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Abstract 
 

Why do democratic destination countries reveal different levels of anti-migration sentiment? 
This paper argues that citizenship law shapes public attitude on migrants. By classifying this law 
into jus soli (law by soil) and jus sanguinis (law by blood) regimes, I claim that natives under 
the former principle feel less threatened by migrants. Jus soli rule tends to provide a wider 
avenue for migrants obtaining nationality of the host country (automatic birthright citizenship 
and naturalization). In contrast, jus sanguinis law does not automatically grant nationality at 
birth. Therefore, natives in jus soli regime experience more frequent and consistent interactions 
with those initial migrants, and this process allows for the natives to re-categorize the overall 
migrants into in-group members. As a result, this process would reduce anti-migration 
sentiment. 

In order to examine the relationship between citizenship law and public sentiment, I have 
conducted original surveys at the United States (liberal birthright citizenship) and Japan (strict 
blood-based citizenship) during the years between 2015 and 2016. The result yields that 
Japanese respondents more heavily value blood-ties when perceiving citizenship while they 
reveal greater anti-migration sentiment. Ordered logit regressions based on this survey outcome 
also confirm that this stronger public fear among Japanese people is significantly caused by their 
definition on citizenship. For robustness check, I statistically test the hypothesis by using 
Eurobarometer (2011) and National Identity II (2003) datasets. The overall results support my 
claim that jus soli rule helps ameliorating anti-migration sentiment. The conclusion further adds 
implications on recent ethnic/racial tensions felt in the United States and the United Kingdom. 
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I. Introduction 

Why is there a cross-country difference on public attitudes toward migrants, especially among 

advanced and democratic destination countries? I argue that citizenship law is a main factor that 

shapes the preferences and interests of the general public. Scholars in international political 

economy have densely examined this topic. They have long approached this question largely 

from an economic perspective (resource threat arguments), such as a fear of labor market 

competition1 or a fiscal burden on public services or the welfare state.2 Aside from economic 

concerns, other scholars stress a sense of nationalism (identity/cultural threat arguments). They 

refer to cultural, ethnic and linguistic differences as the most significant reason for negative 

sentiment against migrants, arguing that material self-interest does not affect people’s views on 

major policy issues.3 Still, the results of empirical studies on this debate are mixed.4 Despite 

some slight discrepancies, scholars recognize both types of economic concerns are correlated to 

negative attitudes toward migrants.5 

Indeed, individual perception is certainly related to individual-level factors, such as level 

of educational attainment, income level, or number of migrant friends.6 Although these factors 

are certainly significant, they fail, in my view, to provide a sufficient answer as to why we then 

observe different degrees of aggregated public tolerance toward migrants among democratic 

																																																								
1 Dancygier (2010); Kessler (2001); Malhotra, Margalit and Mo (2013); Mayda (2006); Scheve and Slaughter 
(2001)	
2 Cornelius and Rosenblum (2005); Facchini and Mayda (2009); Hanson (2005); Hanson, Scheve, and Slaughter 
(2007); Hero and Preuhs (2007); Mayda (2008); O’Rourke and Sinnott (2006). 
3 See Bauer, Lofstrom, and Zimmerman (2000); Brader, Valentino and Suhay (2008); Burns and Gimpel (2000); 
Chandler and Tsai (2001); Citrin et al. (1997); Davidov et al. (2008); Dustmann and Preston (2007); Espenshade and 
Hempstead (1996); Gang, Rivera-Batiz, and Yun (2002); Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007); Kinder and Sears (1981); 
Lahav (2004); McLaren (2003); Sagiv and Schwarts (1995); Sears and Funk (1990); Sears et al. (1980); Sides and 
Citrin (2007); Sinderman and Hagendoorn (2007) 
4 Burns and Gimpel (2000); Citrin et al. (1997), Dustmann and Preston (2006); Fetzer (2000); Gang, Rivera-Batiz, 
and Yun (2002); Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007); Harwood (1986). 
5 Borjas (1999); Simon (1989) 
6 Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007): pp. 430. 
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destination countries, which tend to hold relatively similar levels of educational attainment, 

economic achievement, inequality, and multiculturalism.7 

Based on contact hypothesis as a main mechanism, I highlight how citizenship law can 

alter people’s perception toward migrants. By categorizing this law into jus soli (by soil or 

birthplace) and jus sanguinis (by blood or ancestry), this paper claims that natives under a jus 

soli regime are less hostile toward migrants because they are more exposed to an environment 

where migrants have equivalent social and political rights, fulfilling their duties as full members 

of the host country. Thus, natives re-categorize these initial outsiders as in-group members. To 

examine this hypothesis, I conducted surveys in Japan (strict jus sanguinis rule) and the United 

States (liberal jus soli rule) in 2015 and 2016. For robustness check, I also used Eurobarometer 

(2011) to statistically test the claim. The results strongly support my argument that natives in jus 

soli countries are less hostile against migrants. 

 

II. Theoretical Framework 

The difference across citizenship laws can be best explained by sociological and 

psychological studies on intergroup contact hypothesis. Allport (1954) claims that intergroup 

contact leads to favorable attitudes toward initial out-group members due to decreasing prejudice 

and increasing familiarity. Since then, an in-depth examination on this contention has been 

carried out, and numerous findings seem to support this hypothesis.8 These studies are based on 

different types of research, ranging from experimental to meta-analysis, and many of them 

																																																								
7 Additionally, there are many scholars who discredit the significance of individual level factors in formulating 
perceptions of migrants. See Citrin et al. (1997) on this direct empirical test and Mansfield and Mutz (2009) on the 
logic of the sociotropic view.	
8Cook (1978, 1984); Davies, et al. (2011); Desforges et al. (1991); Deutsch and Collins, (1951); Dovidio et al. 
(1997); Escandell and Ceobanu, (2009); Fine (1979); Herek and Capitanio (1996); Hewstone and Greenland (2000); 
Luksyte and Avery (2010); Paluck and Green, (2009); Pettigrew, (2008); Pettigrew and Tropp (2006); Stephan, 
Ybarra, and Bachman, (1999); Voci and Hewstone, (2003). 
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confirm the validity of contact hypothesis. Nonetheless, this argument is not free from criticism. 

