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Abstract: 

While migration studies have traditionally focused on immigrants’ socioeconomic incorporation 
into mainstream society, and to a lesser extent on their cultural and political integration, the aim 
of current study is to research Europeans’ second and first generation immigrants’ attachment to 
their host country. By comparing immigrants with native residents, we want to assess (a) to what 
extent attachment to the host country differs from native’s identification with their country of 
residence, (b) whether individual-level determinants are invariant across immigrant groups and 
native residents, and (c) whether cross-national differences in affective feelings towards the host 
country can be explained by relevant contextual characteristics. Analyzing the 2008 wave of the 
European Values Study, we arrive at the conclusion that immigrants are fairly strong attached to 
their host society, and that immigrants affect towards the host country is acculturated by natives’ 
levels of national identity. Moreover, while unemployed immigrants are not more unproud of 
their host society, second generation Muslims are. The paper concludes with implications for 
research on immigrant incorporation as well as public policy. 
 

 

 

 

Paper Prepared for the 19th International Conference of the 

Council for European Studies 

 

Boston (MA) – March 22-24, 2012 

 



2 
 

1. Introduction 

 

As European societies become increasingly diverse (Hooghe et al., 2008), the issue of immigrant 

incorporation has increasingly occupied the attention of political elites. Pessimism, once the 

province of anti-immigrant political parties at the far right of the political spectrum, has now 

gripped the mainstream: German Chancellor Angela Merkel has rhetorically buried the 

multicultural model, and British Prime Minister David Cameron has raised concerns about 

ineffective integration policies that gave immigrants rights without duties. In France, meanwhile, 

le grand débat sur l’identité nationale asserted that a stronger loyalty to cultural symbols, expressed by 

immigrants, too, might close the distance between native and immigrant groups. Yet, in his 

current campaign, Nicolas Sarkozy has taken stronger stances that France hosts too many 

immigrants, thereby hindering the incorporation of those already present into French society.  

 

In the academic literature, too, much ink has been spilled in finding explanations for successful 

or unsuccessful immigrant incorporation, distinguishing between immigrant characteristics (de 

Rooij, 2011; Portes & Rumbaut, 2006; Ramakrishan, 2005), country of origin characteristics (van 

Tubergen, Maas, & Flap, 2004; Levels & Dronkers, 2008; Uslaner; Dinesen & Hooghe, 2010), 

and host country characteristics (Bloemraad, Korteweg & Yurdakul, 2008; Koopmans, 2010; 

Maxwell, 2010, 2012; Wright & Bloemraad, 2012). However, the early work in this field has 

largely focused on immigrants’ socioeconomic integration, i.e. explaining gaps between natives 

and immigrants in labor market and schooling outcomes (Heath, Rothon & Kilpi, 2008; Levels, 

Dronkers & Kraaykamp, 2008). A subsequent tradition has mainly touched upon the cultural 

integration of immigrants, paying attention to language proficiency and the acculturation of host 

country norms and values (Koopmans, 2010; Agirdag, 2010). Only recently, scholars have been 

interested in the political incorporation of immigrants, paying attention to political activities as 

voting behavior and associational involvement, as well as more cultural aspects of civil society, 

including social trust (Dinesen & Hooghe, 2010; Helbling et al., 2010).  

 

What the literature lacks, for the most part, is the comparative study of host country attachment 

among first and second generation immigrants, a topic that intersects cultural and political 

integration. Do immigrants profess loyalty to their adoptive country? Are they as proud of it as 

natives? Does the nation’s territory hold real significance to them? What kinds of forces lead 

immigrants down a more affectively integrated path? 

 

Despite the lack of scholarly attention to this topic, public debates over incorporation often tend 

to touch upon affective loyalties of immigrants to their host society. The logic is straightforward: 

especially among immigrants, who have after all chosen to transplant themselves to a new country, 

full social membership is predicated on loyalty and allegiance to that country. Furthermore, these 

allegiances may be eroding: the current inflow of immigrants differs manifestly from the inflow 

of immigrants in the post-1960s migration, which was mainly driven by temporary economic 
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motives, because globalization begets transnationalism over nationalism per se (Vertovec, 2004). 

Television, the internet, and the density of air flights have all increased the opportunity for 

immigrants to keep connected with their society of origin and the world outside their adoptive 

country’s borders. In addition, host societies’ liberal provision for double nationality and cultural 

recognition find themselves in the political crosshairs, usually as concrete examples that no effort 

has been made to cut the bond between immigrants and their country of origin.  

 

The interest of this study is to compare first and second generation immigrants across European 

societies their attachment to their host country with their respective native co-nationals, by 

analyzing two classic but different indicators for national identity, namely national pride and 

territorial identification. While we are interested in discovering individual patterns that explain why 

certain immigrants feel more attached to their nation-state than others, an additional point of 

study is whether country characteristics are able to explain why immigrants in certain countries 

have a more positive eye on their host-country than immigrants of other countries. Analyzing the 

2008 wave of the European Values Study, a cross-national survey on political and social attitudes, 

our main finding is that although national pride is lower compared to native residents, 

immigrants nevertheless identify as easily with their country of residence than their native co-

nationals. In addition, we find strong acculturation patterns, meaning that immigrants resemble 

the national identity of the native residents.  

 

 

2. The Importance of Patriotism and Love of Country 

 

National identity is a multifaceted concept, including cognitive, affective, and normative 

dimensions (Citrin & Sears, 2009; Druckman, 1994; Theiss-Morse, 2009). In the present essay, 

our concern is with its affective dimension. Defined as a deeply felt emotional attachment, or the 

degree of love for and pride, in one’s nation,1 it generally involves positive feelings about national 

symbols and achievements (e.g. De Figueiredo & Elkins, 2003; Smith & Jarrko, 1998; Smith & 

Kim, 2006). It may also carry chauvinistic connotations if it is manifested at the expense of other 

countries; in such cases, pride in one’s nation also includes sentiments of superiority over other 

nations in terms of national achievements, political institutions, and so on.2 

 

Patriotism is of key theoretical and practical interest because many view it as a palliative to the 

social and political problems associated with ever-diversifying populations. According to David 

Miller (1995, p. 140), one of the strongest proponents of this argument, national identity 

increases the likelihood that people will place trust in their fellow citizens: “trust requires 

                                                 
1 See, e.g.: Conover & Feldman (1987); Huddy & Khatib (2007); Kosterman & Feshbach (1989). 
2 This concept has been also been referred to as “blind patriotism” (e.g. Adorno et al., 1950; Schatz, Staub & Levine, 
1999) and simply “nationalism” (Feshbach, 1994; Kosterman & Feshbach, 1989; Sidanius et al., 1997; De Figueiredo 
and Elkins, 2003). 
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solidarity not merely within groups but across them, and this in turn depends upon a common 

identification of the kind that nationality alone can provide.” Along similar lines, researchers in 

the tradition of social identity theory have argued that fostering a common identity engenders the 

prioritization of group welfare over individualism in decision-making (Kramer & Brewer, 1984, p. 

1045; also Doosje et al., 1999). Similarly, studies have shown that individuals are more likely to 

feel empathy and engage in “helping behavior” towards others identified as in-group members 

(e.g. Theiss-Morse, 2009). Finally, from the perspective of inter-group relations, the existence of a 

strong over-arching identity can help mitigate competition between societal subgroups (e.g. 

Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; Transue, 2007). 

