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ABSTRACT

Public polarizationabout the issue of immigration is a significant source of deepening
divisons in society. To better understand public attitudes to immigéat® Ay Of dzaA 2y A
welfare state, this research takes a novel, qualitative approach to studying public attitudes
through social interaction during democratic forums conducted in Norwayiratite United

Kingdom in 2015.

¢KS NBaSI NOK | ydrstadgdindsai the i@ Ldf iSnGlgiatiodzgnd how they

I NI AOdzE &S GKSANI FddAdGdzZRSa FyYyR AyGSNF Ol @Al
inclusion involve diverse considerations aockate ambivalence, as people have both

positive and negative perpdions of immigration and immigrants. Furthermore, as people
differentiate between immigrants, preferences for inclusion and exclusion vary depending

on the group of immigrants. Changesaittitude can be identified considering the specific

social contextsneeds, and interests related to the-gmoup, to the welfare state in the

country of destinationand to the social situations that immigrants face. Therefore, this
research stresses thdynamism of attitudeformation and argues that public attitudes to
AYYAIANI yila aKz2dZ R y20G 06S &aAYLIAFASR G2 2yS
inclusion of immigrants, as preferences range between-ipotusive and prexclusive

depending on he specific group of immigrants and the specific social contexteund

consideration.

Furthermore, this research provides new evidence about how specific institutional features
are discursively reproduced through interaction during debafié® researchargues that
especially differences in the institutional and sociaiteat explain thedifferences between

the inclusiveapproach to immigration in the Norwegiaand the restrictive approach to
immigration in theBritishdemocratic foruns. These findings dvaattention to the power of

the framing of issues in the wider pibland political discourse, and to the role of the
homogeneity and heterogeneity of views. While a homogeneity of views and prevailing
consensus within group discussions (and within theéewsocial context) can limit the scope

of attitude-formation and estrict the reconsideration of stances for or against inclusion, a
heterogeneity of views and competing preferences engender more comprehensive
discussion that includes consideration of @& range of aspects and measures concerning

the inclusion of imngrants.



In analysing the dynamism of attitudermation and the diversity of considerations behind

public attitudes, the research makes significant theoretical and methodological comtriisut

to the knowledge in the field of welfare attitudes. The resggiindings complement existing
NBaSINOK Aya2 FdGAGdzZRSa (2 AYYAINryidaQ | O00S
relies on public opinion surveys. Furthermore, the research has tapoimplications for

future research and poliegnaking.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Public polarization on the issue of immigration is especially concerning as European
populations are ageing. Considering theed for an activeage labour force for the
maintenance of European welfare systems, the question is not about the need for grforei
labour force, but more abouhow to manage immigrationin the future. The political
salience of immigration is increasirgypport for rightwing populist parties is on the rise,

and negative tendenciesften expressed as welfare chauvinissremergingacross Europe
(Akkerman, 2015; Alonso and Fonseca, 2012; Svallfors,.ZlHi&eforewe need to better
understand public attitudes towards immigtionz ¢S Yy SSR (2 1y26 Y2NB
considerations behind attitude3his resarchpioneersa specific methodologyo improve

our knowledge omand means to study public attitudes, which provides the basis to better
understand and to better manage public concerns about immigratigkccordingly, this
researchanalyse public attitudesthrough socialinteraction during democratic forums
conducted in Norway and in the United Kingdom in 200me of themost prominent
benefits of conductingdemocratic forum is that it granthigh level of autonomy to
participants to shape the discussion$) share theirunderstanding of the issueTaking

away the control from researcherdemocratic forumsshed light on issues people perceive
that might not have been considered by researchers so. fAlhus giving rise to innovation

and new approaches thatan help to redce tensions and facilitate inclusion of immigrants

in the welfare state.

1.1 THE SOCIAL CONTEXT AND THE AIMS OF THE RESEARCH

European welfare states enjoy stable and relatively strong public sufpealfors2012)
However, the increasing pressures affecting welfare stedésgquestions about their long
term sustainablity. An increasing number of researchers are pointing out the fact that the
viability of welfare states will depend on tie (i I éafa&it® to reconcile social and ethnic
heterogeneity with popular support for the welfare state, emphasjsnclusivenesssocial
cohesion, and the extension of social solidarity to immigrgBemting and Kymlicka, 2017;
Crepaz, 2008; Larsen, 2013; Taykaroby,2008) Howe\er, the 20072008 financial crisis,
the consequent welfare retrenchmen{daylorGooby et al., 2017)and changes in mass

migration, including the 2015 Refugee Crisis, have contributed to the intensification of public

12



concerns about immigrationintergroupdifferentiation has become prevalent both in public
and political discourse, whidkndsto deepen social divisions. Suchisiions unfold not only

in the relations between immigrants and nationals, but incespslarization within society
itself. These tends significantly hinder the strengthening of social cohesion that could ensure

the sustainability of welfare states.

Sichtrends throughout Europeallsfor a morein-depth investigation of public attitudes to
AYYAINT y i Beélevihg/ihthedziead/beénefits of social inclusion, this research

Ad RS@2G§SR (2 SEFYAYyAy3d Lzt A O elfirédstaiedsBRSa (2
2NRSNJ 62 06SGGSN) dzyRSNE UGl YR GKS O2yRAGAZ2YyA 2°
While previous research Baexamined the impact of immigration on welfare states with a

focus on trust, social cohesion, and the institutional andtjali factors that enhance

popular support for the welfare statéBanting, 1998; Taylgewoby, 2005; Goul Andersen,

2006; Soroka et al., 2006; Banting and Kymlicka, 2006; Crepaz, #088¢search aims to

take a st@ further and analyse théynamics of attitudeformation. More specifically, it aims

to contribute to the growing body of resrch byexamining the mechanisms underlying

public preferencesfor the inclusion of immigrants in the welfare stateAdopting a

qualitative approach, the research aspires to analyse processes of differentiation between

in-groups of nationals and owgroups of immigrants.

1.2 AUNIQUE RESEARCH APPROACH

The research analyses democratic forums conducted inVMa¢fare Sta¢ Futuresc Our

I KAt RNEB yQWelfSDEINiBtdrdational research project. WelfSOC was the first
international research effort to adopt democratic forums (DF) in the field of welfare attitude
research. This deliberative method represents a genuinelgrdifit approactio the research

of attitudes as it enables thanalysis of attitudes as articulated by participants through
social interaction In contrast to public opinion surveys, which are most frequently used in
attitudinal research(Ervasti et al., 2012; Sundberg and Ta@oioby, 2013)DF encourage

participants to shag their opinionsto justify their stances, and to discuss ambivaleraresb

1WelfSOG20152018) aimedo | y I f @ aAy 3 LIS2LJ SQa 2LIAYA2Yyas | &L NI
welfare state in 2040. It adopted a qualitative research design that included the wenudcratic

forumsand focus groug The research wsaconducted in Denmark, Germany, Norwayy8&ida, and

the United Kingdom. Further information about the project is available at
http://blogs.kent.ac.uk/welfsoc/
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various aspects of the issues under examination. Thus, they offer the possibditgrtiine
the process through which attitudes are expresseahd to disentangle the reasons and

justifications behind articulated attitudes

Within WelfSOC, the DFs involved two days of discussion about the future of welfare states

in five European countries. However, the present research is restricted to a comparative
analysis of DF discussions iorNay and in théJnited Kingdom. Through the analysisDi#¥
discussiongthe research aims to examiffResearch Question ig ¢ LIJS2 LJX SQ&a F G4 A G
the inclusion of immigrants emerge and evolve in the debat&pplying discourse analytical

methods, it inends to analyse(RQ2)what considerations affect the way people discuss
immigration, andwK I & YSOKFyAayvYa &KIFLIS LIS2L) SQa | GdAl
exclusionlt is expected that through interaction and raising a diversity of views, arguments

and irterests, and talng into account different contexts and situations, the imaginary
boundary between inclusion and exclusion will flexibly shift during the debates, ditthe

heart of this research i® identify such shifts in attitudes and exam@the dynamics of

attit ude-formation. Furthermore, it aims to analyse (RQ3) when and under what

circumstances do such effects and shifts occur in the DF discussions.

Considering the challenges that increasing immigration and the wider scale social
diversifcation of societies @se, the research assumes that the viability of welfare states will
RSLISYR 2y aidlrisSaqQ OFLIOAGASAE (2 NBEO2YyOAt S &:
states. This is the primary reason it aims to investigate what considasaénhance, or, on

the contrary, undermine the development of a more inclusive welfare state. This
consideration was taken into account in the selectiolofwayandthe United Kingdom as
case study countried These two countries represent two differewelfare regimes with
differing public understandings of and attitudes towards welfare. Norway is a stable, social
democratic welfare state with a high level of provision and a regulated labour market. The
UK represents a liberdganing regime that offer a lower level of berfiis and has an open,
deregulated labour market. Furthermore, the DF discussions about immigration
demonstrated distinctive approaches to the inclusion of immigrants. In the UK, participants
were defensive and cautious about immigtsinin Norway, the delias concerned finding a

suitable way of dealing with immigration and integrating immigrants for the benefit of the

2 Foramore elaborate justification of coury choice, see Sectiah3.1
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country? It was the latter distinction thainfluenced the choice ofhiese two countries to

examine(RQ4) why peoplare more inclusive inme country than in the other.

TheDFs were conducted in October and November 2015, after the Refugee Crisis peaked
in the summer of 2015, and prior to the campaign on the Brexit referendum in 2016 in the
UK. These happenings geneily affected the courseof discussions and accentuated
immigrationrelated issues. Therefore, the timing of the forums provided an outstanding
opportunity to analyseattitude-formation in the polarized and heated social atmosphere
that characterized the deates about the Refuge€risis and the prBrexit period in the UK.
The latter makes the crosountry comparison more challenging, but also more interesting,
as there are profound differences with regard to how immigration is approached in the

British andNorwegian discussions.

2 KAES GKS NBaSKFNOK FAYa G2 FLIWNREFOK | GaGAGdzZRS
in their complexity, it is essential to specify the scope of the research setting the key
theoretical foundations on which this research disg and to clarify the ley terms used

throughout the research.

1.3 THE SCOPE OF THE RESEARCH

The first step in delineating the scope and theoretical framework of this reséstchkefine

the understanding of public attitudes. In contrast to the traditiomainceptualisation of
public attitudes that are viewed as relatively fixed and stable evaluative responses to issues
(Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Wilson anddges, 1992)this regarch adheres to the social
constructivist understanding of public attitudes. This conceivgsubfic attitudes as a set

of considerations which are shaped by the social context, public discourses, and social
interactions, with a stress on their fluidityand contextdependency(Converse, 2006;

Tourangeauet al., 2000; Wilson and Hodges, 1992)

Accordinglythe first hypothesisof this researchisthdt G G A 1 dzZRSa G2 AYYAINI y
in the welfare state bange depending on the specific group of immigrangnd on the

specific social aspects, contextand situations consideredrherefore, this research argues

GKFG GGAGdzRSEa aK2dAZ R y2d 06S NBRAZOSR FyR &AY
YrRayaldQ GKS AyOfdzaizy 2F AYYAIANIyYyGaod hy GKS

3 The policy proposals formulated during the DFs are availaflalite 1¢ Appendixl
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attitudes are conceptualised to range aloag abstract continuum between inclusion and
exclusion, along whiclthey can shift depending on specific consideratioisflexible and
dynamic approach also allows us to identify ambivalences and contradictory clafimlb
articulated attitudes and to understand how such competing views are reconciled within

groups.

Oursecond hypothesigoncerns theconsideration$ that influence changes in preferences
for inclusion and exclusion Acknowledgingthe intergroup contextof immigration, this
research argues thathe considerations behind attitudes are not only shaped by
perceptions of immigrants; i.e. in terms of differentiatig specific groups of immigrants,
assessing their achievements and efforts in¢bentry of detination, etc. Instead, it claims
that perceptions of the ingroup ¢ i.e. perceptions of the status of the-group in society,
perceptions about collective iatests and societal aims, and perceptions about the role and
functions of welfare state; are dj dz £ £ @ AYLER2NIFYyd Ay &aKIFLAYy3 |
inclusion This hypothesis draws @ocial Identity TheoryTajfel, 1982; Tajfel et al., 1971)
that asserts that group membership influendeslividual identity and induces intergroup
differentiation. Thus, it iargued that group membership and perceptions of thginup set

the benchmark and provide thkenses through which immigrants and their conduct are
judged in thesociety Considering such interactions related to perceptions of thgroup

and the outgroup, within the scope of this research intergroup differentiation is
understood as a means ofaccessing, analysing, and better understanding attitudes to
AYYAINI yGAaQ AyOf dzaA2Yy ®

Tofurther narrow the scope of the analysis and to specify what is meantdygancept of

inclusion in a welfare state, the research draws \Welfare Deservingness Theoifan

Oorschot, 2000, 2006; Van Oorschot et al., 200f) the one hand, we may assume that

people prefer to include immigrants whothey see as deserving. On the other hand, making

I RAFTFSNBYUGAI GA2Yy ORSIGSSNGYA yUWERS asSINIIFAIYNE ol S/YRS FUAC
and easily accessible means of justifying access to state sufifeidrsen et al., 2012}t

was thus expded thatdeservingness judgementguld naturally emerge in the discussions

and provide authetic reasoning for or against the inclusion of immigrants. Therefore,

0 KNRdzZK2dzi GKS NBaASHNOKE |ddAlGdzRSa G2 AYYAI

analysia 2F LISNOSLIWiA2ya 2F AYYAINIyiaQ RSASNBAY

139z0K O2yaARSNI GA2ya Oy 6S (GKS LISNOSAGSKIs,Y2GA DI ()
reflections on discrimination of immigrants in the labour market, etc. For thaeipth analysis, see
Chapter 5 and 6.
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criteria (Cook, 1979; Swaan, 1988; Van Oorschot, 200be aalysis of (irgroup)
LISNDSLIiA2ya 2F AYYAINI Yyl anestiGafe peSNIZ D 3 & HBa
understanding of deservingness principles, which currently remains an wesearched
area(Van Oorschot and Roosma, 2016)s expected thaboth the understandings and the
salience oparticulardeservingness criteria vary depending on specific groups of immigrants
and specific social contextSherdore, the analysis provides a suitable means of testing our
first hypothesis about the dynanms of attitude-formation. Furthermore, as deservingness
judgements reflect the specific relation between the state and immigramtiidingthe

rights and duties bimmigrants in thecountry of destinationthe analysisallows us to test

the second hypothas about the role of and interactions betweendnoup and owgroup

perceptions.

Focusing on the interactions between thegroup and owgroup perceptions leds to the

third hypothesis that the institutional and social context affect kgroup and out-group
perceptions Building on thedynamic institutionalist approach to the study of welfare
attitudes (Mau, 2003; Larsen, 2006, 2013; Sundberg, 20tMg research argues that the
institutional and social context influences attitud@mation, and interagbns between the
institutional and social context are a sificant driver of changing attitudes. Institutions
provide a relatively stable framework, defining specific meanings and understandings of the
world through sets of regulations and policies thed & line with and reinforce social values,
norms, and exectations(March and Olsen, 2008jlowever, the salience of specific aspects

of institutions¢ e.g. adherenceo the principle of equal opportunitiescan vary in theight

of changing social contexts. For instance, in the context of the Refugee Crisis, the principle
of equal opportunities mighbe overshadowed by preferences for security and control
measures thaare also embedded in institutions. This implies the néedanalyse the
specificity of the social contexg including public and politicaliscourse ¢ as the social
context is more prone to respond and to adjust to new developments and changing

circumsances.

Taking an institutional approach, this researchvyides new evidence about how specific
institutional features are discursively reproduced through interactions during the debates.
There are distinct ways of thinking about immigration and welféa¢es, and the salience

of these considerations can sigodntly vary(Kulin et al., 2016)Therefore, throughout the

research particular attention is devoted to examiningwhperceived changes in the social

Y

context induce changesyi | GUGAGdzZRSE (2 AYYAINIXydiaQ AyoOf

Furthermore, this is the point at which the comparison of Norway and the UK becomes
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relevant. The following section provides a review lo¢ tkey differences and similarities

between the two countes.

1.3.1 Country selection

Drawing on scholarship about welfare attituddke differences in theNorwegian and
British welfare systemswere one ofthe key arguments for the comparison of these two
cowuntries. While researchers are polarized about how to catisgothe countries into
specific regimes, there is consensus that support for equality, redistribution, and state
intervention are most prominent in social democratic welfare states and weakdisteiral
regimes(Svallfors, 2010)Studies of the relation between immigration and welfare states
(Crepaz, 2008; Mau and Burkhardt, 2009; Swank and Betz,,20@B3tudies focusing on
welfare chauvinisniCrepaz ad Damron, 2009; Mewes and Mau, 2013; Van Der Waal et al.,
2013) highlighted the differences between comprehensive welfare states such as Norway,
which are characterised by universal access tdamelprovision, and liberal welfare states

as the UK, withiheir higher share of meanrgsted benefits. Differences also concern how
the labour market is organised and regulated, which together with welfare institutions might
considerably affect percepti@nof social inequalities in these two countrigsrsen, 2006)

As perceptions of social inequalities and insecurities can be drivers of intergroup
differentiation and antimmigrant attitudes (Crez, 2008; Larsen, 2013jhe way
institutions address the issue of sakinsecurities is highly importantvhile perceptions of
social inequalities might not be so important in relation to other dimensions of welfare

attitudes, in relation to immigrantsuch perceptions tend to strengthen.

In relation tothe issue of imnigration, these two countries share certain features. The share
of immigrants (foreigrborn) in the population is similar, amounting to-18%(Eurostat)
However, due to the differencia the size of the countries, there is a huge difference in the
absolue number of immigrants.Consequently it is crucial to find out more about
(mis)perceptions concerning the proportion of immigrants in these two countries, which
might have a significd effect on debates concerning immigrarisan Der Waal et al., 2010;
Mewes and Mau, 2013; Meuleman et al., 201/8prway, as part of the European Economic
Area, is subject to regulations concerning the freeveraent of people. Therefore, in both
countries there is a dual systerhimmigration policies for EU (and EEA) citizens andiidn
nationals. However, from a historical perspective, po@bnial migration distinguishes the

position of the UK concerning plic reactions to immigration and contact with immigrants.
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Rightwing populist partiesare present in both countrieand both partiesus the issue of
immigration for political mobilizatiorg. However, there are significant differences in the
right-wing populist party UKIP and the Progress Party in Norway. Thiepaveresupported

with 12.6%(2015)and 16.3%(2013)of all votes, respetively (D6ring and Manow, 2019)
While these electoral results are relatively similar, due to the differences in the electoral
system there is a huge gap between these twdiparin terms of the share of mandates and
their role in natonal parliaments. Moreover, the Progress Party is a member of the

Norwegian government.

During the DF discussions the issue of immigration was one of the top thiemasth
countries.However, he discussions revealed substantiiferences. While in th&JK the

discussion concentrated on border controls, and the monitoring of immigrants entering the
country was primarily associated with the exclusion of immigrants, in Norway debates
focused onlhe need to integrate immigrants for the benefit of the countiThis elemental

difference encouraged us ®xaminethe discourse that developed during DFsstwutinise

the contexts in whichintergroup RA FFSNBY AL GA2y 3IFAya &aSyasS:s
inclusion or exclusion are articulated, and the mechanisms behind these attitudes can be

better identified.

There exist a series of international comparative analyses that include these two countries
both in relation to welfare attitudes and attitudes tonmigration. However, as argued
before, our knowledge about the dynamics aftitude-formation is underresearched.
Therefore the selection of these two countries produced a highly interesting conpats

test the abovedescribed three hypotheses.

The brmer sectionsntended to define the scope of the research by elaborating on the three
hypotheses and the four theories that create the foundations for the research. Social
Constructivism is presensan overarching theory, affecting the essential untierding and
approach to public attitudes as dynamic social concepts. Furthermore, the other three
theories also draw on and employ the social constructivist approach. Both Social Identity
Theory and Whare Deservingness Theory provide the specific tootsfeaming along which

the scope of the research was narrowed down and the conceptualisation of inclusion in
welfare states was operationalized. Last, the institutionalist approach complements the
research approach for explaining the similarities and d#feces identified in the Norwegian

and British DF discussions both in terms of the content and process of atfiagation. In
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line with the described logic and motivation behind the research, thHwang section

specifieghe structure of the thesis.

1.4 SIRUCTURE OF THE THESIS

Theanalysisofi KS O2yaARSN}GA2ya O0SKAYR LlzotAO dGA
welfare state and the dynamism of attitugermation requires a stepby-step approah

intended to gradually specify the research approawsty then present the research findings.
Accordingly, the followin@hapter 2 reviews the academic literaturgbout the relation

between immigration and welfare state suppolnd studies that specifidly focus on
FGGAGdzZRSE G2 AYYA Didisiori Bofowihgu éhidhe litdiature se@idw¥ | NS
Chapter 3 introduces the chosen methodological approatthintends to justify that the

combination ofDFand discourse analysis is suitable for ansmgethe research questions.
Throughout the research,gpticular attention is devoted to understanding the role of the
institutional and social context in attitudi®rmation. Therefore, Chapter 4 offers a

comparative overview of the institutional and sodiaontext in Norway and in the UK
Accordingly, Chaptar RSLIA OG&a (GNByRa Ay |GdGAdGdzRSa G2 AY
welfare provisions, elaborates on the development of immigratiomelfare, and labour

market policiesandthe related public ad political discourses. While the first part of the

thesis captures the gradual development of the research approach, the second part of the

thesis presents the research findings.

2 AGKAY GKS NBASEFNDK:E FGdAGdzRSa dGe2andAtheY A I NI y
dynamism of attitudeformation are examinedrom four distinctive perspectives that are

presented chapteby-chapter.Chapter 5addressesvhat considerations affect attitudes to
AYYAIANI yiGaQ Ay Of dzihrohgh arayfalysiscofi-gmaup)tpareeptiBns &f G | (0 S
AYYAIANT yiaQ ¢ sds@ddrdsBindiaadRNPThe chapter proposes a new

I LILINR I OK G2 SELXIFIAY (GKS ARSYUGATASR RAFFSNBYyC
understainding of deservingness criteria. Drawing on and deapethe findings of Chapter

5, Chapter 6analyseghe practise of constructing the welfare deservingness of refugees

and economic migrantsas the two most widely discussed groups of immigrants. While
CKIFLIISNI p StFo0o2NFGSa 2y &nGinglofdesBnkinQredslicrifetiaa Q dza S

Chapter 6 shows how the relevance and ranking of the five deservingness criteria change
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depending on the specific group of immigrants, and on the time dimension (sirolding

term) considered by participants (addressiR@2and RQJ.

Chapter 7 and 8 complement the findings of the content analysis presented in Chapter 5 and
6 by shifting attention to the process aftitude-formation. By analysing one Norwegian and
one Britishcasestudy, Chapter 7 examines the process of attitudermation in groups
analysingthe interactions between participants, the role of group dynamics, and the
potential effects of the homogerity and heterogeneity of opinions in group discussions

(addresingRQ1 RQ3and RQ4. Chapter 8 looks at the dynamism of attitud®rmation

from the perspective of individual participantsToscrutinize the development of individual
attitudes throudn interactions, Chapter 8 proposes a joint analysis of the narrative as well as
pre- and postdeliberation surveyresponses of DF participants (addressR@1 RQ3and

RQ4. Accordinglythe chapter includes two Norwegian and two British caselies.The
thesis concludes with Chapter $fter a brief overview of the main research findings, the
final chapter highlights the treretical and methodological contributions of this research and

delineates its policy implications.

The challenge of studying attitudes to such a polarizing issue as immigration is due to the
complexity, multidimensionality, and contexdependency of attudes. This research
proposes a novel qualitative approach 86 addzReé 2F G dAGdzRSa (2 AY
use of DF as method of data collection and discourse analysis as method of data analysis
offers anew opportunity to analyse attitudes as tigeare shared by ordinary people, to learn
about the consideratins behind articulated attitudes, and to examine the dynamism of
attitude-formation. Thus, the research aims to contribute to a better understanding of
FGGAGdzZRSE G2 A Yardditd Niredde afdlerstagding ofzdhge 2oyiditions of
inclusion. It intends to complement the growing body of research that lmsed
predominantly on international public opinion sungyRecognizing the limits of this
research means acknowledging that dannot fully and comprehensively address the
complexity, multidimensioality, and contextlependency of attitudes. However, it
attempts to reveal how people debated immigration and shared their attitudes in Norwegian
and British groups in the context okightened debates about immigration following the
peak of the 2015 Refee Crisis and in pirexit Britain. The research draattention to the

analysis of the dynamism of attituelermation in order to reveal what makes a difference

5 As part of DF, participants were asked to fill out a survey before starting the discussions on Day 1
and after finishing the dcussions on Dayfor further details see Sectich3.1.5
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and what changes attides to immigration Thereby, revealing the potential drivers and
barriers to creating a more inclusive welfare state. As a first step towards fulfilling these aims,
the following chapter introduces theoretical discussions about immigration and welfates st
support, and presents an overview of the Kaydings about attitués to the inclusion of

immigrants.
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2 LUTERATURE REVIEW

The focal point of this thesis is analygLJdzo € A O | ( G A ( dzib@usioniinthe A YYA I N
welfare state.The bngterm sustaimbility of welfare states requirea great amount of
inclusivity (Banting and Kymlick&2017; Crepaz, 2008; Larsen, 2013; Ta@looby, 2008)
However, in contrast to the anticipated inclusion of immigrants haeerecently observd

the deepening of social divisionselled by populist discourses and welfare chauvinism
throughout Europe(Akkerman, 2015; Alonso and Fonseca, 2012; Svallfors, .20hR)
contradiction and the need to better understand the conditions of inclusion inspired this
reseach. Considering the complexity of the relation between immigration thiedvelfare
ai0lraS IyR GKS RAOGSNEAGE 2F O2yaARSNIGAZ2YaA

]
w

research draws on four main theories.