Some scholars completely reject this hypothesis and argue that frequent contact among different 

groups will produce greater conflict (intergroup hostility hypothesis).9 Although both of the 

causal directions seem to be plausible, previous research seems to predominantly support 

intergroup contact hypothesis.10 Furthermore, we should not mistakenly understand contact 

hypothesis as a straightforward mechanism where simple contact would automatically generate a 

positive intergroup relationship. In other words, this hypothesis requires varying conditions 

necessary in realizing positive contacts. 

When proposing the contact hypothesis, Allport suggested four optimal conditions for 

this effect to be realized: 1) equal status between the groups in the situation, 2) acquisition of 

common goals, 3) intergroup cooperation, and 4) institutional support where contact is 

legitimized. With regard to these conditions, Pettigrew and Tropp’s (2006) meta-analysis 

confirms that contact situations that meet Allport’s conditions result in greater prejudice 

reduction than situations that do not.  Thus, I assume that Allport’s four conditions in 

conjunction with citizenship law carry out a crucial effect, especially with regard to migrants, 

because migrants who have gained host country’s citizenship formulate another typology of 

migrant group. 

Specifically, the four criteria provide valuable insight in conceptualizing the role of 

citizenship law. A common practice of granting citizenship to foreign nationals, who most often 

reveal some vital difference from natives, takes the form of either naturalization or automatic 

citizenship at birth. Either way, if a migrant obtains the nationality of the destination country, 

he/she earns equal status to that of natives, approved by legal domestic institutions, and hence, 

																																																								
9 Binder et al. (2009); Levine and Campbell (1972); Sumner (1906).	
10 Based on their meta-analysis, Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) state that the contact-prejudice link is recursive, but the 
path from intergroup contact to prejudice reduction is stronger than the reverse causal link. 
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satisfying the first and fourth conditions. This would naturally allow the two groups observing 

the homogenous national custom or rule of law. Also, this increases the chance of natives being 

exposed to situations where they have to communicate and cooperate with these settled initial 

foreign nationals (a higher probability for obtaining common goals along with engaging in 

cooperation). In summary, whether natives have a higher chance to realize the plausibility that 

migrants can gain the same status as theirs becomes an essential aspect in determining how they 

perceive these foreign aliens. This recognition provides natives a new way of categorizing 

migrant groups: ones with equal status and others without it. Because contact tends to be more 

positive when it is between natives and migrants with equal rights, satisfying Allport’s four 

conditions, it would yield a higher probability that natives would generalize this reduced 

prejudice toward overall migrant group(s). In this sense, a positive outcome based on intergroup 

contact is more likely to be realized under a jus soli regime. In jus sanguinis countries, the first 

criteria regarding equal status is not easily realized while it is more difficult for natives to contact 

those migrants. Thus, natives’ re-categorization when viewing migrants is more difficult to 

achieve. 

In summary, under the jus soli principle, natives have a higher chance to come into 

contact with initial migrants who now possess the same nationality as the natives. This would not 

only induce a familiarity toward ethnically or linguistically different others but also allow them 

to realize that migrants can actually gain equal status. Because the jus soli principle gives 

migrants a broader avenue to realize Allport’s four conditions, a more positive contact is likely. 

Under jus sanguinis rule, on the other hand, natives may have a chance to encounter migrants 

and engage in iterated contacts with them. This may generate familiarity and positive feelings 

toward them. However, because there are simply too few migrants who now hold the host 
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country’s nationality, it would be rarer for natives to make meaningful contact with them. In 

other words, migrants in jus sanguinis rule would have a harder time to satisfy Allport’s 

conditions, and more importantly, potential trust that natives may have toward migrants due to 

repetitive contacts will not be as high as what can be realized in jus soli rule. 

 

III. A Survey Analysis 

3.1. Survey Design 

 With regard to public attitudes toward migrants, the hypothesis has claimed that people in 

jus sanguinis countries reveal a stronger anti-migration sentiment. To test this causal link, I have 

conducted surveys in two countries: Japan (jus sanguinis) in August 2015 and the United States 

(jus soli) in July 2016. As Table 1 indicates, the survey is composed of 9 questions: 3 main 

questions along with 6 screening questions. The most challenging aspect in constructing this 

survey was the question of how to let respondents become conscious about citizenship law in 

order to assess its impact on their views toward migrants. This was a challenging task because 

people rarely think about citizenship law in daily lives. To solve this, I began the survey by 

stimulating how they perceive defining feature(s) of their citizenship. Since this research is 

interested in dichotomous distinction within citizenship law – jus soli and jus sanguinis – the 

first question of the survey asks them which of the characteristics – having been born in the 

country or parents being citizens – are necessary in granting citizenship. The intuition here is to 

cue them to recall how their own countries grant citizenship so that I can maximize their 

sensitivity toward their own citizenship law. 
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Table 1. Survey Questions 
  
English: Japanese: 
  
1) The factors listed below show characteristics people in the 
US possess. Who do you think is (are) the most appropriate 
to have US citizenship? (Multiple answers are possible) 

 

1) 産まれや両親の国籍が異なるパターンを以下に

提示します。あなたは、以下のどの様な人に「日本

国籍」を認めて良いと思いますか。（複数回答可能） 

 1. One is born in the territory of the US 
2. One is born under parents possessing US 
citizenship 

 １．日本の土地で産まれた 

２．親が日本人である 

 
 

 

2) In regard to migrants stated below, how much proximity do 
you feel? 

 

2) 以下のタイプの外国人に対して、どれくらい親しみ

を感じますか。 

2-1 Migrant-descents, who were born and have grown up in 
[the country] 

2-2 Migrants, who entered [the country] for economic aims, 
and have resided here for a long time 

2-3 Migrants, who have naturalized 
2-4 Temporary migrant workers 
2-5 Returning emigrants or descents of emigrants 
2-6 International students 

２−１ 日本生まれで日本育ちの外国人 

２−２ 日本に就労目的で入国し、その後、長期間

日本に滞在している外国人 

２−３ 日本に帰化した外国人 

２−４ 外国人労働者 

２−５ 日系人 

２−６ 留学生 

 1. Very close 
2. Somewhat close 
3. Neutral 
4. Not close 
5. Not close at all 
 

 1．とても親しい 

2．ある程度親しい 

3．普通／どちらでもない 

4．余り親しくない 

5．全く親しくない 

  
3) In regards to migrants (excluding temporary tourists, 

international students, irregular migrants, or refugees), what 
kind of image do you have? 