 

While Hosannas to love of country and its importance for democratic governance are sung both 

from the ivory tower and the halls of government, the academic literature has only begun to 

concern itself with whether or not immigrants come to identify with their adoptive home. To be 

sure, a great many studies have examined the extent to which they become integrated in a socio-

economically; the focus here tends to be on language- and skills-acquisition as well as school and 

labor market outcomes, and emphasizes individual characteristics as well as source- and 

receiving-country effects (e.g. van Tubergen et al, 2004; Fleishmann & Dronkers, 2010). A related 

but rather recent literature has examined immigrants’ proclivity for political participation, looking 

at broadly similar explanatory variables (André et al., 2009; de Rooij, 2011; Paskeviciute & 

Anderson, 2007; Aleksynska 2008). Finally, various studies have sought to examine civic rather 

than political engagement, examining immigrants’ levels of generalized trust and organizational 

participation (Dinesen & Hooghe, 2010). 

 

Even so, virtually none of this work has explicitly tackled questions of loyalty or allegiance to the 

adoptive nation (but see Wright & Bloemraad, 2012). This represents a major (and surprising) 

omission, largely because so much of the political debates over immigration and diversity have 

been predicated on common allegiance, almost invariably tying “successful” incorporation to 

immigrants’ strong affective attachment to the nation they now call “home.” The vast academic 

literature prizing common national identity as a critical social lubricant that facilitates support for 

redistribution, cross-cutting interaction, and social harmony more generally usually makes the 

argument holistically. That said, if diversity is to be successfully accommodated it requires not 

only an immigrant-inclusive sense about what the country as on the part of natives, but devotion 

and loyalty from its immigrant population.  

 

 

2.1. Individual-Level Explanations 

 

Where does such devotion come from? Generally speaking, patriotism tends to flow out of both 

socio-economic status and socialization. In the former case, while there is little explicit empirical 

work substantiating the relationship, it seems reasonable to expect that those who do “better” in 
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a society (namely those who are gainfully employed and have high income) should express more 

patriotism towards it. Studies about radicalization of immigrant youth tend to invoke 

socioeconomic deprivation as a source for increased opposition towards the host society 

(Mansoob Murshed & Pavan, 2011). Likewise, it can be expected that immigrants will feel less 

attached to their host country when they are jobless. 

 

Socialization theory, of course, suggests that many social and political attitudes of emotional 

significance are formed early in life and remain largely stable thereafter (e.g. Newcomb, 1943; 

Sears, 1975). Generally, the young typically appear less patriotic than the old (Huddy & Khatib, 

2007; Citrin & Sears, 2009). This relationship is explicitly linked to socialization processes by 

researchers studying the development of supranational identities in place of attachment to the 

nation (Inglehart 1997; Norris 2000); these authors emphasize that pride and other subjective 

attachments to the nation are less relevant to the young, as they have been socialized in a more 

globalized era than older cohorts. Yet, this explanation becomes blurred when bringing 

immigration into the equation. As national loyalties tend to be deeply rooted and long in 

developing, one might assume that the more time an immigrant has spent in the adoptive country 

the more likely he or she should be to express pride and attachment. Thus, we would expect – as 

a baseline – first generation immigrants to be less outwardly patriotic than natives and second 

generation immigrants alike. Those in the second generation have had the full benefit of 

socialization within a country, but they may still appear less attached to their nation as they have 

also experienced (even if only vicariously through their parents) ties to “home” cultures and 

immigrant communities, as well as the struggles associated with integration and possibly 

discrimination. Further, among first generation immigrants we expect that attachment to the 

nation should increase as a function of length of time spent in the country.  

 

Another social background characteristic generally treated as an engine of socialization is 

education, which is strongly linked to decreased patriotism (Citrin & Sears, 2009), at least in part 

because education means expanding one’s reflective horizon, being more critical towards 

authority. While this explanation in terms of a universalist and postmaterial interpretation of 

educational attainment effects might be native-centered, there is nevertheless no clear argument 

why, taking other considerations of socioeconomic success into account, this relationship should 

not exist among immigrants as well. 

 

Third, political scientists since Tocqueville have argued that patriotism flows from engagement in 

civic life, which provides both civic skills and contact with those of differing opinions. Especially 

with respect to immigrants, the claim is that involvement in associations, whether those are 

ethnic organizations or organizations that cross between immigrants and natives, facilitate the 

incorporation of immigrants (Fennema & Tillie, 1999). As a result, we expect that more civicly-

engaged immigrants should also express increased attachment to the host society.  
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Finally, while we expect positive effects between religiosity and national identity, for the reason 

that religiosity embodies strong vertical relations that do not only apply for relations with a divine 

authority, but also with political entities, we have stronger expectations for one’s religious 

affiliation. The thesis is that affiliation may influence patriotism to the extent that one’s chosen 

denomination is dissonant with the “mainstream”, whether officially proclaimed by government or 

simply predominant in the population. The reasoning here lies in religion’s role in socializing 

values. To the extent that one’s religious denomination imbues him or her with values that do not 

reflect the mainstream, one can expect patriotism and identification with the nation to decrease. 

Put in absolute terms, we expect that especially Muslim immigrants, for whom the largest cultural 

gaps exist with the Judeo-Christian tradition of many European societies, will be less attached to 

the country they live in.3 

 

 

2.2. Country-Level Explanations 

 

In addition to a host of individual-level factors, we also examine contextual influences that may 

influence immigrants’ willingness to express pride in and love for their adoptive nation. Here, we 

analyze contextual determinants of three kinds: the national culture, socio-demographic characteristics of 

the host society, and its political opportunity structure. 

 

 

2.2.1. Cultural Characteristics 

 

While we hinted on this explanation in the individual section (being socialized in the host 

country), acculturation or host country socialization nevertheless also needs to be treated as a 

cultural country feature. To the extent that the immigrant population a new immigrant joins 

expresses strong patriotism, we can expect a “role model” effect whereby he or she should be 

more likely to follow suit. What this suggests, then, is that in countries where native residents 

exhibit high levels of national pride or territorial identification, immigrants would also rank 

higher on host-country attachment compared to immigrants living in countries where native 

citizens score rather low on national identity. To be more precise, we expect that the host-

country attachment of second-generation immigrants should to a large extent reflect the national 

identity of the native residents. Additionally, we should find first-generation immigrants 

expressing higher levels of patriotism and attachment in societies where the second-generation 

immigrant population as a whole does so as well. Related research in this area (Dinesen & 

Hooghe, 2010) has already confirmed this pattern in the analysis of social trust. 

                                                 
3 In addition, while we expect that church attendance has a positive effect on national identity, we nevertheless 
expect that this mainly applies to “mainstream” Judeo-Christian religions, and not to Muslim belief, for which the 
hypothesis holds that church attendance strengthens the negative effect of identifying as a Muslim on host-country 
attachment. 
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2.2.2. Socio-Demographic Characteristics 

 

It makes sense to treat immigrant patriotism as at least partially conditional on the demographics 

of the society they now find themselves a part of. Key among these is the ethnic diversity that 

exists nation-wide. Indeed, as indicated above one of the key dilemmas undergirding recent 

debates about diversity in Europe is that as societies become more diverse, it becomes 

increasingly difficult for both natives and immigrants to develop attachment to a “superordinate” 

identity (such as the nation). More specifically from the standpoint of immigrants, countries in 

which ethnic diversity is heightened may influence patriotism and attachment in either of two 

opposing ways: on the one hand, a diversity may increase the probability that immigrants develop 

social ties across ethnic, linguistic, or religious lines, which could increase patriotism by generating 

tolerance. On the other hand, immigrants arriving into a more diverse contact may find it easier 

to locate those who are “like” themselves on all of these dimensions; on this view, diversity 

breeds ghettoization, and ultimately undermines immigrants’ ability to see beyond the narrow 

confines of subnational identity. 

 

Finally, we expect that the economic prosperity of the host society should increase immigrants’ 

patriotism, as richer societies arguably present greater opportunities for immigrants to have 

success than poorer ones. In addition, a society defined by its high levels of wealth provides a 

more worthy “object” of pride and allegiance. On the flipside, society-wide struggles with 

socioeconomic deprivation, for instance characterized by high unemployment rates, are more 

likely to affect immigrants disproportionately, as they typically find themselves towards the 

bottom rungs of the occupational ladder.  

