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Sammanfattning 

 

Internationell migration skapar en gränsöverskridande värld. Av 4,8 miljoner människor i 

Norge är 9,7 procent invandrare och av 9,4 miljoner människor i Sverige är 14,3 procent 

invandrare. I det senaste valet i båda dessa länder fick partier med främlingsfientliga åsikter 

fler röster än någonsin tidigare. 

 

År 2008 gjordes en enkätundersökning i de båda länderna, där de tillfrågade bland annat fick 

svara på två frågor om sina attityder till invandrare och invandring. De två frågorna var: 

1. Tror du att det skulle vara positivt eller negativt för det norska/svenska samhället om 

Norge/Sverige skulle få ökad invandring? 

2. Tycker du att det är för många invandrare i Norge/Sverige? 

Resultatet visade att norrmännen är mer skeptiska till invandrare och invandring än 

svenskarna. De variabler vi kontrollerade för förklarade dock bara ungefär 15 procent av 

variationen i svaren. Vad de resterande 85 procenten beror på är fortfarande oklart. De 

svarandes utbildningsnivå tycktes påverka hur de svarade, vilket även tidigare forskning har 

påvisat. Personer med högre utbildning svarade på ett mindre skeptiskt sätt gentemot 

invandrare och invandring. Tidigare forskning har även visat att icke ekonomiska faktorer är 

signifikant korrelerade med personliga åsikter om invandring.  

 

Nyckelord: Attityder, invandrare, invandring, främlingsfientlighet.  



Abstract 
 
International migration creates a transnational world. Of the 4.8 million people in Norway, 9.7 

percent are immigrants and of the 9.4 million people in Sweden 14.3 percent are immigrants. 

In the latest elections in these countries two parties with xenophobic views got more votes 

than ever before. 

 

In 2008 a survey was conducted in these two countries. People were asked two questions 

about immigrants and immigration. The two questions were:  

1. Do you think it would be positive or negative for Norwegian/Swedish society if 

Norway/Sweden would have increased immigration? 

2. Do you think there are too many immigrants in Norway/Sweden? 

The result showed that Norwegians are more skeptical towards immigrants and immigration 

than Swedes. The variables we controlled for only explained about 15 percent of the variation 

in the answers. What the remaining 85 percent depends on is still unclear. The respondents’ 

education level seemed to affect how they answered, which previous research also has shown. 

People with a higher level of education answered in a less skeptical way regarding immigrants 

and immigration. Non-economic variables have also been found to be significantly correlated 

with personal preferences for immigration policies. 

 

 Keywords; Attitudes, immigrants, immigration, xenophobic. 
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1 Introduction  
 

1.1 Background 

 

During the last decade Europe’s political map has changed in appearance. Populist- and right-

wing parties have gained greater importance in European politics. Du Front Nationale (The 

Front National) in France, Fremskrittspartiet (Progress Party) in Norway, Danske 

Folkepartiet (Danish People’s Party) in Denmark and Freiheitlichen Partei Österreichs 

(Liberal Party) in Austria, have all had influence in their respective countries’ politics.  

 

After the Swedish parliamentary election in 2010 the number of parties in parliament 

increased from seven to eight due to Sverigedemokraterna’s (The Swedish Democrats’) 

success, they got 5.7 percent of the votes. Sverigedemokraterna’s most important profile issue 

is more restrictive immigration policies. In their election manifesto for the 2010 election they 

focused on tightening the requirement policies for citizenship and residence, and on their 

belief that immigrants should adapt to Swedish society and not vice versa (The Swedish 

Democrats, 2007). Sverigedemokraterna seems to encounter the same success as their 

European counterparts. In 1973 a new party was formed in Norway, Anders Langes Parti, 

now known as Fremskrittspartiet, and in the 2009 parliamentary election it became Norway’s 

second largest party with 22.9 percent of the votes. It is a Populist Party who believes that 

immigrants and immigration cost the tax payers too much money and that immigration poses 

a threat to the unique Norwegian society (Progress Party, 2010). 

 

 
1.2 Problem definition 

 

Based on the above circumstances it is interesting to examine what explains attitudes towards 

immigrants and immigration in Norway and Sweden, and whether these attitudes differ 

between the two countries. We have access to a survey conducted both in Norway and 

Sweden that has examined attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. Based on this 

survey we will try to answer these questions.  

 

http://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Freiheitliche_Partei_%C3%96sterreichs
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1.3 Aim of research  

 

The aim of this study is to investigate what explains attitudes toward immigrants, and if these 

attitudes differ between Norway and Sweden.  

 

 

1.4 Research focus  

 

We have chosen to focus on two specific questions capturing attitudes towards immigrants 

and immigration:  

 
1. Do you think it would be positive or negative for Norwegian/Swedish society if 

Norway/Sweden would have increased immigration? 

2. Do you think there are too many immigrants in Norway/Sweden? 

We are aware that there may be many different reasons why people have answered a question 

in a certain way. But the focus in this study is on whether and how attitudes differ across 

countries. We are looking at how the respondents’ answers are related to their socio-economic 

situation and other important attitudes. 

 

 

1.5 Statistical methods  

 

To determine what statistical data analysis is, one must define the statistics. Statistics is a set 

of techniques that are used in collecting, analyzing, presenting, and interpreting data. 

Statistical methods help people to identify, study, and solve many complex problems. Since 

we have a large amount of collected material, we choose to make use of statistical methods to 

summarize the survey data. The purpose of statistical inference is to obtain information about 

a population from information contained in a sample. It is not feasible to test the entire 

population, so a sample is the only realistic way to obtain data because of the time and cost 

constraints. In this survey we have quantitative data, which is numeric and indicates either 

how much or how many. Our data is collected at the same or approximately the same point in 

time, e.g. cross-sectional data. Statistical forecasting concentrates on using the past to predict 
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the future by identifying trends and patterns within the data to develop a forecast (Thurén, 

2007).  

 

 

1.6 Validity and reliability 

 

Validity refers to the degree to which the study accurately reflects or assesses the specific 

concept that the researcher is attempting to measure, while reliability is concerned with the 

accuracy of the actual measuring instrument or procedure. It is vital that researcher measures 

the correct item, otherwise the result will be useless and cannot be applied and interpreted 

(Georgetown University, 2011). In our survey we are to examine people’s attitudes towards 

immigrants and immigration by looking at their answers on two specific questions. We want 

to investigate what explains attitudes towards immigrants, and if these attitudes differ between 

Norway and Sweden. Our two questions capture what we want to investigate, i.e. our study is 

valid.  

 

Reliability is the extent to which a measuring procedure yields the same result on repeated 

trails. Our survey measures the respondents’ attitudes towards immigrants and immigration by 

our two questions. There are different ways to estimate reliability, but it is impossible to 

calculate reliability exactly. One way is to administer the test twice at two different points in 

time, a test-retest reliability. This type of reliability assumes that there will be no change in 

what is being measured at the two different points in time. We believe that this test-retest is 

possible to conduct with our survey, but these tests need to be done within a relatively short 

period of time. If this is done almost all respondents should answer in the same way for the 

test to be reliable. On the other hand, if there is a long period of time between the two tests, it 

is natural for people to change their attitudes and then the second test is useless. 

 

Another way to measure reliability is called internal consistency reliability. This form is used 

to judge the consistency of results across items on the same test. In such a test there are two 

similar questions, designed to measure the same thing, and the respondent should answer both 

questions the same way for the test to indicate that is has internal consistency (Georgetown 

University, 2011). The two questions in our survey are similar; they both deal with the issues 

of immigration. If one respondent perceives that it is too many immigrants in the country, that 

respondent should also be of the opinion that it would be negative for the society with 
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increased immigration. Our results show that this test has internal consistency, i.e. the answers 

on both questions point in the same direction. 

