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Abstract 

The aim of this paper is to investigate attitudes toward the integration of immigrants in 

Luxembourg – the country with the highest proportion of immigrants in Europe. First, the 

paper examines how attitudes toward integration (consisting of two dimensions: attitudes 

toward assimilation and attitudes toward multiculturalism) vary among different groups 

of the country’s residents, i.e. natives and residents with a migratory background. Second, 

it examines how these attitudes have evolved over a period of nearly ten years. The 

Luxembourgish EVS data from 1999 and 2008 are used. The results of the analyses 

reveal that attitudes towards the integration of immigrants differ significantly among the 

resident groups analysed. Native residents are more supportive of the assimilation model 

compared to foreign-born residents and second-generation immigrants with two foreign-

born parents, whereas the latter groups score higher on the multiculturalism scale than the 

other groups. With respect to trends in attitudes towards integration, the assimilation 

model gained popularity between 1999 and 2008 among all groups, whereas only a small 

decrease in popularity was found with respect to preferences for multicultural integration.  
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INTRODUCTION  

Existing literature (Rohmann et al. 2006; Maisonneuve and Testé 2007; Navas et al. 
2007) shows that there is often a discrepancy between what most immigrants would like 
to follow as an integration strategy (generally a multicultural strategy), and what the host 
society expects (assimilation). As this incongruence in preferences can trigger intergroup 
tensions, it is important to investigate support for integration strategies among both 
majority and minority groups (Van de Vijver et al. 2008). Although numerous previous 
studies into integration attitudes are available (e.g., Schalk-Soekar and Van de Vijver 
2008; Breugelmans and Van de Vijver 2004; Dandy and Pe-Pua 2010; Van Oudenhoven 
et al. 1998; Rohmann et al. 2006; Teney 2011), specific aspects merit further research. 
Notably, the evolution over time of attitudes towards integration (Breugelmans et al. 
2009) and the differences in the perception of integration preferences among majority and 
minority groups remain relatively underexplored.  

This paper focuses on these aspects and investigates evolutions (from 1999 to 2008) in 
attitudes towards integration among natives and residents with different migratory 
backgrounds in Luxembourg. Luxembourg provides a particularly interesting context, 
since this country had a ratio of 57% native inhabitants to 43% foreign residents in 2008 
(STATEC 2008). The relative size of the immigrant population therefore changes the 
perspective on what might constitute majority and minority groups in this country.  
The paper starts with a review of existing research into attitudes towards integration and 
an overview of the Luxembourgish context, resulting in the formulation of testable 
hypotheses. The data and methods used are described in the third section, in the fourth we 
present and discuss the results of empirical analyses, concluding with a summary of the 
main findings and some implications for future research and policy-making. 
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PREVIOUS RESEARCH AND HYPOTHESES  

Migrant integration: individual and societal models 

In the midst of great diversity on the specific meaning attributed to the concept 
‘integration’, we depart from the work of Esser (2006), who defines integration as a 
dynamic process that can lead to different ways of co-existence for various groups in 
society. Esser distinguishes two intertwined aspects. First, social integration refers to ‘the 
inclusion (or exclusion) of actors in an existing social system (…) and following on from 
this the equal or unequal distribution of characteristics of among aggregates or 
categories of actors’ (Esser 2006, p. 7). The second, opposing aspect is system 
integration, and concerns: ‘the cohesion of entire social systems and refers to the 
cohesion beyond different elements of a society’ (Esser 2006, p. 7). The distinction 
between social and system integration largely coincides with the differences between the 
individual and the societal levels. However, these aspects are also interrelated.  
 
At the individual level, social integration refers to different patterns of the inclusion or 
exclusion of ethnic minority members in the host society. Esser discerns four possible 
integration models: multiple inclusion (or multiculturalism), assimilation, 
marginalization, and segmentation. Multiculturalism implies that people can maintain 
their own cultural heritage on the condition that it is nested within shared national 
boundaries. The assimilation model states that immigrants need to identify completely 
with the new host culture and surrender their original cultural identity (Berry 1991; Spry 
and Hornsey 2007). The remaining two models are more unusual strategies of integration 
and indicate the exclusion of both the ethnic group and host society (marginalization) and 
the exclusion of the host society and inclusion within the ethnic group (segmentation).  
 
Esser’s theoretical framework bears close resemblance to the acculturation model of 
Berry (2001), which explains the extent to which newcomers can use different strategies 
when settling in another country (Boski 2008; Ward and Rana-Deuba 1999). Using two 
similar dimensions (identification with the new culture of the host society and 
identification with the own culture), Berry (2001) divides the strategies used by minority 
groups into four distinct categories: integration, assimilation, separation, and 
marginalization. 
 
At the societal level, system integration1 is concerned with the level of unity in societies 
that are characterized by differentiation into sub-groups (Esser 2006). Host societies can 
implement various strategies in order to establish unity. The concrete strategy that is 
followed depends on the definition of integration that is applied by the different and 
dominant social actors within the host societies at a certain point in time (Mahnig and 
Wimmer 2000). Generally, these integration policy models are divided into three different 
types (Rodríguez-García 2010):  
An assimilation model, characterized by the adaptation of immigrants to the dominant 
society in all life spheres. Concepts such as political rights, civic participation, 
naturalization and avoidance of diversity are the main elements of the model. 
A multicultural model, characterized by respect for and protection of diversity by 
allowing ethno-cultural groups the same rights as the majority group in all life spheres. 
A segregationist model, characterized by separation between the different ethnic 
communities in certain life spheres, therefore the inclusion of immigrants in certain 
domains such as the labour market, but exclusion from social and political rights.  

                                                

1 Berry (2006) also looked at the societal level, but only from the point of view of the majority 
groups. He calls these strategies (compared to the strategies of the immigrants) respectively 
multiculturalism, melting pot, segregation and exclusion. 
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The strategies at the societal level which are most widespread are multiculturalism and 
assimilation (Spry and Hornsey 2007; Rodríguez-García 2010). The assimilation strategy 
can be found in the USA (the ‘melting pot’) (Berry 1991) and France (Maisonneuve and 
Testé 2007), and the multicultural strategy in Canada (Berry 1991; Maisonneuve and 
Testé 2007) and the Netherlands (Breugelmans and Van de Vijver 2004). Yet at the same 
time, the dominant integration strategies have been contested (Ruedin and D’Amato 
2011; Rodríguez-García 2010), and are the object of a struggle between actors with 
conflicting views. In this sense, comparing the integration preferences of majority and 
minority groups is indispensable in order to understand the process of immigrant 
integration (Berry 1991; Breugelmans and Van de Vijver 2004).  
 