 

 

2.2.3. Political Opportunity Structure 

 

We expect that a number of structural and institutional features of the host country should 

matter as well, because these help determine more or less directly immigrants’ ability to thrive 

and prosper in their new environment. At the most basic level, the amount of political freedom 

that exists should play a role, since more democratically “free” regimes will – all else equal – 

provide immigrants and natives alike with a stronger “voice” in the political process, and 

concomitantly greater influence on political outcomes. As a result, then, we can expect 

immigrants to express greater loyalty and pride in countries where democratic freedom prevails. 

 

A second institutional dimension that may matter is the extent of a society’s provision for social 

welfare. The notion that social welfare provisions should have a positive impact on the allegiance 

of immigrant minorities to their host countries seems relatively uncontroversial. Since most 

immigrants arrive in their new countries relatively less economically well-off, welfare benefits can 

provide a bridge that facilitates a more rapid social integration into the mainstream (Crepaz 2008; 
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Van Hook et al 2006). It is not entirely uncontested, however; Koopmans (2010), for example, 

couples his critique of multiculturalism with the suggestion that social welfare benefits provide a 

crutch that allows immigrants to survive without adapting to the mainstream, thus hindering their 

long-term social and economic prospects. In short, then, despite demonstrable evidence that the 

provision of social welfare may discourage immigrants’ loyalty to their adoptive nation, we 

nevertheless expect stronger host-country affiliation among immigrants in more encompassing 

welfare states.  

 

Beyond social welfare, it is plausible that societies that seek to integrate their immigrant 

populations using policies that reflect tolerance and lack overt pressures to “assimilate” may find 

an easier time winning immigrants’ loyalty. A more “inclusive” political regime – one that 

provides easier access to citizenship, extensive training and job assistance, and language training, 

should – achieves immigrants’ allegiance by symbolizing respect and acceptance of their cultural 

value as well as providing a “warm handshake” rather than a cold shoulder. On the other hand, 

and as with social welfare provision, it is also possible that such policies reduce the consequences 

of failing to integrate, and may allow immigrants to take their adoptive nation for granted without 

ever showing it respect.  

 

 

3. Data and Methodology 

 

Data 

To evaluate immigrants’ attachment to their host country, we analyze the 2008 wave of the 

European Values Study (EVS). The advantage of the EVS is that it has surveyed a random 

sample of residents of 40 European countries about political and social attitudes, as well as 

offered them a short list of items about national identity, which makes it different from most 

other major cross-national surveys. While the EVS – the European counterpart of the World 

Values Study – has offered these items also in its earlier waves, we will only analyze the 2008 

edition, as the latest wave is the first that taps respondents’ immigration status in detail, which in 

turn allows us to distinguish natives immigrants, as well as differentiating first and second 

generation immigrants.  

 

In order to arrive at reliable figures of feelings of affection to the host country, we have in the 

first place excluded non-citizens from the sample. While this is problematic in the sense that 

many immigrants live in European countries without citizenship, the decision is inspired due to 

different sampling frames from country to country, which might yield different fieldwork 

strategies to access non-citizen foreigners in the first place. Second, the sample of 46 countries 

was limited to the 29 European countries who are either member of the European Union or the 

OECD, as they have in recent decades been affected by an influx of immigrants. The third step 

was an evaluation of the per country number of first and second generation respondents in the 



9 
 

sample. If this sample fell below 10, the respective country has been excluded from further 

analyses as precision in estimates suffers unduly with such a small number. This leaves us with 

27,954 respondents in 21 countries. Because of the nested data structure, we employ multi-level 

models (Gelman & Hill, 2006) in order to evaluate individual and national determinants on 

foreign-born residents’ affection to the host country.4 

 

We are aware that the EVS is a large-scale comparative social survey and is not particularly 

designed to facilitate comparisons between natives and first- and second-generation immigrants. 

One stumbling block, for instance, is that the EVS has only been fielded in the official national 

language(s). Yet as is well-known, proportions of the immigrant population are not as proficient  

in the language of the receiving society.5 Nevertheless, studies have successfully used European 

cross-national opinion surveys to document patterns of political and social attitudes among 

immigrants (e.g. de Rooij, 2011; Wright & Bloemraad, 2012; Dinesen and Hooghe, 2010). Yet, as 

for the patterns we might discover,6 it therefore needs to be kept in mind that they represent 

patterns for probably the selection of best-assimilated immigrants. A discussion on what the 

patterns signify in the light on the broader immigrant population is therefore an integral part of 

this paper.  

 

Table 1 presents general information about the countries included in our study, including total 

number of respondents surveyed after listwise deletion of respondents that had one of more 

missings (see footnote 5). It also distinguishes between respondents of native origin (born in the 

country of study, as well as having parents which are born in the country), second generation 

immigrants (born in the country of study, but having at least one parent that is born outside the 

country), and first generation immigrants (born outside the country of study). As a reference to 

the general share of foreign-born residents in the country, we include the proportion of foreign-

born residents in each country for 2008, which is retrieved by a linear interpolation of the UN 

2005 and 2010 statistics.  

 

  

                                                 
4 These countries are Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, France, Germany, Greece, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland, 
and United Kingdom. Although we originally also included Bulgaria, Finland, Iceland, Italy, Ireland, Poland, 
Romania and Spain, these countries needed to be excluded due to the small immigrant samples. 
5 Partial evidence for this remark is found in an analysis of the nonresponse. While we lose 6.33 percent of native 
respondents due to nonresponse, we lose 17.55 percent of second generation immigrants and 56.38 percent of first 
generation immigrants. Assuming that this pattern of nonresponse is not at random, the most plausible argument is 
that a number of respondents have had difficulties with the survey-questions being asked. 
6 We prefer to talk about patterns over effects because of the small sample of immigrants in our data. As is well-
known in social statistics, and more specifically by the central limit theorem, is that only relatively large samples will 
reflect a normal distribution, which is not the case for a sample of immigrants of approximately 35 per country. 
Nevertheless, while standard deviations are extremely large for small samples, point estimates are more accurate. In 
sum, if we would rely on conventional statistical significance tests, we would frequently run into type II-errors, 
namely accepting the null hypothesis that there is no difference between natives and immigrants while in reality there 
are differences that we are unable to observe due to the small sample size.  
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Table 1. Distribution of Native Respondents, Second Generation and First Generation 

Immigrants in the European Values Study 

Country Sample 

Natives 2nd Generation 1st Generation UN 
data N Pct N Pct N Pct 

AT 1,385 1,231 88.9 96 6.9 58 4.2 14.96 

BE 1,385 1,183 85.4 126 9.1 76 5.5 8.86 

CH 1,256 1,097 87.3 57 4.5 102 8.1 22.84 

CY 1,523 1,422 93.4 73 4.8 28 1.8 16.06 

CZ 1,400 1,307 93.4 52 3.7 41 2.9 4.40 

DE 1,178 917 77.8 180 15.3 81 6.9 13.02 

DK 1,411 1,166 82.6 175 12.4 70 5.0 8.40 

EE 1,762 1,657 94.0 53 3.0 52 3.0 14.16 

FR 1,359 1,207 88.8 117 8.6 35 2.6 10.66 

GB 1,482 1,429 96.4 31 2.1 22 1.5 10.12 

GR 1,143 907 79.4 190 16.6 46 4.0 9.58 

HU 1,233 1,116 90.5 76 6.2 41 3.3 3.54 

LT 1,422 1,357 95.4 40 2.8 25 1.8 4.32 

LV 1,444 1,331 92.2 62 4.3 51 3.5 15.64 

MT 1,016 944 92.9 43 4.2 29 2.9 3.44 

NL 1,420 1,385 97.5 16 1.1 19 1.3 10.54 

NO 1,341 1,240 92.5 70 5.2 31 2.3 9.20 

PT 1,288 1,093 84.9 124 9.6 71 5.5 8.04 

SE 922 767 83.2 79 8.6 76 8.2 13.38 

SI 971 742 76.4 122 12.6 107 11.0 8.22 

SK 1,629 1,453 89.2 106 6.5 70 4.3 2.36 

EVSa 27,970 24,951 89.2 1,888 6.8 1,131 4.0 10.08 

 