 

A descriptive background is presented in the next chapter to get a better understanding of 

Norway’s and Sweden’s similarities and dissimilarities, and the differences between the 

xenophobic parties in the two countries. 
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2 A descriptive background 
 

2.1 Norway 

 

Norway, with its nearly 4.8 million inhabitants, is one of the least populated countries in 

Europe. Approximately three quarters of the population lives in urban areas, most in the major 

cities of Oslo, Bergen, Trondheim and Stavanger. Most densely populated is the area around 

Oslofjorden, Sörlandet and Vestlandets kuster. Emigration from the northern counties has at 

time been substantial. Compared to Sweden a greater proportion of the population lives in the 

north country territories (Government Offices, 2010). 

 

Today Norway presents a small natural population increase and each woman gives on average 

birth to 1.9 children. The average age of those who become mothers for the first time is 

increasing and in 2008 that age was 28. The same year women were estimated to live to the 

age of 83 and men to the age of 78 (Government Offices, 2010). 

 

The immigrant population currently consists of 460 000 people, including both people who 

are themselves immigrants and people born in Norway but with both parents born abroad. The 

group represents 9.7 percent of the total population. A third of the first-generation immigrants 

come from western countries. Half of the immigrants come as refugees from Africa, Asia 

(including Turkey), Eastern Europe and South and Central America (Government Offices, 

2010). 

 

In 2009 26 600 people emigrated from Norway and 65 600 people immigrated to Norway. 

This is the second largest immigration and the third largest emigration in the history of 

Norway. Most of the people who are immigrating or emigrating are from Poland. Of 56 700 

who have migrated to Norway, and were not Norwegian citizens, 58 percent were nationals of 

a European country. In the 1960’s immigration from the present EU countries was a large part 

of the immigration to Norway, but after the 1960’s it began declining. As late as 2003 it was 

only 37 percent. In previous years a large part of immigration has consisted of refugee 

immigration, but in recent years there has been a change towards labor migration. Currently, 

the majority of the migration is labor migration, mostly from Poland, Sweden, Germany and 

Lithuania (Statistics Norway, 2010).  
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Polish and Swedish citizens do not stay for long. The average immigrant lived in Norway for 

about a year and tree months before they moved. Nearly 90 percent had immigrated between 

2007 and 2009. Of the 3 100 Swedes who immigrated to Norway had one in four also 

emigrated in 2009. 1 700 of the Norwegian citizens who emigrated were originally 

immigrants from another country, and they lived in average 14 years in Norway before they 

emigrated (Statistics Norway, 2010).  

 

7 100 of the Norwegian citizens who immigrated were without an immigrant background i.e. 

originally from Norway. Of these were 1 500 from Sweden, 1 400 from Denmark and 700 

from the U.S., but also 450 from Spain. Concerning, Norwegian citizens with immigrant 

background who moved to Norway, the largest group were from Pakistan with about 200 

(Statistics Norway, 2010). 

 

 
(Picture from: Statistics Norway, 2010) 
 

 

2.2 Sweden 

 

Of the Swedish population, 9.4 millions, 14.3 percent are immigrants, which is equivalent to 

approximately 1.3 million people. In recent years, immigration to Sweden has been very high. 

In 2009 the immigration broke its record, 102 280 people immigrated, which of whom 48 

Immigration/Emigration 1972-2009 in Norway 

Immigrants Emigrants Net migration 
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percent were women and 52 percent were men. In the same year 39 240 people emigrated, 

leaving a net immigration of 63 040 people. It is about as much as last year, but a doubling of 

the number of immigrants since 1999. In 2008, the average time for an immigrant to stay in 

Sweden was seven years (Migration Information, 2010). 

 

The population is very unevenly distributed in Sweden. In 1940 56 percent lived in urban 

areas, in 1960 73 percent and in 1980 83 percent, since then the change has been negligible. 

Some urban areas have had difficulties to maintain their population, mainly in sparsely 

populated areas with few jobs and poor transport conditions. There is a larger proportion of 

older people in the depopulated areas than elsewhere (National Encyclopedia, 2010). 

 

In 2009, the total fertility rate was 1.94 children per woman. That is not enough for the 

population to increase by its own power. For that to happen, every woman need to give birth 

to 2.10 children during her life, but that has not been the case since 1991 when the total 

fertility rate was 2.12. Viewed over a longer period, the mean age at first birth increased, but 

in recent years parents’ mean age has been unchanged. Among those who became parents for 

the first time during the period 2005-2009 the mother’s average age was 29.0 years and the 

father’s was 31.4 years. Sweden as a whole and the majority of municipalities are dependent 

on immigration to boost population growth. The birth rate is too low to reproduce the 

population without immigration (Statistics Sweden, 2010). 

 

The immigrants who came to Sweden represented 168 different citizenships and the largest 

immigrant group consisted of 18 517 Swedish citizens. The next largest group consisted of 

8 539 Iraqi citizens and the third largest group was 6 902 Somali citizens. Immigration of 

Iraqi citizens has declined by 29 percent between 2008 and 2009. The explanation consists in 

part of a reduced number of asylum seekers from Iraq, while the approval rate for the group 

decreased. The immigration from Somalia grew by 70 percent during the same time period. 

This may be due to the fact that in autumn 2009 the Migration Court of Appeal stated that 

there was an armed conflict in the Somali capital, and that all asylum seekers from there 

would get protection in Sweden (Statistics Sweden, 2010). 

 

During the 1880’s there was a boom in the U.S., while Sweden was hit by an agricultural 

crisis, which resulted in a substantial emigration to North America. Today, the emigration is 
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back to the same numerical level as then, but one should keep in mind that the population is 

much larger now. 

Sweden has been an immigration country since the Second World War. During the 1950’s and 

1960’s Sweden had labor-immigration, and since the 1980’s Sweden has had refugee- and 

family-immigration. 

 

Immigration/Emigration 1850-2010 in Sweden 

 
(Picture from: Statistics Sweden, 2010)  
 

 

 

2.3 Progressive Party and Swedish Democrats 
 

Looking at Norway and Sweden, we find that the countries are similar in many ways, but 

when comparing the countries’ political parties we see dissimilarities. As mentioned in the 

introduction the Norwegian xenophobic party, Fremskrittspartiet, is about four times bigger 

than the Swedish xenophobic party, Sverigedemokraterna.  

 

The main difference between Sverigedemokraterna and Fremskrittpartiet is that they come 

from different traditions. Fremskrittspartiet has been supported primarily by dissatisfaction 

against the Norwegian tax policy. Fremskrittspartiet’s “weapons” are tougher requirements 

on asylum seekers, immigrants and Muslims. Sverigedemokraterna come from the old 

immigrant 

emigrant 

2010 
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national movement that is sprung out of old racists and Nazi, and that is one of the things that 

differs the parties. Fremskrittspartiet has grown and become a large party, but they still face a 

stiff resistance from the established parties. The more or less xenophobic parties in the north 

of Europe have in recent years strengthened their positions both with the Danske Folkeparti’s 

and Fremskrittspartiet’s successes in their countries’ elections (Holmbäck, 2009). According 

to Haraldsson’s and Neuschütz’s study, Sverigedemokraterna’s political image has become 

more explicitly xenophobic. The issue of immigration has been articulated more clearly and 

with a tighter focus in the most recent policy program than in the earlier policy programs. The 

study also examined whether xenophobic attitudes were more common at the two 

measurements in 2002 and 2004, than they were at the measurements in 1994 and 1998. The 

result showed that voters’ xenophobia has varied greatly over time and that voters are not 

particularly consistent in their views, which may suggest that they prioritize other issues in 

comparisons (Haraldsson and Neuschütz, 2006). 