 

3) 外国人（外国旅行者、外国人留学生、不法移民

者、難民を除く）に対する印象として当てはまるもの

を答えてください。 

  3-1   They have a fundamentally different lifestyle 
  3-2   They disrupt [country’s] public order 

３−１ 生活習慣が違う 

３−２ 日本の治安を悪化させる 

 1. Agree 
2. Somewhat agree 
3. Neutral 
4. Somewhat disagree 
5. Disagree 
 

 1．当てはまる 

2．どちらかと言えば当てはまる 

3．どちらとも言えない 

4．どちらかと言えば当てはまらない 

5．当てはまらない 

4) How often do you encounter migrants in your workplace or 
neighborhoods? 

4) あなたは職場や家の近所で外国人をどの程度見か

けますか。 

 1. Almost everyday 
2. A few times in a week 
3. A few times in a month 
4. A few times in a year 
5. Almost never 

 1．ほぼ毎日 

2．週に数回 

3．月に数回 

4．年に数回 

5．ほとんど見かけない 

  

5) How many migrant friends or acquaintances do you have? 5) 外国人の友人･知り合いが何人くらいいますか。 

 1. 0 friends 
2. 1~5 friends 

 1．0人 

2．1-5人 
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3. 6~10 friends 
4. Above 11 

3．6-10人 

4．11人以上 

  

6) In an aggregate sense, how long have you lived/stayed 
abroad? If you have multiple times, please add up all the 
approximate periods. 

6) あなたは、海外にどれくらい滞在したことがあります

か。複数回滞在されている場合は、通算してお答え

ください。 

 1. Less than a week 
2. A week ~ a month 
3. A month ~ 6 months 
4. 6 months ~ a year 
5. A year ~ 3 years 
6. Longer than 3 years 
 

 1．1週間未満 

2．1週間から 1 ヶ月未満 

3．1 ヶ月から 6 ヶ月未満 

4．6 ヶ月から 1年未満 

5．1年から 3年未満 

6．3年以上 

7) What is your age? ７) あなたの年齢は、おいくつですか。 

 1. 20~29 
2. 30~39 
3. 40~49 
4. 50~59 
5. 60~69 

 1． 20~29 

2． 30~39 

3． 40~49 

4． 50~59 

5． 60~69 

  

8) What is your gender? ８) あなたの性別をお答えください。 

 1. Male 
2. Female 
 

 1．男性 

2．女性 

9) What is the last educational institution you were enrolled (or 
currently enrolled) in? 

９) あなたが最後に在籍した（または現在、在籍してい

る）学校はこの中のどれにあたりますか。 

 1. Elementary/ Junior high school 
2. High school 
3. Community college 
4. University 
5. Graduate school 
 

 1．小学校／中学校 

2．高校 

3．専門学校／短大 

4．大学 

5．大学院 

 

 

The second main question lays out six different types of migrants (migrants, who were 

born and have grown up in [the country]; migrants, who entered [the country] for economic aims 

and have resided there for a long time; migrants who have naturalized; temporary migrant 

workers; returning emigrants; and international students), and asks how close respondents feel 

toward each migrants in each category (proximity). By introducing various types of migrants, I 

hope to neutralize respondents’ stereotypes toward migrants. The third main question is 

specifically about legal migrants who have resided in the country for a while. It lists two general 

images that natives tend to hold (they have fundamentally different lifestyles; they disrupt [the 
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country’s] public order), and asks how much respondents agree with these statements. This 

question mainly asks about migrants “who have stayed in the country for a certain time period” 

in order to segregate impressions that natives hold toward migrants entering the country for a 

very short amount of time (e.g., tourists or those on business trips). Thus, this question is not 

necessarily about permanent migrants but migrants who actually reside in the territory. 

Responses for these two statements would be later used as dependent variables for statistical 

analysis. 

The rest of the questions are related to the characteristics of the respondents. Q4 asks how 

often respondents encounter migrants in their workplaces or neighborhoods. This is to gauge 

whether respondents have different frequencies of encountering migrants and whether it has any 

affect on their image formation process (contact familiarity or contact hostility). In a similar 

vein, Q5 asks how many migrant friends or acquaintances the respondents have. Furthermore, 

Q6 questions how long respondents have lived or stayed abroad. The intuition here is that people 

who have been exposed to various cultures and ethnicities via living abroad tend to have more 

liberal views toward migrants. The final three questions are straightforward: Q7 on age, Q8 on 

gender, and Q9 on education level. 

The consolidated survey (Japanese version) was given to Japanese respondents using an 

online survey program hosted by Nikkei Research in August 2015. The English version was 

given to American respondents using an online survey program hosted by Amazon Mechanical 

Turk in July 2016. The uniform conditions were that 1) respondents needed to be citizens of the 

country in which the survey was taking place and 2) their age was to be between 20 and 69. 

Moreover, respondents who have either left a response blank or answered “Don’t know” or 
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“Refuse to answer” are deleted from the dataset. In the end, I collected 428 observations for 

Japan and 300 for the United States. 

In fact, the most ideal survey situation would have been to conduct it in the two countries 

simultaneously so that I could minimize the time effect. Because I conducted the surveys in 

Japan in 2015 and the United States in 2016 (due to logistic matters), some may claim that the 

result may hold some confounding variables due to time inconsistency. However, this does not 

impose a serious challenge. Indeed, the year 2016 in the United States involved a serious 

politicization of migrant issues due to the presidential election campaigns. It inevitably increased 

hostile public attitudes toward migrants, especially toward undocumented migrants. In addition, 

ethnic or racial conflicts have frequently occurred (e.g., struggles and killings of police and 

civilians). Overall, US sensitivity toward migration was heightened compared to previous years. 

Under such circumstances, it may be correct to state that the survey results would have been 

different had it taken place during the summer of 2015 instead of 2016. However, this timing 

actually works as a hard case for my research in comparing (neutral) public perception in Japan 

and (sensitive) public attitude in the United States. 