First and foremostSocial Constructigm createsthe basic pillar of the researc¢hrough its
understandingof public attitudes as dynamic social concef@@®nverse, 2006; Tourangeau

et al., 2000; Wilson and Hodges, 1998braham Tessg1978: 29%298) argues thatda | Y
attitude at a park Odzf I NJ LI2AYy G Ay GAYS A& GKS NBadzZ# &4 2
single attitude toward and object but rather, any number of attitudes depending on the
numberof sk SYI &  @F Af | 6t S T2 NJThisiefinftibricdpiires theadzi (1 K S
of this researchto study the constructive process as it happens through social interactions.

The remaining three theories namely, Social Identity TheoryTajfel, 1982; Tajfel et al.,

1971) Welfare Deservingness Theofyan Oorschot, 2000; Van Oorstlet al., 2017)and
Institutionalism (Larsen, 2006; Ma2003; Sundberg, 2014)guide theinvestigationof this

constructive procss by focusing on intergroup differentiation, perceptions of deservingness

and the specificities dhe institutional and social contexts affectiladtitude-formation. The

four theories are closely intertwined and constitute a coherent approaSuocial
Canstructivismand Social IdentityTheory stress how social identities are formeckatinga

basisfor disentanghgk 2 4 ¢St FI NB RSaASNIAy3IySaa | yR AYYASZ
with attention to the importance of institutional contexts and to theriability between

welfare states. The DFs provide a framework in which this constructive process of attitude
formation can unfold, enabling us to analyse how identities, attitudemnd criteria of

inclusionare shaped and rshaped through social interaota.

This chaptemprovides an overview daihe key research findings in order to delineate and

justify the theoretichapproach of tisresearch. As a starting point of this literature revjew
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researchonrelation between immigration and popular support feelfare states revisited.
Second, the expanding literature on welfare chauvinism is reviewed with particulatiatie
to: 1) the impact of intergroup relations on perceptions of immigratiorpé&tceptions of the
welfare deservingnessf immigrants and 3) institutional approaches to the study of welfare

attitudes.

2.1 WELFARE STATES AND THE RELEVANCE OF INTHRGFRINS® RE

Immigration is oftercategorized asne of thecomplex and interrelated social process;
along with technological advancement andofalisation,the restructuring of the labour
market anddemographic changes, etcwhichareincreasinghe pressure on welfare states
but also provithg new opportunities(Emmenegger et al., 2012; Svallfors, 2012; Taylor
Gooby et al., 2017)Such processesallengethe socialconsensus and solidarity between
the working and middle class on which European welfare states were(Bailiwin, 1990;
EspingAndersen, 1990; Korpi, 1983)hey alsajive rise to new social divisiofSvallfors,
2012; TayloiGooby, 2008)which can be easily misused in political competitiofincrea

the popularity ofright-wing populist parties While it is hard to separate the effects and
changes thesadividualscocial processes bringbout, immigration stands out as it confronts
the nationstate conceptionthat welfare states grant and restrict access to social rights
based on national membership and a shared sense of national belo(Borgmes and

Geddes, 2000; Wolfe and Klausen, 1997)

The dvelopment of welfare states has been part of natloulding efforts andthe
consolidation of natiorstates(Clarke, 2005; Wimmer 1998 in Mau and Burkhardt, 2009)
The graduatxpansion ofhe social rights of citizensas frequently adoptetb reduce social
divisions irthe populationandto promote commonalitiescollective aimsand entitlements
(Tilly, 1994) Thus, welfare states hawreateda closed collective of individuatsan Y-
group)¢ which functions on the basis of a widely shared and institutioraipedded
consensusbout citizenship and common godtiat promotesa certain way of life, social
behaviour and morals(Clake, 2005; Mau, 2003; Wolfe and Klausen, 19%T)migration
challenges this situationespecially the collective boundaries of welfare stai@ss thesis is
therefore specificallydevoted to exploring how flexible and permeablethe boundaries
between the in-group ¢ i.e. citizens, members of the collective and the outgroup of

immigrantsare in the eyes of ordinary people.
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The social rights the welfare state provides to its menstigave becomanintegral part of
in-group identity whichcan act tooverride individual interests, mitigate internal social
divisionsand provideafirm basis for redistributioiBaldwin, 1990; Korpi, 1983Jhis nation
state conception of welfare states demstrates the tenets of Social Identity Thedhajfel,
1982; Tajfel et al., 1971hich stresses hothe identity ofindividuals is shaped by group
membershipand how individua adopt and adapt to group normamdvalues. However, we
need to note that the understanding and the salience of group identification can greatly vary
personby-person, but also owetime depending on the specific social contex@own,
2020) Investigating what contexts trigger group identificas is relevant as rgup
membershipalso gives rise to differentiation between thegnoupg W dzamal the outgroup

¢ Wi K $Bre@er, 1979; Tajfel etla 1971; Turner, 1975)While this differentiation
strengthens irgroup identity and social cohesion within the-group, it also reinforces
divisions in relation to the ougroup (Kramer and Brewer, 1984} is especially this aspect
¢ the analysis o$ocial categorizion andintergroup differentiationg that is the focu®f this
research Through thdensof intergroup differentiation, tie researchaims toelaborateon
how the ingroupdefinethemselves, and how such perceptions of thegioup¢ including
perceptionsof their own role within the welfare stateas well as the relationship between
the individual and the state; emerge in characteisations of and expectations from
immigrants. Throughout the thesis such characterisations and expectatiaashared by
research participantswill be analysedo identify the boundaries between preferences for
the inclusion or exclusion of immigrantsdm the welfare state The key expectation is that
DFdiscussions can reveal how dynamically such boundaries can change depmgnd the

specific social contexts and considerations.

Many researchersreat nation-state conceptionsinquestionable and unproblematic, and
take for granted theexistence ofinternal cohesion and unity withithem (Sager, 2016)
However, weare now witnesig a shift from citizenshifpased eligibility to residene@and
contribution-based social rightghat is challenging the role and value of citizenship
(Sainshry, 2012) Whilesomeresearchers argue that natiestates and national identity are
essential for thesustainability of welfare statg€alhoun, 2002; Miller, 199%)therssuggest
that social cohesion should be extended begl national identityin order to identifynew
platformsfor cohesionthat also permit theinclusion of immigrant¢Banting and Kymlicka,
2017; Crepaz, 2008; Lars@013; TayloiGooby, 2008)ssuegegarding the compatibility of
increasing immigration anthe high leel of support for the welfare stathaveheightened

debate among scholars andvgn impetus to anew wave of welfareattitude research
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especially inelation to the future of European welfare states. The next segbimvides a
review of the literature about the socalled ‘Progressive dilemm@(Goodhart, 2004;

Koopmans, 2010)

2.2 THE PROGRESSIVE DILE¢IDAES IMMIGRATIGEDUCEUBLIC SUPPORT FOR
THEWELFARE STATE

The key argumentontained inthe progressive dilemma is that increasing ethnic diversity

as a result of immigratiolg weakenssocial trust,which diminishes willingess to share
solidarityand to redistribute resources to others with whom people do not iderdifyrust
(Banting and Kymlicka 2006uch negative effectsaspinpointed by Freemafi1986)and
Alesina and Glaes€R004) Based oma dudy of fifty-four countries, Alesina and Glaeser
(2004) find that ethnic heterogeneity negatively affects welfare state support, which is
sensitive to the level of igroup solidarity. Alesina and Glaed@004)claim thatit is
primarily ethnic diversity and lack of ingroup solidaritythat blocked the development of
strong support fora generous welfaresystem in the UScompared tothat of European
welfare states. Based on the American experience, they warn that increasing immigration

will endanger social solidarity in Eurgpeading to delining support for welfare.

Talking about the effects afcreasingethnic diversity, it is worth to streghat the term
ethnic diversity covers a heterogenous group of people including members of autochthonous
ethnic minorities, indigenous people, imBWNJ y i a & ¢St | & (CastlesA ANI y i
and Schianp, 2010) The recently contestedhcreasing ethnic diversi€concerns primarily

the latter two categoriesHowever, even within these two categories lies high level of
heterogeneiy. Diversity stemdrom the specific legatypes of migrants distingushing
refugees, economic migrants, family migrants and inteoral studentsEvidence suggests
that public conceptualisation of the specific groups of immigrants has relevant implications
for formation of public opinion and attitudes towards immigrantedatheir inclusion
(Blinder, 2015)However, research also shows that public perceptions are often based on
distorted views of immigrants and misperceptions of the volume of spegifoups of
immigrants (Blinder, 2015; Blinder and Allen, 2016; Herda, 20T®)e diversity within
immigrant population further increases in relation to the secomd third-generation
migrants,who have at least one migrant parent or grandparerid/or are coming from

mixed marriages, which can entail acquirement of citizenship or dual citizeaslpth
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having important implications on their legal and social status. Although the above dabcrib
diversity reflects only on the legal statagmigrants it revealscrucial differences between
(1) first generation (temporary or loAgrm) migrants and (2) secondnd thirdgeneration
migrants However these two categories are often conflated in the literature, wipoints

at the challenges of identificationna definition of immigrants(Anderson and Blinder,
2019)°

While the challenges posed to European welfare states have besn undermined or
underestimatedthe claim that increasing ethnic diversity might change support for welfare

states has been questioned by many researchers. Goul Andé286%) emphasizes the

aspect of timing in develapg welfare states. He argues that teRe&ropeanvelfare systers

developed and stabilized in ethnically homogenosscieties. ” Established welfare

institutions have become part of public norms and values and are considerably resistant to
change. Goul Anderisen (2006) therefore argues that while imngration might raise

challenges, established welfare systems are able to mitigiagedistributional conflict

engendered by diversity. Banting998)also refers tahe path-dependence of the gradual

extension of social rights anehtittements in Europequestioring whether people would

accept a loss of rights. Furthermore, he argues that consensual pati@king also

contributes to better recondihg ethnic diversity and welfare redistribution. Crep@008)

points at the differences between the institutions and the norimat expectatios of

governments in Europe and the US,igkhhe claimsvill lead to different strategiefor coping

with increasing divisity. Moreover,he arguesthata 8 2 OA SGAS&a (G KIF G RS@St 2L
before immigration occurred were able to bujdaustock of trust with a capacity to reduce
YEOGAQGAAG NBaASYldYSyilds (GKSNBo0& Sy a0mphzy2808G2 O2Yy
251) Hefurther states that the increasinanti-immigration attitudes in Europe needs to be

taken into accounin orderto introduce pdicies to countethem, instead of building political

rhetoric onthem.

TaylorGooby(2005)disproves! f Sa A y I | (2604)@hclusoasSiigéonstructing
and analysing the same das&t. The authorhighlight that Alesina and Gkser failed to

6 The critical review of the definition and public understanding of the term immigrant is addressed in

Section 2.3.

”While in most of European countries there has been high levelhsfiehomogeneity, we need to

note the existence of ethnic minorities in these countries, too. Furthermore, the development of
6StFINB aidl iSa I yR Bghtddsy prdvided meais tolnkaipbratSethai® & 2 OA | f
minorities, to unify the populabn and facilitate the natiorstate conception(Castles an&chierup,

2010)

27



address the role of lefiving political parties in defending welfare policidmst act to limit

the negative impacts of immigration on popular support for welfare. Soroka, Banting and
Johnston(2006) whostudy the effect of immigration on welfare spendirgso observehe
effects of leftwing parties in mitigating the impact of immigration. Téugthorsfind that in
countries with considerable leftving representation in governmentvelfare spending
remainedintact, while in other countries welfare spending tended to decrease when the

share ofthe immigrant population increased.

A further difference is thatommitment o welfare policies is shared by all parties across the
political spectrum in EuropeAlthough, divisions between political party stances surface
about the appropriaterange, target populationand entitlement criteriafor benefits and
services(Kitschel and McGan, 1997) Swank and Bet@2003)argue that comprehensive
welfare systems themselves weaken ttiearce of diversty-based retrenchment by better
addressing and reducing economic inequalities. Basednamalysis of national elections
the former claim that universal welfare states limit suppdot right-wing populist parties
and motivations for welfare&ehauvinism.The same conclusions are drawn by Crepaz and
Damron(2009)who argue thata comprehensive welfare state can limit nativist opposition

to immigrants by reducinthe social gaps between nationals aimimigrants.

Mau and Burkhardi{2009) examine the effect of ethnic heterogeneity on welfare state
support. They ind a weak effect on support for welfareedistribution Furthermore, the
authors find that these effects eve mediated through GDRhe unemployment rate and
welfare regimesamong other factors. The authors also look at popular supportter
inclusion of immigrants, where they also fouadegative but weak association. However, it
is important to stresshat the negative effect was mitigated liye welfare regime typology
and the presence of lefving parties. Therefore, theesearcherconclude that the role of

institutional factors andhe politics of interpretationare especially crucial in this respect

Focusing on perceptions of competition in the labour market and perceptions of social
insecurity, Finserag2008) Burgoon et al(2012)as well as Brady and Finnigg&914)find

evidence for increasing support fire welfare statein the case ofnhcreasing immigration.

While taking different approaches, all of thedell dzZRA S& KA IKE AIKA AYRAD
protectingthemselvesriom social insecurities and suppiorg redistribution in occupational

sectors more exposed to immigratigBurgoon et al., 2012)r in responsed rapid flows of

immigration (Brady and Finnigan, 2014)hese findings show howe welfare state gains

relevance as a response to increasing immigration. Emmenegger and Klemgpasah
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complements the entral role of seHinterest in attitudeformation by highlighting other
forms of individuatievel motivation driven by egalitarianism or humanitarianism. The
authors argue that such motivations also shape attitudes towards immigration and support

for redistribution.

Approaching the issue from the perspective of multieralism Banting and Kymlick2006)
argue that the tradeoff between immigration anda generous welfare state tends to be
exaggerated. According to the there is no evidence that multicultural policies of immigrant
integration lead to welfare retrenchmennor that multicultural policiesdad tothe erosion

of social satarity (Banting and Kymlicka, 2006, 2017)

Considering the varflity of immigrant populations within countries, there are new
research initiativeshat focus on the regional instead of the national lev@ludiesabout
Germany and Swedeshow thata greater share of immigrants in regionsvesa negative
effect on support for welfare programmégger, 2010; Eger and BreznaQ17) Stichnoth
(2012)also fnds that support forthe unemployed decreases in regions where the share of
foreigners amonghe unemployedis large These findingseflect on a new aspect of the
issue suggestg that further investigationof perceptions of immigratiorare needed to

unravelthe information thatnationaly aggregated data tend to hide.

In a recent article, Kulin et.gR016)analyse attitudinal profilefocusing on combinations

of pro/anti-welfare and preanti-immigration attitudes finding evidence for tension
between pro-welfare and preimmigration attitudes However, they also point at the
differences between and within countries and emphasise the need to acknowledge that
LIS2 L) SQ& dzy RSNEGFYRAYy3a 2F &a20Al f AaadsSa
arguments about the relevancef how institutions deal with social issuesnd how such
issuesare framed in political and public discour@é@au and Burkhardt, 2009; Soroka et al.,
2006) Therebre, even though there is no firm research evidence tfug progressive
dilemma andhe threat to welfare supporfrom immigration, the notion and the arguments
can easily b&ept alive in thepolitical and public discourse, justiigthe need to continue
researchinto this phenomenonThese findings streisg the socially constructed character

of framings and public understandings of issues encourage us to fopjaand take a social
constructvist approach within the research. This applies to the theoattunderstanding of
public attitudes as social constructbat represent a particular set of considerations
including beliefs, feelingandknowledge about issugd ourangeau et al., 2000)hich are

influenced by thesocial context, public discourseend social interactioriConverse, 2006;
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Tourangeau et al., 2000; Wilson and Hodges, 198dheringto the social constructivist
tradition prompts us to focus more on the cal and institutional contexts surrounding
individuak, focusng onthe power ofthe political framing of issues affecting attitude
formation (Larsen, 2013; Mau and Burkhard@(®; Sundberg, 2014)

In contrast to theabovementionedstudiesthat primarily ugd public opinion survey data,

this research focuses on public attitudes as shared bynardipeople participants ofDFE

Therefore, the analysis enables usto betteRUB NB (i | YR LIS2 LJX SQ&a LISNDS LI
between immigration andhe welfare state,and the reasons behind such perceptions.
Furthermore, the analysis dDFs allows us to elaborate on how the key features and

elements of political and public discoursmerge and influence the discussions.

As this review showsghere is a wide variety of approaches to the study of the relation
between immigration andhe welfare state Reseach haspointed at the complexity of
related relationshigs and highlighted arious factors that can mitigate potentiainegative
effectsof immigration Moreover, we need to bear in mind that there is huge variation
how the relatedquestiorsare operationalized such asow researchers define and measure
increase in ethnic heerogeneity, whether they measure impact on social spending or on
welfare attitudes, whether they consider objective indicators of incre@izémmigration or
perceptions ofanincrease in immigration, et¢Ceobanu and Escandell, 201@ile there

is no firm evidence fahe negative effects of immigration on popular support foe welfare
state in Europe, negative tendencies have been identified in relatmpreferences for
welfare chauvinismthat restrics A YYA INF y1aQ | OOS & aBrady2zands St F I N
Finnigan, 2014; Mau and Burkhardt, 2009; Maar Waal et al., 2013)which can be

understood as a response to the progressive dilemma.

While the termWelfare chauvinisfxefers to the exclusion of immigranfsom accessing

social rights and benefitshis research approaches the issue from theitpas side seeking

to find out more about the conditionfor A Y YA ANI y(1aQ Ay Oafdcusicdy ® CdzN
inclusion is justified as international public opinion surveys show that only a small minority

of Europeanswould prefer the total exclusion of imigrants from the welfag state

(Meuleman et al., 2018; Mewes and Mau, 2013; Van Der Waal et al.,.20h0¢ there is

some variation between specific preferences European countriesa majority of

respondents support condinal access to the welfe state, which also poistt the need

to better understand the conditions of inclusiofherefore we need to familiarize with the

findings of previous researcikowever, before turning to theeview of the literature on
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welfare dauvinism we first nee@ to critically appraise who are the immigrants? This
question is especially pressing as immigration is a eogsg social issueevoking
perceptiors of racial, ethnic, cultural and religious divisions, et(Song, R18) This
complexity challenges not only the scholegsultingin diversity of approachew the study

of immigrationas described abovdut also diversifiespublic understandingf immigration
YR LIS2LX $SQ&a @GAraArAzy 2F AYYAIANIyGao

2.3 WHO ARE THE IMMIGRARITS

Studies sbw that public attitudes to immigrants tend to vary depending on the particular
characteristics of immigrants such as race, ethnioityclass(Blinder, 2015; Ford, 2011;
Hainmueller and Hiscox, 201@onsidering the heterogeneity of immigrants, it is especially
important to address who are the attitude objeaisvho are the immigrants”ublic opinion
suiveys do notallow respondents to reflect on who they consider as immigrants when
responding to survey question@ellwig and Sinno, 2017}t remains unclear whether
respondents focus on legal or illegal migrants, do tbeysider thespecific legal categories
of migrants, male or femaleskilled or unskilledtemporary migrants or migrants staying
longterm in the country whether respondergrely on their direct contact with immigrants
or onother external sourcesThis gction is irended tobriefly review how immigrants are
defined starting with the most frequent nationally framed understandings, the

shortcomings of these definitioria grasping the diversity of immigrants.

The terms immigration and immigrant raiambiguity. Stressinghe international mobility,

the movement between states, both the process as well as immigKastsubjects to this
proces$ are defined in binary terms distinguishimitizensand migrants or insiders and
outsiderstaking for grantedthe nation-statesframing (Wimmer and Schiller, 2003Y1ost
scholarly work on immigration uses country of origin, country of birth or country of
citizenship to identify and dane immigrants(Anderson and Blinder, 2013 owever these
definitions hide the high level of heterogeneitwithin the group ofimmigrants Focusing
strictly on citizenshipor country of origin, we are unable to reflect on the differences
between legal categories of immigrants and the differences between their entittements
deriving from their legal statugAnderson et al., 2018)Furthermore,it raises issues of
objective and subjective identification of immigrargs.e. who fulfis the formal criteria of

being an immigranand who is perceived to be an immigrant in the publitizenship or
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origin in itsdf isunable torevealthe (actual or perceivedjocial status of immigrants in the
country of destination.For instance, éspite holding citizenship, secondnd third
generation migrants are more likely to be considered as immigrants than centgiants ¢

such as highly educated, multilingual migrantsvho are often invisible or perceived
unproblematicby the public(Anderson et al., 2018¥ill, 2019) Furthermore, definition of

or considering somebody as an immigrant may entail further factors such length of stay in
the country of destination, reasons for migrati¢g6&rawley and Skleparis, 2018jhnic or
religious identitiegHellwig and Sinno, 201, 7percegions of employability and work ethic
(Bansak et al., 2016&tc. The factors considered influence the conception of immigrants,
which can imply variation in attitudes to them andriation inpreferences for lieir access

to welfare benefits and serviceAcknowledgement of this variation justifies the need to
GF1S I Y2NB ReéylFYAO I LIWINRIFOK G2 §bwitaidzRe 2
particular focus on potential shifts between preferences for inclusior exclusion based

on the specific groups of immigrants and the specific characteristics of immigrants

considered

Seeing theshortcomings of the formal academic or institutinally setc definitions as well

as thegap between theedefinitions and pulic conceptions of immigran{@nderson et al.,
2018; Blinder and Allen, 2016; Crawley and Skleparis, 261i8)thesis aims to shed more
light on the later investigating what are those aspe@nd factors that affect ordinary
LIS2LX $Qa GOAaA2Y 2F AYYAIANIydGas Kz2g (KSe& LISNI
In order to fulfil this ambition, particular attention is devoted to study social categorisation
of immigrants during DF discussgand analyse whether and how people differentiate
between specific groups of immigranaroughout the research, we do not expect that DF
participants will come up with fufledged definitions of immigrants or will fully comprehend
immigration which cutacross contested issues and divisions based on race, ethnicity, social
class, etc. However, we consider it important to study how people talk about immigration,
what aspects do they consider relevant, what makes them uncertain about immigration and
immigrants and more importantly, how the thus articulated conceptions of immigrants affect

their preferences for inclusion of immigrants to the welfare state.

This section was intended to acknowledge atidcussthe challenges of defining who
immigrants are iracademic and public discourse and to place our approach in this regard.
Keeping in mind these critical appraisals, we now proceed to the revieWweoavailable

fAGSNI GdzNB 2y AYYAINI YA Qautin@whitahe findidgsos St F I NB
welfare chauvinismreveal aboutthe conditions ofA Y YA 3 NJ y (i aroughguChisdza A 2 y &
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chapter the terms¥elfare chauvinis@and®Jdzo t A O F G GA GdzRSEa G2 AYYAIN
provisiortareused when discussing the literatyand reference toittitudes2 A YYA I NI y i & -

inclusiorfis used when describing the aims and ambitions of this research.