 

According to a report from the Institute for Prospective Technological Studies, the number of 

people that annually immigrate to Sweden will soon double in comparison to how many 

children that are born. In recent decades, immigration has increased by 3 percent and if it 

continues at this pace, Sweden will have 200 000 immigrants in a few decades. On average 

about 100 000 children are born each year. In this way the immigration becomes more 

important for the country’s development than the birth rate, says the report presented at the 

State Department in 2008. The important thing is then to take advantage of the immigrated 

skills of the 20- and 30-year-olds who make up the bulk of the immigrants. International 

migration creates a transnational world. People have a global network of contacts and 

experience from many countries. Today there are 3 percent, approximately 190 million 

people, living in a country other than where they were born, and many more have lived 

abroad during a part of their lives.  The report argues that international migration is beneficial 

to the world from an economic perspective (Hedberg and Malmberg, 2008). 

 

In the next chapter we will present a summary of previous research on attitudes towards 

immigrants and immigration. We do not conduct a full survey of related reserch, but we 

believe that we have surveyed the most relevant articles in this field. 



14 
 

3 Previous research 
 

Immigration policy preferences are strongly driven by cultural factors rather than economic 

consideration (Burns and Gimpel 2000, Citrin et al. 1997, Dustman and Preston 2007). These 

types of literature typically rely on survey data where it is difficult to separate the two factors 

and/or claim causality. In 2010 Hainmueller and Hiscox conducted a survey experiment. 

While holding cultural concerns constant, respondents were randomly assigned to different 

survey items in a manner which allowed them to separate different economic theories of 

immigration policy preferences. Their results support claims that economic self-interest - i.e. 

fear over increased competition for jobs and resentment over having to pay for the social 

services used by immigrants - is not important for immigration policy preferences. Instead, it 

seems that culture can shape public perception of immigration issues, but cultural economic 

concerns appeal to traditional notions of values and identity. 

 

Dustman and Preston (2007) conducted a survey to examine whether or not labor market 

concerns, welfare concerns, and racial or cultural concerns, determine attitudes to further 

immigration. Their results suggested that labor market concerns play a less important role 

than welfare concerns in determination of attitudes to further immigration. They also found 

that racial or cultural prejudice is an important component to attitudes towards immigration. 

Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007) examined data on attitudes towards immigration available 

from 2003 European Social Survey. They found that people with higher levels of education 

and occupational skills are more likely to favor immigration, regardless of the skill attributes 

of the immigrants in question. These relationships are almost identical among individuals in 

the labor force and those not in the labor force. The result showed that a large component of 

the link between education and attitudes towards immigrants is driven by differences among 

individuals in cultural values and beliefs. More educated respondents were significantly less 

racist and placed greater value on cultural diversity than did their counterparts. They were 

also more likely to believe that immigration generates benefits for the host economy as a 

whole (Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2007). People who are skeptical towards immigration in 

Sweden are also likely to perceive wealth as an important part of life. Wealth seems to be 

most important for young men and people with a lower level of education. Repeated studies 

of opinions regarding immigration have determined that this particular group – men with 
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lower levels of education – are among the most supportive for more restrictive immigration 

policies (SOM-institute, 2000). 

 

Finseraas, Jakobsson and Kotsadam (2010) considered the murder of Theo van Gogh as a 

natural experiment, and explored if an exogenous shock could affect voters’ immigration 

policy preferences. The results showed that the respondents were more positive towards 

restrictive immigration policies after the murder, than they were before the murder. 

 

In a study Mayda (2006) found that attitudes towards immigrants seem to be related to several 

problems in many countries: the labor market, security and cultural issue, individual feelings 

towards political refugees and illegal immigration. In particular, the survey shows that the 

social variables will continue to play a key role after a check for non-economic factors. The 

evidence in this report is consistent with a labor market interpretation that exists across 

countries. Non-economic variables have also been found to be significantly correlated with 

preferences for immigrant policies, both concerning the impact of immigration in crime rates 

and individual perception. However, it does not seem to be these non-economic determinants 

that change the result substantially in the economic variables. The social attitudes towards 

immigrants survive after taking these non-economic factors into account (Mayda, 2006). 

 

Many young people seek to xenophobic groups to find a community and to act tough. Those 

who are most likely to influence young people with xenophobic views are particularly other 

young people. Views from home also have a tendency to influence young people (Anglöw 

and Axelsson, 2010). In 2007 Hermansson conducted a study to investigate young Swedes’ 

attitudes, in the sixth to ninth grade, towards immigrants and immigration. Hermansson found 

that girls were more tolerant than boys, and that the students in the seventh grade were more 

tolerant than their older friends. Grade nine had the highest share of intolerant pupils. The 

girls thought to a much lesser extent than boys, that immigrants only came to Sweden to take 

advantage of social benefits. A majority of the students believed that immigrants who came to 

Sweden were more criminal on average than Swedes. Just over half of the respondents 

thought that Sweden should continue to receive immigrants and the same proportion showed a 

high acceptance rate for labor immigration. 4 out of 10 students could not imagine voting for 

a party that wanted to halt immigration to Sweden, while not even 1 of 10 students would 

consider voting for a racist party (Hermansson, 2007). According to a study done by the 

SOM-institute on Gothenburg’s University in 2008, 49 percent of the Swedish citizens would 
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prefer less immigration and the year before that 46 percent of the Swedish citizens wanted to 

reduce the immigration to the county (SOM-institute, 2008).  

 

Bäcke stated in 2007 that contradictions were created between individuals belonging to 

different groups, and due to this categorization many students from various backgrounds 

found it difficult to meet individuals from other ethnical groups. These losses of contacts 

could lead to a segregated society in which prejudices developed. One explanation for the lack 

of integration between groups could be the lack of positive encounters between individuals. 

Bäcke argues that language is an important part of creating positive meetings and another 

aspect is teacher support at school. Teachers have the ability to facilitate and support students 

to converge. Concepts of Swedes and immigrants are charged and have a number of thoughts 

about people that become attached to the concept, which becomes especially clear when 

natives and immigrants are weighted against each other (Bäcke, 2007). According to 

Stenelund (2005), responsibility lies on the community to allow refugees to become 

integrated. A good integration will result from a good treatment from society and authorities. 

Stenelund argues that segregation can be both good and bad. The advantage is the security of 

getting placed in a neighborhood with other immigrants, while the disadvantage is that it is 

harder to get into the Swedish society when you live in an area of mostly immigrants. The 

result of Stenelund’s study shows that it is difficult to say whether residential segregation 

leads to xenophobia, in view that the investigated municipality did not experience 

segregation. Social integration is difficult and for immigrants it is often difficult to form a 

social network with the population. This may be because people categorize strangers 

unknowingly, setting some properties and thus giving the individual a social identity 

(Stenelund, 2005). 

 

Summing up the previous research, society plays an important role in helping immigrants 

integrate - and particularly the school - since young people seem to be the easiest to influence. 

It is important for natives and immigrants to have positive encounters with each other. 