Determinants of attitudes towards integration 

Preferences for multiculturalism and assimilation among minority and 

majority group members 

Most studies on attitudes towards migrant integration (for an overview, see Berry et al. 
2011) analyse these attitudes from the perspective of majority groups and minority groups 
separately. Studies combining both perspectives are less frequent (Schalk-Soekar and Van 
de Vijver 2008; Berry 2006), although there are exceptions (among others, see 
Breugelmans and van de Vijver 2004; Dandy and Pe-Pua 2010; Van Oudenhoven et al. 
1998; Rohmann et al. 2006; Van de Vijver et al. 2008). Nevertheless, we are convinced 
that majority and minority attitudes should be studied in conjunction, as these groups are 
interrelated in a dynamic way (Berry 2006; Dandy and Pe-Pua 2010). In addition, 
currently available research (Maisonneuve and Testé 2007; Navas et al. 2007; Van 
Oudenhoven et al.1998) suggests that differences exist between most immigrants and 
majority members regarding the preferred integration strategy.  

Concretely, majority members are found to be more supportive of the assimilation 
strategy, especially when immigrant groups with large cultural differences are concerned 
(Maisonneuve and Testé 2007; Navas et al. 2007). This finding can be explained by the 
fact that the majority group sees the preference of the minority groups to maintain their 
own culture as a threat to the receiving society and its culture (Breugelmans and van de 
Vijver 2004; Van Oudenhoven et al. 1998). Tip et al. (2012) provide evidence of the link 
between perceived threat and low support for multiculturalism: British respondents who 
perceived that minority members wanted to keep their cultural heritage, felt more 
threatened and consequently showed less support for multiculturalism.  
 
Various studies have revealed that majority members’ attitudes towards integration 
depend on socio-demographic factors (Van de Vijver et al. 2008; Breugelmans and Van 
de Vijver 2004; Breugelmans et al. 2009). Younger people, women, the higher educated, 
those living in districts with fewer immigrants, and people who perceive they have more 
opportunities in life than immigrants, show more support for multiculturalism. The level 
of education and the perceived opportunities seem to have the strongest effect. 
 
With regard to minority groups and their preferences for an integration strategy, it has 
been found that they are more supportive of multiculturalism than are majority group 
members (Arends-Tóth and Van de Vijver 2003; Breugelmans and Van de Vijver 2004; 
Dandy and Pe-Pua 2010). A possible explanation for this finding is that minority groups 
adopt an integration strategy that has the function of diminishing acculturation stress. 
Ward and Rana-Deuba (1999) for example claim that the multicultural strategy creates 
fewer problems than the assimilation strategy (socially and psychologically) for 
immigrants, because it allows newcomers to maintain cultural and social habits. 
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Within the minority groups, however, considerable variation exists in the support for 
different integration models. First, the country of origin and the related cultural distance 
seem to be important factors shaping integration preferences. Groups that feel very 
different to the majority group benefit most from tolerance towards cultural diversity and 
therefore show the highest support for multiculturalism (Van Osch and Breugelmans 
2012). This is for example the case for the first generation of newcomers. On the other 
hand, Van Oudenhoven and colleagues (1998), who analysed the views of Dutch 
immigrants from former colonies of the Netherlands, point out that preferences for 
assimilation are stronger among immigrants who are culturally close to the host society or 
who have no or few fellow country members in the host society. In addition, Teney 
(2011) found in her study that in the bilingual and multinational context of Brussels, 
youngsters from different origins shared the same preference for assimilation as their 
autochthonous classmates. Furthermore, the attitudes of second-generation immigrants 
are likely to shift in the direction of assimilation, as they have been socialized into the 
host society and are thus confronted with a different acculturation process to the one 
faced by the first generation (Abouguendia and Noels 2001).  
 

Changing attitudes over time 

In this contribution, we not only investigate how attitudes towards different integration 
models differ between minority and majority groups, but also how these preferences 
change over time. Realistic group conflict theory (RGCT) can help to understand how 
support for integration models evolves as a function of contextual changes. RGCT is a 
generic term for a group of theories sharing the central premise that negative attitudes 
towards other social groups are rooted in perceived intergroup competition for scarce 
goods (Bobo 1983; Meuleman 2011). If economic conditions become less favourable, or 
if the immigrant group size increases due to new immigration flows, intergroup 
competition intensifies and threat perceptions (which can have both economic and 
cultural origins) among majority members grow stronger (Meuleman et al. 2009; 
Semyonov et al. 2006).2 The increased perceptions of threat in turn play an important role 
in the formation of attitudes towards integration strategies (Stephan et al. 1999; Rohmann 
et al. 2006). This argument implies that support for assimilation increases among majority 
group members in times of economic downturn and rising immigration, while support for 
multiculturalism withers away. 
 
However, Van de Vijver et al. (2008) showed that intergroup attitudes, such as integration 
attitudes and racial attitudes, do not readily change due to external events. This has been 
illustrated in the Netherlands, where attitudes towards multiculturalism have remained 
stable over time despite claims based on public opinion that multiculturalism is no longer 
supported by the population (Van de Vijver et al. 2008; Breugelmans et al. 2009). 
 

The context of Luxembourg 

This paper uses Luxembourg in order to investigate how the aforementioned factors 
shape integration preferences. In this section, we provide a brief overview of the 
immigration history of this country. 
 

                                                

2 Intergroup contact theory counters RGCT, since it states that contact with social minorities can reduce 
prejudice (Alport, 1982). Thus, an increasing minority group will lead to more opportunities for contact. 
In this paper, we do not analyse the effect of contacts on attitudes towards integration, due to the lack of 
variables that could be used to measure inter-group contacts. 
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The fast development of the steel industry in the nineteenth century and the related 
increasing demand for workers led to the arrival of foreign labourers, initially particularly 
Italians and later Portuguese in the 1960s, who were willing to work in the mines and 
steel plants (Kirps and Reitz 2001). Later on, diversification of industry and the 
development of the service sector, banking in particular, created additional shortages in 
the labour market, but for workers with a very different profile. Highly-skilled 
immigrants, especially from neighbouring countries and other EU states, together with 
cross-border workers, filled the gap. This has created a labour situation in which 
foreigners are both at the top and the bottom of the social hierarchy (Kirps and Reitz 
2001). Since 2000, Luxembourg has experienced a sizeable increase in immigration 
inflows (STATEC 2008). This has resulted in a very specific demographic context, in 
which 42.6% of the country’s inhabitants hold foreign nationality3 (STATEC 2008).  
 