2.4 WHAT DO WE KNOW ABOUT PUBLIC ATTITUDES TO IMKAGRESES O
WELFARE PROVISION

The risk of growing welfare chauvinigsmanifest both in the increasing politicsalience of

the issue of immigration and also the increa® in support for rightwing populist, anti
immigrant political partiegAkkerman, 2015; Alonso and Fonseca, 2012; Schumacher and van
Kersbergen, 2016)Both of these phenomena stress thecad to take the various
manifestations of welfare chauvinism seriously and to focuwre on the sources of such
exclusionary preferences. The significance of the issue is proved by the expanding academic
research on welfare chauvinisrthisraisesthe quegion why and to whomdoeswelfare
chauvinism appealand under what conditions daeeit flourish? However, theelated
literature still tends to be limited, especially in comparison to the losgandingresearch

into anti-immigrant attitudes. Research on elfare chauvinism primarily relies on
international public opinion survey&rvasti et al., 2012; Sundberg and Ta@oioby, 2013)

and the questionspecifcally touching upon this issuwas only introduced in 2008.
Therefore, this chapter approaches the literature more broadhawing on research on
welfare attitudes as welhs on attitudes to immigration and immigrants. Considering the
complexity, multidimensionality and contextdependency of public attitudes, ¢hsubject

has been approached from varioy®rspectives,and both streams of literature offer
important researchfindings about the potential mechanisms and factothat influenae

public attitudedt 2 AYYAINFyYy(GaQ FO00Saa G2 ¢St FINB LNE

Welfare chauvinism is most commonly definedagseferencefor restrictingthe privilege of

I 00S&aaAay3a ¢St Tl NS 0SyS@GaulAndersshRnd Bjgritp®mS a (2 ¢
212) Thus supporting internal cohesion and strengthening the boundaries between the in

group and the ougroup. Welfare chauvinism as aanti-immigrant, prewelfare political

agenda hadbecomewidely dispersed throughout Europsometimes in comhbation with

anti-EU sentiments(Schumacher and vaKersbergen, 2016)While the term welfare

chauvinism can cover a wide variety of exclusionary meastivais differ in quantity,
redrictiveness andthe extent of target group (specific groups of immigranés debated in

the previous sectio)) its apgal and strengttare well-demonstrated by the public discourse
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leave the EU in 201 00dwn and Ford, 2017)

To better understand support for welfare chauvinism, we needfamiliarize withthe

literature concerningwhat micro and macref S@St FI Ol 2NAR FFFFSOG | Gh7
access to welfare benefits and servic8@se following sedbnsexplorethe literature by first

raising the questiorwhich individualsare most inclined to support welfare chauwmi,

proceedingo the questionrwhysomelLJS 2 L S LINBTFSNJ 2 NBAGNROG AYY
provision. The literaturghat investigatesthe latter will be reviewediccording tathree key
GKS2NBGAOIf F LIINRI OKSa G2 | ddAGdzR®lasodia AYYAS3
the welfare state. These ar¢l) Group Threat Theoryn conjunction with Social Identity

Theory; (2) WelHre Deservingness Theognd (3) the Instittional approach to the analysis

of public attitudes. While the first theoretical approach has been influential in reséateh

020K FGdAGdzRSa G2 AYYAINI GA2Y | yR atteditwoh G dzRS &

are more closely related and develed within welfare attitudes research.

2.4.1 Who supports welfare chauvinism?

Considering the fact that the most exclusivist forms of welfare chauviarsmreferred by

only a minority of peoplgVVan Der Waal et al., 2010; Mewasd Mau, 2012; Meuleman et

al., 2018) resarchers have been interested identifying which individualsare more
inclined towardsthe exclusion of immigrants. The findings reveal various social cleavages
related to social statusg with a focus on educabn, employment statusandthe more
encompasing category of social clag§orodzeisky and Semyonov, 2009; Kitschall a
McGann, 1997; Mewes and Mau, 2012; Raijman et al., 2003; Scheve and Slaughter, 2001;
Van Der Waal et al., 20103along the urbarrural cleavaggGorodzeisky and Semyow

2009; Reeskens and van Oorschot, 20480 alsdbased on agéEger and Brewmu, 2017;
Gorodzeisky and Semyonov, 2009; Mend Burkhardt, 2009; Raijman et al., 2008he
RAGSNEAGE 2F (GKSasS TIOG2NE LRAayida d Kz2g¢ (K

(N

welfare requiesa more complex and encompassing approfmtunderdandingthe drivers
behind welfare chauvinismOut of these cleavagethe most relevant and most widely
studied is socigeconomic statuswith higher support for welfare chauvinisfound among
lower-educated, lowersskilled and working class peoplgho face greater insecurity in the

labour market andwho are themselvesnore reliant on welfare suppor{Scheve and
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Slaughter, 2001; Gorodzkisand Semyonov, 2009; Van Der Waal et al., 2010; Mewes and
Mau, 2012)

Within the welfare attitudes literatureespecially loweeducated, lowesskilled, working
class individuals tend to be firm supporters of welfare state measures and egalitarianism
(Korpi, 1983; Svallfors, 2012yherefore, findings thasuch individualsare those most
strongly inclined to exclusive preferences are puzzlimmgd might seem contradictory
especialy from the perspective of sustaining popular support for welfare stalger and
Breznau(2017)even argue that findingabout welfare chauvinisntoincide withresearch
about anti-iimmigrant attitudes much more tharwith those aboutwelfare attitudes
Therefore, theysuggest that welfare chauvinism might be a symptom of-@mthigrant
attitudes and a form of prejudice against immigrartiowever, this difference can alge
understood as demonstration of the multdimensionality of welfare attitudeRoosma et

al., 2013); acknowleding that there might bestrongsupport for the goals and mission of
the welfare state in general, but more critical and differing attitudes to specific issues such
Fda AYYAINIydaQ O00Saa (2 ¢StTFlINB®

This researchagrees withthe latter proposition, understanding welfare chauvinisrand
FGGAGdzZRSE (2 A WNha deNdretatd aQ a foryh Ofvelzard atiftideAsthis
researchis devoted toelaborate on the complexity, multdimensionality and context
dependency of public attitude®t A Y Y A 3 NJ v, ii tak®s axlyhddficdgdproalyto the
study of public attitudesarguing thatl G G A G dzRSa (2 AYYAINIyGaQ
reduced to either prainclusion or preexclusion.In contrast,it is expected thatpublic
attitudes to iIMMIANI yGiaQ AyOfdzaAzy OFNEB RSLISYRAYS3
groups of immigrantsand specific social contexttn other words, this means that while the
studies mentioned above found evidence for higher support for welfare chauvinism and
restridive attitudes among loweeducated, working class people, this research argues that
restrictive attitudesmaybe shared by nomvorking class peoplim relation tospecificissues

¢ e.g. refuslto provide any support to illegal migrants. Similarly, wogkitess people might
have mordnclusiveattitudesto involuntary migrantswith this approachwe can reflecinot

only on the changing and ambivalent character of attitudes, but atbaw attention to the
diversity within the immigrant population and thevariability in their social contexts and
situations which might change attitudes and the level of solidarity towards them
Throughout the researchthe identification and analysis of this dynamism of attitude

formationisin focus However, in order to emiace the diversity of considerations behind

FGGAGdZRSE (2 AYYAINIYGEQ AyOfdaA2yWe aki A
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particularly interestedn mappingliterature that investigaeswhy people are more inclined

to support welfare chauvinism.

2.4.2 Why do people support welfare chauvinism?

Group Threat Theoryas been one of the most influential theories within the field of anti
immigrant attitudesg especially in the study of prejudicé®r a review see Quillian, 2006)
However, it has alstbeen widely adopted within the literater on welfare chauvinism
(Scheve and Slaughter, 2001; Gorodzeisky and Semyg0609; Van Der Waal et al., 2010;
Mewes and Mau, 2012Group Threat Theoprasintroduced by Blumef(1938), stresseshe
perceptions of intergroup relationsand more specificallycollectively and historically
developed perceptions of the positions of thegroup and the ougroup. The central
argument is that perceptions of group threat and seeing imengs as competitors for
resources increasethe salience of group boundaries and gvese to antimmigrant
attitudes and intergroup hostilitygBlumer, 1958; Blalock, 1967; Quillian, 1995; Fetzer, 2000;
Scheepers et gl2002; Dancygier, 20103uch feelings are expected tddnsifyin relation

to perceptions ofa growing immigrant populatioriBlalock, 1967; Ceobanu aigcandell,
2010; Quillian, 1995)especially if immigrantiold similar social positionsand become
employed in the same sectoms members of the nwgroup (Coenders et al.,, 2009As
perceptiors of group threat can mobilize anitinmigrant seniments, they can alsoreate
significant barriers tdhe inclusion of immigrants. Thus, we needltmk at the sources of
these perceptions. The literature primardystinguishedetweenthe economic and cultural
threats posed by immigrantsSemyonov et al., 2006; Sides and Citrin, 20@5%etailed in

the following sections.

2.4.2.1 Perceptiors of economic threat

The literature on attitudes toward immigration and immigrants elabosaia the various

formsof economic threathat O y Ay ¥ dzSy OS , anddighlight§t@ &aridnded A G dzR S
inpeoff Q4 SELRAJNB (2 FyR 6adoed0iAdgmoLisNDS L
in focusing on preferences for immigration policieshie US,ihd that uneducated workers

were more inclined tovant to limit immigration due to changeim wage levels associated

with immigrant involvementin the labour market Gang et al.(2013) also evidence

oppostion to immigrants in the sectors in which people were most likely to compete for jobs

36



with immigrants.Fetzer(2000)highlights thatthe impact of socieeconomt factors unfold

through categories of occupations. Hang@005)and Mayda(2006)claim that attitudes are

shaped especially by income. Escandell and Ceol2009) and MalchowMagller et al.

(2009) show that oppositionto, and prejudices against immigrants ageeater among
unemployed nationals=S I NA 2 F A Y YA IANI Y tesBtemBoerid281®pre2 ¥ (G K S
of considerable concermresultingin greateroppostion towards lowskilled immigrants in

manual jobs and towards unemployed immigrant€Crepaz, 2008)While studies find no
significant welfae gap between natives and immigrants in Eur@Beeri, 2010; Castronova

et al., 2001; Corrigan, 201@hese percptions and concerns are highly influential and easily

manipulatedin political and public dcourse.

These findings illuminate the diversity of sceiconomic factors and potential
considerations that can emerge as relevant arguments in the DF discusBi@vging on
these findingsandon the scholarship on welfare attitudes, researchieaseembarked on
examining how these economic concerns and secionomic vulnerabilities influence
preferences for welfare chauvinism. Van der Wetadl. (2010)do not find evidence for the
impact ofa weak economic position on preferencéx welfare chauvinism. In cordst,
Mewes and May2012)identify the impact of socieconomic factors, but also stress that
this impacts significant only ithe case of subjective indators¢ namely perceived mateal
risk.In the case obbjective indicators of socieconomic status such as income, Mewes and
Mau (2012)reach the same conclusions as Van der Waadl. (2010) highlighting the
stronger effect of socieulturalthan socb-economic factorsThus,Mewesand Mau(2012)
draw attention to two important findings. First, that support for welfare chauvinism is driven
by both cultural and economic concerns. Sat,ahe relevance of subjectiveepceptions of
sociaeconomic status, which can changere dynamically in response to econonaicd
social developments. On the one harldese findings encourage us to exploie greater
depth the interactions and potentiallinkages between economic and tural concerns,
which currentlytend to be underresearched On the other handgmphasisng perceptions
underlines the need for a more qualitative approach toeir study as they emerge through
socialinteraction. However,before elaborating on the research approaete review the

relevantliterature on cultural or identityrelatedconcerns.
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2.4.2.2 Perceptions of cultural threats

Perceptions of cultural threats represent the second dimension raiseGroyp Threat
Theoyto explanthe KA I KSNJ £ S@St 2F 2LIRAAGA2Y (G2 AYYA
welfare among loweeducated, lowesskilled and working class. The central argument is
that people with lower socigeconomic status rely more on group identity to haveosifive
sdf-image, triggers greater sensitivity to any threatttee position of the irgroup (Tajfel,
1982) The perceivetbtherness of immigants is considered to havee damagingeffect on
dominant national culture, and challenges widely accepted vahrebssocial hormsthe
social order and way of lif@arry, 2002; McLaren and Johnson, 200Rgrefore, immigrants
tend to be considered as riske the cultural and som@l dominance of nativesThe ley
motivation behind ths perceptionis the need tanaintaina positive group identitf{BenNun
Bloom et al., 2015)

2 NA 3 K Q&20NBranstiordlii&ntity and immigration also demonstrates that people
react to heightened flows of migramtby narrowing the boundaries of their national
communitiesg finding clear tendencies towards exclusivity. Kymli¢kal5)also argues that
cultural considerations tend to be more dominant. Moreover, he claims that percegpoion
cultural risk trigger perceptions of economic threat. Ivarsflag@®05) as well as Sides and
Citrin (2007) argue that perceptions of cultural threatséa preference for cultural unity

tend to have the strongest impact on opposition to immigrants.

Comparing ethnic, culturghnd civic conceptions of nationhood, Wright and Reesk20is3)

find tendencies towards exclusivity and welfare chauvinism in all three types of national
identification. Wright and Reesken®013) show the relevance of cultaly-informed
aeVYo2tA0 02dzyRFNASE FyR NBFdzi S { KSof atohlS OG I G A
are more inclusive to immigrants. Using the 2008 ESS data on welfare chauvinism, Van der
Waal et al (2010)as well as Mewes and Mg012)tested the pwer of eonomic and
cultural threats, as already mentioned. Van der Watadl. (2010) examinedthree potential
explanationsg the effects of political competence, weak economic positiand cultural

capital ¢ for the higher level of support for welfare chauvinism among lowducated
people. However, their conclusions reved that anly the impact of education and cultural
capital shape restrictive preferences. The authors argue that limited cultural capital induces
aninclination to authoritarianism andreaterexposure to cultural insecurity, which affect

the perception d immigraris as a threat to the sociecultural position of the irgroup.

Similarly, Mewes and Ma(R2012)put emphasis on authoritarian values and conceije

38



education as predictor ofauthoritarianism therebyconfirmingthe findings of Van der Waal

et al. (2010) In addition to these findings, Konin@013) stresses the important role of

political framing Hearguesthat evena low level of welfare dependence can be used and
interpreted asa cultural threat thus mobilizing welfare chauvinist measures, wihilkigh

level of welfare dependenamaynot mobilize welfare chauvinismtifie former isnot framed

as a cultural threat. TheeO2 y Of dza A2y & | NB (ROf0)afghmeSsthatA G K | 2
perceptions of both economic and cultural threats intensify only if politicised at tted tyc

national level. These findings draw attention again to social constructivism and the need to

be vigilant to the influence dhe public and political discourse surroundingsttssue®

So far we have discussethe issues, factorsand perceptionghat inducepreferences for
exclusion. However, it is essential to mention Contact Thgfyort, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998;
Pettigrew and Tropp, 2@), whichargues thafnincrea® in thelevel of interaction between
nationals and immigrants Isaa positive effect on the intergroup relationsthat shape
attitudes toward immigrants. Laurend@014)studies interethnic relations ata local level
and finds that ties cawnecting individuals with different ethnic backgrounds improve

perceptions of diversity and attitudes toward immigrants.

While in quantitative surveys it is difficult to teGdntact TK S2 NBE>X 93SNJ | yR . NBI
(2017) provides interesting insighinto K2 g AYYAINI yiaQ SydAidfSYSy.
viewed at he regional level. The authors find that people in regions witighe presence

of immigrants are less opposed to grang them social rights. This finding suggests the

positive implications of contact, but Eger and Brez(217)also point outthe potential for

the reverse explanation that immigrants move to places where people are more inclusive.

Mewes and May2013)partially diaw onContact Theory when they examined the effects of
globalization on preferences for welfare chauvinism. The authors diffiatensocietal and

economic globalization, expecting the former to fii@ie openness to immigrants through

increasng connections to immigrants and expecting the latter to strengthen perceptions of

group threat and competition. The findings show thatther form of globalization affest
exclusionary preferences tte aggegate level. Focusing on specific seedmnomic groups,

the positive effect of societal globalization emesgmly in relation to peoplevith high socie

economic status, but only in oatries with a low level of economic globalization. These
inconclusiveresults reflect the complex interplay between the effects of contatl the

perception of competition, which neadurther elaboration.

8 The role of political and public debates is further discusaeBectior2.4.2.4
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Cappelen anéeters (2018)compare the impact oroup Threat Theory andContact Theory

in relation to preferences for welfarchauvinism in relation to EU migrants and Eastern
European migrants in particular. Focusing on EU migrants, CappeldPetard(2018)find
evidence for the posite impact of contact and reduction in welfare chauvinism. However,
the tendenciesarereversed angreferences for welfare chauvinism increase in areas with
greaterpresence of Eastern Europeans. Considering that DFs were conducted in Birmingham
(UK) ad Oslo (NOY two cities witha considerable EU andon-EUmigrant population, we

can assumeaomecontact between the ingroup andimmigrants. Furthermore, thgroups
include also participants withminority ethnic or immigration background and the DHgof
participants the opportunity to elaborate on their lived experiences and contact with
immigrans. Based on these aspects of the resea€mtact Theory is taken into account
during the analysis of the discussions. Howevelas not play a central ple in the
theoretical framework as we lack the informatiaandthe appropriate meansto control for

the type, lengthand quality of contact and relations participamigve had Therefore, while

LI NI AOALN yiaQ NBTFSNByY O &ratakénzseriQuily and i6fdrm el G K A Y
analysis, these findingare not interpreted through Contact Theory to avoid any

misunderstanding.

To sum up, studieabout Group Threat Theory i.e., afocus on economic and cultural
threats ¢ reveal the complexity of potential considerations behind preferences for welfare
chauvinism and the wide variety of drivers ofrpeptions of group threat. While the
literature isinclined to treat economiandcultural threats separatelyandto compare which

of themare more significant in antmmigrant attitudes or in relation to welfare chauvinism,
more recent studiediavepointed out that both are importantKymlicka, 205; Mewes and
Mau, 2012) However,our knowledge is still limitedabout the interactions and linkages
between perceptions of economic and cultural threafherefore, hroughout the research
special attentiorisdevoted tothe economic and cultural framg of arguments for or against

the inclusion of immigrante the welfare state.

In line with the distinction between economic and cultural thredks literature tends to
stressthe role ofselfinterest in relation to the perception of economic threand reflecs

on group interests in relation to the perception of cultural threat. Accordingly, the role of

9While deliberative methods can provide the platfofor researcling Contact Theory, the research
design needs to be adjustdo this purpose and facilitate the discussions to reveal suchildefAs the
WelfSOC DFs had no such intentions and did not employ any specific arrangements, the use of Contact
Theory could be easily misinterpreted and findings might not be solid enough
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Social Identity Theorngarticulated only in relation to cultral threat(Ceobanu and Escandell,
2010) arguing that individuaidentities andinterests are shaped and filtered by group
membership(Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel et al., 1971Hlowever this research argues that Social
Identity Theory and group membershigre relevant for the study of both economic and
cultural threat perceptionsc i.e. how people seethe position of the ingroup and how

people seed 2 (i KIBisN@p@aially this collective aspetitat is the focusof this research

whicharguesthat attitudes to imma NI y 1 aQ Ay Of dzaizy | NB &aKI LISR

in-group and by the perceptions of the egtoup. In this respe¢social categorization and
intergroup differentiationplaya crucial role in defining the boundaries betweer th-group

and the outgroup (Turner, 1975; Brewer, 1979; Tajfel, 1982; Lamont and Molnéar, 2002)
These boudaries are important tqrotect the position of the irgroup and to justify the
exclusion of the ougroup.To better understand what facilitates or obstructhe inclusion

of immigrants, we need to analyse how people conceptualize and dsawehboundaries
between the ingroup and the outgroup. This is the point, where we expect that DFs will
reveal variationinlJS 2 LI SQa LINB T SNEBy OS &Thik gedéhréh dirquesdiith 2 y
through the process and social practise of intergroup differentiatimople express their
conceptualisation of the kgroup and the ougroup. Furthermorethe perceptions othe in-

group and oI N2 dzLJ & KF LIS LIS2 L)X SQ& dzy RSNERUGF YRAY 3
inclusion or exclusioHowever, we need to be cautiousgarding the analysis @ftergroup
differentiation as the weight and salience of suckgioup and owgroup perceptions can
greatly vary persoiby-personand caseby-case discussed during the DFs. The high level of
variation can give rise to heterogeneityf views and to confiting stances among
participants, what needs to be reconciled during DFs. This is one of the key areas where DFs
can contribute to our better understanding of attitudermation and shifts in attitudes to

inclusion of specific groups immigrants:©

While we draw onGroup Threat Theoryin the theoretical framework of this researte
accent is put orbocial Identity Theomyhich provides a more encompassing approach to the
analysis of perceptions of immigrants. On the one handcevesiderit important to identify
and analyse perceptions of group threats in ilégo map barriers to inclusion. On the other
hand, this research focas on positive perceptions of immigrants that can facilitake
inclusion of immigrantsThe analysisof both aspects; including an examination of the

interplay betweenthe economic and cultural framing of argumermgjan reveal important

9 The role of heterogeneity/nomogeneity of views in group diseuss is elaborated in Secti@3.3
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findings about the irgroup and how the perceptions of the-gmoup shape perceptions of

the out-group.

This literature review startetly rasing the questionvho supports welfare chauvinisrand
why. In line with the literature on antmmigrant attitudes, research on welfare chauvinism
stressea that lower-educated, lowskilled and working class peopliend to be the main
supportersof the former. First,Group Threat Theory was explored as a potential rationale
for preferences for welfare chauvinism. Keeping focus on the role of intergroup relations,
the following section reviews the theory of welfareesbrvingness. The finding that
immigrants are perceived asthe least deserving group of welfare beneficiari@san
Oorschot, 2000, 2006¥ understood by many researchers asnanifestation of welfare
chauvinisnmthat is fundamentally related to thboundaries between the igroup and out
group. Therefore, the following section focuses on studiesut thewelfare deservingness

of immigrants and elaboragéswhy immigrants are seen as least deserving.

2.4.2.3 Perceptionsfovelfare deservingness

While accordng to Group Threat Theorgreferencesor the exclusion of immigrants from

the welfare stateare a response to perceptions of threat, perceptions of deservingness
directly raise the question of inclusion or exclusiorsé&rvingness perceptions touch upon
the relation between the state and the individual and establish the extent and conditions of
collective obligations towards the individual. Who deserves the support of the welfare state?
Who is worthy of accessgwelfare benefits and serviceand which ores? These questions
may beextended to immigrants as a group of welfare beneficiaries. Findings #hetw
immigrants are considered the least deservgrgup, ranking after elderly peoplahe sick

and people with disallties, and unemployed peopl@/an Oorschot, 2000, 2006, 20085 a
result, Welfare Deservingnes3heory hasinspired many researchers giudythe potential
mechanisms behinduchpreferences foithe exclusion of immigrants. This section aims to
review this specific stream of literaturefirst focusing on the understanding and
conceptualization of wéhre deservingness and deservingness criteria. Seconth-dpte
research findingareappraisedK A 3 Kf A IKGAy3 GKS ySg | LIINRIF OKSa

deservingness and pointing atefiemaining gaps in the research.
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2.4.2.3.1 The understanding of welfaresdervingness and the five deservingness criteria

Gonsideratiors of welfare deservingnessaind whether beneficiaries deserve the support

they receiveare one of the most straightforward and gamatic responsesof individuals

(Larsen, 2006; Petersen et al., 201&cordingly, the main tenet of welfare deservingness

theory is the claim ttat public suppar for welfare benefits and services substantially

depends on permptions ofthe deservingness of the specific groups of welfare beneficiaries

(@ok, 1979; Coughlin, 1980; Swaan, 1988; Van Oorschot, 2000; Van Oorschot et al., 2017)
Petersen et al(2010)argue that deservingness judgements function as cognitive categories

that people can easily access and use in any situations. Thus, deservingness pidgeme

OFfft SR GaRSASNWAyYy3IySaa. (RoENzNaKed d shadtdué to foréingt S G S NE
opinions. Trerefore, an analysis of deseragness judgments and the perceptions on which

they rely camepresent aelevant toolfor approachingl G G A § dzZRSa G2 Aay A INI y i

to revealng how people view immigrants and their role in the courtifydestination

Besides acknowledging thepantaneity, easy accesdiity and understandality of
deservingness judgements, we also need to reflect on the complexity of relations
deservingness figements embody. Willef2012)understands deservingness judgements as
highly relational, situationaland contextdependent.They arerelational as deservingness
judgements encompass not only the perceptions of people whosertégness is assessed,

but also the characteristics of the person making the judgengghe individd f Q& LISNER 2y |
valuesand contact with the people in questiofWillen, 2012) They arecontextdependent

as the political, economicsocial] and cultural context considerably shape these
considerationgWillen, 202). Lastthey aresituational as deservingness claims can shift in
the light of new information or changing circumstanc@¥illen, 212) All these three
aspects reveal important information about the reasdos suchjudgementsc i.e. what

social situations, what social contexts, what considerations and values make a difference in
perceptions of deservingness. Deservingness judgesdo not only reveal what is expected
from the outgroup, but also what is important for the-group. Therefore, this research
aims to exploit the spontaneity of deservingness judgemapecting that participants will
engage in theseFurthermore it is expected that through the interactionsetween
participants in DFshe interplay between perceptius of the ingroup and the ougroup will
emerge and reveal the thresholds of inclusigrdefining what is perceived tomake an

immigrant worthyof receving welfare support.
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The literature distinguishes five deservingness criteria (DC) that affect panespof
deservingness. Drawing on and synthesising previous literé@oek, 1979; Coughlin, 1980;
Swaan, 1988)Wim vanOorschot (2000) specifiesthese asNeed, Control, Reciprocity,
Attitude,andldentityd ! £ £ 2F (KS&aS LINAYyOALX Sa FaasSaa |
and behaviourMoreover, group cues and public images pesific groups of beneficiaries

are especially influentigPetersen et al., 2012; Larsen, 2006, 2013; Kootstra, 2016,.2017)
Therefore, both perspectiveabout the individual and the group of welfare beneficiaries

need to beconsideredn relation to all DC. The princigeedrefersto the perception othe
neediness of welfare beneficiaries, while the criter@ontroNS F SNE (2 ¢St FF N5 0
responsibility for and control over their neediness. The princ{pdmtrolis considerably

based onappraisals ofvhether individuas are making sufficient effort to secure their own

welfare. This is best illustrated with the popular differentiatibetweend SA y 3 ardf I 1 & ¢
0SAYy3 al @A Ol A(Yarserf 20@BAPNEYskaY et al. ) 2g10)S a ¢

The criterionReciprocityencompasses considerations of past or future contributions of the
AYRAGARdZ £t @ ¢KS 3INBFGISNI 6§KS AYyRAGARdzZ £ Qa LI
welfare system, the mgater the justification for receiving state support. The criterion
Attitude represents a more encompassing principle which expects compliance and
gratefulness for the support the individual receives. Ltw principleldentity reflects on

the phenomenonof the greaterwillingness of people to perceive deservingness if they can
identify with the beneficiarie§vVan Oorschot, 2000; Van Oorschot et al., 20lkva broader
understanding (within the hgroup of nationals), this idgification can mean sharing a
common interestacommon pastor anexpected forthcoming experience which can trigger
greater solidarity with welfare beneficiaries¢ e.g. toward the elderly, or parents
representng particular life stages. However, in ratat to immigration Identity is typically

associated with national identity.