Xenophobic parties have got more space and time in media in recent years, which may 

explain their successes in the recent elections in Europe. It is also the case that Norwegians, 

compared to Swedes, stand out as being more negative towards immigrants and immigration. 

In the most recent election Fremskrittspartiet received a percentage 4 times as many votes as 

Sverigedemokraterna. In general, many problems in society are connected to the lack of 

integration for immigrants. Following these previous studies, we expected gender to be an 
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important factor for attitudes towards immigration and immigrants. Another important 

variable seem to be cultural factors rather than economic considerations; economic self-

interest is not important for immigration policy preferences, according to previous research. 

People with higher levels of education place greater value on cultural diversity than people 

with lower education. 

 

The aim of this study is to investigate whether there are differences in attitudes towards 

immigrants and immigration in Norway and Sweden. Previous studies have investigated 

different reasons to why people have certain attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. In 

this study, we can further assess the differences in attitudes towards immigrants and 

immigration between Norway and Sweden. This is done not only by looking at general 

attitudes towards immigrants and immigration, but also by considering different variables that 

may affect one’s attitude. 

 

We argue that our study is an important contribution to the literature on immigration attitudes 

in Norway and Sweden, since it is more specific than former research. We investigate two 

questions related to different aspects of attitudes. By using a large sample from 2008 of 

respondents age 15-65, both singles and individuals living with a partner, we are able to 

capture attitudes towards immigration more generally. This should allow us to provide a more 

accurate presentation of current attitudes towards immigrants and immigration in Norway and 

Sweden. 

 

The following section describes the survey and the descriptive statistics, before the empirical 

results are reported. Norway and Sweden are then compared and contrasted before the final 

conclusions are drawn. 
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4 Data and descriptive statistics 
 

In August 2008, TNS Gallup was hired to send out an Internet-based survey to a random 

sample of 2 500 Norwegians and 3 000 Swedes aged 15-65. 1 716 Norwegians (68.6 percent) 

and 1 815 Swedes (60.5 percent) responded. For more on this survey see Jakobsson and 

Kotsadam (2010). The survey included two questions regarding attitudes towards immigrants 

and immigration: ‘Would it be positive or negative for the Norwegian/Swedish society with 

increased immigration?’ and ‘Are there too many immigrants in Norway/Sweden?’. The 

respondents could respond to these questions on a 0-10 scale where 0 indicated ‘Very 

negative/No, not at all’ and 10 indicated ‘Very positive/Yes, for sure’. 

 

Figures 1 and 2 show the responses to these questions with histograms for each country 

separately. As can be seen, there is indeed variation in the expressed attitudes towards 

immigrants and immigration, not only within each country but also between the countries. 

Figure 1 shows that a big part of the Norwegian respondents think it would be negative for the 

society to increase immigration. Many of the respondents’ answers are somewhere between 0 

and 5 on the first question. The Swedish respondents seem to be indifferent since so many 

answers 5, but over all they are more positive towards immigration then the Norwegians. 

Figure 2 shows that considerably more Swedes than Norwegians answered 0 on the question 

regarding immigrants in the country, i.e. more Swedes do not think it is too many immigrants 

in Sweden. As the diagram shows Swedes and Norwegians answer almost the opposite to 

each other. Both these questions point in the direction that Norwegians are more negative 

towards immigrants and immigration than Swedes. 

 

While the first question captures to what extent the respondent embraces immigration in 

general, the second question can be assumed to capture attitudes towards immigrants more 

specifically. Since the first question is quite generally formulated it is possible that the 

respondent chooses a low value even if he/she at the same time feels that there are not too 

many immigrants in Norway/Sweden. Whether this makes the response a good indicator of 

preferences regarding attitudes towards immigrants and immigration can of course be 

discussed, but since there is a wide spread of people we consider the results reliable. Although 

this may be seen as problematic since we do not know which stimulus is the main driver for 

different individuals, in our regressions we control for other factors that are likely to affect 
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attitudes towards immigration and immigrants. These concerns are further discussed when 

interpreting the results. 
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Figure 1. Distribution of attitudes towards increased immigration. 
Note: Attitudes towards increased immigration are measured by answers to the question ‘Would it be 
positive or negative for the society with increased immigration?’ ranging from 0 for ‘Very negative’ to 
10 for ‘Very positive’.  
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Figure 2. Distribution of attitudes towards immigrants. 
Note: Attitudes towards immigration in Sweden/Norway are measured by answers to the question ‘Are 
there too many immigrants in Sweden/Norway?’ ranging from 0 for ‘No, not at all’ to 10 for ‘Yes, for 
sure’. 
 

Are there to many immigrants in Sweden/Norway? 
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A Wilcoxon Rank-sum test was carried out to test whether the differences in the distributions 

in the two countries are statistically significant, and this revealed that the difference regarding 

both questions is statistically significantly at 1 percent (see appendix for Wilcoxon Rank-sum 

test). 

 

The respondents were also asked about their gender, age, education, political views etc. Table 

1 presents descriptive statistics for the sample. To further assess if the differences between the 

countries are due to compositional differences in the Norwegian and Swedish sample, we 

included a number of variables to control for compositional differences between the countries. 

 

To find out if women have a different attitude towards immigrants and immigration we 

included a Male dummy in our estimations. As Hermansson (2007) showed young girls are 

more tolerant than boys regarding immigrants. Age is included to test and control if people at 

a certain age has a certain opinion. Previous research shows that young people are easier to 

influence and are more likely to join xenophobic groups (Anglöw and Axelsson, 2010). The 

variable Child is included to see if childless people are more likely to respond in a certain 

way. We also include Cohabitation status since people that live together may influence each 

other. We believe that people with High education and High income earners are more positive 

towards immigration and immigrants and therefore these factors are also included in our 

study. This has also been proven by Hainmueller and Hiscox in 2007. We test and control for 

whether there is a difference in attitudes regarding where the respondents live, if they live in 

the Capital city or not. How much a respondent works may affect his or her attitudes towards 

immigrants and immigration, the variables Full time or Part time are included to account for 

that. Working in the Public sector is a crude measure of whether a respondent works in a 

female-dominated sector, which could have an effect on that person’s attitude. Religiousness 

may also affect attitudes. Right and Left are included to test and account for whether political 

orientation affects attitudes.  

 

Looking at descriptive statistics we see that 47.5 percent are men and the average age is 39 

years. 46.0 percent have at least some university education, while 13.3 percent have only 

elementary education or less. Looking at national statistics, the share of men is 49.7 percent in 

Sweden and 49.9 percent in Norway. This corresponds well with the Swedish sample where 

50.3 percent of the respondents are men. However, only 44.5 percent of the Norwegian 

respondents are men. The mean ages for our age cohorts are 39.9 years in Sweden and 39.7 
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years in Norway, while the mean ages in the sample are 41.6 years for Swedes and 37.2 years 

for Norwegians (Scandinavia, 2010). However, the representativeness of our sample is more 

problematic with respect to education. While the share of Swedes with higher education is 

31.8 percent for people aged 16-65, the share in the sample is 43.3 percent. The Norwegian 

numbers differ even more, 27.0 percent of all Norwegians aged 16-66 have a higher 

education, while the figure is 48.8 percent in the sample1. Of the Swedes, 21.4 percent live in 

Stockholm and 11.2 percent of the Norwegians live in Oslo. Since the youngest respondents 

are only 15 years old, they cannot possibly have obtained the highest level of education, and it 

is highly unlikely that they have a high income. Hence, the sample is fairly representative 

except regarding education, where it is biased towards including highly educated people. This 

must be considered when comparing raw correlations and mean values. At any rate, the 

problem is somewhat alleviated in the regression analyses where we control for education. 