 

3.2. Result 1: Comparing Survey Results 

 

Table 2. Degree of Public Acceptance on Citizenship (Q1) 
 
 

Important Factors 

 
United States (N=300) 

 

 
Japan (N=428) 

None 193 (64.3%) 88 (20.6%) 
Soil 24 (8%) 14 (3.27%) 

Blood 29 (9.7%) 185 (43.2%) 
Both 54 (18%) 141 (32.9%) 
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Table 3. Public Images toward Migrants (Q3) 
  

Image toward Migrants (%) 
 

 1 Agree 2 Somewhat 
agree 

 

3 Neutral 4 Somewhat 
disagree 

5 Disagree 
 

1. They have fundamentally 
different lifestyle 

US: 10.0 
JPN: 14.5 

 

US: 27.3 
JPN: 40.2 

US: 30.7 
JPN: 39.7 

US: 25.3 
JPN: 4.2 

US: 6.7 
JPN: 1.4 

2. They disrupt [country’s] public 
order 
 

US: 3.0 
JPN: 8.4 

US: 5.0 
JPN: 14.4 

US: 20.0 
JPN: 49.2 

US: 31.0 
JPN: 23 

US: 41.0 
JPN: 5 

 
 

 

Prior to statistically studying public perception toward migrants in relation to citizenship 

law, this section numerically compares results directly obtained from the survey. Table 2 

summarizes answers collected for the first question on how people perceive defining feature(s) 

of their citizenship. In case of the United States, on the one hand, respondents seem to be willing 

to grant citizenship to migrants who do not fulfill neither of soil or blood criterion. In fact, a 

large number of migrants in the United States obtain American nationality based on the third 

route – naturalization (jus domicilis). Perhaps, this observational result is an indication that US 

citizens value how long migrants have resided in the territory. In case of Japan, on the other hand, 

majority of respondents has claimed blood tie is the most important factor. This clearly reflects a 

tendency that jus sanguinis countries prioritize blood or ancestry ties in defining citizenship, 

while jus soli countries are more interested in general attachment toward the country. 

Table 3 summarizes the results for Q3 on people’s images toward migrants who have 

lived in the country for a reasonable amount of time. With regard to the first statement that 

“migrants have fundamentally different lifestyles,” the ratios of respondents who agreed are 37.3 

percent in the United States and 54.7 percent in Japan while the ratios of respondents who 

disagreed, believing there is no fundamental difference, are 32 percent and 5.6 percent 



	 12 

respectively. Similarly, with regard to the second statement, “migrants disrupt [the country’s] 

public order,” 8 percent of US respondents agree with the statement while 22.8 percent of 

Japanese respondents agree. Meanwhile, 72 percent of US respondents disagree (implying that 

they believe migrants do not disrupt public order) when only 28 percent of Japanese respondents 

did so. These results of the second statement on public order reveal the largest gap between US 

and Japanese responses. It indicates that Japanese people hold a greater negative image toward 

migrants. Here, it is questionable whether these contrasting results are truly due to the different 

citizenship law regimes of the two countries. Thus, I take these responses as two dependent 

variables. 

 

3.3. Result 2: Statistical Analysis 

Before looking at the significance and direction of the causal relationship between 

citizenship law and natives’ image toward migrants, I first check whether there is actually 

causality among variables. In order to confirm the causal relationship, I report P-values by 

creating a cross-tab of the citizenship laws and the two dependent variables and run a chi-square 

test of association (see Table 4). This is a very simple test of the association of two variables, 

and therefore, it does not tell us exactly what the effect is, in what direction, or how large. Still, 

this is the clearest and cleanest model to generate a single P-value. The null hypothesis in this 

case is that the rows and columns have no relationship. In other words, the relative proportion of 

DVs being 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 should not change depending on whether citizenship law is jus soli or 

jus sanguinis. Because P-values for both DVs (0.000) are smaller than 5 percent (0.05), I reject 

his hypothesis. This means that the level of DVs indeed does tend to change with the change in 
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citizenship law. Furthermore, Table 5 reports the mean values for the remaining questions. 

Overall, the demographics between the United States and Japan are balanced. 

 

Table 4. P-values for Dependent Variables 
 
DV1: Migrants have fundamentally different lifestyles 
 
 1 Agree 2 Somewhat 

agree 
 

3 Neutral 4 Somewhat 
disagree 

5 Disagree Total 

 
jus sanguinis 
jus soli 
 

 
62 
30 

 
172 
82 

 
170 
92 

 
18 
76 

 
6 
20 

 
428 
300 

 
Total 

 
92 

 
254 

 
262 

 
94 

 
26 

 
728 

 
Chi-Square = 89.8391     P-value = 0.000 

 
DV2: They disrupt public order 
 
 1 Agree 2 Somewhat 

agree 
 

3 Neutral 4 Somewhat 
disagree 

5 Disagree Total 

 
jus sanguinis 
jus soli 
 

 
36 
9 

 
62 
16 

 
211 
61 

 
98 
92 

 
21 
122 

 
428 
300 

 
Total 

 
45 

 
78 

 
272 

 
190 

 
143 

 
728 

 
Chi-Square = 180.6532     P-value = 0.000 

 

Table 5. The Balanced Demographics of Japan and the United States (Q4-Q9) 
 

Variables 
 

 
Japan 

 

 
United States 

 
ENCOUNTER 2.729 

(.067) 
2.850 
(.080) 

FRIENDS 1.528 
(.039) 

1.797 
(.049) 

ABROAD 1.769 
(.062) 

2.000 
(.085) 

AGE 3.173 
(.073) 

2.433 
(.073) 

GENDER .579 
(.024) 

.537 
(.029) 

EDUCATION 3.477 
(.046) 

3.693 
(.053) 
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Although it seems that citizenship law yields a significant effect, there is a 

methodological problem in directly applying this law as a binary independent variable for 

statistical test. Because there are only two countries included in my dataset – Japan and the 

United States – the binary citizenship variable would be equivalent to country-fixed effects. In 

other words, the dichotomous citizenship variable would inevitably capture other cross-country 

differences between the two countries, and thus, bias my results by inflating significance of the 

citizenship law. In order to overcome this problem, I turn to individual answers to the first 

question on necessary criteria for acquiring citizenship (Q1). Although the results would only 

yield individual-level interpretations instead of cross-country difference, there is a clear 

difference in people’s responses across Japan and the United States; for instance, a greater 

portion of Japanese respondents has answered “blood” to be an important factor in granting 

Japanese citizenship. Thus, I predict that focusing on individual level responses with country-

fixed effect would still generate similar interpretations in understanding the role of citizenship 

law. Based on the answers for the first question, I have generated unordered categorical 

independent variable – 0 if a respondent thinks neither soil nor blood matters, 1 if he/she only 

values soil, 2 if only blood, and 3 if he/she believes both aspects matter. Because I am mainly 

interested in soil-blood distinction of citizenship law, I emphasize interpretations on categories 2 

and 3. 