As Table 1 shows, the EVS figures of immigrant respondents (sum of both the share of first and 

second generation immigrants) approximates, despite a substantial nonresponse among the 

immigrant sample, the UN estimates of the actual foreign-born residents. Yet, while in some 

countries, the sample consists of more foreigners than the actual estimation (e.g. Belgium, 

France, Slovenia and Sweden), in other countries the numbers of sampled respondents is 

considerable lower than the UN estimates would predict (e.g. Germany, Netherlands and 

Portugal). Yet, despite these inconsistencies, the data set provides a feasible number of foreign-

born respondents for the comparative study of patterns of national identity. 
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Dependent Variable 

The outcome variable of our study, affective attachment to the host country, is captured by two 

indicators. The first is national pride, measured using the question “How proud are you to be a 

[country] citizen?”, offered with a four-category response scale ranging from ‘not at all proud’ to 

‘very proud’. The second indicator captures territorial identification and is measured with the 

question “Which of these geographical groups would you say you belong to first of all?” with as 

response categories (a) locality or town where you live, (b) region of country where you live, (c) 

[country], (d) Europe, and (e) the world as a whole. To streamline analysis, the first two response 

categories are collapsed to a category indicating “subnational identification” while the last two are 

collapsed to a “supranational identification” category. As our measure of territorial identification 

contains three different categories, multinomial regression is required, with ‘national 

identification’ as reference category. 

 

Individual-Level Independent Variables 

As the aim of the paper is to evaluate how strongly immigrants feel attached to the nation-state. 

Beyond simply checking average levels of national identity across natives, 1st generation 

immigrants, and 2nd generation immigrants, we also ask whether factors typically applied to 

explain individual differences in national identity can also be applied to immigrants. To enrich the 

analysis, we differentiate among the first generation immigrants, by controlling for the length of 

stay (in years) as well as a quadratic effect, to capture whether national pride follows a linear 

trend. We assess socio-economic status using work status, the expectation is that the unemployed 

show more resentment towards their society; therefore, we contrast the employed (reference) 

with the unemployed, students, pensioners, and respondents with another work status. Since 

higher income groups identify less with their country, we include monthly household income is 

recoded in 1,000s of euros (corrected for purchasing power parity). We employ means 

substitution for respondent with missing information, and also a non-response dummy variable. 

Socialization-specific measures include, first of all, age, with the expectation that the elderly, ceteris 

paribus, are more proud of their country than younger respondents. As national identification is 

more often expressed by the less-educated, we differentiate between primary (reference), lower 

secondary, higher secondary, and tertiary educated respondents. Further, we include religious 

denomination, with the expectation that immigrants that identify with a denomination that does 

not reflect the Judeo-Christian inspiration of European nation-states, i.e. Muslim believers, are 

less proud to be a citizen of their host society; therefore, we distinguish between denominations 

the respondents belong to, namely being a Catholic (reference), Protestant, Orthodox, Muslim or 

other believer, or being not affiliated with any denomination. As for religiosity, the assumption is 

that religious people, measured by frequency of attendance (ranging from ‘1’ (never) to ‘7’ (every 

day)), exhibit more pride. Last but not least, in order to test whether immigrants who are 

involved in associations exhibit higher levels of identification with their host society, we include 

the numbers of associations people are involved in (being measured by a continuous variable 



12 
 

ranging from 0 to a ceiling of 5 (or more) associations). While we have no clear expectations for 

gender, we nevertheless distinguish between men (reference) and woman.  

 

Country-Level Independent Variables 

Also country-level factors are considered to explain cross-national differences in national identity. 

In the first place, we consider acculturation to the mainstream, indicating that immigrants identify 

with common role models. For second-generation immigrants, this would mean that there would 

be a strong effect of aggregate natives’ levels of national pride on national pride with the host 

country. For first generation immigrants, we consequently expect strong a strong acculturation 

effect in terms of aggregate levels of pride of either native residents, or second generation 

immigrants. To test this idea, we aggregate individual levels of pride and the share of respondents 

that identifies with the country at the national level. To capture the acculturation effect on 

national pride, aggregated pride is brought in the equation, while the share of respondents that 

identify with the nation is tested on immigrants’ identification with the country. In order to 

capture the effect of demographic multiculturalism, we estimate the effect of both share of 

immigrants, as obtained from the UN share of foreign-born data, and the ethnic fractionalization 

of the host country, retrieved from Alesina et al. (2003).7 GDP per capita is used to measure the 

economic prosperity of a country, while unemployment rates are introduced as an indicator for 

economic deprivation. As an indicator for the political regime, we use the Freedom House scale, 

as retrieved from the Norris Democracy Crossnational Database (2009), while welfare state 

generosity is measured with expenditure on social protection per capita. To evaluate the effect of 

migrant incorporation policies, we use the 2008 MIPEX data,8 both with and without education 

policies. All indicators, unless indicated otherwise, have been obtained from Eurostat. 

 

 

4. Results 

 

4.1. Distribution of National Identity across Europe 

 

Tables 2 and 3 show national identity for both the natives, second and first generation 

immigrants, distinguishing between national pride and territorial identification, respectively. Table 

2 first of all shows us that while native Europeans are quite proud on their country (3.32 on a 

scale from 1-4), immigrants do too: they rank, with a score of 3.16 for second generation 

immigrants and 3.13 for first generation immigrants, well above the scale average of 2.5. Yet, the 

                                                 
7 An alternative way to test for the multiculturalism thesis is to include the Multiculturalism Policy Index (Banting & 
Kymlicka, 2012). However, as not all countries in our study have a score on the MCP Index, we alternatively use the 
share of immigrants and the ethnic fractionalization measures. 
8 MIPEX, or Migrant Integration Policies Index, quantifies, for 31 European and North-American countries, on a 
scale from 0-100 “best practice” (according to European Community Directives) for six strands of migrant 
integration and immigration policies, namely labor market mobility, family reunion, political participation, long-term 
residence, access to nationality, and anti-discrimination; in its recent releases, it also includes education.  
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gap between natives and immigrants is nevertheless significant.9 Also for territorial identification 

(Table 3), there are differences between natives and immigrants, as immigrants being more likely 

than natives to identify with the supra-national levels of Europe or the world (15% and 19% for 

respectively second and first generation immigrants, compared to 7% of natives who affiliates 

with supranational entities). However, as this figure is rather low, we additionally see that this 

slightly higher identification of immigrants comes at the expense of affiliating with the 

subnational levels of the locality or region. Looking at Table 3, we can observe that roughly 35 of 

both natives and immigrants identify in the first place with the country, while for the subnational 

level, figures range from 59 percent for natives to 47 percent for first generation immigrants. 

 

Before we turn to individual determinants to explain differences between natives and immigrants, 

Tables 2 and 3 also show cross-national differences in national pride and territorial identification. 

Affective feelings of national identity differ considerable across Europe, with native citizens of a 

number of Southern European countries, i.e. Malta, Cyprus, Greece and Portugal as being most 

proud, while Belgian, Czech, Latvian, Dutch, German and Lithuanian natives are least proud. 