                                                 
1 The statistics are from Statistics Sweden and Statistics Norway, which is why the ages differ between the 
countries. 16-65 in the Statistics Sweden information and 16-66 in the Statistics Norway information. 



23 
 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics 
  Pooled sample Norway Sweden 

Variable Explanation Mean St. Dev Mean St. Dev Mean St. Dev 

Increased immigration Answer to the 
question 'Do you 
think it would be 
positive or negative 
for 
Norwegian/Swedish 
society if 
Norway/Sweden 
would have 
increased 
immigration? 
 

4.039 2.814 3.648 2.750 4.409 2.825 

Too many immigrants Answer to the 
question 'Do you 
think there are too 
many immigrants in 
Norway/Sweden?' 

4.844 3.404 5.491 3.273 4.233 3.413 

Norway = 1 if respondent 
lives in Norway 

0.486 0.500     

Male = 1 if the 
respondent is male 
 

0.475 0.499 0.445 0.497 0.503 0.500 

Age 
 

= respondent’s age 
 

39.410 14.060 37.137 13.790 41.558 13.978 

Age2 = age*age 1750.734 1139.937 1569.198 1084.796 1922.368 1164.262 

Child = 1 if respondent 
has at least one 
child 

0.318 0.466 0.331 0.471 0.306 0.461 

Cohabit = 1 if respondent is 
married or 
cohabiting 
 

0.658 0.475 0.651 0.477 0.664 0.472 

High education = 1 if respondent 
has at least some 
university 
education 
 

0.460 0.498 0.488 0.500 0.434 0.496 

Low education = 1 if respondent 
only has elementary 
education or less 

0.133 0.340 0.098 0.298 0.167 0.373 

High income = 1 if respondent 
earns > 45,000 SEK 
per month, or 
>600,000 NOK per 
year 

0.052 0.221 0.075 0.263 0.031 0.173 
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  Pooled sample Norway Sweden 

Variable Explanation 
 

Mean St. Dev Mean St. Dev Mean St. Dev 

Low income = 1 if respondent 
earns <20,000 SEK 
per month, or 
<200,000 NOK per 
year 
 

0.333 0.471 0.260 0.439 0.399 0.490 

Capital = 1 if respondent 
lives in the capital 
city 

0.165 0.371 0.112 0.316 0.214 0.410 

Full time = 1 if respondent 
works full time 

0.599 0.490 0.576 0.494 0.621 0.485 

Part time = 1 if respondent 
works part time 

0.112 0.316 0.108 0.310 0.116 0.321 

Public sector = 1 if respondent 
works in the public 
sector 

0.362 0.481 0.347 0.476 0.381 0.486 

Religious = 1 if respondent 
participates in 
religious activities 
at least once a 
month 
 

0.088 0.283 0.096 0.295 0.079 0.270 

Right = 1 if respondent 
answered 8-10 on a 
0-10 scale, where 0 
indicates that the 
respondent is to the 
left politically and 
10 that he/she is to 
the right politically 
 

0.174 0.379 0.174 0.378 0.175 0.380 

Left = 1 if respondent 
answered 0-2 on a 
0-10 scale, where 0 
indicates that the 
respondent is to the 
left politically and 
10 that he/she is to 
the right politically 
 

0.149 0.356 0.121 0.327 0.176 0.380 
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4.1 Empirical framework and results 
 

In this section we investigate which factors are associated with attitudes towards immigrants 

and immigration. In order to do this we run ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions, 

although the distributions of the dependent variables are categorical variables and not 

normally distributed. This is done in order to ease the presentation of the results and follows 

the practice from similar studies (e.g. Jakobsson and Kotsadam, 2010). We also run stepwise 

regressions to see if the interpretation of the results changes due to correlations between the 

explanatory variables. 

 

Table 2 presents the regressions for the two dependent variables, with all control variables 

included. Being Norwegian is positively correlated with the first question and negatively 

correlated with the second question, meaning that Norwegians are more skeptical towards 

immigrants and immigration than Swedes. To answer a higher score on the first question 

reveals that the respondent believes there are too many immigrants in the country already. To 

answer a lower score on the second question means that the respondent does not believe that 

increased immigration is positive for the society. 

 

As can be seen, being Male is positively correlated with both dependent variables, i.e. men 

have answered higher on both questions than women, but this correlation is not statistically 

significant. Age is statistically significant, at 1 percent, correlated with both the dependent 

variables, as well as Age2. The effect of having Children as well as Cohabitation status does 

not seem to affect any of the dependent variables. Regarding education we note that both 

High education and Low education seem to be important. People with high education have 

responded lower on the first question and higher on the second question, i.e. they are more 

positive towards immigrants and immigration. While it is only statistically significant at 5 

percent for the variable low education it is statistically significant at the 1 percent level for 

high education. People with a Lower income answered a lower score on the second question, 

which indicates that they are more skeptical towards increased immigration. Low income is 

statistically significant at the 5 percent level for the second question. High income seem to 

have the same effect as high education, respondents with high income are less skeptical 

towards immigrants and immigration. We did not find any statistically significant effect on 

living in the Capital city. People working Part time, significant at 1 percent, answered in a 

more skeptical way than people working Full time. The variable Public sector showed that 
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working in the public sector is not of importance for immigration attitudes. Being Religious is 

statistically significant for both dependent variables at 1 percent and religious respondents are 

less skeptical to both immigrants and immigration. This indicates that religiosity is important 

for general attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. Our political variables, Left and 

Right, show that they are both statistically significant at 1 percent. If you perceive yourself as 

being to the right politically you are more skeptical towards immigrants and immigration than 

persons who perceive themselves as being to the left politically. 
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Table 2. OLS regressions, pooled sample, Too many immigrants and Increased immigration, 
are dependent variables. 
 

VARIABLES Too many immigrants Increased immigration 
   
Norwegian 1.430*** -0.888*** 
 (0.141) (0.118) 
Male 0.123 0.0799 
 (0.130) (0.108) 
Age 0.134*** -0.144*** 
 (0.038) (0.031) 
Age2 -0.002*** 0.002*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) 
Child 0.066 -0.041 
 (0.146) (0.122) 
Cohabit -0.001 -0.105 
 (0.143) (0.119) 
Low education 0.486** -0.400** 
 (0.219) (0.183) 
High education -1.319*** 1.071*** 
 (0.132) (0.110) 
Low income 0.162 -0.366** 
 (0.182) (0.152) 
High income -0.405 0.326 
 (0.264) (0.221) 
Capital -0.120 0.171 
 (0.169) (0.141) 
Full time 0.412* -0.417** 
 (0.227) (0.189) 
Part time 0.871*** -0.782*** 
 (0.255) (0.213) 
Public sector -0.149 0.219* 
 (0.134) (0.112) 
Religious -0.895*** 0.730*** 
 (0.212) (0.177) 
Right 1.435*** -1.056*** 
 (0.160) (0.134) 
Left -1.484*** 1.385*** 
 (0.173) (0.144) 
Constant 2.009*** 6.826*** 
 (0.742) (0.620) 
   
Observations 2776 2779 
R-squared 0.161 0.153 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. 
*significant at 10 percent, **significant at 5 percent, ***significant at 1 percent. 
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4.2 Country differences 
 

As shown in the previous table, Table 2, a pooled sample shows the results from both 

countries together but our aim is to look at the differences between the countries, therefore we 

conduct a sample split. Since the Norway dummy in the pooled regressions indicated 

significant differences between Norway and Sweden even after controlling for other relevant 

factors, we have another reason to conduct a sample split. The two countries differ on several 

other important variables as well (see Table 1). Regarding the first question, Too many 

immigrants, answering a higher number means that the respondent is more skeptical towards 

immigrants, and a lower number means that the respondent is less skeptical. Answering a 

higher number in the second question, Increased immigration, indicates on the other hand that 

the respondent is less skeptical, and vice versa. 