Since both dependent variables are ordered categorically, I use an ordered logit model. 

For each dependent variable, I include two regressions – one only including the independent 

variable and the other with the control variables, in order to minimize the possible differences 

between the treatment and control groups. Further details of these variables are listed in Table 6. 
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Table 7. Results for Ordered Logit Regressions with Fixed Effects 
  

DV: possessing fundamentally different lifestyles 
 

DV: Disrupting public order 
  

(1) 
 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 

 
Citizenship 

Soil 
 
 

Blood 
 
 

Both 
 

 
 

.841* 
(.330) 

 
.510** 
(.192) 

 
.948*** 
(.185) 

 

 
 

.846* 
(.332) 

 
.527** 
(.194) 

 
.943*** 
(.186) 

 
 

1.089** 
(.323) 

 
.685*** 
(.191) 

 
1.450*** 
(.192) 

 
 

1.159*** 
(.325) 

 
.691*** 
(.194) 

 
1.451*** 
(.193) 

Encounter  .051 
(.055) 

 

 -.019 
(.056) 

Friends  .135 
(.096) 

 .213* 
(.099) 

Table 6. Description on Variables 
 
Dependent Variables 

DV1 
DV2 

[3-1] They have a fundamentally different lifestyle 
[3-2] They disrupt [country’s] public order 
        Agree (1) Somewhat agree (2) Neutral (3) Somewhat disagree (4) Disagree (5) 
 

Independent Variable 
Citizenship [1] Who do you think is (are) the most appropriate to have US citizenship? 

        None (0), Only soil (1), Only blood (2), Both (3) 
 
Control Variables 

Encounter [4] How often do you encounter migrants in your workplace or neighborhoods? 
     Almost everyday (1) A few times in a week (2) A few times in a month (3) 
     A few times in a year (4) Almost never (5) 

Friends 
 

[5] How many migrant friends or acquaintances do you have? 
     Zero friends (1) One ~ five friends (2) Six ~ ten friends (3) Above eleven (4) 

Abroad [6] In an aggregate sense, how long have you lived/stayed abroad? 
     Less than a week (1) A week ~ a month (2) A month ~ six months (3) Six months ~ a year (4) 
     A year ~ three years (5) Longer than three years (6) 
 

Age [7] 20~29 (1) 30~39 (2) 40~49 (3) 50~59 (4) 60~69 (5) 
Gender [8] Binary: 1 if male; 0 if female 
School 

 
[9] What is the last educational institution you were enrolled (or currently enrolled) in? 
     Elementary or junior high school (1) High school (2) Community college (3) University (4) 
     Graduate school (5) 
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Abroad  -.076 

(.054) 
 

 -.069 
(.056) 

Age  .008 
(.050) 

 

 .077 
(.050) 

Gender  -.008 
(.140) 

 

 -.003 
(.142) 

School  .014 
(.077) 

 .091 
(.077) 

     
Observation 728 728 728 728 
Pseudo R2 .0387 .0403 .1106 .1152 
Log-
Likelihood 

 
-965.73197 

 
-964.08202 

 
-938.51657 

 
-933.65224 

     
***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p<0.1; standard errors in parentheses. 
 

 

The overall regression results, putting “none (0)” category as a base, are presented in 

Table 7. The regressions for both dependent variables confirm the significance of the citizenship 

laws. Still, the variation brought by the dichotomous citizenship laws is smaller than expected. 

For the first dependent variable (statement: “migrants possess fundamentally different 

lifestyles”), respondents who prioritize birthplace disagree with the statement by approximately 

one category (coefficient from model (2) is 0.846) while those who value blood do so by 

approximately a half category (0.527). Similarly, for the second dependent variable (statement: 

“migrants disrupt public order”), people believing in birthplace disagree with the statement by 

approximately one category (coefficient from model (4) is 1.159) when those believing in blood 

do so by greater than a half category (.691). In summary, people who stress blood or ancestry ties 

tend to hold more negative images of migrants. 

One perplexing result is that respondents who stress both of the factors (soil and blood) 

show the most positive attitude toward migrants. Coefficients are 0.943 for model (2) and 1.451 

for model (4). Although comparing outcomes on soil and blood is the sole important task, it is 
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still questionable how we should understand this overall result. One possible interpretation is that 

the respondents are more liberal about granting citizenship; therefore, they believe fulfilling 

either one of the criteria is enough. While this explanation may be plausible; however, it 

demands caution, because it is also possible that those respondents believe satisfying both of the 

criteria are necessary in obtaining nationality. Either way, it is difficult to parse out the actual 

cause to this outcome, and therefore, I stick to the comparison between respondents who 

answered either soil or blood. 

In order to more accurately examine the effects of citizenship law on public attitudes, I 

turn to predicted probabilities. Figure 1 shows the predicted probabilities of citizenship law on 

people’s view toward migrants in the United States and Japan. The citizenship law for both 

dependent variables turns out to be significant. For either dependent variable, moreover, it seems 

that people who prioritize jus sanguinis principle hold a higher probability to become anti-

migrant although the effect is small. With regard to the first dependent variable on fundamental 

lifestyle, jus sanguinis rule results in a negative image by 0.119 while jus soli rule does so by 

0.09. Similarly, with regard to the second dependent variable on public order, jus sanguinis rule 

yields a negative effect by 0.060 while jus soli rule does so by 0.039. Despite a small difference, 

these outcomes demonstrate that citizenship law carries out a noticeable effect in formulating 

divergent public perceptions toward migrants between Japan and the United States. 
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Figure 1. Predicted Probabilities on Becoming Anti-Migrant 
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more comprehensive questions, I only report results based on this dataset in this section. 

Analysis using the ISSP data can be found in <Appendix>. 