The group of foreign residents consists mainly of European people of Roman Catholic 
faith, who are therefore culturally and religiously close to the native population (Fetzer 
2011). The largest group is the Portuguese, followed by Italians and immigrants from the 
neighbouring countries (France, Belgium and Germany). Less than 14% of the residents 
with a migratory background come from outside Europe. Luxembourg can also be 
characterized as a multilingual country, in which Luxembourgish is the native language, 
while the official languages are Luxembourgish, French and German (Tourbeaux 2012). 
French is, however, the language mastered by most residents and also has a mediating 
role in the society due to the number of cross-border workers and immigrants (Dickes and 
Berzosa, 2010).  
 
Fetzer (2011) claims that the country is an immigration success story, even without 
integration policies. Policies concerning immigration were based on the 1972 law 
concerning the reunification of families (Kollwelter 2007). Several legal modifications 
were made in 2008, but only after requests for an active immigration and integration 
policy from institutions such as the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations. 
One important change was the dual nationality law of 23 October 2008, which became 
effective on 1 January 2009 (Zahlen and Thill 2012). Through this law, it was possible for 
the first time for a person to acquire Luxembourgish nationality without giving up their 
nationality of origin. Another crucial document is the law of 16 December 2008 on the 
reception and integration of foreigners (Ministry of Family and Integration 2010). This 
law gave rise to the development of the first national action plan on integration and 
discrimination, in which integration was defined as ‘a two way process by which 
foreigners show their willingness to participate on a long-term basis to the host society 
which in turn takes all the necessary measures at the social, economic, political, and 
cultural levels, to encourage and facilitate this approach’ (Ministry of Family and 
Integration 2010, p. 22). This definition gives some indices for a recently implemented 
strategy on multiculturalism.  

Hypotheses  

Based on the aforementioned theoretical framework, several hypotheses can be 
formulated. First, we anticipate that integration preferences will differ between natives, 
first-generation immigrants and second-generation immigrants. In concrete terms, we 
expect that:  
Natives are more in favour of assimilative integration than are first-generation and 
second-generation immigrants (Hypothesis 1a) and: 
First and second-generation immigrants will be more inclined to have multicultural 
attitudes than the native population (Hypothesis 1b).  
 

                                                
3 Luxembourg has the highest proportion of foreign residents in the EU (Vasileva 2010) 
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Furthermore, we hypothesize that integration preferences have shifted during the last 
decade under influence from the increasing diversity and growing immigrant group size 
in Luxembourg. Drawing on RGCT, we expect that: 
Among natives, the support for assimilation has increased between 1999 and 2008 
(Hypothesis 2a).  
 
For minority group members, expectations are quite different. Due to increased numerical 
presence, minority groups are able to use more resources to make stronger demands 
regarding integration policies. Since these groups generally favour multiculturalist 
integration models, we expect that: 
Support for multiculturalism has increased among first-generation and 
second-generation immigrants between 1999 and 2008 (hypothesis 2b). 
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DATA AND METHODS  

Data 

In this paper, we use data from the European Value Study waves in 1999 and 2008 (EVS, 
see www.europeanvaluesstudy.eu). The EVS data for Luxembourg was collected within 
the Values and Social Cohesion project (VALCOS),4 and the questionnaire contained 
additional items specific to Luxembourg. The population that was investigated comprised 
residents older than 17 living in a private household, who were selected using a random 
sampling procedure. The total sample size was 1,177 in 1999 and 1,610 in 2008. The data 
was weighted according to age5 and the number of observations, in order to allow 
comparison across the waves (Fleury 2009). The number of observations included in the 
regression analyses equals 2,237 (1,118 for each wave). 
 

Dependent variables: Attitudes towards the integration of immigrants 

Items  

 
The Luxembourgish questionnaire contains ten items measuring integration preferences 
(i.e. the dependent variable in this analysis). Respondents had to rate the importance of 
various conditions that newcomers need to fulfil before they could be considered as 
integrated into Luxembourgish society. Four-point scales (ranging from ‘very important’ 
to ‘not at all important’) were used to record the answers.  
 
The items refer to various dimensions of integration attitudes. Three items are indicative 
of preferences for assimilation. These items refer to participation in Luxembourgish 
associations rather than in own associations (LU37), speaking Luxembourgish (LU30) 
and the acquisition of Luxembourgish citizenship (LU39). At first sight, the language and 
citizenship items might not seem to be adequate measurements of support for 
assimilation. In the Luxembourgish context, however, we are convinced that they are. 
Luxembourgish is a small-scale local language primarily spoken by the native population, 
and it is perfectly possible to communicate in the country’s other official languages 
(especially French [Dickes and Berzosa, 2010]). Speaking Luxembourgish signifies 
effortful and voluntary identification with local culture and heritage, and thus indicates 
assimilation. When the surveys were fielded,6 dual citizenship was still not possible in 
Luxembourg. Consequently, acquisition of Luxembourgish citizenship automatically 
implies relinquishing citizenship of the country of origin, and thus relates to the 
assimilation model. 
 
Three other items refer to important features of multiculturalism: equal rights without 
giving up citizenship of the country of origin (LU33), cultural exchange (LU35) and 
maintaining own culture and traditions (LU36). The exact question wording of these 
items is given in Table 1. 

                                                
4 The VALCOS project was carried out by CEPS/INSTEAD and was financed by the Luxembourg 
Fonds National de la Recherche (contract FNR/VIVRE/06/01/09) and by core funding for 
CEPS/INSTEAD from the Ministry of Higher Education and Research of Luxembourg. 
5 All respondents who were younger than 18 in the 1999 wave were excluded. 
6 The fieldwork was carried out between 3 May 2008 and 15 December 2008. 
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Four other items referring to integration (LU31, LU32, LU35 and LU387) were excluded 
from the analysis, because it was conceptually not clear what dimension of integration 
preferences they measure. 
 

Table 1.The exact wording of the questions and items. 