 

Taking a closer look at the different weights of each explanatory variable by running separate 

regressions (Table 3), we can see that the coefficient on being Male is larger in Norway than 

in Sweden for the Too many immigrants variable (column 1 and 2). That is, the effect of being 

male is larger in Norway than in Sweden. Low education has an effect in Sweden but not in 

Norway. High education has a negative effect in Norway and Sweden for the Too many 

immigrants variable, and it is statistically significant at 1 percent. In Sweden, Low income is 

positively correlated with Too many immigrants meaning that Swedes with low income are 

more skeptical towards immigrants and immigration then Swedes with an average income. In 

Norway it is negatively correlated, meaning that Norwegians with low income are more 

skeptical towards immigrants than Norwegians with average income. Swedes with high 

income are less skeptical than Swedes with an average income and this is statistically 

significant at 1 percent. Religious is negatively associated with Too many immigrants in both 

Norway and Sweden, in Sweden it is statistically significant at 1 percent and in Norway at 5 

percent. Looking at the other dependent variable Increased immigration in column 3 and 4, 

religious is positively correlated in both Norway and Sweden, with 5 percent respectively 1 

percent.. Being to the Right politically has a positive effect in both countries for the Too many 

immigrants variable, statistically significant at 1 percent. Looking at the Increased 

immigration variable there is a negative correlation with being to the right politically in both 

countries, statistically significant at 1 percent. Being to the Left politically, is positively 

correlated in both countries at a 1 percent statistically significant level. In this case being to 
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the left politically is correlated with a more positive outlook on immigrants and immigration 

than being to the right politically. 
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Table 3 OLS regressions, Norway and Sweden separated, Too many immigrants and 
Increased immigration are dependent variables.  
 

   Too many immigrants Increased immigration 

VARIABLES Norway Sweden Norway  Sweden 
Male 0.316* -0.036 -0.015 0.132 
 (0.168) (0.200) (0.141) (0.166) 
Age 0.140*** 0.123* -0.134*** -0.127** 
 (0.046) (0.069) (0.039) (0.057) 
Age2 -0.002*** -0.001* 0.002*** 0.002** 
 (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) 
Child 0.009 0.135 -0.237 0.129 
 (0.193) (0.221) (0.161) (0.183) 
Cohabit 0.119 -0.244 -0.108 -0.001 
 (0.180) (0.224) (0.151) (0.186) 
Low education -0.008 0.926*** 0.152 -0.886*** 
 (0.295) (0.331) (0.247) (0.275) 
High education -1.608*** -0.893*** 1.195*** 0.869*** 
 (0.166) (0.208) (0.139) (0.172) 
Low income -0.536** 0.575** 0.088 -0.560*** 
 (0.273) (0.250) (0.228) (0.207) 
High income -0.082 -1.263*** 0.183 0.819** 
 (0.304) (0.489) (0.254) (0.406) 
Capital -0.070 -0.074 0.005 0.173 
 (0.256) (0.229) (0.214) (0.190) 
Full time -0.176 0.017 0.016 0.143 
 (0.252) (0.283) (0.211) (0.234) 
Part time 0.676** 0.000 -0.495* 0.000 
 (0.308) 0.000 (0.257) 0.000 
Public sector -0.120 -0.249 0.194 0.257 
 (0.175) (0.204) (0.146) (0.169) 
Religious -0.641** -1.265*** 0.480** 1.075*** 
 (0.259) (0.348) (0.217) (0.287) 
Right 1.724*** 1.098*** -1.447*** -0.599*** 
 (0.207) (0.245) (0.172) (0.203) 
Left -2.509*** -0.586** 2.380*** 0.543*** 
 (0.236) (0.249) (0.198) (0.207) 
Constant 4.227*** 2.396 5.204*** 5.955*** 
 (0.858) (1.467) (0.717) (1.216) 
     
Observations 1507 1269 1509 1270 
R-squared 0.216 0.087 0.225 0.100 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. 
*significant at 10 percent, **significant at 5 percent, ***significant at 1 percent. 
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This sample split shows both the differences and similarities between Norway and Sweden. It 

shows exactly how the Norwegians and Swedes have answered, on average. Table 2 only 

shows a pooled sample which does not tell us anything about the differences between the 

countries, other than through the country dummies. 

 

 

4.3 Successive introduction of independent variables  

 

To investigate if there is a relationship between dependent variables and independent 

variables, we run OLS regressions with a successive introduction of independent variables. In 

Table 4 the dependent variable is Too many immigrants, and Norway is statistically 

significant at 1 percent level. As we continue to add more and more independent variables we 

see that Norway continues to be statistically significant at 1 percent level but the number gets 

higher. In other words Norwegians are more skeptical to increased immigration than Swedes. 

In column 2 we include Male, Age, Age2, Child, Cohabit, Low education, High education, 

Low income, High income and Capital, as control variables. Age is significant at 1 percent 

level in all five regressions but the more independent variables we add the lower the number 

gets and the same is true for Age2. High education is statistically significant at 1 percent level 

and does not really change value when we add independent variables. People with High 

education are less skeptical towards increased immigration than people with Low education. 

In column 3 we add Full time and Part time. Part time is statistically significant, and it 

changes value depending on what independent variables we include in the regression. In the 

4th column we add Public sector and in the 5th column we add Religious. Religious 

respondents are less skeptical towards increased immigration than non-religious. In the final 

column we add the political views Right and Left. Both are statistically significant, right-

respondents are more skeptical than left-respondents. 

 

R-squared provides a measure of how much of the variation in the dependent variable that is 

explained by the model. Adjusted R-squared is a modification of R-square that adjusts for the 

number of explanatory terms in the model. Unlike R-square, the adjusted R-square increases 

only if the new term improves the model more than would be expected by chance. We can see 

that both R-squared and adjusted R-squared increase when we added independent variables, 

which we expected. The final result in the 6th column gives us a rather low R-squared and 
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adjusted R-square value that indicates that only 15-16 percent of the variation in the 

respondents’ answers depend on the independent variables. The reason why people have a 

certain opinion about Too many immigrants does not, to a very large extent, depend on our 