In Euromarometer, there are two questionnaires that specifically ask questions regarding 

immigrants; 

(qb9_1) Immigration enriches (country’s) economy and culture 
1 Totally agree 
2 Tend to agree 
3 Tend to disagree 
4 Totally disagree 

 

(qb9_2) Legal immigrants should have the same rights as [country’s] citizens 
1 Totally agree 
2 Tend to agree 
3 Tend to disagree 
4 Totally disagree 
 

The first question asks respondents’ opinions on whether immigrants actually contribute any 

positive aspect to the destination country, either economic or culturally. The second question is 

on immigrant rights. I use these questions as two dependent variables since the former asks 

respondents’ overall image of immigrants while the latter is related to the degree of integration. 

 For a main independent variable, I have updated Fitzgerald, Leblang, and Teet’s (2014) 

dataset, which identifies the citizenship law of each country (Citizenship). This is a binary 

variable that marks whether a country adopts a jus soli or jus sanguinis principle.  Table 8 

classifies how countries in the Eurobarometer can be distinguished into the two citizenship 

regimes. Further variables along with specific details are shown in Table 9. Measures selected 

for the rest of independent and control variables are directly taken from the Eurobarometer 

dataset. 
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Table 8. Classification of Countries in Eurobarometer Based on Their Citizenship Law 
Jus soli rule Jus sanguinis rule 

France, Germany, Ireland, the United Kingdom Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, 

Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Slovakia 
 

 

Table 9. Description on Variables Adopted from Eurobarometer Data 
 
Dependent Variables 

Attitude 
 
 

(qb9_1) Immigration enriches (country’s) economy and culture: Totally agree (1) Tend to 
agree (2) Tend to disagree (3) Totally disagree (4) 

 

 (qb9_2) Legal immigrants should have the same rights as [country’s] citizens: Totally agree 
(1) Tend to agree (2) Tend to disagree (3) Totally disagree (4) 

Independent Variables 
Citizenship 

 
 

Citizenship regime (Binary): 1 if jus soli, and 0 if jus sanguinis 
[Source: updated Fitzgerald, Leblang and Teets (2014)] 

 
Education 

 
 

(d8r2: Recoded) How old were you when you stopped full-time education? 
               No formal education (1) Up to 15 (2) 16~19 (3) above 20 (4) 
 

Income 
 

(d60) During the last 12 months, would you say you had difficulties to pay your bills at the 
end of the month? Most of the time (1) From time to time (2) Almost never/ Never (3) 

 
Unemploy 

 
 

(d15a_r1: Recoded): 1 if unemployed, 0 otherwise 
 

Control Variables 
Nationalism 

 
(qa1_1) You are happy living in [country]: Totally agree (1) Tend to agree (2) Tend to 

disagree (3) Totally disagree (4) 
View on EU 

 
(qa1_2) You are happy living in the EU: Totally agree (1) Tend to agree (2) Tend to disagree 

(3) Totally disagree (4) 
Married (d7: Recoded) Binary: 1 if married, 0 if not 
Gender (d10) Binary: 1 if male, 0 if female 

Age (d11r2) 15~24 (1) 25~39 (2) 40~54 (3) 55~64 (4) 65~74 (5) 75+ (6) 

Rural 
 

(d25) Would you say you live in a: Rural area or village (1) Small or middle sized town (2) 
Large town (3) Don’t know (4) 

 
Notes: Original variables in parentheses. Responses, “refused,” “don’t know,” or “not applicable,” are deleted. 

 

 

Other than citizenship law, I include three measures as independent variables: educational 

level (Education), income level (Income), and unemployment status (Unemploy). The question 
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on education asks at what age respondents refrained from full-time education. I assume the 

respondents who answered “above 20” to be university graduates. The question that I use as a 

proxy to deduce respondents’ income level asks their difficulty in bill payment. It asks whether a 

respondent has had difficulties paying bills at the end of the month during the last 12 months. I 

assume that respondents who answered that they have difficulty most of the time to be at a lower 

income level. On the contrary, I consider that those who answered that they have never 

experienced such difficulties to be more financially stable. For control variables, I include: 

satisfaction in living in one’s own country (Nationalism), satisfaction in living in the EU (View 

on EU), marital status (Married), Gender, Age, and whether respondents live in rural or urban 

areas (Rural). These last four variables are selected as an effort to follow Burgoon and Hiscox’s 

(2008) demographic and ideological concerns. 

The values of dependent variables are ordered categorically. Thus, I use an ordered logit 

model. Since my purpose is to compare one individual to another, I apply a country fixed effect. 

What also needs to be taken into account is that citizenship law only varies across countries 

while the unit of analysis is an individual respondent. Thus, if I directly implement the 

citizenship law variable into the model, this effect will be washed away due to the country fixed 

effect. Therefore, I instead include this variable as an interaction term with other independent 

variables. In summary, the resulting model specification is: 

𝑀𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛_𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒!"
=  𝛼 + 𝛽!𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛!" + 𝛽!𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒!" + 𝛽!𝑈𝑛𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦!" + 𝛽!𝐼𝑉!" ∗ 𝐶𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑛𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝!
+ 𝛽!𝑁𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑠𝑚!" + 𝛽!𝑉𝑖𝑒𝑤𝐸𝑈!" + 𝛽!𝑀𝑎𝑟𝑟𝑖𝑒𝑑!" + 𝛽!𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟!" + 𝛽!𝐴𝑔𝑒!"
+ 𝛽!"𝑅𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙!" + 𝛽!" + 𝑢! + 𝜀!" 

Here, the equation indicates attitude toward immigrants of an individual (j) in a country (i). The 

interaction term (𝛽!𝐼𝑉!" ∗ 𝐶𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑧𝑒𝑛𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝!) implies that the citizenship law variable can be 

interacted with independent variable(s) in interest. 
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One shortcoming in relying on this dataset is that the questions I have selected as 

dependent variables explicitly ask about immigrants and not migrants or foreign aliens. Thus, 

this may have different connotations for each respondent. Some may refer to permanent migrants 

while the others may interpret the terminology as migrants in general or foreigners who live in 

the country, regardless of their visa types. While acknowledging that this may pose a threat to 

construct validity, most of the surveys conducted with regard to migrants use the word 

“immigrants” instead of “migrants.” Thus, these questions are the closest that allow researchers 

to study public attitudes toward migrants at this point. Nonetheless, most survey data have these 

types of ambiguity and endogeneity problems since respondents are free to interpret questions 

based on their subjective values and knowledge. This is precisely the reason that I rely on two 

different datasets in order to confirm my hypothesis. Since statistical results from both datasets 

produce similar outcomes, I assert that they support my contention. 