ITEMS 
INTEGRATION ITEMS: ASSIMILATION 
-To be integrated into Luxembourg requires knowing Luxembourgish (LU30) 
-Foreigners should join Luxembourgish associations rather than set up their own 
associations (LU37) 
-To be integrated requires acquiring Luxembourgish citizenship (LU39) 

INTEGRATION ITEMS: MULTICULTURALISM 
-For foreigners, to be integrated means benefitting from the same social and political 
rights and duties as Luxembourgers, without losing the citizenship of origin (LU33) 
-Integration is successful if foreigners can grasp the important meaning of the 
Luxembourgish culture and bring to Luxembourgers their meaningful culture (LU34) 
-A foreigner can be integrated and at the same time keep the traditions and customs of 
their own country (LU36) 

Source: EVS (2008) 

 

Confirmatory factor analysis of dependent variables 

 
A confirmatory factor analysis with maximum likelihood (ML) estimation in Mplus 5 
(Muthén and Muthén 1998-2007) was performed in order to test whether the items 
actually measured the intended dimensions. A model with two interrelated factors, 
namely assimilation and multiculturalism, was estimated (see Figure 1). This model has a 
good fit with a χ2 value of 74.522 (df = 8), a Standardized Root Mean Square Residual 
(SRMR) with a value of 0.031, a Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 
value of 0.055 and a Comparative Fit Index of 0.955 (Hu and Bentler 1999). All 
standardized factor loadings are higher than 0.4, which suggests that the items are 
sufficiently valid and reliable indicators of the intended concepts. The moderate negative 
correlation between both concepts (-0.183) confirms that support for assimilation and 
multiculturalism are clearly distinct concepts, which are inversely related: Individuals 
who have a preference for multiculturalism are less likely to endorse the assimilation 
model and vice versa. 
 

                                                

7 The exact wording of the excluded items was: LU31: Being integrated in Luxembourg primarily 
means having a job. LU32: One is integrated when one's children do well at school. LU35: To be 
integrated in Luxembourg means to be able to speak Luxembourgish, French & German. LU38: 
Integration requires some effort and compromises on the part of Luxembourgers as well as foreigners. 
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Figure 1. CFA model for attitudes towards the integration of immigrants with standardized factor 

loadings (N = 2,704). Source: EVS (1999; 2008) 

 

Measurement equivalence test for dependent variables 

 
In order to make valid comparisons over time and across migration backgrounds, 
measurement equivalence of the dependent variables was tested using multiple group 
structural equation modelling (MGCFA) (Steenkamp and Baumgartner 1998).  
 

Table 2. Results of the measurement equivalence tests of the MGCFA of the migratory 

backgrounds across time (N = 2,704). 

MODEL 
SPECIFICATION 

χ2 df ∆ χ2 RMSEA SRMR CFI TLI 

MEASUREMENT 
EQUIVALENCE 
-Configural Equivalence (equal 
form) 
-Metric Equivalence (equal factor 
loadings) 
-Scalar Equivalence (equal 
intercept)  
-Partial scalar equivalence (LU39 
free in Wave99_Natives & 
Wave08_Immigrants) 

 
 
 
103.994 
 
120.894 
 
256.356 
 
184.792 

 
 
 
32 
 
44 
 
56 
 
54 

 
 

 
 
 

32.460 
 

200.688 
 

104.253 

 
 
 
0.058 
 
0.051 
 
0.073 
 
0.060 

 
 
 
0.035 
 
0.041 
 
0.058 
 
0.050 

 
 
 
0.944 
 
0.940 
 
0.844 
 
0.898 

 
 
 
0.895 
 
0.918 
 
0.833 
 
0.887 

 

Source: EVS (1999; 2008) 

 
The analysis was done on four groups (the two waves and two distinct migratory 
backgrounds: natives and respondents with an immigration background). The configural 
and metric equivalence models have a good fit (cfr. Table 2), meaning that the same 
factor structure holds across the groups (configural) and the factor loadings for items are 

0.489 
Item LU30 

Assimilation 

Multiculturalism 

Item LU37 

Item LU39 

Item LU33 

Item LU34 

Item LU35 

0.460 

0.624 

0.624 

0.611 

0.492 

-0.183 
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also equal for both groups (metric). The metric equivalence model in this case has a better 
fit than the configural equivalence model, as both RMSEA and SRMR have lower values 
and the values of CFI and TLI have increased.  
 
When setting item intercepts equal across groups (i.e. scalar equivalence), the model fit 
deteriorates substantially. To improve the model, equality constraints with very high 
Modification Indices were identified and set free. Freeing the intercept for item LU39 in 
two groups improved the fit substantially. The overall fit of the resulting model is 
acceptable, and since there are no large Modification Indices left, we conclude that partial 
scalar equivalence holds across the four groups. As a result, valid comparisons of 
integration preferences across the two EVS waves and two groups are allowed.  
 
For both dimensions, we created sum scales (range 0 to 1) to use as dependent variables 
in the regression analysis. Higher scores express stronger support for the respective 
integration models. The assimilation scale (ASSIMIL) has a mean of 0.552 (std. dev. = 
0.210) and the scale is approximately normally distributed. The multicultural scale 
(MULTICUL) has an item mean of 0.683 (std. dev. = 0.211) and the scale is slightly 
right-skewed. 

Independent variables 

Migratory background 

In line with previous research (Kucera 2008; Valentová and Bersoza 2012; Zhou 1997), 
we distinguish four main groups of residents:  
 
(1) natives who were born in Luxembourg as were both their parents;  
(2) first-generation inhabitants who were born outside Luxembourg and had at least one 
parent born abroad;  
(3) second-generation inhabitants born in Luxemburg, but with both parents born abroad 
(second generation both);  
(4) second-generation immigrants who had one foreign-born parent and one parent of 
Luxembourgish origin (second generation one).  
 
The distinction within the second-generation immigrants is an important one to make, as 
Kucera (1998) argues that individuals of mixed descent (one parent born abroad) are 
more similar to natives than to other second-generation immigrants in terms of values and 
behaviour. To fully grasp migratory background, we also operationalize this in another 
way by including the variable ‘nationality’. The largest group (reference category) are 
residents holding Luxembourgish nationality. The remaining categories include 
Portuguese and Italian nationals, nationals of the neighbouring countries (Belgium, 
France and Germany), nationals of the other EU27 countries, and residents from outside 
the EU27 countries.  