independent variables. 
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Table 4 OLS regressions, pooled sample, Too many immigrants, dependent variable, 
successive introduction of independent variables.  
VARIABLES 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Norway 1.258*** 1.420*** 1.443*** 1.464*** 1.484*** 1.430*** 
 (0.113) (0.126) (0.128) (0.146) (0.146) (0.141) 
Male  0.243** 0.301** 0.167 0.178 0.123 
  (0.122) (0.123) (0.134) (0.133) (0.130) 
Age  0.167*** 0.149*** 0.132*** 0.132*** 0.134*** 
  (0.035) (0.037) (0.039) (0.039) (0.038) 
Age2  -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** 
  (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Child  0.133 0.115 0.034 0.050 0.066 
  (0.147) (0.147) (0.151) (0.151) (0.146) 
Cohabit  0.162 0.144 0.094 0.087 -0.001 
  (0.139) (0.139) (0.148) (0.147) (0.143) 
Low education  0.722*** 0.734*** 0.483** 0.458** 0.486** 
  (0.205) (0.205) (0.226) (0.226) (0.219) 
High education  -1.334*** -1.321*** -1.389*** -1.346*** -1.319*** 
  (0.128) (0.128) (0.135) (0.136) (0.132) 
Low income  -0.002 0.036 -0.102 -0.062 0.162 
  (0.154) (0.179) (0.187) (0.187) (0.182) 
High income  -0.037 -0.028 -0.054 -0.078 -0.405 
  (0.270) (0.270) (0.272) (0.272) (0.264) 
Capital  -0.052 -0.034 -0.028 -0.033 -0.120 
  (0.164) (0.164) (0.175) (0.175) (0.169) 
Full time   0.215 0.436* 0.425* 0.412* 
   (0.185) (0.234) (0.234) (0.227) 
Part time   0.696*** 0.961*** 0.957*** 0.871*** 
   (0.224) (0.264) (0.264) (0.255) 
Public sector    -0.375*** -0.362*** -0.149 
    (0.138) (0.137) (0.134) 
Religious     -0.775*** -0.895*** 
     (0.219) (0.212) 
Right      1.435*** 
      (0.160) 
Left      -1.484*** 
      (0.173) 
Constant 4.233*** 1.427** 1.538** 2.105*** 2.103*** 2.009*** 
 (0.079) (0.710) (0.710) (0.767) (0.765) (0.742) 
       
Observations 3526 3130 3129 2782 2780 2776 
R-squared 0.034 0.091 0.094 0.101 0.105 0.161 
Adj. R-squared  0.088 0.090 0.096 0.100 0.156 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. 
*significant at 10 percent, **significant at 5 percent, ***significant at 1 percent. 
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In Table 5 the dependent variable is Increased immigration, and just as in Table 4, Norway 

continues to be statistically significant at 1 percent level when we add more and more 

independent variables. Lower answers to this question means that the respondent is more 

skeptical towards immigrants, and Norwegians have on average answered lower than Swedes. 

In column 2 we include Male, Age, Age2, Child, Cohabit, Low education, High education, 

Low income, High income and Capital, as control variables. Both Age and Age2 are 

statistically significant at a 1 percent level and it seems that the more independent variables 

we add in the regression the lower the value gets. High education is statistically significant at 

1 percent level, and respondents with high education are less skeptical towards immigration 

than respondents with Low education. In column 3 we add Full time and Part time. Part time 

is statistically significant at a 1 percent level, the numbers increase when we add independent 

variables to the regression. When we compare full time workers and part time workers we see 

that full time workers are less skeptical towards immigrants. In the 4th column we added 

Public sector in the regression. The value for working in the public sector also changes when 

we add more independent variables, respondents working in the public sector are less 

skeptical. In the 5th column we added Religious and it shows that they are less skeptical 

towards immigrants, statistically significant at a 1 percent level. When we add Right and Left 

the values for religiousness got higher. Right and left are both statistically significant at 1 

percent level. Just as in the previous question, being to the right politically indicates that you 

are more skeptical towards immigrants. 

 

The final result in the 6th column gives us a low R-squared and adjusted R-squared value, 

only 14-15 percent of the variation in the respondents’ answers depends on the independent 

variables. The reason why people have a certain opinion about Increased immigration does 

not, to a large extent, depend on our independent variables. Thus, there must be unobserved 

factors that explains the rest of the variance. 
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Table 5 OLS regressions, pooled sampled, Increased immigration, dependent variable, 
successive introduction of independent variables. 
VARIABLES 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Norway -0.760*** -0.868*** -0.898*** -0.930*** -0.944*** -0.888*** 
 (0.094) (0.105) (0.107) (0.122) (0.122) (0.118) 
Male  -0.018 -0.067 0.043 0.037 0.080 
  (0.101) (0.103) (0.111) (0.111) (0.108) 
Age  -0.170*** -0.150*** -0.142*** -0.141*** -0.144*** 
  (0.030) (0.031) (0.033) (0.033) (0.031) 
Age2  0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.002*** 
  (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Child  -0.133 -0.120 -0.013 -0.033 -0.041 
  (0.122) (0.122) (0.126) (0.126) (0.122) 
Cohabit  -0.169 -0.152 -0.182 -0.177 -0.105 
  (0.116) (0.116) (0.123) (0.123) (0.119) 
Low education  -0.549*** -0.562*** -0.390** -0.369* -0.400** 
  (0.171) (0.171) (0.189) (0.189) (0.183) 
High education  1.091*** 1.084*** 1.130*** 1.094*** 1.071*** 
  (0.107) (0.107) (0.113) (0.113) (0.110) 
Low income  -0.185 -0.260* -0.145 -0.175 -0.366** 
  (0.129) (0.149) (0.156) (0.156) (0.152) 
High income  0.019 0.018 0.071 0.065 0.326 
  (0.225) (0.225) (0.227) (0.227) (0.221) 
Capital  0.144 0.124 0.097 0.104 0.171 
  (0.136) (0.136) (0.146) (0.146) (0.141) 
Full time   -0.275* -0.434** -0.427** -0.417** 
   (0.155) (0.196) (0.195) (0.189) 
Part time   -0.646*** -0.858*** -0.856*** -0.782*** 
   (0.187) (0.220) (0.220) (0.213) 
Public sector    0.403*** 0.397*** 0.219* 
    (0.115) (0.115) (0.112) 
Religious     0.633*** 0.730*** 
     (0.182) (0.177) 
Right      -1.056*** 
      (0.134) 
Left      1.385*** 
      (0.144) 
Constant 4.409*** 7.185*** 7.105*** 6.802*** 6.771*** 6.826*** 
 (0.066) (0.592) (0.592) (0.640) (0.639) (0.620) 
       
Observations 3528 3134 3133 2786 2783 2779 
R-squared 0.018 0.080 0.083 0.092 0.096 0.153 
Adj. R-squared  0.076 0.079 0.087 0.091 0.148 
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. 
*significant at 10 percent, **significant at 5 percent, ***significant at 1 percent. 
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In the final regression in Table 4 we discovered that Male, Child, Cohabit, Low income, High 

income, Capital and Public sector were not significant. We were most surprised over the fact 

that gender did not affect how the respondent answered the question. Hermansson (2007) 

found that girls in the sixth to ninth grade were more tolerant than boys towards immigrants 

and immigration, and the older the pupils got the less tolerant they became, both boys and 

girls. Regarding low and high income we thought that it would be significant because it is 

correlated with low and high education but apparently it was not. Living in the capital city 

was not significant, but it may be the case that living in a bigger city compared to living in the 

rural areas could be significant. 

 

In the final regression in Table 5 we discovered that Male, Child, Cohabit, High income and 

Capital were not significant. Gender did not seem to affect how the respondents answered this 

question either, which we believed it would. Low income was significant but not high income 

which we found odd. Whether the respondents lived in a capital city was not significant, 

which was the same result as in the final regression in Table 4. 