What is, however, interesting to observe is that immigrants follow this general pattern. Second 

generation immigrants in Greece are for instance more proud than native Greek citizens; 

nevertheless, Greek natives rank quite highly on pride compared to natives of other European 

countries. At the bottom of the list of national pride among second generation immigrants, we 

find Latvian, German and Estonian respondents, who reside in countries where national pride is 

less widespread among native citizens. While the patterns are less pronounced for first generation 

immigrants, we nevertheless observe that first immigrants’ pride in the first ten countries where 

natives pride is high, is higher than first generations’ pride in the ten countries where natives’ 

pride is low, namely 3.23 vs. 3.02. 

 

Pronounced differences in territorial identification also exist across European countries. To a 

certain extent, these rank order of the countries reflects the country ranking of national pride. 

For instance, in Greece, Cyprus, Malta, but also Latvia (which ranked low for national pride), 

more than 40 percent of the natives identify most strongly with the nation-state, while in Sweden, 

Austria, Czech Republic, Norway and Germany less than 30 percent identifies, in the first place, 

with the national level (and not with sub- or supra-national levels). Interestingly, immigrants to 

considerable extent follow the natives pattern for affiliation with the country as territorial unit: 

identification in for the top ten countries (according to natives level of identification) is 43 

percent among second generation immigrants, while it’s 35 percent for second generation 

immigrants in the ten countries where natives identify least with the country level. Vice versa, as 

aggregate levels of identifying with the national-level and the sub-national level are highly 

negatively correlated (-.93), we see that countries where identification with the nation-state is 

                                                 
99 An ANOVA-test on national pride along immigrant status showed a F-value of 84.27 for 2 df (p < 0.001). In 
addition, Tukey post-hoc tests revealed a significant difference between immigrants and respectively first and second 
generation immigrants, but not between first and second generation immigrants. 
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high, identification with the subnational level is low. Different patterns exist for supranational 

identification (correlation with native level is .04). Natives are identifying, on average, more with 

the supranational level in France (14.30 percent) and least in Slovak Republic and Denmark (less 

than 4 percent). Nevertheless, there is less congruence in the levels of natives’ and immigrants’ 

identification with the supranational level.  

 

Table 2. Per Country Distribution of National Pride 

  Natives Second generation First generation 

Country N Mean StdDev Mean StdDev Mean StdDev 

MT 1,422 3.71 0.54 3.48 0.72 3.36 0.57 

CY 1,256 3.65 0.60 3.23 0.80 3.05 0.76 

PT 1,420 3.61 0.61 3.44 0.63 3.16 0.69 

GR 1,359 3.60 0.62 3.76 0.49 3.46 0.61 

SI 1,288 3.59 0.62 3.48 0.69 3.21 0.75 

NO 1,016 3.51 0.68 3.30 0.86 3.38 0.68 

GB 1,629 3.48 0.67 3.27 0.78 3.43 0.63 

DK 1,400 3.40 0.67 3.37 0.69 3.27 0.59 

AT 1,385 3.38 0.73 3.01 0.99 3.03 0.92 

SE 922 3.37 0.68 3.19 0.79 3.01 0.79 

EVS 27,970 3.33 0.73 3.16 0.80 3.13 0.78 

SK 1,341 3.32 0.66 3.27 0.64 3.10 0.79 

CH 971 3.28 0.75 3.34 0.66 3.42 0.61 

EE 1,178 3.27 0.77 2.77 0.83 2.60 1.00 

FR 1,411 3.25 0.68 3.33 0.61 3.40 0.57 

HU 1,482 3.19 0.74 3.26 0.82 3.05 0.79 

CZ 1,523 3.18 0.70 3.19 0.76 2.79 0.92 

BE 1,385 3.15 0.68 3.16 0.74 3.18 0.65 

LV 1,143 3.15 0.79 2.72 0.79 2.98 0.83 

NL 1,444 3.12 0.70 2.97 0.68 3.10 0.67 

DE 1,762 2.91 0.78 2.75 1.02 3.06 0.75 

LT 1,233 2.91 0.83 2.87 0.81 2.63 0.89 

Note: Entries represent the average levels of national pride (on a scale of 1 to 4) among native, first generation and 
second generation respondents in their respective countries. Countries are ranked from high to low according to the 
natives’ pride levels. 
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Table 3. Per Country Distribution of Territorial Identification 

 Identification  
with subnational level 

Identification  
with country 

Identification 
with supranational level 

Country Native 2nd G 1st G Native 2nd G 1st G Native 2nd G 1st G 

GR 47.4% 44.4% 48.6% 46.5% 46.2% 45.7% 6.1% 9.4% 5.7% 

CY 49.1% 47.4% 50.0% 46.0% 42.1% 45.1% 4.8% 10.5% 4.9% 

MT 55.5% 35.0% 20.0% 40.2% 47.5% 44.0% 4.3% 17.5% 36.0% 

LV 55.5% 50.5% 67.4% 40.2% 33.7% 28.3% 4.3% 15.8% 4.3% 

LT 55.0% 40.8% 39.0% 39.5% 46.1% 43.9% 5.5% 13.2% 17.1% 

NL 50.3% 45.2% 41.2% 38.2% 38.7% 29.4% 11.4% 16.1% 29.4% 

FR 48.6% 36.6% 38.6% 37.4% 42.9% 25.7% 14.0% 20.6% 35.7% 

GB 58.2% 55.7% 40.0% 36.6% 33.0% 48.6% 5.2% 11.3% 11.4% 

EE 60.5% 48.9% 61.7% 35.8% 42.2% 32.1% 3.7% 8.9% 6.2% 

SK 62.1% 57.1% 71.0% 34.9% 35.7% 25.8% 3.0% 7.1% 3.2% 

HU 61.3% 48.4% 40.9% 33.7% 45.2% 40.9% 5.0% 6.5% 18.2% 

BE 54.0% 46.0% 34.2% 33.6% 36.5% 42.1% 12.4% 17.5% 23.7% 

EVS 60.1% 50.6% 47.2% 33.4% 35.4% 34.1% 6.5% 14.0% 18.7% 

PT 61.1% 37.5% 36.8% 32.1% 50.0% 31.6% 6.9% 12.5% 31.6% 

SI 62.3% 55.6% 50.7% 31.7% 29.0% 26.8% 6.0% 15.3% 22.5% 

DK 64.8% 57.7% 41.5% 31.5% 30.8% 48.8% 3.7% 11.5% 9.8% 

CH 59.7% 58.2% 49.5% 30.7% 31.1% 29.0% 9.6% 10.7% 21.5% 

SE 60.9% 60.8% 44.7% 30.2% 26.6% 27.6% 8.9% 12.7% 27.6% 

AT 63.9% 41.7% 41.4% 27.7% 29.2% 32.8% 8.4% 29.2% 25.9% 

CZ 70.9% 68.5% 57.1% 25.0% 23.3% 32.1% 4.1% 8.2% 10.7% 

NO 71.1% 65.1% 41.4% 24.6% 18.6% 24.1% 4.3% 16.3% 34.5% 

DE 81.4% 79.2% 61.5% 12.9% 9.4% 15.4% 5.7% 11.3% 23.1% 

Note: Entries represent the per country percentages column percentages of preferring one of territorial levels along 
immigrant status. Countries are ranked from high to low according to the share of natives’ that identify with the 
national level. 

 

 

4.2. Individual-Level Model 

 

In the descriptives, we discovered that immigrants exhibit lower levels of national pride; yet, 

while across European societies, immigrants identify as much with their host country than native 

residents, compared to natives they identify slightly more with supranational entities on the 

expense of identifying with subnational entities. However, the question is how well the same set 

of covariates succeeds in explaining national identity across the three groups examined here. The 

results of these analyses are printed in Tables 4 and 5. 
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Before turning to the discussion of the individual-level determinants that explain national pride 

(Table 4), it is noteworthy to observe the intercepts. Holding constant respondent characteristics, 

the native sample has a score of 3.25 on the 1-4 scale, while the second generation sample scores 

about .25 scale points lower, to a score of 3, while the first generation immigrants, for which the 

model includes length of stay, rank .13 scale points lower than native Europeans to a pride score 

of 3.12. So, even when taking the usual suspects for differences in patriotism into account, the 

gaps between natives and immigrants does not close completely. As for territorial identification 

(Table 5), turning the intercept parameters into odds ratios, we see that natives, ceteris paribus, are 

2.5 times more likely to identify with the local level than with the country, while they are 85 

percent less likely to affiliate with Europe or the whole world. Similar patterns are present for 

immigrants, yet the parameters are smaller, meaning that immigrants are, controlling for related 

individual-level explanations, identifying more firmly with the nation-state than with subnational 

or supranational levels. 