Period effect 

To test attitude change over time, we include a dummy indicator of the survey wave in 
the analysis (2008 vs. 1999). This variable captures a number of contextual differences 
and evolutions over time. Among other things, it should be noted that due to the recent 
influx of new immigrants, the composition of the immigrant population differs 
considerably between the two time points. In order to control for the different 
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composition of the resident groups across time, an interaction effect between the 
migratory background and the period was introduced into the analysis.8 

Control variables 

The studies by Breugelmans and Van de Vijver (2004), Van de Vijver et al. (2008) and 
Breugelmans et al. (2009) have shown that individuals display different levels of support 
for multicultural attitudes depending on their position in several societal domains, 
particularly in terms of education, gender and age. Furthermore, we know that the four 
residents’ groups differ in terms of several socio-demographic variables (namely 
educational level, professional status, age, religion, living with a partner or not, and 
having children in the household or not).9 These variables need to be included as controls 
to avoid spurious relationships. 
  
To control for human capital, educational level and professional status are included in the 
analysis. In most research concerning the majority group, those educated to a higher level 
seem to be more in favour of multicultural attitudes than those who left school earlier 
(Breugelmans and Van de Vijver 2004; Dandy and Pe-Pua 2010). Educational level was 
operationalized according to the ISCED classifications (Barro and Lee 2001): primary 
education, secondary education (inferior level), secondary education (superior level), and 
post-secondary education. Secondary education (superior level) is the largest category in 
both waves and primary education was chosen as the reference category. Professional 
status was operationalized as a variable with nine categories, reflecting several active and 
inactive classes based on the ISCO classification. The category of labourer was used as 
the reference category. Both human capital variables are added to the model as an 
interaction effect with migratory background. 
 
The variable ‘gender’ was introduced, as ambiguous results for gender differences 
concerning attitudes towards integration have been found (Van de Vijver et al. 2008). 
Age (in years)10 was included, as previous research at times has demonstrated that a 
negative relationship between age and multiculturalism exists (Van de Vijver et al. 2008). 
Household composition is controlled for by including a dummy if the respondent was 
living with a partner and if a child was present in the household.  
 
Besides socio-demographic indicators, ideological dispositions such as religiosity and 
political orientation also play a role in the formation of attitudes towards immigrants 
(Billiet 1995) and can thus be assumed to also shape integration preferences. To indicate 
religious denomination, we make a distinction between non-religious respondents, 
Christian respondents (the biggest group) and a small group of religious but non-
Christian11 respondents. Political ideology is measured by means of a ten-point left-right 
scale. The variable was then categorized in three equal categories: left, centre and right. 
However, in order to deal with the large number of missing values on this variable, an 
additional distinct category for non-responses was included. Descriptives for all the 
independent variables are shown in Table 3. 
 
 

                                                

8 Using the dynamic approach of Semyonov et al. (2006), interaction effects containing the wave and all 
other variables were introduced in the model to test for changes in these covariates over time. However, 
no significant result was found. 
9  The outcomes of this descriptive analysis are not presented in the paper, but are available upon 
request. Similar analyses are described in Valentová and Berzosa (2012). 
10 The variable ‘age’ was squared to check for curvilinearity and was introduced into all the analyses. It 
is reported only when significant. 
11 In this group, the majority of respondents were Muslims, followed by small groups of Jewish, 
Buddhist and Bahai believers.  
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TABLE 3. Univariate description of independent and control variables. 

VARIABLES CATEGORIES WAVE 
99 

WAVE 
08 

POOLED 

INDEPENDENT     

Migratory 
background 

Natives (REF) 
First generation 
Second generation (both) 
Second generation (one) 

61.0 % 
26.4 % 
6.7 % 
5.9 % 

45.9 % 
37.5 % 
7.4 % 
9.2 % 

53.4 % 
31.9 % 

7.1 % 
7.6 % 

Period 1999 wave  (REF) 
2008 wave  

  50 % 
50 % 

CONTROL     

Education  Primary (REF) 24.3 % 24.0 % 24.1 % 
Secondary first cycle 14.8 % 14.3 % 14.6 % 
Secondary second cycle 41.4 % 34.3 % 37.9 % 
Post-secondary  19.4 % 27.4 % 23.4 % 

Professional status Self-employed, prof. 4.6 % 5.4 % 5.0 % 
Private employee 19.1 % 26.6 % 22.8 % 
Civil servant or similar 13.6 % 9.8 % 11.7 % 
Labourer (REF) 13.4 % 18.2 % 16.0 % 
Retired 21.4 % 17.9 % 19.6 % 
Housewife/husband 17.9 % 11.9 % 14.9 % 
Student 8.2 % 6.0 % 7.1 % 
Unemployed 1.2 %  2.7 % 2.0 % 
Disabled 0.3 % 1.4 % 0.9 % 

Gender 
 

Male (REF) 49.5 % 50.9 % 50.2 % 
Female 50.5 % 49.1 % 49.8 % 

Age Mean  
(Std. dev.) 

44.718 
(16.777) 

46.034 
(16.118) 

45.377 
(16.460) 

Religion Atheist 27.5 % 24.9 % 26.2 % 
Christian religion (REF) 70.9 % 72.5 % 71.7 % 
Non-Christian religion 1.7 % 2.6 % 2.1 % 

Living with partner Not living with partner 
(REF) 

33.3 % 29.5 % 31.4 % 

Living with partner 66.7 % 70.5 % 68.6 % 
Child in HH No child in HH (REF) 57.2 % 53.0 % 55.1 % 

Child in HH 42.8 % 47.0 % 44.9 % 
Political orientation Left (REF) 20.8 % 20.9 % 20.9 % 

Centre 26.2 % 28.0 %  27.1 % 
Right 29.4 % 30.9 % 30.2 % 
No preference 23.6 % 20.1 %  21.6 % 

Nationality Luxembourg 
Portugal 
Italy 
Belgium 
France 
Germany 
Other EU27 
Other  

65.8% 
11.9% 
5.5% 
3.8% 
4.6% 
2.4% 
3.4% 
2.6% 

62.3% 
15.4% 
4.1% 
3.5% 
5.3% 
2.4% 
3.6% 
3.6% 

64.1% 
13.7% 
4.8% 
3.6% 
4.9% 
2.3% 
3.5% 
3.1% 

N  1118 1118 2237 
 

Source: EVS (1999; 2008) 
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Methods 

The evolution of integration preferences among natives, first-generation and second-
generation immigrants is modelled by means of stepwise OLS regression analysis for the 
ASSIMIL and MULTICUL scales. We start with a model including survey wave and 
migratory background. In the subsequent model, interaction effects between the main 
independent variables as well as the control variables are added. In a final model, 
country-of-origin effects are estimated.  
 