The attitude studies conducted by Van Oorsc(@®06, 2008; 20173uggestthat these
deservingness principlesre universally applicabléhroughout the world. However, it is
widely acknowledged that there might be great variabilityrelation to which DCor which
combination of ctieria, are the most relevanfor specific groups of beneficiari€Reeskens
andvan der Meer, 2017, 2018; Reeskens and Van Oorschot,.Zli2)also implies the need

to critically reappraisehe universal applicability of these principles and shed lmyhhow

44



the deservingness of specificoups and subgroups of welfare benefieat! is constructed.
Furthermore, it is important to stress that these five DC are deduced from the wider research

on welfare states and welfare attitude®hile they are based on empirical findings and

have beenoperationalized and measured in public opon surveys, our knowledge tends

G2 06S fAYAGSR Fo2dzi LIS2LX SQa dzy RSNHEMVah yRAY 3
Oorschot and Roosma, 2015Yloreover, tke abovedescribed definitions of these five
principles are rather vague and require specification when talking about concreteggwbup
beneficiaries. This is especially the casgh immigrants, who are the onlgroup of
beneficiariesto represent an ougroup that falls outside the nationallyfframed welfare

community.

24232 { GdzZRASA l02dzi AYYAINIYy(GaQ RSaAaSNWAy3aAySaa

Focusing specifically on immigrants, Reeskens and Van Oor§20dP) argue that
immigrants are associatedvith deservingness primarily in relation to the principles of
Reciprocity Identity, and Control First, considerindgReciprocityimmigrants tend tomake
limited contributions to the welfare systemmand future contributions cannot be foreseen
partially dwe to theirgreaterinternational mobility. Second, their deservingness is affected
by the ingroup seeing them as an owgroup, which shows that thédentity principle is
understood in terms of national identity. Third, in their case the principle€Cohtiol is

interpreted as control over migratioqi.e. taking responsibility for their choice to migrate.

CKAE YSHya GKFG LISNDSLIIAZY A ifaheir rdspoNshilyNary (3 Q R

migratingis seen as higherHowever, the concrete mechanistmat shapes perceptions of
deservingnesand2 NRA YV I NB LJS2 LJX SQ& dzy RSNA G IsyoRokefid | YR
scrutinized yet. Researcimto A Y'Y A 3 NJ Yy (i &e3s had pramSrijdddcysetl on the

individual and thecontextlevel effecs.

Studieshave thusfar confirmed the effects of selfterestdriven considerationgReeskens
and Van Oorschot, 2012; Van Oorschot and Uunk, 28@#)g withthe effects of egalitarian
values(Van Oorschot and Uunk, 200 @ndredistribution preferencegReeskens and Van
Oorschot, 2012)on perceptions of the deservingness of immigrantd~ocusing on
redistribution effects, Reeskens and van Oorsct@®12) found a greater tendeng to

welfare chauvinism in liberal welfare systems in comparison to conservative or social

1 The subgroups are meatu reflect on the heterogeneity within the five groups of welfare
beneficiaries included in studeonwelfare deservingness.
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democratic welfare regime¥.Furthermore, findhgs disprove the expectation that a higher
level of welfare spending or highervid of immigration necessarily redussolidarity
towards immigrants(Van Oorschot, 2008; Van Oorschot and Uunk, 20d@yever, the
mechanisms behind such patterns need to be further investigated. §lpismarilydue to

the fact that the literature on welfare deservingness predominantly relies on international
and national public opinion survey¥an Oorschoand Roosma, 2015yvhich represent a
strictly top-down approach. Public opinion surveys raise a limited number of questans
resembe NE &SI NOKSNE Q A pfionS NiSsadiak issuesaril ddO Roy &l@w
participants to elaborate the reasorfsr their answers(Goerres and Prinzer2012) In
recogntion of this gap in the literature, we can obserae increasen new approaches to

the study of deservingness.

More recent studieshave avoidedcomparng the deservingness of various welfare
beneficiaries and focused more on the desegness gaphat unfolds in relation to
immigrants(Kaotstra, 2016, 2017; Reeskens and van der Meer, 2Q18ihg different survey
expaiments, both Kootstra(2016)and Reeskens and van der Mg2018 found evidence

for substantial double standards ihe perceptions of deservingness of unemployed people
from the ingroup and the ougroup (vhen distinguishing differet regional and ethnic
backgrounds). However, their findings divergiéh regardto whether the deservingness gap
can be reducedyes: Kootstra, 2016; no: Reeskens and van der Meer, 2018)issue of
overcoming deservingrssgapis especially relevant for our research as it indicates potential
change in perceptions of immigrants as more or less deserviktpreover, these
inconclusive findingsabout reducing the deservingness gap implgiivisions about the
possibility and2 Y RAGA2ya 2F AYYAIANIYyGaQ AyOfwlHiiz2y o
emerge in the DEsllowing us to analyse how such competing views are deliberated by

participants,helpingclarify the key conditionfor inclusion.

L

Further developing the reseasitc 2y A YYAINI yiaQ REIF)SeMikd Iy Saas

differences between deservingness perceptoroncerning various ethnic minorities and
immigrants in the UK. She claims that considerations of the five DC matter more in relation
to negatively perceived ethnic minority groupsd immigrants than to positively perceived
groups. While Kootstré2017)finds the principles ofttitude ReciprocityandIdentityto be

most relevant, she also warns aboovergeneralizingdue to the limited number of

12The institutional line of reasoning concerning welfare chauvinism andéservingness of
immigrants is further discussed 8ection2.4.2.4.1
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statements applicable to some of the criteria within the expwmnt. While these studies
aKSR fA3IKEG 2y LIS2LIX S eningred yudgknieStdNand reveal ihicto SK A y |
principles are prioritisec&ind make a differenceresearchexperiments stillleproduce the
top-down approach and design of public opinion sysieThereforethe issues relating to

peoplegunderstanding and use of ése principles requisfurther investigation.

So far,there have beenonly a few studiesabout LIS 2 LI SQa dzy RSNRAGI Y RAVY:
deservingness principles in relation to immigran®sipovic(2015) and Kremer(2016)

conducted singleountry studiesvith a¥ 2 Odza 2y f I 02 dzNJ tNeiwBifdde y 1 4 Q |
state in the UK and in the Netherland®spectively. Keeping our attention on the study of

majority (ingroup) welére attitudes, two recent articleshouldbe mentionedg both of
whichanaly®dfocus groups conducted within the WelfSOC research préjectenen et al.
(2019)focus on the use of DC (in generadmparingDanish, Germanand British focus

groups as representatives of the three welfare regimes. The findings reveal the centrality of
principles ofReciprocityNeed and Controlin all three countries. However, the authors also

identify patterns of institutiond differencesas greater emphasis was put bieedin the UK

and on Reciprocityn Germany. In Denmayrkone of the principles stood out astensively

deployedby participants. In relation tdreciprocitythe researchersifd acrucial difference

between the responses ofpeople who evaluatedpast contributions and those who

consideed the future contributions of beneficiaries as reasons figservingness. This
differentiation is especially relevant for immigrants, whgmrceiveddeservingness tersd

to decreasdn the case ofhe formerrespondentsand increasén the case ofhe latter.

Nielsen et al(2020)S El YAY S LISNDSLII A2y a 2 Byarddysvgfadsl yiaQ
group discussions in four countries. Their findings show the use of all five deservingness
principles, but put greater emphasis &eciprocity, Attitude, NeedndControl The authors

also point at the different understandings of the speddfimciples, which are used in parallel

in the discussions. Furthermore, they found tHReciprocityand Attitude; and Needand
Controlwere closely linked in the arguments of focus group participants. These research
findings shed new light not only on thdifferent meanings people associate with
deservingness principles and justifying deservingness oaredbieneficiaries, but also reveal

the interplay of principles in perceptions of deservingness. This research aims to contribute

to this stream of literture by going beyond the static picture of attitudes expressed in

13 WelfSOQnvolved conducting DF in 26 and focus groups in 2016. However, this research uses
only the DF data.
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surveys in response t@pre-definedlist of questions. It aims to further our knowledge and
dzy RSNBEGIFIYRAY3 2F GKS {1Seé O2yaAiARSNIGA2ya o0SKA

Moreover, recalling Wi f S(0D3conceptions of deservingness as relational, context
dependen, and situational, this researdhtends toidentify how deservingness judgements

change in relation to different groups of immigrants, different sooiaitexts and situatios)

and how the interplay betweenhe in-group and outgroup play out in justifiations for or
F3FAyad AYYAINIYyGAQ RSaASNBAy3IySaaoe ¢l 1Ay3a rfF
the fact that studieshave so far presented incotgsive findingsabout the variability in

salience and importance of these deservingness principlesekpected that perceptions of
AYYAINI yGAaQ RSaSNWAy3adySaa gAft 0SS 0O02yaidNHzOG!
groups of immigrants andocial ontexts Similarly the importance of specific DC walso

change depending on the specific social teats and situationslt is especiallythese

dynamically changing consideratiotigt may shiftpreferencesalong the earlier described

continuum of preinclusion and preexclusion attitudes.

This sectiorhas beendevoted to revieving the literature on welfare deservingness theory

and its applicationo i KS addzReé 2F FGGAGdzRSa (2 AYYAIANT yi:
of the five DC reflect on spiic considerationsthat can shape and inform attitudes to
AYYAIANT y i &theimprd, fedsptiodsfdvelfare deservingness are considered to
provide a useful meansof analysng - G G A GdzZRSa (2 AYYAINIydiaQ AycC
judgements are edly accessible to people, arade widely deployedin public and political

discoure to justify access to welfare benefits and services. Therefore, it is expected that
participants will use deservingness judgements naturally in their arguments for or fagains
immigrantginclusion. As deservingness is used in public and political delistesiso raises

the issue of how thesocial and institutional context shap such perceptions of
deservingness. This leads us to the third stream of literature which gradigiffocuses on

the impact of institutions. The following section is devotedataiscusfon of how the

specificities of welfare regimes and the related policy designs influence preferences for

welfare chauvinism.
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2.4.2.4 The nstitutionalist approach to thewdly of welfare attitudes

The third major research approach to the study of redtii A @S LINEFSNBy O0Sa
access to welfare provisions is represented by the institutionalist approach to welfare

attitudesthat stresesthe impact of institutionsn attitude-formation.

This literature review has stressed the high level of palitsalience of the issue of
immigration as well as the rolef political and public discourse in shaping public attitudes.
Considering the heightened political debate omirgration in relation to the 2015 Refugee
Crisis throughout Europe right beforeetftonduct of the DF discussiotise analysis of the
effects of political discoursgaller, 1992; Schmidt, 2002hiTon, 2004; Leruth and Taylor
Gooby, 2019¢merges aarelevant and compellingpproachto pursuein orderto examine
how the political discourse on the issue of imniigi A 2y YR AYYAINI yiaQ
benefits and services is reproduced in the.BfFHowever, within this research
institutionalism is chosen as a more comprehensive apprdastitutionalism in@rporates

and duly considers political discourse, but @alysis is not limited to this one aspect but
beingmore vigilant how key institutional features are used and reproduced both in political

and public discourse, how policies develop and respio social changes and processes.

The thermostatic model gfublic opinion changéSoroka and Wlezien, 2009; Wlezien, 1995)
is another popular theoretical approach in attitude research. The thermostat effecs ratfie
the assumption that changes in the social and politicatextsc¢ e.g. perceptions of increase

in social insecurity, can alter attitudes and policy preferences. Following up on the above
example, studies show that an increase in the perception ofdinsecurity implies greater
social solidarity and prefereedo spend more on social benefi@@aumberg Gger, 2014)
Thermostatic effects were evidenced also iratin to attitudes to immigration to explain
the complex relations between public opinion and policy chaifgesd et al., 2015; Jennings,
2009) While these findingsind the proven importance of changes in social and political
context were duly taken into account, Institutionalism was seen as a more comprehensive
theory, which builds on these fine detailadhis sensitive to changes in social and political
contexts. Alin all for the purposes of this researcmstitutionalismhas been considered

more suitable to grasp theomplexity ofinteractions betweerpolitical and public discourse

4 Within the WelfSOC project Leruth and Tay@&woby (2018) analysed the adapt of political
LI NIASEQ StSOG2NXf LINRPAINIYYSa Ay {pkefrencesRoii A
NEAGNROGAYI AYYAINIyiaQ O0OOSaa G2 oSt ¥FINB
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and the diverse phblic reactionsto social andpolicy developmentswithin a partcular

institutional context

The roots of the institutionalist approach within welfare attitudes research can be traced
back to the tenets of historical neiastitutionalism(March and Olsen, 2008: #)at views
institutionsasa I NBf F A @St & SyRdZNAy3dI 02ftSOlAzy 2F N
a0 NHzOG dzNBa 27F Y S Hy thiy Bgartl, yERpingN/BRASNIENSPEMaso 1D
contribution in theorizing and categorising welfare reginsxens the role of welfare
institutions, and the values, rulesand principlesthe three types of welfare regimes
represent. The former hasgiven impetus to research studieso find evidence how
differences between welfare regimes emerged in which arasthey are most salient. This
chapter has already touched upon some key institutional argumdings when discussing
the effect of immigration on welfare state suppai&oul Adersen, 2006; Banting, 1998;
Crepaz, 2008; Taykssooby, 2005; Soroka et al., 2006; Mau and Burkhardt, 2(E¥jond,
institutional factors were briefly raisdd thereviewof literature on perceptions of economic
and cultural threatgVan Der Waal et al., 2010; Mewes and Mau, 2012; Koning, .ZD1i8J,

the institutional approach has been influential irlation to perceptions of welfare
deservingnesfReeskens and Van Oorschot, 2012; Van Oorschot, ZIXi€)section exples
studiesthat raise institutional arguments. The review statly presentingl) literature that
finds support for the impact of institutional factgf®llowed by2) literaturethat introduces

a more dynamic approach to the analysis of the role of institutions.

2.4.2.4.1 The impact of institiilons on preferences for welfare chauvinism

Congdering the categorisatio of three welfare regimesthe identification ofevidence for
welfare-regimespecific patterns in relation to public support ftre welfare statehave

tended to be inconclusivéfor a review see Jaeger, 2008Jowever, in relation to the study

of welfare chauvinism differencdsaveemerged. Crepaz and Damr@2009)focus on the
differentiation between selective and universal welfare stajdndingthat the latter are

more likelyto restrict the spread of wedire chauvinism. Thauthorsargue that people in

selective welfare systesx i.e. in liberal welfare regimeg are more susceptible to the

discourse of targeted and differentiated approastio beneficiarieswhich induces greater

inclination to increasehe O2 Yy RAGA 2y Ff AG& 2F AYYAINIyiaQ I O
'y R . dzNfndingsNA@BXalso suggest thathe role of institutional factors andhe

politics of interpretationsare especially crucial in relation to public support fbe inclusion
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of immigrants. From an eamimation of the effect of ethnic diversity orsupport for
AYYAIANT yiaQ I OOénitiEe adthdrs oubdriedaiNg bub Wwelk @ssatiation.

However, their findings also showed thée welfare regime typology and lefting parties

are important for reducing the effects of ethnic diversityhey also identified greater

openness towards iMA ANJ y i aQ | OOS ademdrratic wefdreTstathelS Ay &2 OA

Van der Waaet al. (2013)compare welfarechauvinism across the three welfare regimes.
The authors conclude that welfare chauvinism is present in all of themto a different
extent. Contrary to expectations, they identifiwo types of welfare chauvinisrand state
that liberaland conservativeegimes are more inclined to welfare chauvinism than social
democratic welfare states. Although their results also underline tyatater selectivity
regardingeligibility for benefits leads to higher welfare chauvinism, they could nat fin
evidence that uiversal access to benefits the reason fora lower level of welfare
chauvinism in socialemocratic regimes. Theyodnhot find any effect of labour market
trajectories or ethnic competition. However, they observe tlaahigher level of ncome
inequalityleads toa higher degree of welfare chauvinism. The authors conclude that policies
and institutions aimed at reducing economic inequalities contribute to dogwith welfare

chauvinism.

Approaching the study of welfare chauvinism from pegspective of dservingness theory,
Reeskens and Van Oorsci{@d12)comparesupport forwelfare chauvinism according to
three welfareregimespecific redistribution preferenceg namely, need, merit and
equality-based redisttiution preferences. Their findings show that only neédsed
redistribution preferences imply higher support for welfare chauvinism. The authors argue
that with needsbased redistribution preferences the safterest of the needy tend to
dominate, whichaccensintergroup differentiations and the motivatiofor the in-groupto
keep limited resources for themselves. Medhd equalitybased redistribution preferences
infer greater openness to graimyg immigrants access to the welfare statFurthermore,
Reeskens and Van Oorsch@012)find that meritbased redistribution preferencesre the
most resistant to welfare chauvinisnstressing reciprocity aa condition of access to

welfare.

The finding of the abovamentioned studies are coherent ithat they point at the greater
susceptibility of liberal welfare regimes to welfare chauvinism. This is underlined by the
dimension of selectivity and universaligmdredistribution preferencesas well ashe level

of incane inequality. However, the mechanidoy whichthese specific institutions affest
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individual attitudes remain®vershadowedraising the questions how these institutional
aspectsaffect individuals and how therelated contextual factors interact with irdidual
level factors and perception3o address some aspects of this question, N2@03, 2004)
and Larserf2006, 2007havesuggestedakinga more dynamic institutionalist appraoh to

the study of welfare attitudes.

2.4.2.4.2 Dynamic institutionalist approach

Both Mau (2003, 2004and Larser{2006, 2007Yevisitthe fundamental questiosiof why

people support the welfare stateand how welfare institug y & | FFSOG LIS2 LI SQ3
Both authors challenge theopular theories andlainsthat individual seHinterest and class

interests undeiie support for the welfare state While searching for the answers what

influences public attitudes and policy peeénces, theories on sellfiterest ard theories on

class interests juxtapose the individual and collective social asgactentrast Mau and

Larsenshow how seHlnterest and class interest are connected to and influenced by the
institutional context.Their findings and arguments were kéy give priority to the dynamic
institutionalist approach in this research instead of analysing the effects eingelésts

(Chong et al., 2001; Iversen and Soskice, 2001; Jeeger, 2006; Svallforso2@iyole of
classinterests(Kulin and Svallfors, 2013; Svallfors, 206@ititude-formation in relation to

the issue immigration. As described laia Chapter 3this does not mean the role of self

interest or collective interests is disregarded during the analymis,they figure in the

theoretical approach as conceived by Mau and Larsen as connected and shaped by the
institutional context.None f G KSANJ aidzRASa F20dza 2y AYYAINI
welfare provisions. However, their contributions and apmoanform us about the role of
GSEFINB AyadAddziazya Ay LIS2LX SQa (KAYylAy3o

To grasp the normative dimension of welfare states, M2004: 58)acknowledges that
Gaz20Alf GNIXyalrOiAaA2ya NS INRBdzyRSR dzZLxoff || a2 0
social norms and shared moral assumptioB&$aborating on the moral dimension of the

welfare statesthe author highlights that welfare states 1) produce and validate specific
conception of social justicend 2) justify the common need for and comtmient to & i K S
RAAGUGNROdzGAZY 2F ¢St TMadlR003D AR Brough theséoralo Sy ST A
assumptions and social normgidely internalized by @ople, institutions construct what is

socially appropriate and acceptable adefinethe norms of reciprocity; wish according to

Mau is the central social logic behitke popular support for wdhre states. However,
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institutions define not only norms butk £ 82 02ttt SOGA PGS AyiSNBaida:z
understanding of issuend(i KSANJ AyiSNBadtaed ! Oly26f SRIAY I LXK
ties and networks, Ma(2003)places individual attitudes and individual support for welfare

policies into a more dynamic and complex context. He argues thatlpesd LJdzo € A O & LIA N
O A (i Afor8 yieifare attitudes basd ona combination of selinteres, collective interest

moral concerrandmoral judgementsiboutwhat is appropriate and justified.

Similarly, Larse2006, 2007 understandsindividual attitudes ashe attitudes of a moe

reflexive & LJ2 £ A ( A Whicli areYshapeéd by perceptions of reality. He argues that
perceptions of reality are considerably influenced by welfare institutaoms$the way social
issuesareffrfSR | YR AYGSNILINBGSR Ay (KESYOBTRBBIAFAELD
extend the scope of considerations affecting attituidemation and highlight the dynamic

interplay between them, in which welfare institutions, the media, public and political
discoursesand the specific framings of social isspésya crucial role. Sundberg2014)also

elaborates on the role othe institutional context on individual attitudesarguing that

individual attitudes adapt to changes in institutional and social contexts, which further
increases the sitgficance of political interpretations and framings and the potential shifts

they can generate.

As immigrants are not genuinely part the moral community othe welfare stateq as

described by Maii2003)¢ the role of political framingand public discourse are even more

relevantas these create and shape how immigrants fit into the common understanding of

social justice and fairness in the welfare statedhow social norms and moral assumptions

apply in relation to immigrants and thediccess to welfare. In other words, the narratiads

what isappropriate for immigrantandwhat is expected from immigntsare continuously

being shapedThroughout the analysis &fFs, particular attentioris devoted to identifyng

how social norms an@ I £ dzZS& SYSNHS IyR I NBE NBLINERRdAZOSR A\
againsthe inclusion of immigrantdn this way werntend to scrutinize the role of institutions

YR GKS NRfS 2F LlzofAO IyR LRfAGAOFE RA&O2dzN
Futhermore, drawing onthe abovepresented findingsabout the differences between
gSEFINBE NBIAYSAQ A Yialke Ohauvidsyh, the debdig@risth of TR NJ ¢ S
Norwegian and British discussions also aflaw to analyse whether and how welfare
regimesped TA O OKI NIF OGSNARAGAOE dzyF2f R I y@OFPIKI LIS
findings about the wéfare regimespecific norms of reciprocitand[ | NE&(30¢6Q2007)
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findings concerninghow welfare institutions affecthe public perceptions of poor and

unemployed people also inform our approach to the analys3Fsf

2.5 THEORETICAL APPROACH

Thel OF RSYAO fAGSNY G§dzNE 2y ihddmionh htde weliaré statedzR S & G
reviewed aboveprovided guidanceand inspirationfor defining the scope and theoretical

approach of this research. Despite the growing literature on welfare attittll@sfocuses

specificallyon immigrants, our knowledge tends to be limitedncerningwhy andin what

specific contexts people suppanhinclusive oS E Of dz& A @S I LILINR I OK (G2 A Y
welfare provisions. The reason for this gap is the dominan@eqoiantitative approach to

the study of public attitudeshat usesinternational public opiion surveygqErvasti et al.,

2012; Sundberg and TayiGooby, 2013)These surveys provide important, internationally

comparabé dataaboutLJS 2 L SQa LINBEFSNBYyOSad | 246808 NE | Y2
approach and the strict design tiie surveys do not allow us to study the reasons and
considerations behind the responses the attitudes which areexpressed(Goerres and

Prinzen, 2012)To address this gap and improve our understandingutflic attitudes to

A Y Y A 3 Ndclysiora iithe welfare state, this research takes a qualitative research

approach.

