004)
Unemployed −0.007 −0.007 −0.003 0.018 −0.003 −0.002 0.008 0.006

(0.028) (0.028) (0.012) (0.067) (0.029) (0.028) (0.006) (0.067)
Mid income 0.009 0.009 0.003 −0.022 0.009 0.009 0.011 ** −0.021

(0.015) (0.014) (0.005) (0.034) (0.015) (0.014) (0.005) (0.034)
High income 0.043 0.036 0.010 * −0.090 0.032 0.028 0.013 −0.069

(0.043) (0.030) (0.006) (0.078) (0.042) (0.032) (0.009) (0.081)
Safe −0.000 −0.000 0.001 0.001

(0.012) (0.012) (0.005) (0.029)
Left 0.042 ** 0.036 ** 0.012 *** −0.089 **

(0.018) (0.015) (0.004) (0.036)
Trusted −0.018 −0.017 −0.007 0.041

(0.012) (0.012) (0.005) (0.028)
Mid TV exposure −0.018 −0.017 0.005 0.042

(0.015) (0.014) (0.006) (0.034)
High TV exposure −0.012 −0.011 0.001 0.026

(0.016) (0.015) (0.006) (0.036)
Mid newspaper exposure −0.001 −0.001 −0.002 0.003

(0.016) (0.016) (0.007) (0.039)
High newspaper exposure 0.052* 0.042 ** 0.009 −0.104 *

(0.031) (0.021) (0.005) (0.054)
Happy 0.001 0.001 −0.003 −0.002

(0.013) (0.012) (0.005) (0.030)
Region Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Obs. 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287

Pseudo R2 0.0290 0.0348

Note: Standard errors in parentheses *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All specifications include region dummies.
The age variable represents the age of respondents. In terms of TV/newspaper exposure, low, mid, and high refer
to <0.5 h, 0.5−1 h, and >1 h spent on the activity, respectively.

Overall, the results suggest that the relationship between the percentage of immigrants
in a region and anti-immigration attitudes is unlikely to be related to characteristics of
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the population in a certain region since the inclusion of additional explanatory variables
reflecting media consumption, political ideology, and other factors, does not affect the
coefficients of the percentage of immigrants. In addition, people’s attitudes to immigration
vary depending on who the group of potential immigrants is. Although the pattern is
consistent across Tables 3–5, people’s attitudes to immigration appear to be slightly more
favorable when immigrants are from the same race as Turkish people, and this is consistent
across all characteristics, as well as for the percentage of immigrants. This confirms that
part of the reason for anti-immigration attitudes is related to racial bias or socio-cultural
considerations rather than economic considerations (compare Tables 3 and 4). Economic
considerations are still part of the reason since people’s attitudes toward immigrants from
poorer countries tend to be slightly more negative (compare Tables 3 and 5).

The next three tables present our findings on the attitudes of natives on the general
perceived impact of immigrants to Turkey. In Table 6, we investigate individual attitudes
on how immigrants affect Turkey as a place to live. The findings reveal that a higher
percentage of immigrants in a region is associated with a higher likelihood people selecting
the option that immigrants make the country a worse place to live. The opposite applies
to people who lean towards left-wing opinions, while, again, there does not seem to be a
relevant impact of media consumption.

Table 6. Is Turkey made a worse or a better place to live by people coming to live here from
other countries?

Variables
Baseline Specification Specification with Additional Controls

Worse Neither W nor B Better Worse Neither W nor B Better

Imm_s 0.037 ** −0.012 ** −0.026 ** 0.039 ** −0.012 ** −0.027 **
(0.016) (0.005) (0.011) (0.016) (0.005) (0.011)

Male −0.046 * 0.014 * 0.031 * −0.038 0.012 0.026
(0.027) (0.009) (0.019) (0.028) (0.009) (0.019)

Age 0.005 *** −0.001 *** −0.003 *** 0.005 *** −0.001 *** −0.003 ***
(0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001)

Education −0.004 0.001 0.003 −0.003 0.001 0.002
(0.004) (0.001) (0.003) (0.004) (0.001) (0.003)

Unemployed 0.031 −0.011 −0.021 0.033 −0.011 −0.022
(0.064) (0.023) (0.041) (0.064) (0.023) (0.040)

Mid income −0.027 0.008 0.018 −0.033 0.010 0.023
(0.034) (0.010) (0.024) (0.034) (0.010) (0.024)

High income −0.090 0.021 ** 0.069 −0.106 0.023 *** 0.083
(0.070) (0.010) (0.061) (0.069) (0.008) (0.062)

Safe −0.053 * 0.017 * 0.035 *
(0.030) (0.010) (0.019)

Left −0.065 * 0.017 ** 0.048 *
(0.035) (0.008) (0.027)

Trusted −0.065 ** 0.021 ** 0.044 **
(0.028) (0.009) (0.018)

Mid TV exposure −0.007 0.002 0.005
(0.032) (0.010) (0.022)

High TV exposure 0.015 −0.005 −0.010
(0.037) (0.012) (0.025)

Mid newspaper exposure −0.001 0.000 0.001
(0.043) (0.014) (0.030)