RESULTS  

The results of the regression analysis of the dependent variable ASSIMIL (Model 1, 
Table 4) show that the migratory background and the wave variable together explain 
almost 12% of the variance in the support for assimilation. In particular, migratory 
background seems to be an important predictor of preferences for assimilation. Both first-
generation and second-generation immigrants (both parents born abroad) score 
significantly lower on support for assimilation than the native population. The differences 
(-0.161 and -0.108) are substantial, given that the dependent variable ranges from 0 to 1, 
and the standardized parameters also confirm that there are sizeable effects here. 
Interestingly, the divide from natives with regard to integration preferences is most 
notable for recently arrived immigrants (i.e. first generation). These results are in line 
with the first hypothesis (1a). Furthermore, second-generation immigrants with one 
parent born abroad do not differ significantly from the native population. This finding 
clearly supports the differentiation between second-generation immigrants that we apply 
in this paper.  
 
Our analysis furthermore is evidence of a general increase in support for assimilation 
between 1999 and 2008. On average, respondents (irrespective of their migration 
background) scored 0.072 points higher on the assimilation scale in 2008 than in 1999. 
This finding might be misleading, because trends in integration preferences can vary 
across groups with a different migratory background. However, this does not seem to be 
the case, since an interaction effect between survey wave and migration background 
turned out to be insignificant (not shown in Table 4). The finding of a general increase for 
the assimilation model only partially confirms hypothesis (2a), as we anticipated that 
support for assimilation would increase only among the native population. The finding 
that heightened support for assimilation is shared across migratory backgrounds (even 
among first-generation immigrants, which is a very mixed group considering the constant 
influx of newcomers) is an important one. A possible explanation for this result could be 
that because the population in Luxembourg is now so heterogeneous, people feel the need 
for more assimilation and anchoring in the host society.  
 
When the control variables are added (Model 2), an additional 4% of the dependent 
variable is explained (see Table 4), but the effects of the main independent variables 
remain stable. The two interaction effects (educational level with migratory background 
and professional status with migratory background) appeared insignificant and were 
excluded from the analyses. Consequently, this means that with regard to attitudes 
towards assimilation, there was no difference found within the different respondent 
groups over time and the effects of the covariates did not differ significantly across the 
groups.
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TABLE 4. Results of the multiple regression analysis of the pooled sampled with dependent 

variable ASSIMIL, N = 2,237. 

 MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 

Variable Name B (Stand. B) B (Stand. B) B (Stand. B) 

Intercept 0.569*** 0.791*** 0.565*** 

Migratory background 
Native (REF) 
First generation 
Second generation (both) 
Second generation (one) 

 
 

-0.161*** (-0.334) 
-0.108*** (-0.123) 

-0.0127      (-0.032) 

 
 

-0.146*** (-0.302) 

0.086*** (-0.098) 

0.020       (-0.024) 

 

Wave  
1999 wave (REF) 
2008 wave 

 
 

0.072*** (0.159) 

 
 

0.073*** (0.163) 

 
 

0.064*** (0.142) 

Education  
Primary  (REF) 
Secondary first cycle 
Secondary last cycle 
Post-secondary 

  
 

0.018   (0.028) 
-0.0052  (-0.005) 
-0.029  (-0.054) 

 
 

0.013       (0.021) 
-0.012      (-0.026) 
-0.040**  (-0.076) 

Professional status  
Self-employed, prof. 
Private employee 
Civil servant or similar 
Labourer (REF) 
Retired 
Housewife/husband 
Student 
Unemployed 
Disabled 

  
-0.038    (-0.037) 

-0.037*   (-0.070) 
-0.018    (-0.026) 

 
          0.002  (0.003) 

0.012    (0.018) 
-0.039   (-0.044) 
-0.013   (-0.008) 
-0.033   (-0.014) 

 
-0.042      (-0.041) 
-0.047**  (-0.089) 
-0.033      (-0.047) 

 
-0.002      (-0.003) 
0.003       (0.005) 

-0.044      (-0.050) 
-0.025      (-0.015) 
-0.062      (-0.025) 

Gender 
Male (REF) 
Female 

  
 

-0.013  (-0.029) 

 
 

-0.014     (-0.032) 

Age  0.001*  (0.071) 0.001      (0.041) 

Religion 
Atheist 
Christian religion (REF) 
Non-Christian religion 

 
 

 

 
-0.011 (-0.022) 

 
0.007   (0.005) 

 
-0.011     (-0.022) 

 
-0.017     (-0.011) 

Living with partner 
Not living with partner 
(REF) 
Living with a partner 

  
 
 

-0.014  (-0.029) 

 
 
 

-0.016     (-0.033) 

Child in the Household  
No child in the HH (REF) 
Child in the HH 

  
 

-0.017  (-0.038) 

 
 

-0.012     (-0.027) 

Political orientation  
Left (REF) 
Centre 
Right 
No preference 

  
 

 0.032*   (0.063) 
0.068*** (0.139) 

      0.023    (0.042) 

 
 

0.038**   (0.076) 
0.073***(0.149) 
0.026       (0.048) 
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Nationality 
Luxembourg (REF) 
Portugal 
Italy 
Belgium 
France 
Germany 
EU27 
Other 

   
 

-0.189***(-0.289) 
-0.100***(-0.095) 
-0.148***(-0.123) 
-0.158***(-0.152) 
-0.117***(-0.078) 
-0.150***(-0.122) 
-0.134***(-0.103) 

F 75.331*** 17.702*** 47.982*** 

Adjusted R2 0.117 0.152 0.175 

N   2237 

Significance Level: *: 0.050; **: 0.010; ***: 0.001 

Source: EVS (1999; 2008)  

The data shows that professional status, age and political orientation have only very 
limited effects on support for assimilation. With regard to professional status, private 
employees score significantly lower on the assimilation scale than do labourers. Elderly 
people, on the other hand, show a stronger preference for the assimilation model. Lastly, 
right-wing oriented people and to a lesser extent people preferring centrist parties as well, 
are more in favour of assimilation than people on the left of the political spectrum are. 
 