 

All regressions made in this chapter were made in order to see which factors affect people’s 

attitudes and how these attitudes differ between Norway and Sweden. Our stepwise 

regressions show how the results change due to correlations between the explanatory 

variables. We find a significant difference between the two countries and conduct a sample 

split, which shows how the independent variables affect the result. The successive 

introduction of independent variables shows the relationship between dependent variables and 

independent variables. To summarize these regressions, we see that there are differences 

between Norwegian and Swedish attitudes towards immigrants and immigration but our 

dependent variables do not, to a large extent, depend on our independent variables. 
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5 Conclusion 
 

The aim of this study was to investigate whether there were differences in attitudes towards 

immigrants and immigration in Norway and Sweden. Earlier studies have to some extent 

examined if people have certain attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. In this study, 

we also wanted to investigate the differences in attitudes towards immigrants and immigration 

between Norwegians and Swedes. We did this not only by looking at general attitudes 

towards immigrants and immigration, but also by considering different variables that could 

affect one’s attitude. 

 

When more or less xenophobic parties grow and take a larger place in society one might 

wonder how this is possible and why. One place to start is by investigating individual 

attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. Norway and Sweden, which are two similar 

countries, have had big differences in their elections in the most recent years. 

Fremskrittspartiet received votes with a percentage of four times as many as 

Sverigedemokraterna in their respective countries’ elections. Both these parties are 

xenophobic and they promote a much lower immigration limit. If a country has an increasing, 

constant or decreasing population depends on natives, mortality, immigration and emigration.  

Norway has a small natural population increase, but Sweden need immigration since there is 

not enough childbirth to keep the population constant or growing. In Norway 9.7 percent of 

the population are immigrants and in Sweden the percentage is 14.3. 

 

As shown, there is a difference between the two populations regarding attitudes towards 

immigrants and immigration. Swedes are less skeptical towards immigrants and immigration 

than Norwegians. In this study Norwegians thought to a greater extent that it would be 

negative for Norway to have increased immigration. The Norwegians answered an average 

score of 5.491 on that question compared to the Swedes average score of 4.233. On the 

second question, Too many immigrants, the Norwegians answered a lower score (3.648) than 

the Swedes (4.409) i.e. according to Norwegians there are too many immigrants in Norway. 

 

We found that there is a significant difference between genders in terms of attitudes, but 

gender is not a significant parameter when we controlled for sector and/or political views. In 

other words, there is a difference between how females and males have answered these 
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questions, but this difference is connected to where the respondent works and/or the 

respondent’s political view.  

 

Another important result is that the independent variables that we controlled for did not seem 

to influence the respondents’ answers to a large extent. Previous find suggest that society has 

a big responsibility to prevent barriers between natives and immigrants (Stenelund, 2005). 

Since young people are easy to influence (Bäcke, 2007), the teachers has an important job to 

create positive meetings between pupils of different backgrounds. We believe that these types 

of issues, to a large extent, influence people and their attitudes towards immigrants and 

immigration. Another possible element that may influence people is how they are being raised 

and have been raised, and what types of values they possess. We learn many attitudes early in 

life – first by the parents and then by friends and acquaintances. Our attitudes become stable 

and resilient. They serve important functions for our self-image, our relationships with friends 

and family, and our ability to understand the world around us. Later in life we develop new 

attitudes because the environment is changing – new technologies, new social and economic 

problems arise. These new attitudes are connected with the previously acquired, and many 

times they perform similar functions. As our study showed there is a possibility that our 

respondent will become less skeptical towards increased immigration as they become older, 

the same result Anglöv and Axelsson got in 2010. 

 

Previous research claims that immigration policy preferences are strongly driven by cultural 

factors rather than economic considerations (Burns and Gimpel, 2000, Citrin et al., 1997, 

Dustman and Preston, 2007). In our study we saw that high income earners are less skeptical 

towards immigrants and immigration than low income earners, but we have to remember that 

our independent variables only accounted for about 15 percent of the variation in the 

respondents’ attitudes. However previous research came to the same conclusions 

(Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2007), people with higher levels of education are less skeptical and 

are more likely to believe that immigration is positive. 

 

Whether or not a person has traveled to different countries or has lived abroad may also have 

big influence. Travelling the world and experiencing new cultures often broaden one’s 

horizons and it makes it easier for people to appreciate different cultures. As Dustman and 

Preston (2007) found, cultural prejudice is an important factor when it comes to attitudes 

towards immigrants and immigration. 
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It would be interesting if future research would investigate more specifically what other types 

of variables that affect people’s attitudes towards immigrants and immigration and to what 

extent. 
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Appendix 1: Wilcoxon rank sum test  
 
Rank sum: Increased immigration, by(norge)   
Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test 
    
  obs     rank sum     expected 
                                     --------------------------------------------------------------  
Sweden 1813 3435967.5  3199038.5 
Norway 1715 2789188.5   3026117.5 
                                     --------------------------------------------------------------  
Combined 3528 6225156 6225156 
    
Unadjusted variance    9.144e+08   
Adjustment for ties    -16844422   
   
Adjusted variance      8.975e+08   
    
Ho: Increased immigration(norge==0) =Increased immigration(norge==1)  
z =   7.908    
Prob > |z| = 0.0000   
 
Rank sum: Too many immigrants, by(norge)   
Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test 
 

 obs     rank sum     expected 
                                       -------------------------------------------------------------  
Sweden 1813 2866883 3197225.5 
Norway 1713 3351218 3020875.5 
                                      --------------------------------------------------------------  
Combined  3526 6218101 6218101 
    
Unadjusted variance    9.128e+08   
Adjustment for ties    -14185843   
   
Adjusted variance   8.986e+08   
    
Ho:Too many immigrants(norge==0) =Too many immigrants(norge==1)  
z = -11.020    
Prob > |z| = 0.0000   
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Appendix 2: STATA code 
 
clear 
 
use "C:\Users\Niklas\Documents\Prostitution\Data\rasse.dta", clear 
 
histogram many, discrete by(norge) 
histogram increased, discrete by(norge) 
 
rank sum many, by(norge) 
ranksum increased, by(norge) 
 
sum many if norway==1 
sum many if norway==0 
sum many 
 
sum Increased if norway==1 
sum Increased if norway==0 
sum Increased  
 
reg many norge 
outreg2 using rasse.doc, replace 
reg many norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta 
outreg2 using rasse.doc, append 
reg many norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime 
outreg2 using rasse.doc, append 
reg many norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime Public  
outreg2 using rasse.doc, append 
reg many norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime Public 
tokrel 
outreg2 using rasse.doc, append 
reg many norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime Public 
tokrel extremh extremv  
outreg2 using rasse.doc, append 
 
reg Increased norge 
outreg2 using rasse2.doc, replace 
reg Increased norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta 
outreg2 using rasse2.doc, append 
reg Increased norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime 
outreg2 using rasse2.doc, append 
reg Increased norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime 
Public  
outreg2 using rasse2.doc, append 
reg Increased norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime 
Public tokrel 
outreg2 using rasse2.doc, append 
reg Increased norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime 
Public tokrel extremh extremv  
outreg2 using rasse2.doc, append 
 
reg many norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime Public 
tokrel extremh extremv  
outreg2 using rasse3.doc, replace 
reg Increased norge gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime 
Public tokrel extremh extremv  
outreg2 using rasse3.doc, append 
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reg many gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime Public tokrel 
extremh extremv if norge==1 
outreg2 using rasse4.doc, replace 
reg many gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime Public tokrel 
extremh extremv if norge==0  
outreg2 using rasse4.doc, append 
 
reg Increased gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime Public 
tokrel extremh extremv if norge==1 
outreg2 using rasse4.doc, append 
reg Increased gender age agesq Child sambo lagutb hogutb lagink hogink huvudsta Fulltime Parttime Public 
tokrel extremh extremv if norge==0 
outreg2 using rasse4.doc, append 
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