Social Constructivisrmakes upthe backbone of the research) starting with the social
constructivist understanding of public attitudesnd affecting the remaining three theories
(Social Iderity Theory, Welfare Deservingness Theayd Institutionalismjhat areapplied

in this researchln ontrast to the traditional view of attitudes as enduring and stable
dispositiongFishbein and Ajzen, 1975pcial constructivists argubat attitudes are shaped

by the social and institutional context surrounding the individual, by public discamciey
social interactiongConverse, 2006; Tourangeau et al., 2000; Wilson and Hodges,. 1992)
Thus, attitudes are vieweakbeing substantially contextiependent and subject to change,
which forms the key theoretical argument and cobution of this research. This
dzy RSNA Gl YRAY 3 Sy O2dzN} 3Sa dndclusiof inthe elfRestate § G A ( dzR
through social interactions during DE$o analyse how attitudes are shared, haititudes
develop and change. Accordingly, thiesearch is committed to exaniilg the specific
contexts and circumstanc@swhichattitudes shift towards more inclusive or more exclusive

preferences.
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Immigration is a complex and highly polarizing social isauthe epicentre of which are

intergroup relations. As welfare states erbased on group membership, thesue of
AYGSNENRdAzL) NBflFGA2ya Aa S@Sy Y2NB attASyd o
provision. Tis is the reasorthat Social Identity Theor{Brewer, 1979; Tajfel et al., 1971;

Turner, 1975)s consideed particularly relevanfor this research. Furthermore, the key

tenets of Social Identity Theory regarding the connections between perceptions of-the in

group and perceptions of the owgroup encouraged us to look at the practice of intergroup

differentlt G A2y ORATFTFSNBYUKSYEYI I yRAG2FNB It 2asS | G
inclusionthroughthe intergroup differentiatiorraisedby participants during the discussions.
LYYAINIyYyGaQ | O00Saa (G2 ¢St Tl NiefiledbouhdaiieSof OAS g S
the welfare stateand implicitly raising the questiarsf under what conditions should they be

allowed to gain access to it. In other words, whand under what conditions should
immigrants¢ or specific groups of immigrants be included or gcluded This research

intendsto disentangle the specific arguments for or against inclysiorelaborate on the

processes of inclusion and exclusion as developed by the participaotder to illuminate
whatfacilitatesinclusion and what consideratinsand @ncernshinder it. Drawing onGroup

Threat Theory(Blalock, 1967; Blumer, 1958; Quillian, 1998 research distinguigs

whether immigrants are perceived as threats, costs, as potential ressibenefitsto the

country under analysis. Furthermore, this research argues that these perceptions ean co

exist and participants will differentiate and clarify which groups of innanitg are considered

as costs or benefits moving along the mentionedstadict continuum of inclusion and

exclusion. This wawye can better reveal how participants understand heterogeneity of
immigrants, howparticipants characterise what they expect frammigrantand delineate

how immigrants can move from one category too#rer ¢ from being perceived negatively

to positively.

Tofurther specify the scope dliisresearchand particularly the term inclusion, the research

draws on Welfare Deservingnedsdry(Van Oorschot, 2000; Van Oorschot et2017)and

gAftf lyrfteasS LIS2LX SQa LISNOSLIWiA2ya 2F AYYAZ
judgements are easily accessible and usednimy situations to form welfarerelated

opinions (Petersen et al., 2010T herefore, it is expected thdeservingness judgements will

be widely used during thBFdiscussion. Second, as argued by Will@012) deservingness

judgements are relational, situationahnd contextdependent. Accordingly, within the
discussiong; when participants have time and might be specifically asked by others to

elaborate on their views and preferenceg is expected that deservingness judgements will
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shed more light on relational aspects both in terms of intergroup relatiandin terms of

the desired relation between the state amudividualimmigrans. Moreover, deservingness
judgments allow us to analyse the specific contexts and situatiomghichimmigrants are
perceivedas deservingand worthy of inclusion, or perceived as undeserving angjected

As participants interact andaise competing views, iwill be important to scrutinize how
boundaries of inclusion and exclusion shift during the discussions. Third, within this research
particular attentionis devoted to the analysis of how people understand and use the five
deservingness principlé¥an Oorschot, 2000as this is still an undeesearched area within

the theory. While analysing how participants constrube welfare deservingness of
immigrants,it is not only the use of the five criterithat will be scrutinized, but also the

hierarchyandthe specific relations and interplay between the five criteria.

The fourth theoretical pillar of the research is stituted by Institutionalismor more
specificallyby the dynamic institutionalist approach todtstudy of welfare attitudegMau,
2003, 2004; Larsen, 2006, 2007; Sundberg, 20dh4he dynamic institutionalist approach,
people are conceivedf as reflexive individuals embdded in a specific social and
institutional context. This social and institutional embeddedness implies a particular vision
of society and of social justicEurthermore, it implies (tacit) knowledge of and adherence
to social norms and values. Accordingititudes are also understood to be shaped by the
social and institutional contexhat includes the specific and more dynamically changing

political framirgs of issuesand public discourses.

While theories on the impact of political discourses andrihestat effects on changes in
public opinion were duly considered as useful theoretical approaches to the analysis,
Institutionalism and more specifically tliynamic institutionalist approach offered a more
comprehensive approach. It enables us to idgnéihd analyse greater variation of patterns
SYSNHAY3 Ay (UKS 5C RA&aOdzaaarzyad LG Aa oSt
understanding of social realitg highly influenced by the institutional context including the
development of the political andublic discourse, the diverse (individualised) perceptions of
and direct or indirect experiences of the social and policy changes. As these influences are
highly interactive, this research aims to approach them in their compleKitg.effects of the

socid and institutional context are expected to emergéth regardto perceptions of
AYYAIANI yiaQ ¢St and pEferemc&saf@ Ni@difif ToyiS DRiinsion or
exclusion. Drawing on the comparative research on welfare states, attention to the

institutional context is further justifiedor testing and elaboraing on the similarities and
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differences between the British and Norwegi@t discussionsabout immigration and
AYYAIANI y(iaQ AyOfdzaAzyo

This chaptewas devoted to reviemgthe literature relatecto the study of immigration and

the welfare state and more specificallythe study of welfare chauvinism and attitudes to

A Y Y A 3 bdeegditavelfare provision The literature revievnaspresenedthe diversity of
approaches to the research on this isswith particular attention to éur theories which
haveinspired and influenced the thematic specificatimmd theoretical and methodological
approach applied in this research. Following the identification of the key gaps in the
literature, and definition of the key objectives of this research, the next chapter is devoted

to introducethe chosen methodology.
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3 METHODOLOGY

Following the review fothe academic literature andentificationof underresearched areas

in relation to public attitudes to immigry (in&l@sion in thewelfare state, this chapter
presents the methodologgpplied inthisresearch. Furthermore, it justifies why the useaof
combination of the methods of Discourse analysis (DA) and Democratic far(DF)is

suitable for addressng the research questionsabout the complexity of consideration
0SKAYR FGdAGdzRSA  2and ther pfdcesNaf wtiikutl€rmatigrO Theza A 2 Y
methodological contribution this research aims to make is twofold. First, iiegthkese two

methods toextenR 2 dzZNJ dzy RSNARGF yRAYy3I 2F FddAGdzRSa G2
thus complemens knowledge that has primarily been based oninternational public

opinion survey (Sundberg and Taykisooby, 2013)Second, athe applcation ofthese two
methods has been rare in the field of welfare attitudesgyitically assesasthe applicability

of thesemethods, reflecting on ther strength and potential, as well addisadvantages

It is argued that public attitudes, especiadlifitudes to complex issues such as immigration
and the welfare state, can be better examined through social interactsparticipants
engage in deliberation during DRghen participating in a discussigpeople can express the
opinion, values and belefs that underiie their attitudes can elaborae on potential
ambivalences or contradictory viewsanO 2 y (i S & lopiglofiskr®i Ndre@ddresstheir
own. The deliberative method of DF was adopted to provide a structured framework for the
development ofa discussiomboutthe future of welfare state, in which participants act as
co-producers of knowledge. However, the cordlud research isormed byDAas applied to
the datathus gathered The following sectianl) describs the research methodology
including the ontological and epistemological approacties guide the research process;
2) justifiesthe choice of methods adata collection and data analysand3) introduces the

research design and the process of data analysis.

3.1 RESEARCH APPROACH

The theoretical understanding of public attitudesas described in detail in Chapter @
essentially influenced the research appch and methodological planningnderstanding

attitudes as dynamic social concepf€onverse, 2006; Tourangeau et al., 2000; Wilson and
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Hodges, 1992)the researchfollows a social constructivist approachwhich claims that
social reality is always the process of formatiorfDenzin and Lincoln, 2013 ocial actors
construct and reconstiuct the meaning of social reality, social practicand attitudes
through interaction(Bryman, 2015)Therefore, social constructivism suggestseting on

and examimgthe social contextg includingnorms, values, dominant interpretations, etc.

¢ that influenee how people share specific aspects of their ideletand attitudeshow they
speak about social issues. Emphasis is put on how réalitlyderstood and interpreted by
people andon accepting that there are multiple ways of making sense of the world and that
these interpretations maye modifiedas thesocial context changed®enzin and Lincoln,
2017)

In line with this approach, the research does not intend to produce and descrilmgla,si
objective realityput israther designedo extend our knowledgaboutattitudes throughan
analysis of meaningand interpretations shared by the DF participan® address the
researchguestions primarily discourse analytical methods applied DA is strongly linked
to the social constructivist understanding of social issues and process. The bagttom
approach characteristiof DA representsmmexploratory andytical framework to reflect on
how people understand and (rgconstruct reality (Taylor, 2013)According to discourse
analysts, perceptions and interpretations of social readitg situationally embedded in
discourss and always reflect a particulargrspective a set of values and interes($aylor,
2013; Wodak et al., 2009Meanings and framings of satissues change with the context
in relation to wtat is beingdebated. In line with this constructivist approathe current
research conceives that there is no clear demarcation between inclusion and exclusion
and that the boundaries betweerthe incluson and exclusion of immigrants meavalong

an imaginary continuumlikewise, attitudes to inclusion depend on specificitigselated to

the visions of specific groups of immigrantahd contexts

Acknowledging the complexity, mullimensionality and conext dependency of attitudes
the research is ambitious consideing and deaing with awide spectrum of variables and
focudng on the interplay between various factors, contexésd actors. Accordingly, the
research adheres to qualitative research ttamiis utilizing the richness of discursive data.
However it does not follow a fully datdriven and inductive approach, but draws on some
of the key principles of critical realisrin line with critical realism, the researepplies a
theory-driven approahthat incorporates anexplicit acknowledgement ofhe fallibility of
theory which permits a more flexible and experimental coding and analytical process

(Archer et al., 2016; Fletcher, 201W) practice,this means that the first list of codes draws
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on Social Identity Theorgnd Institutionalismasoutlined in Chapter 2Moreover, a high

level of fexibility wasmaintainedduring the coding and analysis itticorporatethe details

that unfolded during the DFs. Thus, the process of coding and analysis became a significant
learning pathway which included familiarization with the discussions and thecfjzants,

and RSSLISyAy3a GKS NBaSINOKSNR& dzyRSNEGF YyRAY3
attitudes. This stefy-step process enabled the gradual specification of the scopeef th
research devoting attention to emerging patterns. A good examfieisis the identification

2F LI GGSNYya NBEIIFNRAyY3I LI Nlesadvingdesy critefawhidea S | Yy R

became a key pillar of the research (see Chapteand 6).

3.2 APPR@CHING THE STUDY OF PUBLIC ATTITUDES THROUGH DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

The currentresearch understands attitudes as dynamic social concepts which are formed in

and in relation tg social contextgWilson and Hodges, 1992Jhe importance associated

with attitudes may greatly varyoonsequently the strength of contextual effects and

LIS2 LI SQa 2LSYying8a & SHNBQOPYSaRSNI & | faz2 sOKIFy3S
(Howe and Krosnick, 201 AVelfare attitudes can involve uncertainty, ambiguigyndeven
contradictory clams (Roosma et al., 2013; Svallfors, 2010; Van Oorschot and Meuleman,

2012) Moreover,someissues are not considerdxyy some peoplewho thusdo not have any

prior attitudes toward themTobetter understandsuch specificities ofielfare attitudes,we
considerdiscursive processes more suitabler encouragng people to elaborate on their

opinions, views and attitudes Furthermore, through the discursive processes we can also

analyse the process of attituddormation.

Gee(1992: 107)argues thatd 9  OK 5Aa02dzNBRS Ay @2t @8Sa ol &a 2
valuing, and believing, as well as the spaces andirS NA | f & WLINRPLJAQ (GKS 3INP
its social practices. Discourses integrate words, acts, values, beliefs, attibogEsdentities,

Fa ¢Sttt Fa 3ISaddNBaz It IAccddngly, soodsBstemhrd@ai A (G A 2 v &
wide range ofaspects, revedalg often unspoken consideratiorend latent attitudes which

help us better understand how people make sens¢hefworld. DA was adopted to utilize

and deal with the complexity of information discoursesry.

DA offersawide range of mdtods such as critical discourse analysigversation analysis,
andnarrative analysigustto namea few. The focus of Déan also vary from content analysis

with its focus on the function of language in discourse, analysis of the process of discourse,
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narrative analysis, etdWhetherel et al., 2001)This research aspires to take a pragima
approach to DA and focas specifically on the process of exchanges of opinions and
interactions through which DF particl- y stafic@s abouinclusion and exclusion develop.
First using DA the research aims ientify and analysethe thematic and dscursive
patterns of DF discussiondt intends to map how people talk about immigration and
AYYAIANT y i thewelfa® Sefotusifighon key arguments, considerations, and the
use of values, principles and interes$&condthe research aims tanalysethe dynamics of

discussions and interactions telaborate on the process of attitudeformation.

As a second methodarrative analysis was consideredrepresen a micrclevel approach

in the research. The aim was &malysenarratives of partiggants with specific profiles for

the whole period of the DFs. Accordingly, a pilot analysis was conducted. The essence of
narative analysiss toA RSY 1A T& K2 ¢ LJ NI A Qwith dheif ddapfon gl NNJ G A
different social identities within debas In other wordshow specific issuéaducesolidarity

based on social statugender,age or national identification (Sgjre, 2005). In contrast to

these expectations, the narratives of even the most active participants were not extensive
enough for sich an indepth analysis. The pilot analysis showed that this approach did not
work well in the context of group interaction®ne of the potential reasons ftie limited
applicability of this specific methothay havestenmed from the specific design ofhe
WelfSOC® Presumablythe creation of smaller discussions groumsd theincorporation of
fewerdiscussion topics coulthveenhanca its applicability. Although the narrative analysis

was not applied in this particular research, we argue théth special arrangement$or the

design of DFshe method could be utilized in the future. While the usenarrative analysis
wasthus eliminated the aim ofanalysinghe micro, individual level of attitudérmation

wasmaintainedand accomplished using thedhniques of DA (see Chapter 8).

3.2.1 Three perspectivefor examiration

DA can help elaborate howtatides towardthe inclusion of immigrants are represented in

DF discussions. The analysis focuses on three perspectives. First, discourse analytical tools
enable us to identify thematic patterns in the debates amhlysewhat ideas, aspectsnd

issues ee raisedconcerningimmigration. It is expected thaattitude-formation shall be

mobilized inlight of new information, and convincing argumentgGoodin and Niemeyer,

15 The research design is described in Secsiénl
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2003; Luskin et al., 2002esides identifying the diversity of thghts, it is important to

follow-up how and when such new ideamd opinions are shared by participantsnd how

they contextualize and justify their stancesna preferences(see Chapter 5 and 6PA

enablesus to analysewhat arguments make a difference in relation to the perception of
immigrants,and g KI 4G FIF OG2NAR | FFSOUG LIS2 LY S-©Qonsidezy RS NA i
their standpoints. Particular attention ieevoted to investigahghow participants formulate

their arguments,includinghow they distinguish what is acceptable and who deserves to be

included.This way, the analysis aims sorutinisethe dynamics oéttitude-formation.

Second DA enables us t@nalyse arguments according to type of considerations
(econamic/cultural), interests (individual/collective) and sources of knowledgand the

interplay of theseA 'y LJ NI AOALI yiaQ O2(ee Chaptedd and §)a G2
Focusing on the detailsf argumentsandon the reactions they promptontributes tothe

analyss ofthe process of discussions. Tthenamics of the debate in terms of agreements,
disagreementsand contestations, etcg constitute the third perspective this research aims

to investigateby employing DAIn this regard, the analysis afrdested views enables us to

identify what type of statementgrigger disagreementand to better understand why
specificissues polarize participanttherebyleading to more inclusive or exslive stances.

Moreoverz & Af Sy OS | yR cadelisstieSayidiunderstahdldgSwhish/alie not

contested in the debateg also deserve attentionas these provide important information

about what aspects are taken for grantgiitzinger, 1994)In addition to agreements,
disagreementsand contestations, attention is devoted to introducing new perspectaed

new ideaxoncerninghe topic under discussigrwhich alsaevealthe diversity and richness

of discussionskocusing on the interactions between the participants, DA enablestas

track the dynamism of the process of discussiora)d to reflect on shifts in the debates

YR SEIFIYAYS K26 AyidSNI Ol A @et&haptabdB) LI NI A OA LI

As boththe welfare state and immigration are complex issues which can be apped from

different perspectives; from abstract, normative aspects to practical considerations and

lived experienceg, DA can make a valuable contributioyextendngour knowledgeabout
FGGAGdzZRS & (2 ¢ indiBlan in AhéweKai:Nstatg &ndl €1 the conditions of

reconciling immigration and welfare state support. On the one hand, DA Wélpsxploring

AY 6KAOK O2yGSEdla AYUGSNENRdzZLI RAFTFSNBYGALFGAZY
welfare state is thematizedOn the other hand, DAéiitatesreflection onthe diversity of

issuesandon complex, ambivalent and contradictory attitude3 herefore we nowturn to
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a discussion ofhe DF, the method ofdata collecion. The following section describ¢he

research design used in WelfSQ assesssits strengths and weaknesses.

3.3 DATA COLLECTION

The #$ift to a social understanding of attitudegaverise to new approaches in attitudinal

research which aim to capture attitudes in the process of formation through social
interaction(Burchardt, 2014)This is how deliberation as a research teatered the field of

attitudinal research. Within this researdne minimalist definition of deliberadin proposed

by Bichtiger et al(2018: 3)s appliedunderstanding déberation asy Y dzii dzZ £ O2 Y Y dzy A Ol
that involves weighing and reflecting on preferences, values, and istergsatding matters

2F 02YY2y O2YyOSNY wX6 RSEAOSNIidGAzy GF{1S LXI
reciprocity, and sufficiently equal@& NJ F2 NJ 02 YYdzy A OF GA GBS Ay Tt dzSy(

This definitiondefinesthe subject of discussions as issuédscommon concern, but also

foreseesa heterogeneity of views and preferencegingdiscussed in an open, respectful

way. The origins of deliberagv methods including these fundamental principles of
deliberation reach back to the normative theory of dedirative democracyFloridia, 2018)

Proponents of deliberative democracy argue the need to improve demaocratic decision

making and increasthe legitimacy of representative democracy dsgansing deliberations

prior to voting ando supportthe policymaking procesgDryzek, 2010; Goodin, 200g8)he

key rationa¢ for deliberation is to engage citizens in public debatesencourage them to

think about social issuesand consider different aspects thus attaining a better
understanding of issudhat leads toan informed opinionChambers, 2003; Dryzek, 2010)

While the act of decisiomaking is still reservetbr the political elite, public deliberation

encourages people to voice their opinions, intereatsd prefeencesthus informing policy

making (Chappell, 2012; Fishkin, 201) i A& F NHdzSR GKIF G €t A&a0SyAy.
concerns leadto better and more legitimate policig€&Goodin, 2008)Furthermore, Dryzek
(2005)emphasissthat deliberation can help to reduce differences through leagnabout
20KSNBQ 2LIAYAZ2Y A | YR HheAded@igcongeme®skolild aveA vy G K €
the chance to engage in deliberation, in practice there are crucial limitations to iriglusiv

Thisis the main reasothat deliberative initiativedave leenrestricted to local and regional

level initiativegElstub et al., 2016However, even in such casggqualityof access persists

(Goodin, 2008)
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In qualitative researclt with special emphasis on attitudinaésearch¢ deliberation is
conceivedf as a procesdrough which participants eproduce knowledgabouta specific
issue(Burchardt, D14; Evans and Kotchetkova, 200Bihrough the discusms, researchers
can better access and explore how people perceipecificissues,examinewhat they
consider as important and why they stand forspecificideas views, and policies, etc.
(Burchardt, 2014)Furthermore, social learnings a central feature of deliberatiomplies
that participants are willing to reonsider their views itight of newinformation (Luskin et
al., 2002; Goodin and Niemeyer, 20@3¢specially in relation to issues about which they
hold less firm view§Dryzek2010; Howe and Krosnick, 201Thus changes iperceptions
can be observecnabling us to study the process of attituflemation, too. In this regard,
it is important to stress that, in contrast to other research projecthat used deliberative
methods¢, this research is not necessarily interestéad investigating concrete changes in
attitudes as a result of DF; instead, it focuses on the process of attitfmienation and
shifts between preinclusive and preexclusive stances and attitudesiuring the

discussions

To a certain extent, discussions athpt to reproduce the reatlife situatiors and
spontaneous human interactions through which attitudes are shaped. However, as social
interactions and viewshat are shared tend to adjust to specific contex the research
situation itself can considerabigfluencehow people interact and articulate their attitudes
(Burchardt, 2014; Evans é#fKotchetkova, 2009By giving voice to participts, DFs enable
them to recreate the social realitieand specificity of the social contexts through
interaction, including howthey frame issues and discuss argumetdsicerningissues of
public concerr(Elstub et al., 2016; Fishkin, 2018hese conderations were duly taken into
when planning the DF in WelfSOC. The following section introduces the specificities of the
research desigrand highlights the key methodological decisions that are critical this

research.

3.3.1 Democratic forums in Welfare Staffuturesch dzNJ / KA f RNBy Q& 9 dzNP LIS

The Welfare State Futuresc h dzNJ / KA f RNBY Qa4 9 dzNR LIS wmd St F{ h/
designedo explorethe viewsand priorities of ordinary citizens about the futaof welfare

states witha particular focus orthe assumptions and values underlying these aspirations. It

aimed to analyse how the changing social, politicaind economic context of welfare policy

interacs 6 A 1 K LIS2 LI SQa S E LiSaddivkhit kleayages ang Bolidaritied A ( dzR S
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emerge in welfare debate@aylorGooby et al., 2018)rhe research design was formulated

by the research constium, whichincluded distinguidied social scientists from Denmark,
Germany, Norway, Slovenind the United Kingdom. As | was not personally involved in the
planning process, | fully rely on the methodological design developed by the consortium.
However, this speciald 2 dzii apodti@Nkables me to identify the limitations of the
research design and titically assess how the research design s&@nswer the research

questions raised.

3.3.1.1 Selection of participants

The pinciples ofthe selection and reruitment of participants are me of the most debated

issues relating to deliberative approaches. In practice number of participants can range

from small groups, 10-12 memberg; to large groups of one thousand people. WelfSOC DFs

involved 3435 partcipants in each country. In Neay and in the UKthe recruitment

processand the DF discussions were carried out by a private research company. In Norway

the capital Oslo was chosen #e location, while in the UK Birmingham was selected. The
participarts of WelfSOC DFspresenteda diverse group of people roughly representative

of the national populationbased on age, gender, education, marital and employment status,
household income, ethnicityand electoral preference¥.Fishkin and Luski(2005)argue

that representative sampleshouldattempt to reproducethe & N I2fNI Ré¢ RA & ( NR 0 dzi
public views and attitudesA heterogeneity of groups is viewea important for increasng

the diversity of views and thus increasing the scope for accessing new infornflatiskin et

al., 2002, 2007}’ However, many researchers oppose this approachiming that it

reinforces social inequalities aniscegards the opinionof minority membergWakeford et

al., 2007)To mitigate this diadvantage, in WelfSQi& over-sampling of specific imorities

wasappliedin the breakout group sessionswhich constituted the major part of DFs.

l'a GKAAa NBaSINDODK F20dzaSa theirkldsRAofimmigrants)S 2 LI S O
the use of a diverse, roughly representative sample is justiftvever, considering the

thematic focus of this researcthe representation of peoplef aminority ethnicity and their

views is particularly important as we expebat their perspectiveabout the issue of

immigration might enrich and broaden the scopedebates on immigration. Thereforthe

16 For further information orthe distribution of the breakout groups and the socitemographic
characteristics of participantplease sedable 2- Appendix 1.
7 The role oheterogeneiy of viewsis further elaboratel in Sectior3.3.3
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involvement of participants with minority/immigration backgrounéh the discussions

received special attention during thexalysis.