In Model 3, we employ a different operationalization of immigration background by 
looking at countries of origin using nationality instead of generational status. These 
additional analyses12 reveal that all the people holding a nationality other than 
Luxembourgish score significantly lower on the assimilation scale. The size of the gap 
between Luxembourgish citizens, however, varies between nationalities. The largest gap 
is found for Portuguese residents, followed by the French and Italians. Remarkably, 
neighbouring countries also score significantly lower, although the perceived cultural 
distance between these countries and Luxembourg is considered as being small. It 
therefore appears that it is experience with migration that shapes preferences, not cultural 
background.  

Not surprisingly, a similar analysis with the MULTICUL scale as a dependent variable 
(see Table 5) shows very different results. Again, as a first step we include the two main 
independent variables, namely migratory background and survey wave. Compared to the 
native population, first-generation immigrants and second-generation immigrants with 
two foreign-born parents are more supportive of the multicultural model. We observe that 
the difference is more pronounced for first than for second-generation immigrants. This 
finding confirms research hypothesis 1b. Similarly to the other analysis, no difference is 
found between native respondents and second-generation immigrant respondents with 
only one foreign-born parent. Compared to the previous analyses with the ASSIMIL 
scale, migratory background explains less of the variance in preference for 
multiculturalism. Residents seem to hold similar opinions about multiculturalism.  
 
A small but significant negative main effect from time is found, indicating that on 
average respondents had less outspoken preferences for multiculturalism in 2008 than 
they had in 1999. The effect of time in Model 1 can be misleading, because trends could 
vary across groups. The fact that the interaction effect between migratory background and 
time is significant (Model 2 in Table 5), shows that this is indeed the case. When 

                                                

12 We also introduced interaction effects with nationality and wave, however, none of these effects were 
significant. 
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examining in greater detail, it seems that compared to native residents, first-generation 
immigrants have slightly decreased support for multiculturalism, whereas the second 
generation (with both parents born abroad) have an increased support. However, a rather 
large decrease is to be seen for second-generation immigrants with one parent born 
abroad compared to natives and this is also the only significant effect. Hypothesis 2b can 
therefore not be confirmed, because the only significant trend that can be noted is the 
decrease in support for multiculturalism among second-generation immigrants with one 
parent born abroad. For the other groups, it seems that their support has remained steady 
over the period. This is remarkable, considering the influx of newcomers in Luxembourg 
during that time.  

TABLE 5. Results of the multiple regression analysis of the pooled sampled with dependent 

variable MULTICUL, N = 2,237.  

 MODEL 1 MODEL 2 MODEL 3 MODEL 4 

Variable Name B (Stand. B) B (Stand. B) B (Stand. B) B (Stand. B) 

Intercept 0.659*** 0.662*** 0.655*** 0.650*** 

Migratory 
background  
Natives (REF) 
First generation 
Second generation (both) 
Second generation (one) 

 
 
 
 

0.107*** (0.238) 
0.062*** (0.076) 
0.004       (0.005) 

 
 
 
 

0.091*** (0.238) 
0.031       (0.038) 
0.057*     (0.072) 

 
 
 
 

0.118*** (0.263) 
0.099       (0.122) 
0.061       (0.077) 

 

Wave  
1999 wave (REF) 
2008 wave 

 
 

-0.027** (-0.065) 

 
 

-0.034** (-0.082) 

 
 

-0.038** (-0.090) 

 
 

-0.024**(-0.058) 

Wave 08 * Migratory 
background  
1999 wave* natives (REF) 
2008 wave* first 
generation 
2008 wave* second_both 
2008 wave* second_one 

  
 
 

0.028    (0.053) 
 

0.061    (0.055) 
-0.085* (-0.085) 

 
 
 

0.029      (0.055) 
 

0.066      (0.059) 
-0.092*   (-0.092) 

 

Education  
Primary  (REF) 
Secondary first cycle 
Secondary last cycle 
Post-secondary 

   
 

0.017     (0.029) 
0.003     (0.008) 
0.024     (0.049) 

 
 

-0.007     (-0.012) 
-0.003     (-0.008) 
0.011      (0.023) 

Professional status  
Self-employed, prof. 
Private employee 
Civil servant or similar 
Labourer (REF) 
Retired 
Housewife/husband 
Student 
Unemployed 
Disabled 

   
-0.007    (-0.007) 
0.022     (0.045) 
0.003     (0.004) 

 
-0.009    (-0.017) 
-0.033    (-0.057) 
0.028     (0.034) 

-0.045    (-0.030) 
-0.026     (0.012) 

 
-0.009     (-0.009) 
0.024      (0.047) 
0.008      (0.012) 

 
-0.012     (-0.022) 
-0.036     (-0.062) 
0.023*    (0.028) 

-0.045      (-0.030 
-0.009    (-0.004) 

Gender 
Male (REF) 
Female 

   
 

0.022*    (0.053) 

 
 

0.022*    (0.053) 

Age   0.000     (-0.009) 0.000      (0.012) 

Religion  
Atheist 
Christian religion (REF) 
Non-Christian religion 

   
-0.005     (-0.011) 

 
0.023      (0.016) 

  
-0.007    (-0.015) 

 
0.037     (0.026) 

Living with a partner  
Not living with partner 
(REF) 
Living with partner 

   
 
 

0.003     (0.008) 

 
 
 

0.005     (0.012) 
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Child in HH  
No child in HH (REF) 
Child in HH 

   
  

0.015     (0.036) 

 
 

0.013     (0.030) 

Political orientation  
Left (REF) 
Centre 
Right 
No preference 

   
 

-0.022    (-0.046) 
-0.008    (-0.016) 
-0.015    (-0.030) 

 
 

-0.027* (-0.058) 
-0.012   (-0.026) 
-0.018   (-0.035) 

Migratory 
background * 
Education 
Natives* primary (REF) 
First gen* second_inf 
First gen* second_sup 
First gen* second_post 
Sec_both* second_inf 
Sec_both* second_sup 
Sec_both* second_post 
Sec_one* second_inf 
Sec_one* second_sup 
Sec_one* second_post 

   
 
 
 
 

-0.042     (-0.034) 
-0.025     (-0.034) 
-0.074** (-0.101) 
-0.138*   (-0.071) 
-0.077     (-0.069) 
-0.094     (-0.051) 
-0.096     (-0.047) 
-0.003     (-0.002) 
0.057      (0.036) 