High newspaper exposure −0.032 0.009 0.023
(0.058) (0.015) (0.043)

Happy 0.007 −0.002 −0.005
(0.030) (0.009) (0.021)

Region Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Obs. 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287

Pseudo R2 0.0326 0.0379

Note: Standard errors in parentheses *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All specifications include region dummies.
The age variable represents the age of respondents. In terms of TV/newspaper exposure, low, mid, and high refer
to <0.5 h, 0.5−1 h, and >1 h spent on the activity, respectively.
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Economic concerns seem to have an important impact on natives’ attitudes toward
immigrants. The findings in Table 7 show a statistically significant impact on the percentage
of immigrants: in regions with high percentages of immigrants, Turkish people are more
likely to report that immigrants make the country’s economy worse. Hence, we can say
that immigrants may be blamed by natives for economic problems in Turkey. In this
case, there is no difference between people with different political ideologies since the
marginal effects for the variable “Left” are not statistically significant. This suggests that
positive attitudes toward immigration may be based mostly on ideology, even when people
think that immigrants may not bring economic benefits. Once again, there seem to be no
differences across people with different exposure to the media.

Table 7. Would you say it is generally bad or good for Turkey’s economy that people come to live
here from other countries?

Variables
Baseline Specification Specification with Additional Controls

Worse Neither W nor B Better Worse Neither W nor B Better

Imm_s 0.037 ** −0.009 ** −0.027 ** 0.042 *** −0.011 ** −0.031 ***
(0.015) (0.004) (0.011) (0.016) (0.004) (0.012)

Male −0.021 0.005 0.015 −0.017 0.004 0.012
(0.028) (0.007) (0.021) (0.029) (0.008) (0.021)

Age 0.005 *** −0.001 *** −0.004 *** 0.005 *** −0.001 *** −0.004 ***
(0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001)

Education −0.007 * 0.002 * 0.005 * −0.006 0.002 0.004
(0.004) (0.001) (0.003) (0.004) (0.001) (0.003)

Unemployed −0.081 0.015 ** 0.066 −0.080 0.015 ** 0.065
(0.057) (0.007) (0.051) (0.058) (0.007) (0.051)

Mid income −0.026 0.007 0.019 −0.031 0.008 0.023
(0.034) (0.008) (0.026) (0.034) (0.008) (0.025)

High income −0.232 *** 0.005 0.228 *** −0.253 *** −0.002 0.255 ***
(0.057) (0.018) (0.073) (0.054) (0.022) (0.074)

Safe −0.006 0.002 0.005
(0.029) (0.008) (0.021)

Left −0.045 0.010 0.035
(0.035) (0.007) (0.027)

Trusted −0.087 *** 0.024 *** 0.063 ***
(0.028) (0.008) (0.020)

Mid TV exposure −0.004 0.001 0.003
(0.034) (0.009) (0.025)

High TV exposure −0.002 0.001 0.002
(0.038) (0.010) (0.028)

Mid newspaper exposure −0.006 0.002 0.005
(0.038) (0.010) (0.029)

High newspaper exposure −0.065 0.014 0.052
(0.051) (0.008) (0.043)

Happy −0.031 0.008 0.023
(0.030) (0.008) (0.021)

Region Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Obs. 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287

Pseudo R2 0.0426 0.0489

Note: Standard errors in parentheses *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All specifications include region dummies.
The age variable represents the age of respondents. In terms of TV/newspaper exposure, low, mid, and high refer
to <0.5 h, 0.5−1 h, and >1 h spent on the activity, respectively.

In the results of the specification considering the cultural dimension of attitudes, we
could not find any statistically significant impact on the percentage of immigrants (Table 8),
although the sign of the coefficient for the first category (i.e., undermined) is positive and
largest amongst other categories. One can therefore think that there is no difference in
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feeling their culture threatened by immigrants between people living in regions with higher
percentages of immigrants.

Table 8. Would you say that Turkey’s cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by people
coming to live here from other countries?

Variables
Baseline Specification Specification with Additional Controls

Undermined Neither U nor E Enriched Undermined Neither U nor E Enriched

Imm_s 0.018 −0.005 −0.013 0.021 −0.006 −0.015
(0.016) (0.005) (0.011) (0.016) (0.005) (0.011)

Male −0.003 0.001 0.002 0.008 −0.002 −0.005
(0.029) (0.008) (0.020) (0.029) (0.009) (0.021)

Age 0.004 *** −0.001 *** −0.003 *** 0.005 *** −0.001 *** −0.003 ***
(0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001)

Education −0.005 0.002 0.004 −0.003 0.001 0.002
(0.004) (0.001) (0.003) (0.004) (0.001) (0.003)

Unemployed −0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 −0.000 −0.000
(0.063) (0.018) (0.045) (0.062) (0.018) (0.044)

Mid income 0.022 −0.007 −0.015 0.013 −0.004 −0.009
(0.036) (0.011) (0.025) (0.036) (0.011) (0.025)