Considering the low overall number of participants, ensuring representativenesktion

to all eight characteristiagpresenteda notable challenge. In this regattie recruitment of
participants with an ethnic/immigrant backgroundmay be perceived asdemanding.
However, in both countries thetarget share of participantsin terms of ethnic
minority/immigrationbackgroundvas met. Moreoveras shown infablel in both countries
participants with ethnic minority backgroundiere overrepresentedcompared to the
national population While the extent of overepresentation is smaller in Norwain the
British DRheir share in the groupeflectedbetter the share of ethnic minority members in
the locality ofthe DF, in Birmingham. However, thsguation raises questions abouhe
measurement and availability oflata on ethnicity, too The ovetrrepresentation of
participants with an ethnic minority backaund resultedn agreater level of participation in
the discussions about immigration the UK However, this effect was strengthened by the
fact that in one othe small groupshe ethnic minority background was the guiding principle

of oversampling.

Tablel ¢ Detailed review of the representativeness of the British and Norwegian DF participants in relation to
age, education, and ethniainority background

DF UK UK | Birmingham DFNO | NO Oslo

Age 2534 35% | 14% 15% 31% | 14% 21%
4554 23% | 12% 15% 22% | 14%  12%
Education Upper 55% | 35% 47% 8% | 41% 30%
secondary
Tertiary, BA 35% | 32% 38% 40% | 23% 30%
Tertiary, MA or 0% 12% 46% 9% 19%
above
Ethnic minority background | 41%  14% 47% 21% | 16% 32%
(NonWhite
British, 2011)
Born in the 23% - - 12% 3% 7%
country
Foreignborn 18% @ 14% 22% 9% 13% | 25%

SourcesUK - Eurostat 2015 (age, education, foreigorn population)and UK Census 2011 (Ethniénority
background)Norway- Statistics Norway 2015

Focusing on the remaining seven characterigties guidedthe selection process, wshould
highlight age and educatiom relation to whichthe final composition of the British and
Norwegian groupénded to diverge from the national population. As showTablel, in

both countries the age groups 28! and 4554 were ovetrepresented. However, focusing
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on the discussions on immigration, participation in the discussiovoVed specific age
related differences only in Norwabpecausesmall groups were created by oveampling
participants based on age. More importantly, ovepresentation was identified in relation

to level of education. In Norway, tertiagducatedparticipants, while in the UK participants
with an pper-secondary education were overrepresented. The dominance of these groups
of participants also emerged in the discussions on immigration, whinforcesthe need to

take this difference into accounthen interpreting the research findings.

As a last not@boutthe selection of participants, wehouldhighlight the effects of multiple
ARSYGAGASaAaDd Ly (GKAA NBDLONIRgue thaQdusng dbeiés | Yy R
participantsmay switch their positionsthereby reflecting various identities depending on
the issue, contextor interests. Therefore, even if people with specific sat@onographic
characteristics are represented in DFs, this might not meanttietwill contribute to the
debate in that specific role. Therefore, especiallyhia case of participants witlan ethnic
minority/immigration backgroundt was considereimportant to focus on how they engage
in the discussionsbout immigration, what aspectsfaheir identities and attitudes they
share, and whether they represent the minority opinion or remain silent in relation to
divisive issues. As noted above, nawatianalysis as a specific method watended to
scrutinize this particulaissue While tre narrative analysis was not fullgnplemented

Chapter 8 addresses thelatedquestions.

While the WelfSOC research design employed specific arrangements tat @eaiverse
group of people to discuss the future of welfare states as well as to gige wwicertain
minorities, the critical question of inclusivity remains and forms the key limitation of this
deliberative research method. Together with the high leot contextdependency of DF
discussions, this limitation needs to be duly taken into aotauring the analysis. However,
these limitations are to be considered together with the possibilities and prospbet
method offers in attitude research complemting the findings of quantitative methodshe

following sections focus especially on sieeaspects of the research design.

3.3.1.2 Duration of deliberation

Deliberations vargubstantially in relatiorio the duration and timing of event@urchardt,
2014) The main rationalef extendngthe timespan of deliberative events is to increase the

quality of discussion. In WelfSQiie DFs took placen two days with a two-week break
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between the two meetings They were scheduled on Saturdagnabling pegple to
participate.Participantswho were invitedwere offered a generous financial incentive (in the
UK 150 GBP/day; in Norway appr. 850GBP/day) to incréasequal participation of people
with various socieeconomic statuss and tocompensag for potential loss of fregime and
income. The financial incentiveay haveencourage attendanceat the eventsg especially
for low-income people. Howevethe incentiveitselfcouldnot guarantee equal participation
in the debates'® Accordingly, we can obseneonsiderable differences ithe extent of

engagement of participants during DFs.

In WelfSOC DF®ach day started and finished with a plenary sessiorbelween
discussions were conducted in three breakt groups!® The researclgoalswere particularly
ambitious as discussion of five topics was planned for both days, which meant tha® 25
minutes were available for each breakit session. Although the schedule allowed some
flexibility, the agenda was quite tight. A setiqzludingfewer than fivetopics but enabling
more time for discussioaboutspecific issuesould have been an alternative stegy. Time
pressure was especialyearon the second day when the participants hée special task
of prepating three policy recommendations per topidvalability of more time would have
been especially important in relation to the discussions on glem social issues such as
immigration. The key strength of the method is to encourage people to articulate and
elaborate on their views and attitudes, to negaie conflicting views. Therefore, the longer
timeframe¢ what actually took place in some grasipaving longer sessions on immigration

¢ would have been useful.

The overall longer duration of the discussions added significant value to the Bé-
participarts hadmoretime to process and think about the issubat were discussed obay

1. Furthermore on Day 2 participants were already familiar with the process of discussions
and had got tdknow each other, whicilmay haveaffected their engagement in the dmtes

and how they articulated attitudes. The longer duration of DF also facilitaghifts in
opinions and attitudegallowing us tanalysehe dynamics oattitude-formation. Therefore,

it was consideredworth compaing the discussions on Day 1 and Dayegardinghow

participants talled about immigration, justied their preferences for inclusion and/or

8 The issue of equal participation in deliberation and its implicatistisoroughlystudied by Gerber
et al. 2014 and 2016.
19 Please see the detailed agen@iable 3¢ Appendixl.
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exclusionandwhether they reactedRA FFSNB Yy (i f & (2 t@itik &idtkBssed 2 LIA Y A £

in Chaptes 7 and 8 in particular.

3.3.1.3 Moderation and facilition of deberation

The nature of moderation largelgffects how deliberatios are conducted. The role of
moderators is significards they definghe framework of discussion and make participants
adhere tothe rules of deliberation, giving voice to eaphrticipant and prevening any
dismissivebehaviour (Elstub, 2015) The purpose of the deliberation itself considerably
determines theextent of facilitation. The purpose of WelfSOCsD¥as ratheexploratory,
focusing orhow people talk about certain social issuasdthe meanings attached to these
issuesandwasless concerned about reaching a conser(3aylorGooby and Leruth, 2018)
DFs followed a specific structure, which constituted of a learning phase on,ayl =
deliberative phase on Day @raylorGooby and Leruth, 2018)Therefore, moderation
inclined tovardst  a fi R AZK ¢ M IWYNHEIAQKE Y2RSNI 02NEQ Ay Tt dz
This was especially the casaelation tothe discussions on Day 1, which graneedensive
liberty to participants to raise issues they considered the masiportant for the future of
welfare states Thus, a naive discussiamould develop without prior stimulus and letting
topics emerge.n the UK participants selected Immigration, Lack of money, Unemployment,
Overcrowding/ageing populatigmnd Lack of/access to education as topics for discussion.
In Norway, the topics were Work/employment, Education, Financing, Health and
Environment.Howvever, we need tostressthe specific timing of DE@ the Fall of 2015
followingthe peak of the Refuge@isis but before the Brexit referendurg, whichmay have

influenced the choice of topics for Day 1 discussion.

Day 2 was more structured. It isdely argued that ithe need toachieve aoncrete outcome
is specified,then participants are more motivatedElstub, 2015) Elstub(2015) further
argues that even in purely researohiented deliberations, it is beneficial to embed
discussiosinto a wider policy context. @&ordingly, in WelfSOC a rgday wascreatedin
which participants were expectetb ad as policy advisorsand to discuss and agree on
policy recommendations for the future government in 2040 he mainrationale wasto
malke sure participantsvere forward-looking anddiscusshe future of welfare states. This
way, the focus of discussions iffed from the identification of concerns to mapping the
causes of problems and finding suitable meastoe§ixing them On Day 2Zhe topics ofthe

breakout group sessions were imposed by the research consortium. This was justified by the
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priority of ensuringconsistency anthe crosscountry comparability of resulthe proposed
topics ¢ namely, income inequality, immigration, gendeintergenerational issuesand the

labour marketg coincided with the topics discussed on Day 1. The discussionstofteimed

upon overlapping issues, which also reduced the demarcation of thematic areas and the
potentially negative effects of imposed togs. Moderation was limited on Day 2, too.
However, moderators were specifically asked to urge participants to dislagsossible
(positive and negative) implications of the suggested policy recommendations. Each group
was required to present their policrecommendations athe afternoon plenary session,
which werethen briefly discussedA final vote was conducted tappraiseoverall support

for these policy measures.

The proposed structure of DF seemed particularly usefuthis research. On Day, 1
discussions allowed participants to freely raise their concerns about welfare states, through
which their understanding dhe welfare state andmmigrationcould be examined. The role

play on Day 2 proved useftor focusng the discussions. The task of foutating policy
recommendations encouraged participants to articulate and reasiogir views and
preferencesregardingwhat is viewedassocially acceptable and desirable and what is not.
This also helpd us toanalyse what types of arguments and informatiaffect preferences

for inclusion and exclusioMoreover, we shouldnote the differences between the quality

of polioy recommendations in relation to specific policy areas. For instance, it was apparent
that participants were more creative in relation the issue of araging population than in
relation to immigration, wire familiarity with the issue was aa different level.
Furthermore, uncertainty about the future implications of immigration also made it more
complicated to relate tothis topic The latter aspect was explicitly communicated by

Norwegian and British ptcipants.

3.3.1.4 Provision of evidence

It is disputedwhether it is beneficial to provide information and additional evidence during
the course of deliberative processeSome researchers claim that expert evidence is
detrimental to the flow of discussion, pscially aghe meansof presentation of evidence
might differ from and interfere with the language used in the discusgiBuaschardt, 2014;
Gleason, 2011)n contrast Neblo(2011)argues thathe distribution of such informton is
natural in reallife public discourse. Whin the WelfSOC project a mixed approach was

applied. In the morning plenary session, facilitators presertedlkey characteristics of
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welfare states in very general terms. While the information was mihgnmat including any
specific graphs or date, it still might have hadhn effect on the following discussions. On

Day 1, at the end of the afternoon plenary sessjguarticipants were asked what kind of
information they wouldrequire for the second dayf discussionsTailored information
packages weraccordinglyprepared for the next session and sent two days before the
second meeting. The information package was also presented in the morning plenary session
by the WelfSOC researchéfs.

As immigrationwas one of the aream whichevidencewasdemandel, the effects ofthe
information packagegepresent an additional aspecfor analyss concerningattitude-
formation. Previous research found that deliberations haweansformative character and
participants tend to reconsider their views in light of me information (Goodin and
Niemeyer, 2003; Luskin et al., 200Njloreover, literature shows that people tend to
misjudge the size ahe immigrant population(Blinder and Allen, 2016; Herd2010) and
A Y YA INI yaf @efarefidé lardBey overestimate the cosof benefits accessed by
immigrants(Baumlerg Geiger, 2016} Therefore,the information mighthave challengel
unacknowledged biases and enmchthe discussior{Mercier and Landemore, 2012)he
provision of informationenabled usto study how people treat factual informationand

whether they recognisés validity.

During British and Norwegian the DFs we could observe different approaches and uses of the
provided information. Within the discussions on immigration specifically, there wenemo
direct references to the information packages in the UK. While the provided information
raised important aspects in the debates and there were no issues with its undeirsgair

the British discussions the desired effects of statistical informaticmédke unacknowledged
biases tended to be weak and as described in Chapter 7 highly dependent on the interactions
within the group. While the validity of the data was explicijuestioned by only one British
participant, the value of statistical informati tended to be lower as it was often overruled

by other (nonstatistical) argumentsin future research, provision of information could be
further developed by conducting eggments during the DFs testing provision of different
information (in terms of hematic coverage and extensiveness) to the small groups and its

effects on the group discussion.

20 Please see the information packagesAppendix1.
2! Further detailsabout misperceptionsonceringmmigration in the UK and Norway are discussed
in Chapter 4
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3.3.1.5 Pre and postdeliberation surveys

For many researcherone of the most appreciatethenefits of DFs¢ and deliberative
methods in generat is collective leming andthe transformation of views and attitudes
through interaction(Dryzek, 2005Fishkin, 2018; Luskin et al., 200R)order to capture such
potential changespre- and postdeliberation surveys are conducted, which can provide
evidenceabout the potential changes the process of deliberatioas made toindividual
participant® titudésd ! f § K2dzZAK GKS 2SSt F¥{h/ 5C& 6SNB yz2i
attitudes, a copyof the standardized 2008 ESS survey was used and filled out before the
morning plenary session started on Dayafd right after the concluding plenary session on
Day 2. Fronma methodological point of view, these surveys enable us to reflect on how the
initial positions indicated in the prdeliberation surveywere articulated through the
discussion(what similaritiesand contradictions apse during the discussiopsThis also
allowedus to examine in what respect deliberative processasomplement datacollected

in individual settings with the help of questionnaires. This particigsmeis addressed in
Chapter 8.

Furthermore, the use ofthe standardised ESS egtionnaire allows us to test the
representativeness of the sample by comparing the surveylte to thefindings 0f2016

ESS. While the WelfSOC -ediberation survey included four immigratioelated

questions, only one question was part of the 2016 E@&veykigurel presentsacomparison

2F 5C LJ NJideli©ekatidn vttitdd€s (AaINd® 2015) and the representative ESS
findings (data collected in Summer 204&pring 2017). In both countries the results of the

DF predeliberation survey and the 281ESS survey angery similar,and only minor

differences were found between attitudeAdditionally, it shouldbe highlighted that in both

countries there were manyindecisive participants; six Norwegian participants who

indA OF 0 SR & R 2 yorBritish yatigigants-wyidrdid not respond to the questiéin.

It is important to stress that this researaias not specifically focused oaxamiring the

O2y ONBGS OKIy3aSa Ay AY RhdIshireazlsdeptidistabedt thO A LI y ( &
chance of generatig durable changein attitudes after two days of discussigior a recent

review of attitude change see Albarracinda@havitt, 2018)Insteadthis research examing

the process of attitudeformation that DF discussions can trigger and initiate, thus the
focusisonanalsh y3 K2g | G0OAGdZRSE (2 AYYAINIyGAaQ Ay

22 Thisissueand postdeliberation attitudes will be analysed in Chapter 7 and 8.
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interactions, and under whatconditions and in relation & which arguments and
O2yaARSNIGA2ya R2 FdGAdGdzRSa (2 AYYAINIyGaQ A

Figurel - Preferences for immigrants' access to welfare benefits and senide8efore survey 2015, ESS 2016

NO, DF 2015-
NO, ESS 201_

UK, DF 2015.

UK, ESS 201(.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Immediately on arrival After a year, whether or not have worked
After worked and paid taxes at least a year Once they have become a citizen

H They should never get the same rights m Don't know

m No answer

Souce: WelfSOC DF UK and WelESDF NO (2015), ESS 2016

This sectionhas describel and evaluate the research design of WelfSOC Dwhich is
followed by the eviewof the key strengths of DRe comparison t@ther research methods

used in attitudinal resarch.

3.3.2 Thestrengths of Democratic forums in comparison to other research methods

Openness, mutual respe@nd social learning dke key principles of deliberation contribute

to the creation of adynamic framework of discussions in which attitudes camfold

withouih NI A&Ay 3 RANBOG | dzS asiancBsyabouttNSitlusidiR afy 3 LI N.
immigrants in the welfare state Utilizing group dynamics and interactions between
participants, DFs are considered to be more suitable for the exploration nalysis of

complex, valudaden issueg(Fishkin, 2011)In this respect, the key strengths of DFs
correspond to the weaknesses pifiblic opinion surveys whicha structured format does

not allow respondents tprovidereasors fortheir responsesin contrastpFsprovide a moe

nuanced picture of attitudes towards issugsshkin, 2018)Trough interation, participants
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can better describe what they understabg i K S  GvElfaid state, andwhat they think
about immigration and inclusigrwho they consider as immigrantarticipants have more
time to explain their stances from multipleepspectivesthus allowing the discussion of
uncertainties, ambiguitiesand conflicting viewsThis interactive character makes DF
especially attractive for attitudinal researchn order to complement the findings of public
opinion surveys, which is the st commonly used method to study attitudesFroma
methodological perspectivdFs resemble focus groups. Howeeis particularly the time
frame, the different levels of maation, and the involvement of homogenous groups of
participants in focus gngps (Goerres and Prinzen, 2012; Wakeford et al., 2@0&) mark
the key differencs thathave implications for the potentié generae shifts in attitudes and

offer the possibility tcanalyse attitude-formation.

Secondin an ideal scenan, deliberation involveseasoned debatewherddy people justify

their stances and the force of better arguments affetbie discussioriBadtiger et al., 2018;
Chambers, 2003; Fishkin and Luskin, 2005; Habermas, 1996; Mansbridge et al., 2010)
However, in practice the nature of discuss@an greatly vary and statents oftendo not

reflect informed opinion(Rosenberg, 2014) t S 2 LJ $1Q #roc€sk infbridatiah and
express their views vias (Mendelberg, 2002)Similarly, reasoning can take different forms

¢ ranging from references to norms and principles, value statemamdgpersonal stories, to
concrete examples and comparisoqghrough which peopléry to justify their thinking to
others(Young, 1996While the quality of data considerably depends on the information

that is shared and the reasonindor this, how statements ¢ even ones without real
argumens ¢ are formulatedtransmitsinformail A 2y NB I NRAyYy 3 GKS (2 LK O
participant and LJ- NJi A Sukdedtayityi 6 dnon-attitudeé toward the topic (Kitzinger,

1994) In this respect, group interactiorais greater sensas fellow participants may ask

for details, followup or contest (vague) statements, thus explofiregerogeneous views and
clarifying potential misunderstandingMansbridge et al., 2010Y his also helps to deepen

the discussion, to make people reflect on their vieasd foster attitudeformation. This

way, the analysis of the process of DF discussions can shed light on the mechang$ms
dynamics of attituddormation and shifts between preferences tbie inclusion or exclusion

of immigrants.

Third, in research methdsthat addresrespondents individually, respondents tend to focus
on their own interests. This was demonstrated irafier 2 as selinteresthas a dominant
role in studies édwelfare attitudes, attitudes to immigration and immigrants. In Bescan

identify different tendencies as groupbased methods encourage people to talk about
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common goodsandto take into accoun the wider contextand wider collective interests
(Mansbridge et al., 2010)This mipgt be especially the case in relation to debating
immigration, which is usually reckonéal be a national issu¢hat activaiesconcerns about

the collective instead of the individudHainmueller and Hopkins, 2014; Hatton, 2Q16)
However, this does not mean that séiterest does noariseor matter in group discussian
Mansbridge et al(2010)argue that selinterest is crucial to clarifpg conflicting views.
Furthermore, it is important to acknowledge that individuals are embedded in their family
and social networkgMau, 2003) Thus, sefinterest should notbe limited to concrete
individualsas reflected in the demographic characteristics of survey respondents, but might
be shaed by the interests, experienceand perception®f their connections, which can be
better revealed during group discussions. While it is expected that debabesit
immigration rather drawon the collective dimension, the research examines how- self
interest and wider social interests are formulated ahdw these interests interact,

complement or compete during deliberatiasn

Last,the role ofthe researcherin the implementation process also distinguishes DFs from
other quantitative and qualitative remrch method¢Burchardt, 2014; Fishkin, 2018; Taylor
Gooby et al.,, 2018)An importantadded value of DFs is tindfacilitation of bottom-up
discussions, letting participants express what they consider relevant. During the process of
implementation, the researcher has no anly alimited opportunity to affect and interfere

in the process ofliscussionapart from bycreatingthe research desig(Burchardt, 2014)
Participants interpret and contextualize issues, which in many cases carfrdiffieeicademic
conceptions(Fishkin, 2018; Taylgsooby et al., 2018)Thus, DFallow the researcher to
RAaAGFIYOS FTNRY LINBGA2dza F OF RSYAO AYyGSNIINBGLI G
Thus, givingise to innovatiorg exploring newdeas, which might not have been considered

by researchersit the same timethis also means high level of dependence on the quality

of debates. DFs are highly contedd¢pendentso the quality of datathat is gathered $
affected by various conditionganging from the purpose of the research, the composition of
the group of participants, formal and informal rules of interactitrg reproduction of power
relations, etc(Bryman, 2015; Burchardt, 2014; Karpowitz and Mendelberg, 2007; Luskin et
al., 2007; Sunstein, 200Z)he following section reflesbn some of the criticaksueswith
particular attention to the potentidl detrimental effects of group dynansc It alsgpoints

at how careful methodological planning can mitigate these potelgtinégative effects
(Elstub,2015)
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3.3.3 Critical issues and limitans of democratic forums

While group dynamics cagignificantlyfoster diverse debatg they are also associated with
disadvantagegKarpowitz and Mendelberg, 200Bunstein, 2002)Human interaction is
adapted to social contexts anglpicallyfollows norms, habitsand assumptions associated
with that specific context, which tend to reproduce social inequalifiegolvinggiving voie

to socially, culturallyand personally more dominant people and silencing oth@Estub,
2015; Forsyth, 2010; Young, 1998G}his is one of the reasons wthlge selection of
participants, addressing inequality in participati@nd the quality of moderation require
thorough methodological planning and considerationto facilitate a diversity of
considerations withindiscussionsthus increasing the quality of the discussions and the

quality of the data to be analyse¢Mansbridge, 2010)

Considering the aims of deliberative methods relation to improving LJS2 LJX SQ&
understanding of social issues and to acipgimformed opinionaheterogeneity of opinioa

is considered especially imgiant for bringingdifferent opinionsand competing arguments

to light that help participantse-consider their own positiosi(Goodin and Niemeyer, 2003;

Luskin et al., 2002Whileaheterogeneity of viewsepresents the positive andcedirable side

of group dynamics,a high level of likemindedness increases potential negative

implications. The dominance @f majority opinion anda high level of consensus within

groups can hindethe articulation of minoity views (Mercier and Landemore, 20123

homogeneity of views can also hinddse contestation of public misperceptions, which are

influential in relation to immigratioriBlinder and Allen, 2016; Herda, 201Burthermore, it

canlead to group polarizationunderstood aswhen participantsad Y2 @S (26 NR |
SEGNBYS LRAY(G Ay GKS RANDQKNE Y O Ndglibsfaibm G 6S R LING
i Sy RS (Snat&8na 2002: 176)

Concens about likemindedness in group discussions is underlined by the fisdiran

social psychology that group influem promotes the dominance of majority opinion

(Forsyth, 2010)Group influence stems from both informational and normative influences.
Informational influencesrefer to the tendency of people® compae their views with other

LI NOAOALI YyGAQ 2LIAYAZ2Y & Pplaieliseeirin dr fack sukfigienta A ( dzl (
information about the topic of discussionthey tend to turn to 2 § KSNBA Q ar@l LIA Y A 2 Y.
argumentsdza A y3 20 KSNRAQ @ breanfirm the owd pdsititfsfDedisctRS T A ¥y S
and Geard, 1955; Festinger, 1954; Forsyth, 2018)homogeneity of views can aldee

reinforced bynormative influencesasindividualsare incined to present themselves and
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their opinionsas beingn line with social norms, standardmd conventios (Forsyth, 2010)

Therefore, in the public sphere people might strategically position themsak/esipportive

of dominant opinionglsenberg, 1986 urthermorethe pressurefor normative conformity

can influence what attitudes are articulated and what attitudes are silenced in group
discussion¥diral of silenc€heory also emphsises thapeoplewho hold unpopular views

might be deterred from expressing them to avoid conflict within gradoelleNeumann,

1993) Confirmation bias, the tendency to be more susceptible toward argumiratis
corfiimanA Y RA @A Rdzr £t Q4 AYAGALFE @GASgasz taz o2fads
makes it more challenging to contesthem publicly (Mercier and Landemore, 2012)
Considering such riskef group dynamics, Sunsteir{2002, 2009)argues that group

polarization is likely to emerge the absence of conflicting views when participants raise

YR O2yaARSNI 2yfeé | fAYAGSR aLR2f 2F | NBHdzYS)

with information biases is limited.