 

Nationality 
Luxembourg (REF) 
Portugal 
Italy 
Belgium 
France 
Germany 
EU27 
Other 

    
 

0.130***(0.214) 
0.099***(0.101) 
0.046      (0.046) 
0.083***(0.086) 
0.092***(0.067) 
0.087***(0.076) 
0.106***(0.088) 

F 32.693*** 20.659*** 5.481*** 6.733*** 

Adjusted R2 0.054 0.058 0.067 0.067 

N    2237 

Significance Level: *: 0.050; **: 0.010; ***: 0.001   Source: EVS (1999; 2008)  

In a third step, the control variables together with the other two interaction effects 
(education with migratory background and professional status with migratory 
background) were introduced into the analysis. Only one of the two interaction effects is 
shown in Table 5 since the interaction effect of migratory background with professional 
status was not significant. The explained variance increases by 0.9%, which shows that 
the controls barely affect preferences for multicultural integration. It seems that the effect 
of educational level is different for the different resident groups, but only two variables of 
the interaction effect are significant. First-generation immigrants with post-secondary 
education and second generation with both foreign-born parents and secondary (inferior) 
level of education show significantly more support for multiculturalism than the reference 
group. Furthermore, there seems to be an effect of gender, as women appear to score 
higher on the multiculturalism scale than men. These results are in line with previous 
research by Van de Vijver and colleagues (2008). 
 
In the last model (Model 4), we again introduce nationality instead of migratory 
background. Almost all foreign nationalities show more support for multiculturalism than 
Luxembourgish nationals (except the effect for Belgians, where the result is not 
significant). Again, the strongest effect is found for Portuguese residents, together with 
the Italians. The other groups have very small or even insignificant (Belgian nationals) 
coefficients. Similar to the other migration background variable, it seems that the 
preferences for multiculturalism are not that different across the groups. All other effects 
remained stable with the exception of students (higher support for multiculturalism than 
labourers) and residents with a centrist political preference (lower score for 
multiculturalism than leftist residents).  
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DISCUSSION  

The aim of this article was twofold. The first goal was to contrast groups with different 
migratory backgrounds with regard to their attitudes towards migrant integration. Second, 
we attempted to shed light on over-time evolutions in preferences for integration models. 
The very diverse context of Luxembourg was chosen as a case study with which to 
investigate our research questions. 

We used the Luxembourgish EVS (1999 and 2008) as a data source. This dataset contains 
six items that were shown to provide adequate measurements of preferences for two 
integration models, namely assimilation and multiculturalism. Furthermore, by means of 
multiple group structural equation modelling, we showed that these measurement 
instruments allow valid comparisons over time, and between natives and residents with an 
immigration background.  

Our analyses revealed several interesting findings that confirmed three out of four of our 
hypotheses. First, native residents (as well as second-generation immigrants with only 
one foreign-born parent) are more likely to be in favour of assimilation compared to 
first-generation immigrants and second-generation immigrants with two foreign-born 
parents (hypothesis 1a). For multicultural attitudes, the opposite pattern is found: First 
and second-generation immigrants (with both parents born abroad) are more supportive of 
multiculturalism than natives are (hypothesis 1b). These findings are congruent with the 
idea that certain social strata among the majority group perceive immigrant groups as a 
cultural threat, and therefore would prefer newcomers to relinquish their own cultural 
background. The preference for multiculturalism among residents with an immigration 
background, on the other hand, is in line with the theoretical argument that this model 
creates less acculturation stress. Our findings also provide evidence of the processes of 
acculturation. The largest gap in integration preferences is found between natives and 
first-generation immigrants, while second-generation immigrants (with both parents born 
abroad) assume a middle position. On the other hand, second-generation immigrants with 
only one foreign-born parent are indistinguishable from natives in terms of integration 
attitudes. 
 
The most innovative findings of this analysis, however, relate to attitudinal change over 
time (hypotheses 2a and 2b). As expected in hypothesis 2a, we found that support for 
assimilation among the native population increased significantly between 1999 and 2008. 
As realistic group conflict theory implies, this increase in preference for assimilation can 
be understood in the light of the greatly increased diversity of Luxembourgish society 
during the period under study. Much to our surprise, however, among non-natives we also 
witnessed a very similar growth in support for assimilation.  
 
These results might be explained by the fact that the current heterogeneity of these 
multilingual and multinational societies forces all residents to find common ground on 
which they can live together, resulting in increased support for assimilation and decreased 
support for multiculturalism, even among residents with a migratory background. Teney 
(2011) also found similar results in the multinational and bilingual context of Brussels, 
where several minority groups favoured assimilation as much as did youngsters from the 
majority group. Furthermore, we found that support for multiculturalism remained 
relatively stable among natives, but also among first and second-generation immigrants 
(both parents born abroad) while we expected an increase for the latter two groups. For 
second-generation immigrants with one foreign-born parent, a slight decrease in 
preferences for multiculturalism was detected. 
 
These findings have several implications. Firstly, in terms of favouring assimilation, the 
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overall increase of attitudes between 1999 and 2008 among residents with very different 
migrant histories may show that people are searching for common ground and stronger 
ties within the country. The results could serve to guide modifications to the recently 
adopted integration policies in Luxembourg. Secondly, the results show that, similar to 
previous research in the Netherlands (see Breugelmans et al. 2009; Van de Vijver et al. 
2008), attitudes towards multiculturalism remained rather stable and there is not a great 
deal of difference between residents with different migratory backgrounds. Nevertheless, 
care is called for as differences continue to exist between first-generation residents and 
second-generation immigrants (even within this group) due to acculturation effects. In 
addition, as this study was carried out in the particular context of Luxembourg, it should 
be kept in mind that in other countries with fewer immigrants in total but more 
immigrants who come from outside the EU, larger perceived cultural distance and more 
cultural threat may be encountered. 
 
We are convinced that this research contributes to exiting literature in several ways. In 
contrast to many similar studies, we investigated attitudes towards migrant integration in 
both majority and minority groups simultaneously. The comparison of these attitudes 
over time and within the very particular setting of Luxembourg revealed several new 
insights. Hence, limitations were encountered as the model is limited to variables 
available in both waves of the dataset we used. Recommendations for further research 
would be to explain in more depth the two attitude scales and to repeat the study in other 
countries. 
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