 

5.2. Results and Interpretation 

Regression results for both dependent variables (one on migrants’ contribution and the 

other on their rights) are presented in Table 10. When the model includes both an independent 

variable and its interaction term with citizenship law, a coefficient for the independent variable 

shows its effect when citizenship law is 0 (jus sanguinis). Meanwhile, a summation of 

coefficients of the independent variable and interaction term represents the IV’s effect when 

citizenship law is 1 (jus soli). For instance, when we look at regression models for economic and 

cultural diversity, Model (2) indicates that the higher a respondent’s educational level by one 

category, he will have a positive view of immigrants by -.225 in jus sanguinis countries.11 

																																																								
11 The order of dependent variables suggest that the lower the value, the more positive respondents are toward 
migrants (1: totally agree, 2: tend to agree, 3: tend to disagree, 4: totally disagree) 
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Meanwhile, this effect will be doubled in jus soli countries [(-.225) + (-.246) = -.471]. A similar 

trend occurs in Model (6) where education level is interacted, treating immigrant rights as a 

dependent variable: -.128 for jus sanguinis countries, and [(-.128) + (-.244) = -.372] for jus soli 

countries. Income level, however, seems to produce different effects depending on the dependent 

variable. Those with stable income levels in jus sanguinis countries tend to less appreciate 

immigrants’ economic and cultural contribution by .020. On the other hand, the similar type of 

respondents will answer more positively in jus soli rule [(.020) + (-.154) = -.134]. Furthermore, 

those financially stable respondents in jus sanguinis rule tend to have a more positive attitude 

toward immigrants’ rights by -.029 while this effect will be stronger in jus soli rule [(-.029) + (-

.099) = -.128)]. It is unclear why those in jus sanguinis countries express opposing views 

depending on the DV. Nonetheless, these values show that respondents in jus soli countries tend 

to express a more generous attitude toward immigrants for both DVs. 

In case of unemployment status, however, the coefficients highlight an opposite tendency 

compared to those for education level and income. With regard to immigrants’ contributions, 

unemployed respondents in jus sanguinis countries tend to less appreciate it by .040. This effect 

will be more severe among unemployed respondents in jus soli rule by [(.040) + (.021) = .061]. 

In addition, when the question asks about immigrants’ rights, unemployed respondents in a jus 

sanguinis regime have positive attitudes by -.012 although this effect decreases by [(-.012) + 

(.004) = -.008] in jus soli rule. While these coefficients provide insightful observations, they tend 

to be less reliable in deducing a firm conclusion. In order to more accurately examine the effects 

of citizenship law on public attitudes, I turn to predicted probabilities. 
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Table 10. Ordered Logistic Regressions on Public Sentiment toward Immigrants 
  

DV: Economic/Cultural Diversity (qb9_1) 
 

DV: Migrant Rights (qb9_2) 
 (1) (2) (3) (4)   (5) (6) (7) (8) 
 
Education 
 
 

 
-.284*** 
(.021) 

 
-.225*** 
(.024) 

 
-.285*** 
(.021) 

 
-.284*** 
(.021) 

 
-.187*** 
(.021) 

 
-.128*** 
(.024) 

 
-.188*** 
(.021) 

 
-.187*** 
(.021) 

Income 
 
 

-.020 
(.023) 

-.025 
(.023) 

.020 
(.027) 

-.020 
(.023) 

-.054* 
(.023) 

-.059* 
(.023) 

-.029 
(.027) 

-.054* 
(.023) 

Unemploy 
 
 
 

.045 
(.030) 

.043 
(.030) 

.044 
(.030) 

.040 
(.034) 

-.011 
(.030) 

-.012 
(.030) 

-.012 
(.030) 

-.012 
(.034) 

Citizenship 
x Education 

 

 -.246*** 
(.046) 

   -.244*** 
(.047) 

  

Citizenship 
x Income 

 

  -.154** 
(.051) 

   -.099# 
(.051) 

 

Citizenship 
x Unemploy 

 
 
 

   .021 
(.064) 

   .004 
(.065) 

Nationalism 
 
 

-.103*** 
(.023) 

-.102*** 
(.023) 

-.103*** 
(.023) 

-.103*** 
(.023) 

-.019 
(.023) 

-.018 
(.023) 

-.019 
(.023) 

-.019 
(.023) 

View on EU 
 
 

.474*** 
(.020) 

.472*** 
(.020) 

.475*** 
(.020) 

.474*** 
(.020) 

.323*** 
(.020) 

.320*** 
(.020) 

.323*** 
(.020) 

.323*** 
(.020) 

Married 
 
 

-.065* 
(.029) 

-.060* 
(.029) 

-.064* 
(.029) 

-.065* 
(.029) 

-.062* 
(.029) 

-.056# 
(.029) 

-.061* 
(.029) 

-.062* 
(.029) 

Gender 
 
 

.035 
(.028) 

.038 
(.028) 

.036 
(.028) 

.035 
(.028) 

.005 
(.028) 

.007 
(.028) 

.005 
(.028) 

.005 
(.028) 

Age 
 
 

.034*** 
(.009) 

.033*** 
(.009) 

.035*** 
(.009) 

.034*** 
(.009) 

.058*** 
(.009) 

.057*** 
(.009) 

.059*** 
(.009) 

.058*** 
(.009) 

Rural 
 
 
 

-.070*** 
(.018) 

-.071*** 
(.018) 

-.071*** 
(.018) 

-.070*** 
(.018) 

-.085*** 
(.018) 

-.086*** 
(.018) 

-.086*** 
(.018) 

-.085*** 
(.018) 

Observation 18,304 18,304 18,304 18,304 18,483 18,483 18,483 18,483 
LR test 
Log-
likelihood 
 

3162.29 
 

-22630.5 

3190.80 
 

-22616.2 

3171.29 
 

-22626.0 

3162.40 
 

-22630.4 

3177.49 
 

-22229.9 

3204.99 
 

-22216.2 

3181.25 
 

-22228.1 

3177.50 
 

-22229.9 

***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p<0.1; standard errors in parentheses. 
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Figure 2 shows the predicted probabilities of citizenship law on general views toward 

immigrants (whether respondents believe immigrants contribute to economic or cultural 

diversity) and on integration (whether they should be granted more rights). The effect of 

citizenship law for both dependent variables turns out to be significant. For either dependent 

variable, moreover, it seems that the jus soli principle yields a higher probability for respondents 

to be pro-immigrant. With regard to the general view of immigrants, jus sanguinis rule causes a 

positive response by .140 while jus soli rule does so by .321. Similarly, with regard to the 

granting of more rights for immigrants, jus sanguinis rule yields a positive effect by .259 while 

jus soli rule does so by .462. These outcomes demonstrate that citizenship law carries a 

significant and noticeable effect in formulating people’s perception toward immigrants. 