 

When we look at individual level effects explaining national pride (Table 4), we nevertheless see 

some interesting differences between natives and immigrants. First of all, while we highlighted 

differences between natives and immigrants previously, it is of additional interest to discuss the 

length of stay effect among first generation immigrants. Surprisingly, this effect is curvilinear, 

meaning that especially those with either very short or very long tenure are most proud, while 

those in between are least proud. A possible explanation might be an immigrant “halo” effect at 

the time of arrival, while immigrants first generation immigrants who arrived here a considerable 

time but are disillusioned about not become a formal part (by citizenship) of the country become 

disaffected. However, this is pure speculation and requires attention in further research.  

 

In line with previous findings, older natives are more proud of their country, while this pattern is 

only present among first generation immigrants (those who have been born outside the country), 

not for second generation immigrants (those who have been born inside the country but whose 

parents have been born abroad). Gender differences do not appear for any group. As for 

educational levels, we see some inconsistencies. While higher educated native respondents are 

less proud of their country, there are is a similar negative tertiary education effect among second 

generation immigrants. Among the natives, the trend that the unemployed are not proud of their 

country while the retired actually are, is not confirmed among immigrants. Interestingly, then, the 

jobless immigrants do not turn away from their host society, contrary to conventional wisdom. 

On the other hand, first generation students are less proud of their new country.10 Income shows 

similar patterns among national pride among natives and immigrants, yet nonsignificant among 

the latter groups (nevertheless similar effect parameter): national proud is more common among 

high income groups. As for religiosity, we see robust patterns among all groups: those who attend 

                                                 
10 One interpretation of this significant negative pattern might be an ‘Erasmus-student’-effect: as Europe has 
encompassing programs in effect that enable European students to pursue their study (half) a year at another 
European university, attachment to their temporary country of residence might not be of any relevance.  
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religious services more frequently are also more proud of the country they currently live in. Yet, 

as for denomination, Protestant natives are most proud of their country, closely followed by 

Catholics. However, Orthodox and Muslim believers are less proud of their country. The 

Orthodox and Muslim effect is stable among second generation immigrants, but absent among 

first generation immigrants. Additional analyses also show that mosque attendance moderates the 

effect of being Muslim on host country attachment, but only for native respondents (not for 

second generation immigrants): frequent Muslims are less pride of the country compared to non-

practicing Muslims. In the absence of invariant effects across all groups of study, is therefore 

difficult to uphold that Muslims are, generally, in conflict with their host country. Last but not 

least, while we had expectations that immigrants who are involved in associational life might feel 

more firmly connected with their host country, we don’t see this hypothesis confirmed among a 

sample of European immigrants, and neither among native residents. 

 

Discussing then the factors that drive territorial identification, a first qualification is that length of 

stay does not explain territorial identification, although recently-arrived first generation 

immigrants tend to lean strongly towards supranationalism. As for age, no outspoken effects can 

be discerned: the only pattern is that the elderly identify less with the supranational level. Native 

women are slightly more directed to the subnational level and less attracted by the supranational 

level. However, for immigrants we see that second generation women are identifying less with the 

supranational level, while recently arrived women attach more strongly to the local level. As for 

educational levels, even though the patterns are nonsignificant for the immigrant subsamples, 

they nevertheless follow the trend of native respondents that higher education leads more easily 

to supranational identification. As for work status, inconsistent patterns emerge: contrary to our 

expectations, there are no stable patterns among the unemployed, yet, the parameter coefficients 

for first generation immigrants nevertheless lean towards a greater identification to the 

supranational level compared to the employed immigrants, while second generation unemployed 

immigrants turn more closely to the nation-state (yet, not in a significant manner). While a high 

income makes natives more likely to identify with the nation-state, a similar pattern is only 

present for second generation immigrants. While attending religious services makes natives 

identifying less with supranational levels but more with the local level, immigrants do not follow 

pattern. For denominations, then, while there are no pronounced patterns visible for native 

residents or first generation immigrants, as for the second generation immigrants, Orthodox but 

especially Muslim immigrants are more likely to feel attached to Europe or the world compared 

to their Catholic counterparts. The Muslim effect in this model is in line with the outcomes for 

national pride. Last but not least, respondents who are more involved in associational life, are 

also more likely to identify with supranational levels (although the pattern is only significant for 

second generation immigrants). 
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Table 4. Individual-Level Determinants of National Pride among European Natives and 

First and Second Generation Immigrants 

 Native Sample 2nd G Sample 1st G Sample 

Fixed Effects Param T-Value Param T-Value Param T-Value 

Intercept 3.25*** 55.01 3.00*** 22.88 3.12*** 17.87 

Linear length of stay 

Quadratic length of stay 

    -0.01** 

0.00** 

-2.97 

2.72 

Age 0.00*** 4.01 0.00 1.63 0.01* 2.52 

Gender (R: Man) 

- Woman 

 

0.01 

 

0.54 

 

0.03 

 

0.73 

 

-0.03 

 

-0.66 

Education (R: Primary) 

- Lower secondary 

- Higher secondary 

- Tertiary 

 

-0.07*** 

-0.07*** 

-0.16*** 

 

-3.87 

-4.32 

-8.41 

 

0.00 

-0.01 

-0.13° 

 

0.02 

-0.17 

-1.70 

 

-0.14° 

-0.09 

-0.06 

 

-1.70 

-1.16 

-0.78 

Work status (R: Employed) 

- Unemployed 

- Student 

- Retired 

- Other 

 

-0.10*** 

-0.04 

0.06*** 

0.01 

 

-4.84 

-1.83 

4.35 

0.65 

 

-0.03 

-0.04 

0.11° 

-0.07 

 

-0.36 

-0.44 

1.79 

-1.04 

 

0.03 

-0.41** 

-0.03 

0.11 

 

0.33 

-3.14 

-0.45 

1.55 

Income 

Dummy for nonresponse 

0.02*** 

0.03** 

3.73 

2.83 

0.02 

0.03 

1.35 

0.65 

0.04 

0.01 

1.63 

0.13 

Religiosity 0.03*** 9.37 0.03** 2.89 0.02° 1.75 

Denomination (R: Catholic) 

- Protestant 

- Orthodox 

- Muslim 

- Other 

- Not religious 

 

0.04* 

-0.28*** 

-0.21*** 

-0.17*** 

-0.06*** 

 

2.57 

-6.25 

-3.23 

-5.14 

-4.36 

 

0.14* 

-0.23** 

-0.32** 

-0.06 

-0.07 

 

1.97 

-3.02 

-3.18 

-0.61 

-1.43 

 

-0.03 

-0.02 

0.04 

-0.23* 

-0.16* 

 

-0.35 

-0.54 

0.45 

-2.02 

-2.29 

Social capital -0.01 -1.84 0.01 0.37 0.01 0.39 

Random effects Param Z-Value Param Z-Value Param Z-Value 

Individual level variance 0.46*** 111.60 0.54*** 30.41 0.54*** 23.35 

Country level variance 0.05** 3.06 0.06** 2.78 0.04* 2.39 

ICC 10.56% 10.02% 6.97% 

N 24,951 1,888 1,131 

° p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Entries are the result of three separate multilevel multiple 
regression models. 
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Table 5. Individual-Level Determinants of Territorial Identification among European 