In response to objections based on thsks of group polarizationdeliberative research
methods¢ includingDF¢ haveadopted specific arrangements to ensutet diverse and
informed discussionsccur. So farstudies foundthat representative samplinghe inclusion

of diverse groups of people, the provision of balanced informatimmavailability of experts
during discussionsand professional moderation, all contribute tthe de-polarization of
attitudes (Farrar et al., 2009; Goodin and Niemeyer, 2003; Himmelroos and Christensen,
2014; Luskin et al2007) These fidings underline the benefits and significance of careful
research design. This touches upon tieed to find the right balance between inclusivity

and homogeneityto ensurethat participants feel securandrelaxed enoughtio sharetheir
views¢ includingminority views¢ on the one hand; and to encourageheterogeneity of
2LAYA2ya (2 AYyONBFAS GKS LROGSYOGAlLt AYLI OG 2

formation.

The search for the right balance in WelfSOC is-mgphesented in he sampling method,

the recruitment ofa diverse group of people, buting theover-sampling techniquéor the
ONBIFGA2Yy 2F avYltf RAaOdzadaAz2y 3ANRdzZLIJAD 2 KAES 2
it was interested in the process of attitudermation ¢ what attitudes, preferencesand

aspirations participants shareand how these positions emerge and develop through
interaction. This interest in the process of attitueermation further justifies the need to

devote particular attentionto the analss of the impact of group dynamics on the
development of discussiorad more specificallio the examiration ofthe homogeneity or

heterogeneity of viewshat emerge in the discussion. Thissueis especially important in
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relation to suchacomplex andlivisive issue as Y YA IANJ G A 2y IngluBoninYh® A I NI y i
welfare state, where both informationahnd normative influences can be strengthened and

participants might be less open to chamgtheir predispositiongSmets and Isernia, 2014)

The keylimitations of DFsconcern inclusivity, inequality in participationa high level of
context-dependency and a high level of dependence on the quality of data.e. what is
and how etensively is discussed in the debateBhe pevioussections were intended to
critically assess thee limitations, andto present what arrangements were put in place to
mitigate them in WelfSOQONhile these limitations require thorough attention throughau
the planning, execution and analysis of the debatd3Fs dorepresent an alternative
research method which castronglycomplement research findingespecially in regard to
the analysis of the process dfttitude-formation. The key added value is thaE&encourage
bottom-up discussions andepresenta more dynamic analytical framework tnalyse
attitudes through social interactiofResponding to the main weaknesses of surveyhoes
DFs can complement the knowledgellectedby public opinion poll{Fishkin, 2018; Taylor
Gooby et al., 2018)Although small group discussions might not reveal major differences in
attitudes toward mmigration according to demographic and seeimnomic characteristics
asthe findings of quantitative surveymndo, it is expected that discussions revisaportant
patternsaboutthe considerationshat shape LJS 2 LJ S Q &(TaylaiGoaby etz&l.S2918)
Thus, DFs caprovide explanations for the findings of polls, identify relevant issufes
inclusionin future polls, and can informresearchers abouhow to specify and refinégnow

questions and responses are freed and worded in poH.

Acknowledging the limitations and the great potential of DFs is edsential during the
process of data analysis. Hetlee task igo identify the means that can grasp the dynamism
of interactions, the process of attitud®rmation, and the complexity of arguments for or
againstthe inclusion of immigrantsAdditionally we need to bear in mind and be vigilant to
the abovedescribedconcerns about group dynamics. The following section presents the
details of the process of dataalysis and the specific measutbat weretaken to guarantee

the quality of analysis.
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3.4 PROCESS OF DATA ANALYSIS
3.4.1 The process of coding

As tis research operates witta wide range of variables and high level of context
dependency, it requiré a compehensive coding scheme whiackas sensitive to the

dynamism and nuances of attitudermation. In contrast to an inductive, fully datkiven

approah, the research draws oa critical realist approachAccodingly, data processing is
theory-driven, butwith the acknowledgement othe fallibility of theory. Thusallowing for

a high level of flexibility to permit the identification of new tendenciesand discursive

patterns emerging from thedata (Archer et al., 2016; Fletcher, 201 Discourses might

reveal often unspoken considerations, thoughasd beliefs, which argooorly captured by

other (nondiscusive) method® YA GT AYy3ASNE mdpdpnT YNI.8dly26aiAz

Coding of data suppcet the identification of key thematic and discursive patterns in DFs
concerning attitudes to inclusion and exclusion. Boe coding and analysisNVivo 11
software was used.The analysis of DF data was carried out in three stag#svoting
sufficient time for the coding. The first round of codings intended to be the most
comprehensivewith the widest focus on the details of the DF debates. Dué¢oeixtensive
volume of discussions, after the assessment of the findings of the first round of coding the
scope of the coding was narrowed down to the specific discussions on immigration. After
each round, the coding scheme was revisited and the codes vefied as necessary.
During the process, dozens of additional codes emerged, whie aimed at further
specifyng the emergnt patterns. As the analysis advanc¢éde number of specific codes
substantially increased. In both countrjés/o separate anyses were conducted and the
comparative analysis commenced after the assessment of the second round of coding. The
third round of coding served to doubtsheck the coding and prepare for the analysis, the

findings of which are presented in the followingaghers.

Although the research only partially used the éog schemedeveloped withinWelfSOG?

their availability and the coded transcripts provided a firm starting point for this research. All
topics discussed (and coded) in DFs affected and complemedieddicussions on
immigration in many respects. However, as this research centré®wipeople understand
immigrationand how participants argue for or against inclusion, it was important to extend

the WelfSOC codes drawing on the research findinggwed inChapter 2 and based on

Z For the final coding scheme, see TableAppendixl.
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research findings on deliberation and deliberative methods described in earlier sections of
this chapter. The extended coding scheme was constructed closely following tharims
methodological considerations and specifiestiof this particulampiece ofresearch(Creswell,
2015) Thuscodesabout rationale were extendeddifferentiatingthe source of knowledge
(such as raonality, emotions, sentiments, intuitions, etc.and the motivations and
intereststhat were raisedin the argumens (selfinterest and collective, societal interests);
and last to identify whether the arguments are associated véttonomic or cultural
concerns In relation tothe interests and motivations stressed in the argumentsy#s
considered important to observe if participants frachetatements as individualor as
membaes of a larger collective. Therefore, individual and collective framirgge addedas

child nodes under economic and cultural arguments.

Focusing onintergroup differentiation, specific codes were introduced to maitke
perceptions and characteristics people attach to theginup and ougroup. In addition to
differentiation based on ethnicity/immigration status further cleavages were added
focusing on 1) age with respect to concerns aboah aging populationand 2) scio-
economic statusconsidering the perceptions of social inequalities. The initial redson
incorporaing additional social cleavages was to compare the nature and dynamics of
discussionghat triggered interethnic differentiation and differentiatiomvithin the ingroup.
However, due to the wealth of data and findings on immigration specifically, we needed to
be strict and narrow down the scope of the research. Therefore, after the first round of
coding the idea of comparing inclusion criteria in riidan to different cleavages needed to

be left behind to give prioritto an indepth analysis of perceptionsf dhe welfare

deservingness of immigrants and to the process of attittmtenation 24

Last, toelaborateon theinteractions and dynamism of DHRstussionsspecific codes were
introduced. While the codes described so far served primarily the aims of toatalysis,
the discussiordynamics codes were éludedto capture the process of discussions. In this
respect, the findings of the German WeNS research team ochangingpreferencesin
relationto welfare redistribution in GermaniZimmermann et al., 201@yovided substantial

inspirationfor this specifiaddevotion to interactions within group discussions.

2 Thedata was suitable for the comparison based ozawhgesand n the future it would be worth
undertaking a comparative analysis as it would offer another relevant perspective regarding how
criteria for inclusion in the welfare state shift, and how the mechanisms behind preferences for
inclusioriexclusionchangeconcerningdifferent groups of beneficiaries.
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In addition to the identification and coding of agreements and disaigients as specific

forms of interaction, it was considered relevant to track the diversity of views introduced in

relation to the discussed isssieTherefore, the codéNS ¢ LIS NB& waS @sédiadderitify

when participants introducg a newissue or anew argument to the debate. The novelty of

the argument was broadly approached during the codingald used taefer to a new target

groupg¢ e.g.shifting attention to another subgroup of immigranty to a new contexsuch

asstressing the livingtandargA y G KS O2dzyiNE 2F 2NAIAYy P ¢KS S
a form of interaction widely varied. It was often used to shift attention to a completely new
(sub)topic, but it was also applied to deepen the discussion by mentioning further relevant
consicerations. Equally important wa®llowing up what argumentsand stanceswere

challenged or contested by other participants. Accordingly, 2 y (i S acdde vds 2iséd

when participantgaisedquestions for clarification or when they proposspecificcounter-

I NBdzYSyidiad ¢KS NRfS 2F da/2yidSadGraArz2yén Fa 3
relation to encouragng other participants to elaborate on their attitudes and preferences,

but also to questioimg previous arguments and to chaingthe focus ofdiscussions.

During the actual process of codjrfgrther codes were introduced such asw S LISG A GA 2y =
NELISEFGAY 3 'y SI NI AS NisNgedifia @i wisSdded ds achild)Godei A FS ¢
dzy RSNJ abSg LISNE LIS Orlaiding thi spacicdde Masiv stady ol S

specific arguments are raised again and againl also to see if participants takp and ug
20KSNBRQ I NBdzYSy (a RdzNA ytREerepetiSn oRaigdn@uznasiako/ 4 © C dz
considered important as an indicator of theportance of the argument in relation to the

given topic.The R RA I A 2 Y IRE A IOR2RESR ©®@2 ySg RIEpoEeISEOUADSE
Oz2yiaSadtriArzyéeé 6SNB AYUINRRAdzOSR:E G220 1 26S3SN
AYGSNF OGA2y 61 a NI ARINIGEY & VRY MENQISWINIBzLI G &ZNIE A
important for indicating significant moment# discussionsandhelpedin the analysis of the

process of attitudeformation (see Chapter 7 and Chapter 8).

3.4.2 The aalyss ofoverforty hoursof discussion

0Coding is the process of ansihyg qualitative text data by taking them apart to see what they
EAStR 0ST2NB LlzidAy3d GKS RI.GINGGH@ESt BAISHIKSN
formulation grasps the dimensismf coding and analysis of datgtarting with a very close

scrutiny of referaces, statementsand reactions tdhese Overall, the British and Norwegian

DF disassions represent more thaforty hours of discussion. The wealth of the data
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required a comprehensive approach. Furthermore, as | didoadticipate nor observe the

conduct of DFs, irdepth familiarization with the data was considered inevitable.

The cding process was closely intertwined with the process of analysis during the three
stages.Coding in NVivo ensured easy access to summaaiesut the frequency and
dominane of specific codes andccordingly specific understandingand framings in the
discussions. On the one hand, this allowed the analysis of the overall use of these specific
issues¢ captured by codes; on aoneby-one basis,devoting specific attentiona the
specificity of the context in which it was raised, the antecedeaisl the reactions to the
coded references. On the other hand, particular attention was devotddetating the five
discussions in all sbxeakout groups (three British and threeddvegian groups of Q1
participants) as one unit in order tanalysethe broader dscursive context of the group
discussiorand the linksthat participantsmade Thereforethe process of analysis was an
iterative one positioned between taking a closgp perspective about the use of specific

codes, and a broader analysis that embeddesferences in their wider discursive context.

This was followed bg comparative analysis of the three small groups in both British and
Norwegian DFs. The aim was to finffedences and similaritieg how the participantsof
different small groups apprad, discussand raise different or similar arguments and
justifications concerningthe same issug Furthermore, it was considered important to
identify what issuegrigger more conflictor, in contrast uncontested agreemenwithin the
small groupsand how participans react and deal with such conflicts or build on such

consensus.

In the researchmultiple codingwas used, requing the analysis of overlaps betweédhe
specific categories of codedor instance whether economic considerations werakied to
specific groups of immigrantsr to specific subtopics of immigratisuch asmmigration
control in the UK. The findingdoutoverlaps between specific frsings also contributed to
narroning down the scope of the research and to concentigtmore specifically on
intergroup differentiationsthe use of deservingness principles and group dynanaind
finally, on a comparison of emerging patterns in the Bsitiand Norwegian DFs. The results
of the analysisreatedthe core of the four analyticadhapters. While Chapte and 6 ref

on the findings of the content analysis focusing on the themes, argumentsnd
justificationsthat shaped discussiongiboutimY A I NJ vy (i &  Chiapfe©T atrh8Afatys

on the details of the process of attitugfermation during the DFs.
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Last, the analysi;icluded theSE YAY Il GA2y 2F SYSNBAYy3I LI GdSNJ

demographic and socieconomic characteristicsand based on their pre and post
deliberation survey responses. This aspect of the analysigviaarily utilised in Chapter 8

focudngon individual attitudeformation.

As described above, the coding and analysis of the datalved a long journeyof
familiarizing with and exploring the British and Norwegian DF discussions and further
specifyig the codes to deepen understanding of the emerging patterns. As the coding
process is based on a subjective assessment of the references and the disctissitmege
rounds of coding verejustified as acritical approachfor ensuiing a high quality of analysis

and minimisng any misunderstanding or misinterpretation of data In relation to the
analysis of the Norwegian discussispecial arrangements were made to check the

authenticity of the English translation.

The process of coding and analysisdmee an important learning pathAs a result of the
highly flexible and open research approaagiumerous patterns emerged during theoding
and analysisThe emerging patterns confirmeditial expectations, but there wersome
issues; e.g. perceptions afrust ¢ which were not as salient within the discussions either in
Norway or in the Ulasexpected based on the available literaguMoreover, the findings
of the coding and analysisuggestedlenty of newopportunities and directions within the
researchthat significantly shaped the final structure of this thesis and the content of the

following chapters

3.5 CONCLUSION

The novelty bthis research stems froiits unique methodologcal approachwhich adheres

to the social constructivist understanding oftpie attitudes(Converse, 2006; Tourangeau et
al., 2000; Wilson and Hodges, 199&knowledging the impact of public discourse, access
to information, and social interaction on public attitudes, the researadopted a
combination of the deliberative method of DFs and DA to examine public attitudes to
AYYA3INT y i A GuchatfitOdesiziel aztigulatedaby ordinary people through social
interaction. This chapter was devoted to desorband justifyng the chosen research

approach and preseirtg detailsaboutthe data collection and data analysis.
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DFs conducted inhe WelfSOC researcproject granteda high level of autonomy to

participants to shape discussioaboutthe future of welfare states. AlthoughH3 operate
GAGKAY | OIF NBFdzZ & RSaA3IYSR NBaSIkNDOK 02y iSEC(
candynamically develop. T dynamically changing nature of discussiopens the space

for exploiing and examiimg attitude-formation through exchange of views, contestations
justifications, andthe reconciliation ofconflicing opinions. DA as the method of data

analysis was chosdor its capacityto embrace even the smallest details of this dynamism

and the complexity of the discussions and thes@asbehindLJr NII A OA LI yGaQ | GaA
chapterwas also writterto reflect not only on the benefits and the potential tfe use of

these two methods, but also on the potential limitations, which required special attention
throughout the analysis andterpretation of data. After describing the theoreticahdthe
methodologicabpproach, the following chapter focuses providing anintroductionto the

two countries selected for #research. More precisely, it examines the development of
immigration welfare and labour market policiesand the key trends in attitudes to

immigrai A2y |yR (G2 AYYAINIyYyGaqQ O00Saa (2 ¢St T NX
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4 STANCES FOR INCLUSION AND EXCLUSIOBRNTSHEAND
NORWEGIAN INSTITUTIQNMSCOMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

~

Chaper 3 proposed a unique methodolodgr analysngLJdzo t A O | GG A (GdzRS&a G2
inclusion and emphasised the significant role of context in shaping public attitudes.
Followingup on this central argument, this chapter analyske institutional and social

context in which the DFs took place in @ngumn of 2015.This chapter compargthe British

and the Norwegian context to reveal the key similariteesd differences between the

countries that justify the selectionassuitable and interesting for anaigs

As welfare states providemeansof redudngsocial divisions within the national population
(Clarke2005; Tilly, 1994}he formerhave created a framework for and developed tools and

LIN} OGAO0Sa 2F AyOfdzaizy |yR SEOfdzAaA2Y® | 26S0¢
322Ré 2N a20ALF f 2dza i A G8au, 200862 ant Kidu®ea, 499% St F I N
Clarke, 2005)practices of inclusion and exclusialsovary country-by-country. Therefore,

it is important to analyse how institutions define inclusion and exclusion andthewatter

appiesto immigrants specifically. As shown in Chapter 2, research findings stress the divide
between social democratic and liberakifare regimesarguingthat the former are more

inclusive, while the latter represent a more selective approach to immigr@rspaz and
Damron,2009; Reeskens and Van Oorsciait]12; Swank and Betz, 2003; Van Der Waal et

al., 2013) Following Sainsbury2012) this chapter extends the scope of ingtions to

immigration policiesand labour market policiesn addition to welfare policies. This chapter

argues thatdespite the fact that inclusiveness in Norway and selectivity in the UK are

important principles at the level of institutions, differentiion processes and balancing

between inclusion and exclusion take place in all three policy areas, which closely interact

with political and public discourses.

As immigration cuts across various cleavagiéde ethnicity, age, soci@conomic status, etc.

¢ the reasondor public polaizationconcerninghe issue of immigration can be multiple and
widely intertwined with social processes and see@nomic changes. Therefore, this
chapter cannot provide an exhaustive review of differentiation processeégpbuses on the

role of instiutions in shaping social divisions. The scope of this chapter is limited to hegiew
the period between 1998 and 2015, which captures the most recent significant wave of
immigration in Norway and in the Uktil the time ofthe DFs. During this periogpst-2004

intra-EU labour mobility substantially changed the context of migration, which might have
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fostered social categorisations. The first part of the chapter describes and compares trends
in public opinios aboutimmigration in light of the changes imé context of immigration in
Norway and in the UKt continues by investigatinghanges in immigration policiesd the
related public discourse. The second part of the chapter examineimstitutional features

of the socal democratic and liberal welfa systems and the position of immigrants in
welfare states. The last section analysks/elopments in labour market policies and its

implications for immigrants.

4.1 THE CHANGING CONTEXT OF MIGRATION

The growth obinimmigrart population and rapid inflows of immigrants haaeonsiderable
effect on perceptions of group threats and narrowing intergroup bounddfesllian, 1995;
Wright, 2011) In this respect, the period between 1998 and 2015 was significant in both
countries asiet migration doubled by 2015as depicted-igure2 andFigure3. The share of
foreignborn people increased from 7.8% 1998 to 13.5%¢ accounting for8.7 million
peopleg in 2015 in the UK. In Norway, the increase was even more signjffoamt4.9%in

1998 to 14.4% equivalent to670 thousand people in 20152

The share of immigrants the national population is wg similar in thetwo countries and

lower than in many other European countries (Eurosgftl§. Howeverwe should stress

the diffeNSy O0Sa Ay (GKS aAil S 2F {KSasSandiimngigradt2 dzy i N |
populations, which may create different dynamics in terms ofhe public perceptions of

immigration. We shouldalsoconsider the share of specific types of immigrants, which can

also affect perceptions of immigratiofHainmueller ad Hiscox, 2010)Last, weneed to

highlight thedifferences in the history of immigration between Norway and the @Kthe

latter is substantially affectd byalegacy of postcolonial immigration(Bloom and Tonkiss,

2013) While these differences are fundamahtfocusing on the period from 1998 to 2015

we can identify common challenges and similar changelsdércontext of immigration.

25TheNorwegian Statistics distinguish figeneration immigrants and persons born to two foreign
born parents. The dateeferred toabove refer to first generation immigrants only.
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Figure2 - Immigration, emigration, and net migration in Norway (198015)
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Figure3 - Immigration, emigration, and net migration in the UK (198015)
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First, considerable changdsve occurred inthe ethnic composition of the population,
which reflectboth the effect of naturachanges and net inteational migration?® Census

data in England and Wales show that the share of majority White British decreased to 80.5%
in 2011 (ONS, 2013). As a result of the expansion ofiittanigrationthe largest increase

in ethnic minority groupsccurredin reldion tothe & h (i K SAND $£K  Qwhicténalaeér

the majority of EU citizend hisncreased by 1.1 million people represent4.4% othe total

population in 2011Indians (2.5%), Pakistati2%) and Black Africans (1.8%6)lowed as he

26 For further detdls, see Figure 1 Appendix 2
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next most nunerous ethnic minorigs Similarly, there were considerable changes in the
composition of immigrants in Norway. Although migtafrom non-European countries
constituted almost half of the immigrant population, the shaséNordic country nationals
dropped considerablyfrom 20% to 10% as the inflow dfastern Europeaimmigrants
intensified. Poland was by far the largest courdfypriginin 2015 with 90 thousand migrants
living in NorwayThis wadollowed by Sweden (37 thousand), Lithuania (36 thousand)
Somalia (27 thousal).

Figure4 - Share of immigrants in regions of Norway in 1998 and 2015
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Secondthe increase in the number of immigrants alatfectedthe regional distribution of
immigrants. However, thiglid not change the dominance of the capitgltondon and Oslo
¢ as the key destination®r immigrants. In 2013he share of foreigiborn was 36.5% of the
population in London, followeth terms of proportionof immigrationby the regionsclosest
to the capital the South East with a share of 12.38hd East with a share of 8.6% of the
resident populationKone, 2018)Iin Oslo, he share of foreig#born reached almost 25% in
2015, closely followed by the Drammen region with 2@#ich is in the vicinity of the capital.
If we focus on changessertime ¢ compaing Figure4 andFigure5 ¢ we can observemore
dramatic increase in the share of immigrants in resident populations in Noagay some

regions the share of immigrantegsalmost tripled.
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Figure5 - Share of immigrants in regions ofttUK in 2001 and 2015
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Source: ONS, Local Area Migration Indicators, UK (2001 was the earlicfsiryelich data vere available in
the UK)

Third, changes also occurred in relationth® legal classificationof immigration, which
distinguishes labourfamily, education, and asylum as reasons for migratidtigure6 and
Figure7 illustrate the significant differences between Norway and the B#&cusing on
changes over timewe see more extensive t&ructuring in Norway. While refugee and
family unification constituted thenain reasons for migration in 1998, by 2015, due to the
restrictive asylum polieesand the liberalization of labour migration, labour laewe the key
reaon for migration. Agigure6 shows migration for education doubled in this period, but
remained minor in comparison to other types. In contrast to this, in the UK education has
played an important roleeven outnumbering labour migration in the period between 2009
and 2012.

All threeissuesconsidered above contributed to changes in the context of immigration in
Norway and in the UK. However, it is even more importaow the changes depicted in the
data were peceived by individuals As raised in Chapter 2, the questioemainswho
ordinary people view and perceive as immigran&udies show that visions of immigrants
depend on wide variety of characteristics people take into account (or disregard) when
formulating their opinions about immigran{@ansak et al., 2016; Blinder and Allen, 2016;

Ford 2011) The heterogeneity of immigrants unfolds in respect to country of origin, reasons
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for migration, length and permanency of stay in the country of destination, perceptions of
racial, ethnic or religious differences as well as perceptions of immigéag ifidatizs find
employability, etc. Perceptions of any of these characteristic€ombinations of these
characteristicsa KI LIS 2 NRAY I NB LIS2L) SQa O2yO8eiliAzya

understanding of immigration

As noted by Anderson et.al2018) migration tends to be associated with problematic
mobility, which in itself calls for greater scrutiny of how people conceptualise immigrants,
what considerations make a difference and how these concdisations affect public
understanding of immigration. These are especially pressing questiqubhs polarization
and the political salience of the issue increased in both countrieshe observed period
(Fangen and Vaage, 2018; Jenning@09) Furthermore, in the UK immigration was
considered one of the top two national concerns attez early 20009 Eurobarometer 2003
2015, IpsosvIORI Issue Index, 2016)hiwh may be due to thereaction to the influx of
CentralEuropean migrants afte2004(Ford et al., 2015)However, specific events such as
the terrorist attacks experienced in these two countrimay also have shapegerceptions

of immigrationand visions of immigrast In this regard, wehouldnote the specificity of the
2012 terrorist attacks in Oslo, where the attacks were committed by an extremewiglat
advocate (Fangen and Vaage, 201B) what was intended as a reaction to increasing

immigration and togovernmentpolicies.