 

Figure 2. Predicted Probabilities of Citizenship Law 
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Figure 3. Predicted Probabilities of Citizenship Law with Interaction Terms 
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Figure 3 further elaborates the effect of citizenship law when it is interacted with other 

independent variables: education level, income level, and unemployment status. When 

citizenship law is interacted with education level, both dependent variables show that 

respondents in jus soli countries tend to be more generous toward immigrants as their education 

level increases. On the other hand, those in jus sanguinis countries tend to show lower tolerance 

toward immigrants regardless of their education level. In the case of income level, it seems to 

generate a less obvious effect compared to education level. In other words, slopes for either 

citizenship rule or either dependent variable are much more incremental compared to those for 

education level. Nonetheless, the difference between the two citizenship laws is apparent. 

Respondents in a jus soli regime are likely to express more favorable attitudes toward migrants 

regardless of their income levels. Unemployment status also produces similar results. Whether a 

respondent is employed or unemployed does not generate much difference. Instead, respondents 

in jus soli countries express a much higher probability to favor immigrants compared to those in 

jus sanguinis countries. 

 Overall, the statistical findings based on the Eurobarometer confirm that people in jus soli 

countries tend to show a more positive attitude toward migrants, both on their overall image and 

their rights. The results based on the National Identity II survey by ISSP, shown in <Appendix>, 

also demonstrate a similar interpretation although the effect of citizenship law turns out to be 

smaller. Nonetheless, it conspicuously appears that respondents in jus soli regimes tend to have a 

more pro-immigration sentiment regardless of individual conditions. These results strongly 

support my first hypothesis. 
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VI. Interpretation 

 This paper has investigated why people in democratic destination countries reveal 

different levels of anti-migration sentiment. By focusing on contact hypothesis as a main 

mechanism, I claim that jus soli law tends to induce more positive feelings toward migrants 

compared to jus sanguinis law. To examine this hypothesis, I conducted surveys in Japan (strict 

jus sanguinis rule) and the United States (liberal jus soli rule) in 2015 and 2016. For robustness 

check, I also used Eurobarometer (2011) and ISSP (2003) to statistically test the claim. The 

results strongly support my argument that natives in jus soli countries are less hostile against 

migrants. 

Migration issues have recently received special attention worldwide. In the United States, 

anti-migration sentiment has been heightened due to people’s fear of irregular migrants from 

Latin America as well as ethnic tensions between different racial groups. In the United Kingdom, 

anti-migration sentiment has led to the country’s decision to leave the European Union. The 

former country strongly follows a jus soli principle, and the latter also holds the same law albeit 

in a more complicated form.12 If this is the case, one may wonder whether citizenship law truly 

has an impact on public sentiment because the two countries face serious tensions due to 

migration issues despite the fact that citizenship in both countries are granted based upon 

birthplace. Although the conditions in these countries seem contrary to my hypothesis, I argue 

that they do not pose a threat to my contention. 

 In case of the United States, US citizens are mainly threatened by irregular migrants. This 

is because they are thought to take jobs away from Americans due to their cheaper labor costs 

																																																								
12 The United Kingdom used to adhere to a strong jus soli principle. Since 1983, however, only children who are 
born to a parent who is a British citizen or who is settled in the country can acquire British nationality. Meanwhile, 
the jus sanguinis principle is salient. Thus, the UK’s citizenship law can be classified as jus soli but to a weaker 
degree compared to that of the United States. 
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and to free-ride the US welfare system. Although it is true that this fear of undocumented 

migrants has also spread to legal migrants, the root cause is people’s dissatisfaction toward US 

policies on entries and rights of irregular migrants. Thus, this lies out of the scope of this 

research in explaining recent racial or ethnic conflicts in the US. Indeed, as the survey results 

indicate, citizens in the US have revealed much positive attitudes toward legal migrants 

compared to those in Japan despite the fact that the survey took place when the migration issue 

was the most contentious (the summer of 2016). This implies that people in the US may hold 

negative feelings toward irregular migrants but not toward regular migrants. 

Meanwhile, many claim that the British decision to leave the EU was mainly due to 

people’s fear that involvement in the EU would worsen migration-related problems. This anti-

migration sentiment was largely due to anxiety that refugees or irregular migrants from the 

Syrian War may flow into British territory. Indeed, a public survey conducted by the Migration 

Observatory in 2015 shows that more than 75 percent of UK respondents are worried about 

irregular migrants while about 30 percent of them hold favorable views of regular migrants.13 Of 

course, there is a strong potential that previous migration-related conditions have bred people’s 

fear of migrants, for example, an unexpectedly large amount of low-skilled migrants from A10 

countries14 as well as Bulgaria and Romania after the two EU enlargements in 2004 and 2007. 

Still, the same survey by the Migration Observatory also notes that more than 40 percent of 

respondents perceive that migrants are positive for the UK economy while they enrich British 

cultural life.15 These rates are much higher than previous results (about 30 percent until 2013). 

																																																								
13 Scott Blinder and William Allen, “UK Public Opinion toward Immigration: Overall Attitudes and Level of 
Concern,” The Migration Observatory (November 2016). Available at 
http://www.migrationobservatory.ox.ac.uk/resources/briefings/uk-public-opinion-toward-immigration-overall-
attitudes-and-level-of-concern/. 
14 Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia. 
15 Ibid. 
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Therefore, it seems that the decision to leave the EU was heavily driven by British people’s fear 

of irregular migrants and refugees. 
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