High income −0.215 *** 0.019 0.196 ** −0.230 *** 0.018 0.212 ***
(0.067) (0.012) (0.077) (0.066) (0.014) (0.078)

Safe −0.052 * 0.016 * 0.036 *
(0.030) (0.010) (0.021)

Left −0.097 *** 0.024 *** 0.073 **
(0.037) (0.007) (0.030)

Trusted −0.079 *** 0.024 ** 0.054 ***
(0.029) (0.009) (0.020)

Mid TV exposure −0.005 0.001 0.003
(0.034) (0.009) (0.025)

High TV exposure 0.033 −0.010 −0.023
(0.039) (0.012) (0.027)

Mid newspaper exposure −0.027 0.008 0.019
(0.042) (0.012) (0.030)

High newspaper exposure −0.118 ** 0.025 *** 0.092*
(0.058) (0.008) (0.050)

Happy 0.001 −0.000 −0.001
(0.032) (0.009) (0.022)

Region Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Obs. 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287 1287

Pseudo R2 0.0269 0.0360

Note: Standard errors in parentheses *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1. All specifications include region dummies.
The age variable represents the age of respondents. In terms of TV/newspaper exposure, low, mid, and high refer
to <0.5 h, 0.5−1 h, and >1 h spent on the activity, respectively.

Political ideology remains important in this specification, suggesting that those people
who hold more left-wing political views are more likely to think that immigrants are
positive for the culture of the country, despite being unsure about their economic impact
(Table 7). Perhaps surprisingly, also those (few) people with high exposure to newspapers
are more likely to consider that immigration has a positive impact on culture. These results
are not in contrast with the average negative anti-immigration attitudes of the whole
country since those who hold left-wing political views and those who are high consumers
of newspapers are only small proportions of the overall population (Table 2).

To summarize, our findings suggest that the percentage of immigrants in the region
has a role in shaping attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. The presence of
immigrants in Turkey produces anti-immigrant sentiments. However, people with left-
wing political ideologies tend to have significantly more positive views of immigration,
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also conditional on the region where they live. Attitudes tend to be more negative when
migrants are of a different race and when they come from poorer countries outside Europe.

6. Conclusions

In this investigation, the aim was to assess natives’ attitudes towards immigrants
by using attitudinal survey data from the 2004 European Social Survey in the context of
Turkey. By estimating ordered probit equations of the likelihood that people had negative
attitudes towards immigrants, this paper provided an analysis of the correlation between
a set of explanatory variables and attitudes towards immigrants. Besides the regional
share of immigrants as an independent variable of interest, age, education level, income
level, political orientation, trust in the legal system, newspaper exposure, and safety were
found to be significant factors affecting our dependent variables on attitudes toward
immigration/immigrants.

According to the European Social Survey, the preference of almost half of the Turkish
population is not to allow any immigrants from different races to live in Turkey; this is
remarkably negative in comparison with other countries. We seek out which factors affect
these negative attitudes towards immigrants.

The first finding to emerge from our analysis is that a higher percentage of immi-
grants in the region is correlated to an anti-immigrant stance amongst natives. Our results
suggest that both economic and non-economic factors are important in explaining atti-
tudes. Together with a baseline specification that includes a standard set of socio-economic
explanatory variables, we extend model specification, including variables such as safety,
political orientation, trust in the legal system, media exposure, and happiness that are likely
to influence attitudes towards immigrants/immigration. Nevertheless, the inclusion of
additional explanatory variables did not change the sign and magnitude of the coefficient
of the variable of interest (i.e., the regional percentage of immigrants).

It should be noted that people with high newspaper exposure have a higher probability
of reporting that they prefer to allow many poorer non-European immigrants to come
and live in this country, while it decreases the probability that they prefer to allow none.
Besides, people with high newspaper exposure also have a lower probability of reporting
that “Turkey’s cultural life is generally undermined by people coming to live here from
other countries”, which is statistically significant at a 5 percent significance level.

In contrast to the case of England [30] and Spain [9], which found modest or no effect
of the share of immigrants, our findings suggest that immigrant group size has a significant
impact on explaining anti-immigrant attitudes of Turkish people. Thereby, the little chance
of contact with immigrants in Turkey through a lower share of immigrants compared to
other European countries seems to influence natives’ pro-immigrant behavior negatively.

Although we find some significant coefficients in the economic indicators, such as
income level, it is hard to say that they are consistent across specifications. Hence, our
research suggests that natives’ anti-immigrant preferences are likely to stem from mostly
non-economic factors than economic factors. This means that attitudes may not be very
responsive to economic interventions. From a policy implications point of view, this might
be an important factor to consider.

It’s worth emphasizing a few limitations of this paper. First, our empirical analysis
is based on cross-section of data for 2004 data on attitudes. Therefore, it may not reflect
change over time. The Syrian influx into the country is not included in the investigation
because of data restrictions. When considering the high volume of these refugees, the
attitudes of Turkish people might be affected in a different way than what we currently find,
though the characteristics of these immigrants are similar to the previous ones. However,
this attempt that examines the attitude of the Turkish people still provides a systematic and
valuable contribution to the relevant literature in this country.
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