Natives and First and Second Generation Immigrants 

 Native Sample 2nd G Sample 1st G Sample 

Fixed Effects Subnat Suprant Subnat Supran Subnat Supran 

Intercept 0.97*** -1.87*** 0.73° -1.13° 0.06 -1.19 

Linear length of stay 

Quadratic length of stay 

   

 

 0.01 

-0.00 

-0.02 

0.00 

Age -0.00 -0.00° -0.00 -0.01° -0.00 -0.00 

Gender (R: Man) 

- Woman 

 

0.07* 

 

-0.29*** 

 

-0.07 

 

-0.41** 

 

0.29° 

 

0.22 

Education (R: Primary) 

- Lower secondary 

- Higher secondary 

- Tertiary 

 

-0.17** 

-0.22*** 

-0.49*** 

 

0.44** 

0.59*** 

0.93*** 

 

0.09 

-0.11 

-0.40° 

 

0.32 

0.48 

0.53 

 

-0.12 

-0.01 

0.12 

 

0.61° 

0.42 

1.12** 

Work status (R: Employed) 

- Unemployed 

- Student 

- Retired 

- Other 

 

-0.05 

-0.06 

0.02 

0.02 

 

-0.02 

0.38*** 

-0.29** 

-0.03 

 

0.01 

-0.47° 

0.07 

0.02 

 

-0.45 

0.08 

-0.39 

0.34 

 

0.14 

0.06 

0.38 

0.30 

 

0.43 

0.65 

0.08 

0.22 

Income 

Dummy for nonresponse 

-0.05*** 

0.03 

-0.09*** 

-0.01 

-0.05 

0.06 

-0.03 

0.01 

0.02 

0.06 

0.03 

0.02 

Religiosity 0.02* -0.05* -0.00 -0.00 0.02 -0.02 

Denomination (R: Catholic) 

- Protestant 

- Orthodox 

- Muslim 

- Other 

- Not religious 

 

-0.08 

-0.25° 

-0.28 

-0.37*** 

-0.14** 

 

-0.02 

-0.01 

0.66° 

0.32° 

0.19* 

 

0.09 

-0.20 

0.05 

0.30 

-0.09 

 

-0.12 

0.56° 

1.01** 

0.77° 

0.54* 

 

-0.25 

-0.20 

-0.04 

-0.02 

-0.06 

 

-0.40 

0.07 

-0.14 

0.37 

0.19 

Social capital -0.00 0.17*** 0.01 0.14* -0.01 0.07 

Random effects Subnat Transnt Subnat Transnt Subnat Transnt 

Individual level variance 3.29 3.29 3.29 3.29 3.29 3.29 

Country level variance 0.17 0.24 0.15 0.11 0.10 0.45 

ICC 5.04% 6.77% 4.39% 3.27% 3.03% 12.11% 

N 24,951 1,888 1,131 

° p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Entries are the result of three separate multilevel multinomial 
regression models with identification with the country as reference category. Due to page limitations, t-values have 
not been printed but are available upon request. 

 

For the individual-level, despite a small sample size, we nevertheless see some interesting patterns 

emerge. In the first place, we don’t see an unemployment-effect among immigrants for national 

pride (in contrast with the native population). We do, however, observe diverging patterns for 
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territorial identification: whereas unemployed first generation immigrants tend to identify more 

easily with the world, unemployed second generation immigrants, as well as unemployed native 

respondents, turn more easily to their host country. Also, immigrants who’re doing well 

financially are, in line with native respondents, more proud to their adoptive country. Last but 

not least, there is a negative Muslim-effect for native and second generation Muslims, as they are 

less proud of and identify less with the country they live in. In the absence of a first generation 

Muslim-effect, it is nevertheless difficult to uphold a general clash of civilizations thesis. 

 

 

4.3. Country-Level Model 

 

Having explained individual level variation in identifying with the country of residence, the 

descriptives of Tables 2 and 3 revealed considerable cross-national variation. Here, we explore 

whether these differences can be explained by theoretically-relevant national-level characteristics, 

namely acculturation (how attached the whole population or second generation role models are 

towards their country), multiculturalism, immigrant incorporation policies, and structural country 

characteristics. The results of the analyses are summarized in Tables 6 and 7. 

 

According to our multilevel tests, acculturation of national identity does take place among the 

immigrant population as expected. Observing the regression parameters for national pride (Table 

6), we see that for an increase of the aggregated national pride of the native sample, the pride of 

the second generation immigrants (who have been born in the country) increases with almost .9-

scale points, while the first generation immigrants’ pride increases by slightly more than half of a 

scale point. What is most interesting is that first generation immigrants’ pride reacts slightly better 

to the aggregated national pride of the second generation immigrants. Similar patterns are present 

for territorial identification, where a larger share of natives who identifies with the country-level 

makes first generation immigrants less affiliate with the subnational level (and from the 

descriptives, we remember that in general, subnational and national identification are negatively 

correlated). For first generation immigrants, we see a significant effect of natives’ share that 

identifies with the nation on territorial identification while we observe no similar significant 

parameter from second generation immigrants that identify with the host country on territorial 

identification. 

 

Second, for socio-demographic indicators, we see little evidence that society-wide ethnic diversity 

has any effect on our outcomes one way or the other. On the one hand, the share of immigrants 

in the country determines neither national pride nor territorial identification among any of the 

three groups. The ethnic fractionalization measure performs better, but only just. 

Fractionalization does reduce pride in country among first and second generation immigrants, 

and it also reduces identification with supranational identities, though none of these effects is 

statistically significant. Only among natives does fractionalization reduce pride in a statistically 
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significant way, and one that is broadly in accord with much recent empirical work on the 

negative relationship between diversity and various measures of “social cohesion.” 

 

Concerning socioeconomic prosperity, first generation immigrants feel more proud of their host 

society when they arrived in an affluent nation-state, while all respondents, including natives and 

second-generation immigrants, affiliate less with the country-level (and more with sub- and 

supranational entities) in more prosperous societies (expressed by the gdp per capita). 

Unemployment rates, on the other hand have no bearing on attachment of respondents to their 

respective nation-state. 

 

Third, as for political opportunity structure, the Freedom House index for the level of 

democratization has no significant effect on national pride, while the likelihood of associating 

with the supranational level increases only among the first generation immigrants when they live 

in more democratic societies. However, in more encompassing welfare states, all individuals 

(including native respondents) are more likely to identify with the supranational level. First 

generation immigrants feel also more proud in more generous welfare states. In line with 

incorporation thesis: in the presence of a native effect for social expenditure, it is difficult to 

uphold that social protection cuts ties between immigrants and their host country. 

 

We also find little evidence here that liberal integration policies (the MIPEX index scores with 

and without education) have much impact on our outcomes for any of the three groups. More 

precisely, national pride is not higher in societies that meet the inclusive European standards of 

immigrant incorporation. For territorial identification, it does appear that natives, as well as first 

generation immigrants (but not second generation immigrants), are more inclined to identify with 

the supranational level in countries with inclusive incorporation regimes than in countries with 

restrictive policies. However, in the absence of a consistent second generation effect (and in the 

presence of a native effect), it is difficult to uphold that inclusive immigrant integration policies 

make immigrants more loosely connected to their host country. 

 

In sum, the patterns most evident in our analysis of national-level determinants are, first of all a 

consistent acculturation effect: immigrants to a large extent adopt the national pride of their role 

models. In addition, the number of similar patterns between natives and immigrants are also 

quite substantial, and indicate that immigrants are affected similarly by common structures (e.g. 

ethnic fractionalization, national wealth, and welfare redistribution) as natives. Yet, interestingly, 

the absence of consistent policy effects on national identity among immigrants is a finding that 

needs further reflection, too, as well as the finding that especially first generation immigrants 

show at the same time more proud in affluent and generous welfare states, while they are also 

identify more with the supranational level in these wealthy redistributive societies. 
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Table 6. Contextual Determinants of National Pride 

 Native Sample 2nd G Sample 1st G Sample 

Indicator Param T-Value Param T-Value Param T-Value 

Aggregated native pride   0.88*** 4.43 0.53* 2.46 

Aggregated 2nd G pride     0.59** 4.03 

Share of foreigners 0.00 0.29 -0.01 -0.63 0.00 0.32 

Ethnic fractionalization -0.54° -2.00 -0.49 -1.61 -0.42 -1.51 

Mipex with education 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.29 0.00 1.30 

Mipex without education -0.00 -0.10 0.00 0.30 0.00 1.25 

Freedom House st’dized -0.02 -0.93 -0.02 -0.58 -0.01 -0.34 

GDP/capita 0.00 0.46 0.00 0.64 0.01* 2.77 

Unemployment rate -0.01 -0.58 0.00 0.04 -0.00 -0.08 

Social expenditure/capita -0.00 -0.14 0.00 0.24 0.03* 2.21 

° p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Note: Entries represent the result of 27 separate multilevel 
multiple regression models, with each national indicator controlled for the individual-level variables of Table 4. 

 

Table 7. Contextual Determinants of Territorial Identification (Ref = Country) 

 Native Sample 2nd G Sample 1st G Sample 

Fixed Effects Subnat Supran Subnat Supran Subnat Supran 

Aggregated native pride   -0.06*** -0.05** -0.04** -0.06** 

Aggregated 2nd G pride     -0.03** -0.03 

Share of foreigners 0.01 0.03 0.02 -0.00 0.03 0.01 

Ethnic fractionalization -0.07 -0.41 0.15 -0.62 0.54 -1.24 

Mipex with education 0.01 0.02* 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.02° 

Mipex without education 0.01 0.02* 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.03* 

Freedom House st’dized 0.06 0.05 0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.23* 

GDP/capita 0.02* 0.02° 0.03* 0.03* -0.00 0.04* 

Unemployment rate -0.04 0.03 -0.07 -0.02 0.03 -0.03 

Social expenditure/capita 0.04° 0.09*** 0.05° 0.06° 0.02 0.13*** 

° p < 0.10; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Note: Entries represent the result of 27 separate multilevel 
multinomial regression models (with identification with the country-level as reference category) with each national 
indicator controlled for the individual-level variables of Table 5. 

 

 

5. Conclusion 

 

As this is – to our knowledge – the first large-N comparative study that maps and attempts to 

explain national identity, i.e. affective bonds to the host country, among immigrants of Europe, 

the most important question is whether immigrants feel disconnected to their host country. The 

answer seems to be “no.” Looking at different but related measures for host-country attachment 
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among first and second generation immigrants, and comparing them with natives’ levels of 

national identity, we find little evidence of a “disloyal” immigrant population. National pride is 

lower among second generation and first generation immigrants, as one would expect on the 

basis of their more recent and less ambiguous association with the host country. Even so, 

immigrants’ levels of pride do not appear alarmingly low. Additionally, there are no differences 

between immigrants and natives in their identification with the country of residence; yet, while 

immigrants identify slightly more with Europe and the world than natives, this comes at the 

expense of identifying less with the local level or county. While this information is insightful in 

itself, as it shows that while immigrant incorporation at the local level is still a major point of 

concern, it nevertheless rejects the idea that immigrants feel disconnected from their host country 

and have a longing for anything except their host society. 

 

A further challenge to the idea that immigrants’ loyalty to their host-country is wanting is the 

pronounced acculturation effects evident: second generation immigrants largely reflect the 

national identity of native residents. This is also the case among first generation immigrants 

(albeit to lesser extent), who are also influenced by the levels of host-country pride of their 

second generation peers. This acculturation trend, i.e. that immigrants resemble natives, is also 

confirmed due to a similar response towards certain country characteristics. For instance, 

immigrants living in ethnically fractionalized societies are less proud of their country, while 

welfare state generosity opens horizons towards transnational identification similarly among 

natives, first and second generation immigrants.  

 

Much, however, remains open to interpretation. First, unemployment status is unrelated with 

pride among immigrants (in contrast with native residents), but shows diverging patterns for 

territorial identification. While unemployed first generation immigrants are more inclined to look 

outside the borders of their host country, second generation immigrants look more easily to their 

host country, in which they have been born. This finding might stem from a difficult 

incorporation trajectory: recently arrived immigrants who are without a job might consider to 

return to their host society, while those that have been born here might more vigorously turn to 

their host society to find solutions for their deprived status. Yet, for both generations, they do 

not feel less connected to their host country compared with employed residents. Second, a 

successful socioeconomic integration, in terms of having a high income tends, ceteris paribus, to 

fuel pride if only slightly. This seems to support the notion that full immigrant incorporation 

starts with socioeconomic success. Third, while much attention is focused, at least in policy 

debates, about Muslim integration, our results indicate inconsistencies. Both native as well as 

second generation Muslims feel less proud. In the light of causal mechanisms, this leaves us 

puzzled, as first generation immigrants are not less proud of their country of residence, which 

indicates that pride is not per se lower among all Muslims. Rather, subsequent questions that only 

qualitative research can resolve is whether this is due to a dissolution with the host country in 
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terms of discrimination and politicization of immigrant incorporation over terms of clashes of 

civilization. 

 

Also interesting, especially in light of current debates, are the effects of country wealth and 

welfare generosity. First of all, first generation immigrants exhibit higher levels of host-country 

pride in wealthy and generous welfare states. This might indicate that first generation immigrants 

might be satisfied with the way their country treats them, and the opportunities or safety nets 

they receive. As research indicates, while immigration flows do react on employment 

opportunities rather than to welfare state generosity (Hooghe et al., 2008), immigrants are 

nevertheless more relying on welfare state provisions (and opportunities to not become further 

deprived are thus more common in more generous welfare states) (Boeri et al., 2002). 

Notwithstanding, welfare chauvinism is less prevalent generous welfare states (Reeskens & van 

Oorschot, 2012), which makes that in the end, immigrants might feel more comfortable in 

generous welfare states. In addition, in contrast with recent claims that welfare generosity inhibits 

immigrant integration socioeconomic and cultural integration (Koopmans, 2010), here we find 

that in generous welfare states, not only immigrants, but also native residents are more inclined to 

identify with Europe and the world in general, which makes that the relation between welfare 

state generosity and immigrant incorporation becomes quite complex. 

 

These findings do of course require some qualification. First, as the EVS is a general social survey 

and not particularly designed for migrant studies, the number of immigrants in the sample is 

critically low. Small-N issues do not necessarily bias point estimates, but they do inflate standard 

errors, and in the absence of a large sample, our estimates should be interpreted with care. One 

source of systematic bias in our findings concerns the EVS’ (likely) over-sampling of the best-

integrated second and first generation immigrants; they must speak the national language by 

definition, and feel confident about participating in a social survey. The findings might therefore 

give a more positive representation of social reality. Third, there is of course always a discussion 

about the causal mechanisms at play. Does a high income lead to a more host country pride, or is 

it that strong attachments lead to higher income, with as mediating process a higher 

employability? Further research needs to disentangle the precise linkages. And final, while the 

question of territorial identification has been very insightful, the limitation of this question is that 

it doesn’t question identification with the host country in relation with the country of origin, but 

only in relation with Europe and the world as a whole. It might therefore be possible that the 

identification with the host country is upward biased because immigrants did not have a clear 

choice to express their attachment to the country where they came from. Nevertheless, as a first 

attempt to analyze host-country attachment of immigrants in a comparative perspective, the 

findings give a lot to think about. 
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