Figure6 - Immigration according to reason for migration in Norway (1:2085)
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Figure7 - Immigration according to reason for migration in the UK (12085)
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Research shows thagublic concerns can be greatly magnified by misperceptiohkerda
(2010) argues that people in athe 22 European countries included in his study ever
estimated the size dhe immigrant population. Hedundagreater gap; 15%¢ between the
estimated and actual size tife immigrant population in the UK comparedttoe 5% gap in
Norway. Among other factors, Herd2010)associates the variabiliiy the identified gaps
with differences in economic inequalitthe readingof politicaly biasednewspapersand
contact wth immigrants. In the UKDuffy and Freré&Smith (2014)found that immigrants
were thought to constitute 31% of the population, which is more than doublatteal 13%
measured in 2013. The same survey showed that respondents thought asgkkarsmade

up 21% of the immigrant populatignn contrast to the atual proportion of 4% (Duffy and
FrereSmith, 2014) Thesefindings reflect howfar public perceptions tend tetray from
reality, further underlitng the need to foas more on public(mis)perceptions when
analysing public attitudesand to scrutinise how people talk about immigrants and

immigration

4.2 PUBLIC ATTITUDESANARDS IMMIGRANTS

The previous sectiodescribed the significant changestie social context of imngration.
However, the question remains how the Norwegian and British public perceived and

responded to such changes. Edaborate on the development of pblic attitudes to
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immigration and immigrants in the period between 1998 and 2015, seven quedtmms

the European Social Survey are examinad the related tendencies in the two countries
are compaed. We need to stress again, that most of these surgagstions do not specify
who immigrants aresingling out only one specificity (such as race, counitigrigin, etc.)or
provide a very vague definition (seBigure10) with an overalltendency to undermine the
heterogeneity of immigrants as well as the wide variation in how immigrants are

conceptualisedy respondents

Despite he abovedescribed changes in the context of immigration, the findings of ESS in
Norway showan overall positive shift in public attitudes towards immigration and
immigrants between 2002 and 20¥5Comparison of he 2002 and 2014 dafgeeFigure8)
shows thatopenness and willingness tpermit immigrants to enter the countryincreased
regardlessof the distinctiveness of race or ethnicity @he sociceconomic status of
immigrants. Wile we can seespecific changes in the hierarchyespondents create
opposition to peopleof a different race or ethnic background decreasddoncerning
immigrants from poorer countries outsia¥ Europe almost 70% of respondents were more

inclined to albw immigrants to come to Norway.

In contrast tathese positive tendencies in Norway, the British data show stagmatid even
deterioration in receptivenessOpenness towardgermitting immigrant€entry into the UK
is significantly lowethan in Norway While the race and ethnicity of immigrants doest
seem to make a big difference in attitudes, the worse secionomic statusof non-
European countries triggered greater opposition in 2014. These blatizate a more
restrictive approach to immigratiomithe UK. Preferences for immigration controk aaven
more powerfully articulated in nationalpinion polls While weshouldnote that the question
in the British Social Attitudes survey asked about preferences for reducing imiigrat
instead of allowingn different groups of immigrars, asincluded in ESS, the finding that
sincethe early 2000s almost 80% of respondepteferred a reduction in the number of

immigrantsindicatesa firm consensufor restricting immigration ito the UK?®

2" These questionaboutimmigration were introduced in 2002. lime case of ESS and ISSP surveys,
the year 2014 is used as the closest yeahe DFs.
28 e Figure 2 Appendix 2
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Figure8 - Public preferences comnceng entry of immigrants of different/same race and ethnic group, or from
poorer countries outside Europe
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Differences in British and Norwegian attitudalsoemerge concerning thassessment of
the economic and cultural benefitsfammigration. As depicted irrigure9, perceptions of
immigration as good fathe economy and of immigration as enriching cultural life increased
in Norway, but the extent of the increase was not mafatditionally we camotethat there

Ad 3IANBFGSNI RAGAAAZY AYy NBtFIA2Y,2 82 A YISNDRBLN & 2
use of welfare provision. In 201¢elatively equal shasof people teld positive, neutal,and
negative viewsbout the contributions oimmigrants.The picture drawn by the British data
is more complex. Perceptions about economic benefits impravediconsiderations that
immigrants take out more than they contribute also decreased, whichi@®mplpositive
change in terms ahe inclusion of immigrarg. However, we camlsoobservea higher level

of polarization among British respondents in 204dthe data indicate that individualsith
positive, neutal, and negative attitude2 y A Y Y A 3 Mibutionsa@ alrdoatyedually
represented. Furthermoren relation to cultural consideratiana slightly negative change

occurred
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Figure9-t dzo f AO | i GdAGdzRSa G261 NRa AYYAIANIryiGaQ O2yiGNAOdziAzy
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GComparing these finding} theissue ofcontributions to the welfaresystemstands out,in

relation to whichboth Norwegian and British respondents seem to be more critical. While
concerningeconomic and cultural benefits Norwegian respondents have becomes mo
positive,in regardto welfarerelated issueshey are more dividedwhich are confirmed by

and better demonstrated imational public opinion surveys in Norw#ZBased on theeESS

NBadzZ 6az ¢S OFy 02y Of dzRS { K lséareQreafeOiStN/UK | 0 2 dzi

than in Norway.

In relation tolLJdzo f A O LINBFSNBYyOSa FT2NJ AYYAINI yHHaQ OO
the 2016 findings show a mixed picture in Norway, further iafithe perceptions of the

relation between immigration and welfare. In comparisondther countries,Figure 10

shows a relatively strong preference for immediate access or access after one ,year
regardlessof work or contributons to the system (12.4% and 14.7%espectively.

Additionally, preferencesare relatively supportive(34%)of the requirement to acquire

citizenship. Compason ofthe 2008 and 2016 datshows thatonly minor (13 percentage

points) changesccurred® These findings also reflect that the public is more divjded

2 Se Table L Appendix 2.

30 This specific question was raised only in 2008 and 2016. Therefore, karsenthe 2016 data, the
nearestyear to the date oDFs.

31 e Table Z; Appendix 2
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preferences fora more restrictive approachhave emergeal requiring dtizenship as a
conditionfor accessing the same social rightsthe ingroup.
FigurelO- International comparison of public attitudes towards immigrants' access to welfare benefits and

service(d 2 A G K NJB 3 I NRconiezo livad$ Fchintd] frénKozher countries, when do you think they
AK2dA R 20GFAY GKS alYs NAIKGA (2 220ANf o08SySFAGA FyR

Sweden 18.20% 18.70% 33.30% 28.80% 1.00%
Norway 1240% 14.70% 37.20% 34.00% 1.70%
Netherlands [7:60%8.50% 33.60% 47.90% 2.50%
Great Britain 4:8098.90% 58.70% 21.80% 6.70%
Germany 11.80% 13.80% 49.40% 23.00% 2.00%
France [11.50% 11.00% 50.40% 20.20%  7.00%
Austria 8:20% 10.10% 40.10% 25.80% 15.80%
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Source: ESS, 2016

The British data show very strgrsupport for the principle of recipcity. In 201658.4% of
respondents shared the view that immigrants should contrilfoteat least one year before
accessing benefitssee

Figurel0. The extent of preferences for requiriad)least a year of contribution in the UK is
outstanding in European comparison. Furthermore, compared to prefereinc2808 we

can seea 10% increae inthe preference for one ye@2a O 2 y (at\iie cexigénse2off
preferences for citizenship, which iedites a notable shift in attitudes. However, the
NBaLR2yaS alisvaglieStouttiie pleferiedhatud&ofrestrictions and strength of
welfare chauvinism in the country. In this respétis worth recalhgresponses to the 2013
BSAsurveyquashd | 2 ¢ a22ys AT G ffsg &aK2dA R (KSe@
0S +toftS G2 FO0OSaa GKS al YS Th sbulisPsNdvedahdty ST A G &
respondents were dividedbout the length ofthe idealcontributory period with roughly
equal sharsof respondents requiring at least a year {28%), at leasthree years (25%Qr
at leastfive years of contributios (22%). Whilehesefindings show thatallsfor at least one

year of employment cover a relatively wide range of more inetusind more exclusive

32 e Figure3 ¢ Appendix 2
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preferences, ishouldbe noted that based on ES8)e UK is nobne of thecountriesin the

EUwith the most restrictie preferences.

The review of the above survey results intendedbtdefly review the development of
attitudes inthe period between 1998 and 2015. Overall, we can identify more positive
attitudes in Norway anda greater level of polarization and tendeng/ towards more
restrictive attitudes in the UK. Howevéhe issue ofgranting access to welfare provisions
reveds some contradictory patternasthe UK seems to be more inclusive and Norway more
exclusive. While these findings are significantly influenog the survey methodology, tlge
imply more complex considerations aadixof pro-inclusive and prexclusivepreferences.

It is argued that institutions, related to immigration, welfare and labour market policigs
include both inclusive and exclusive elements, which are appligdrtograntrelated issues
differentlyandwith changing salience depending on #pecific social context. The interplay
of these specific aspecis further exploredin the following setions by analysing policy
legacies and policy changes in these three areas as well as the related political and public

discourse

4.3 POLICY LEGACIES
4.3.1 Immigration policies and integration

The development of immigration policidsas led to various tensionsni both countries.
Perceptions othe need foraforeign labour forcavere counterbalanced by preferences for
immigration control. The dilemmasvolvedin immigration control were closely intertwined
with 1) fears about the challenges immigras might posein the labour market and the
welfare state,2) fears of deepening social conflict due ttee different cultural and social
backgrounds of immigrants di8) the need to protect the interests of nationglBrochmann

and Hagelund, 2012; Fordné Lymperopoulou, 2017)While the timing, extentand
historical reasons for immigration differ in Norway and the UK, these considerations were
dominant in both countries when people sought to justfialt to immigration(Brochmann

and Hagelund, 2012; Ford et al., 2015)

Inthe 2000s, these tensions reached a new level as the policy aim of regulating immigration
and the aim of liberalizing the movement of a labour force needed to be reconciled
(Brochnmann and Hagelund, 2012; Ford et al., 2015; Veggeland, 20d@jgration was soon

interpreted both as a problem and a solutionreetinglabour shortages and to sustamng
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the welfare state in light ofin aging population. These tensions and confliatdnterest
considerably influenced the way immigration and integration policies and theteck
discourse developed in Norway and in the UK. This section analyses these policy shifts and

the relatedintergroupdifferentiation processes.

4.3.1.1 The legacies afnmigration control in the British and Norwegian immigration
systens
Considering the relataly longterm colonial history of migration in the UK, the pulilias
largely accepted that some migration is beneficial. However, the pragmatism underlying
public peferences for specific groups of immigrahtss beercoupled with preferencefor
keepng immigration under controlThe development of British immigration policiseow
clear patterns of policy cycles as respectg@/ernmeng invested considerable effon
managingmmigration in line with public preferencéBord et al., 2015; Jennings, 200R)e
settlement of canationals from Commonwealth countries, family refigation, and refugee
rights were gradually restricte(Sainsbury, 2012)rhis responsiveness gbvernmens and
the perception of controlled immigration hgsevailed in British society and thus creaizd

legag for demandng controlled immigrationFord et al., 2015)

Similarly to the controlled immigration in the UK, a more exclusive imnidgratstem was
adopted in Norway. By the end tife 19805 labour migrationwvasrestricted and only Nordic
nationals were allowed free movemefBrochmann and Hagelund, 2012s a result of
theserestrictions, refugee and family reunification became the dominant formal channels of
immigration, which wre perceived as ahallenge tothe welfare state(Brochmann and
Hagelund, 2012)Therefore, further restrictions were adopted concerning the requirement
of attainingresidence permi The key argument behind thegestrictions involvedthe
aidl S Qwto Manage mmigratiorto ensure equal treatment and equal access to

benefits and service@Brochmann and Hagelund, 2012)

While we can identifyspecificparallels in the development of éhNorwegian and British
immigration policies, it is iportant to stress the difference in approacheshe integration

of immigrants. In Norway there were efforts to integrate immigrants from the very beginning

to preventthe emergence of a marginaliseti@ segregated social group. Emphasis was put

on labourmarket integration and language skills, which were considargdeconditionfor

increasing understandng the functioning of the society and faciliiag A YY A INJ y i aQ

adaptation to it (Veggeland, 2016)In the UK, instead of integration measures anti
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discrimination policies were enacted to redutiee social exclusion of ethnic minorities
including immigrantgSchierup et al., 2006 Although the UKs considered a multicultural
society, ithasnot beenfree of irter-ethnic conflics and racism creatingfertile ground for

ethnic differentiation(Schierup et al., 2006)

4.3.1.2 The 1990¢ stepstowards more selective immigration policies

The 1990sbrought a turning point in immigration policies in both countries. In Norway
throughoutthe 1990s there were important economic, polaicand sociakventsc like the

bank crisis, the referenduthat rejectedb 2 NI | @ Qa | OO Suadéha cdnseqiieit (1 K S
discussiongboutthe terms and conditions of cooperation with EU countiidkat created

the contextin whichquestions concerning immigration emerg@@rochmam and Hageind,

2012) In the UK, the election of the New Lab@avernmentbrought a new approach and

a new discoursaboutimmigration in light of the increasineconomic growth, and need for
aforeign labour forcel 2 A YLINE @S (G KS !intethationhUsd@npetii@enessd A G &
(Consterdine and Hampshire, 2014; Spencer, 208djthermore, as a refiuof es@lating

political conflictsabroadin the late 1990s, both countriesere faced an increa® in the
number ofasylumapplications (seé&igure6 and Figure7). These developments induced a
series ofchanges in immigration policies. FirstetHed to a shift towards a more selective
immigration policy in both countriehat combired a more restricive approach to asylum
seekers andhe liberaliation of labour migration. Second, EU free movement petic
introduced a new phase of dualized immigration policies as EU and EEA natenals

subject todifferentiated status.

4.3.1.3 The effects of 2004 EU argement orthe development of immigration policies

and the related discourse
While these two countriedmred the challenges of increasing labour immigration, the British
and Norwegian immigration systems substantially diffeteath in terms of the pace
accommodating labour migratigrand in the volume of immigrants arrivirig these two

countries.

In the UK the New Labourgovernment engaged inthe extensive liberalisation of
immigration launching specific schemes to attract higitilled migrantsand entrepreneurs

and eaig the process ofacquiing a work permit (Consterdine and Hampshire, 2014;
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Sainsbury, 2012)Thegovernmentprom2 i1 SR G KS ySé LRt AOASa
(Consterdine and Hampshire, 201%he number of immignts increased. However, as these
new schemes were demasttiven, the state preserved the capacity to control who eater
the country. Furthermore, th ability to regulate immigration was demonstrated in
restrictions concerning asyluseekers (Jennings, 2009) The perception of controlled
immigration was exposed once tlgovernmentdecided not to impose any transitional
labour market restriction®n citizens oMember Stateshat hadjoinedthe EU in 2004 (A8

countries¥® (Anderson, 2017)

The volume of EU migration wagynificantlyunderestimated by thegovernment While
estimationspredicted5 ¢ 13 000 migrants per year, more than 290 000 migrants arrined
the UKbetween May 2004 and September 20@ECD, 2009Although the booming British
economy absorbed the increasén the inflow of migrants, A8 nationals were
overrepresented in lovskilled jobs(FernandezReino and Rienzo, 2017)herefore, public
perceptions of EU migration tended to change. Before 2004, EU mégreete largely
employed in professiaa, high-skilled jobs. While the public vieweheir contributions as
significantand their integration as unproblematithe contribution of lowskilled migrants
was less cleacut; consequently A8 migrantswere less favoured (Anderson, 2017)
Moreover, as EU citizens thegere entitled to welfare support after one year of employment
(Ruhs, 2015; Sainsbury, 2012)Jthough previous research found limited eviderioe the
detrimental impact of EU immigratiaipustmann et al., 2003; Dustmann and Frattini, 2014;
Manacorda et al., 2012 public concern about immigtion rose and itensified fears about

the potential abuse of the welfare systeffford et al., 2015)

Thegovernmentmisjudged the strength ddifferences invalues and failed to pay attetion

to the econonic, socialand cultural impact of mass immigration on socigpencer, 2011)

It was especially workinglass peoplevho perceived that thewere receiving éimited share

of the benefits of economic growth anthat it wasda 2 ( K Shadkérs, employersand
immigrants¢ who were enjoying its advantagegFinch and Goodhart, 2010Fonsequently,
the New Labougovernmentfaced increasing public anxiety about immigration, which was
reinforcedby criticismfrom the opposition and medi. The key cornerstone of the debate in

the mediaframed the uncontrolled inflow of migrantasimposing excessive pressure on

33 0n the occasion of EU enlargemgeoid Member Stateshad the oppatunity to limit freedom of
movement. In 2004only three countrieg, Sweda, Ireland and the UK; opened their borders to
A8 migrants.

34 Forfurther elaboration d these findingssee Section 1.3.2.2.2 and Section 1.3.3.3
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y I (A 2y loynde@ pr&specifand increasing ressure on housing, educatipmnd

healthcare serviceBalch and Balabanova, 2016)

The introduction ofafive-tier, point-based system (ambted in 2006 and implemented from
2008)intended to moderate public concerns about immigratifffinch andsoodhart, 201Q)
Furthermore, in the following round of enlargemetiite UK imposed restrictions othe
movement of Romanian and Bulgarianioatls (A2 countries) who could enter the country
through the poins-based systenfRuhs, 2015)However, it could natestore theperception

of controlled migréon.

After 201Q the Qoalition governmentextended control mechanisms throughprocess of
stricter selection and monitoringHowever, theseinitiatives primarily affectednon-EU
migrants® The Qoalition governmentwasunableto fulfil its promisego restrict immigration
(Morris, 2018) what furtherincrea®d disillusionmentwith the mainstreampolitical parties.
Thisbenefited mostly the United Kingdom Independeriearty as its popularity increased
and the party gained ownership of the iss(izennison and Goodwin, 2015}he fact that
the Prime Minister, David Cameragommittedthe governmento holdingareferendum on
EU membershig an ideapreviously publicly advocated only by UKI€onfirmed the latter
LI NIi @ Qa Ay T fy deSs¢tQie agéngaRwitHowd being present in Parliaméht
(Goodwin and Ford, 2017)

In Norway, two discoursehademerged in relation to immigteon by the end othe 1990s
(Fangen and Mohn, 2016pPneinvolvedapproaching the issie from a moral perspectiye
viewing refugees as the most deserving group of immigrants. The other discourse stressed
the economic benefits of labour migratigfavouringan expansion of labour migration and
the considemgrefugees andisylumseekers aaburden on the state. The policy changes in
the 2000s largely followed the latter approach in Norw@leading to theliberaliation of
labour migration and restriatins onrefugee enty to the country,as in case of the URKhe

4 dzy ANESATSoR3 S Sthatddadoptédsvas underlined by a new understandingthé
responsibiliy for refugeesthrough their limitedprotection until they couldreturn to their
country of origin (Brochmann and Hagend, 2012) In contrast, labour migration was
publicly embraced and labour migration rapidly increased after 2003 [Sgeare 6).

Following the 2004 EU enlargemerMporway was the top destinatiofior immigrants,

35 For a detailed review of pog2010 policy changes, see Shutes, 2016 and Morris,.2018
36 Due to the majoitarian electoral systeglJKIP attained its first and only one parliamentary seat in
the 2015 Parliamentary Elections.
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attracting more than half o&ll EU migrantavho mowved to Nordic countriegDglvik and
Eldring, 2008)Although Norway introduced transitional arrangements, these were relaxed
allowing migrantssix months to find employmentand granting permits to stay for those
who were in full-time employment (Dglvik and Eldring, 2008)n contrast to the free
movement policies within the Nordic countries, the 2004 and 2007 EU enlargement posed a
new challengeas migrantsgenerallycame from poorer countries with loweriting and
working standards, which raisede issue of wage competition and social dump({fRgiberg

and Eldring, 2013Y

Recognition of the failure of integration policies he 1990s led to the reformulation of
integration policies. The Introduction Act aimed to encourdige activation and social
participation of immigrantsincluding labour and family migrantexcept for EU and EEA
citizens(Breidahl, 2017)As part of therltroduction Act (2003, 2005% more comprehensive
Introduction programme was adopted foster the employment of immigrants anpromote
their acqusition oflanguage skills. Attendanegthe Introduction programme was linked to
a flatrate introduction kenefit to motivate participation. Furthermore, later atteadce in
the Introduction programmevas definedas a precondition of attainingesidency permit.
The Introduction programme is a clear examplenfncrea® in the obligations and duties
of immigrants towards the statéBreidahl, 2017)While such irggration programmes are
often claimed to bekey instruments of inclusion, they have exclusional®ments too.
Integration ppgrammes serve asmeansof screenngthose immigrants whare liable to
integrate and provide an opportunity for thegovernmentto manifest its ability to control
borders, and to communicate towards immigrants the priority of maintaining cultural

cohesio and national identit{Goodman, 2011)

Corresponding tathese policy changes, the issues of immigration and integration also
emergedin the public discourse. The foco$ the discourse shifted tthe recognition of
diversity and enhancing individual freedom#dditionally, there were increasig
expectationghat immigrantsshouldadapt to societywith stresson the existence of rules
and values thashouldbe respectedBrochmann and Hagelund, 201Zherefore, in Norway

we canobserve a specifiform of dua approachg i.e. efforts to construct a new and more
inclusive sense of national identity, but also efforts to shape immigramtipgy and make
them adapt to Norwegian normandthe Norwegian way of liféBrochmann and Hagend,

2012) This duality can be found in public attitudes, tdo.terms of preferences for

37 For further detailssee Section 1.3.3.2
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AYYAINT yiGaQ I O@sSadasenices, vwe 2ad Adentifye engesgéhde of both
more inclusive attitudeg i.e. supportfor immediate access to social rightsand a more
exclusive approach the requirement of citizenshipg as preconditions foaccessg social

rights (sedrigure9).

The discourse on immigration wageatly fuelledby the rightwing populist Norwegian

Progress Party (FrP), which together with the Conservative Party foameohlition
governmentin the past two parliamentary electionBrP is the only political party Norway

which openly uses the threat of Islamizati@rglash of culturesandthe negative effects of

cultural diversification as core arguments for restrictive immigration policies, which are then

further linked to ne@tive economic impacts and presentiilgmigrants asa burden on

Norwegian taxpayergFangen and Vaage, 201&eing in thegovernmenE CNI Qa  LJdzo €
stances on immigration became more moderate. Still, the restrictithrag have been

introduced since 2013 prove tleeiccess of the party in shaping immaiion policies. Cultural

threats and fears about the sustainability of the Norwegian welfare stmgesufficient

reasons to keep intergroup differentiations alive in the political and public discourse.

This sectiorhas reviewedthe key social and polital changes in relation to immigration
policies in Norway and U¥hich affectedthe development of public perceptionabout
immigration andthe inclusion of immigrants in the period between 1998 and 2015. In the
UK, therapid increase in immigration and lated more inclusive but unpopular policy
changes strengthened the narrativeafack of control and fosterethe politicization of the
issue of immigration. In Norway, we can observe notable dualities imdwansof regulating
and debating immigration. While ithe 2000s there was a considerable change in policies
stressing commitment tdhe integration of immigrants, this change was also driven by
concerns about the cultural divisions between immigrants and Ngrarenationals.
Therefore, both in political and public debajelfferentiation processes along cultural and
ethnic linesbecamedominant. As concerns about the welfare state are central to public
perceptions of immigration, the following section focusas the British and Norwegian

welfare systems and approaches differentiation proce$seke field ofwelfare policies.
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4.3.2 Welfare policies

The British and the Norwegian welfare states represent two different welfare regimes. As
differences in institubna characteristics affect inclusion in the welfare state, this section
provides & analysisof processes of inclusion and exclusionthese areshaped and
reproduced by the British and Norwegian welfare states. First, key institutional
characteristicsare reviewed stressing the potential impact of institutisron intergroup
RATFSNBYGALFIGA2yd { SO2YRZ AYYA3INlagéxaniined 2 OA | €

4.3.2.1 Welfareregime characteristics

The Norwegian tatinanced welfare statés basednacombination of full employment and
extensive redistributiorthroughactive social and economic policig$alvorsen et al., 2016)
An emphasis on labour market participati@mdachiewingahigh level of productivity ensure
the financial viability of socia@emocratic welfare system@®aglvik et al., 2015)Therefore,
the functioningof the former systenassumes atwa I € = NB OA LINR2 OF £ LINR OS a
GRAzIAS&¢ d | OddAIR bfywark and expedtalion & contribute asgongin
Norwegian societyin return, the state provides extensive social protectamd moderates
the social insecurit that affects LJS 2 LJveSdda sodiety by reducing inequalitiestriving
to equalze life chancesprovidinghigh leveemployment protectionand offering helpn the
form of benefits and servicdsy extensive riskpooling(EspingAndersen, 1990; Halvorsen et
al., 2016)

Within the British welfare state, employmeptaysa central role, too. However, the logic
justifying this centrality is differenlue to the claim that only employment can sore a
decent living for members of society. Consequently, the welfare state is supposed to focus
on needs which are not mdiy the labour market ando support those people who are not
able to work(Dwyer, 200Q)Welfare policies shithe focusto market forces; keeping taxes

low, allowing peoplethe freedom to organize their Vies fostering greater individual
responsibility with limited state intervention and extending reliance on private provision
(Dwyer, 2000; TayleGooby et al., 2017TheUK has developed the most deregulated labour
market in Europeand hasincreasingly shifted towardsnplementinga targetedsystem of

meanstested social provisiofiraylorGooby, 2008)

Thissituation is fundamentally dferent to the Norwegian welfare state, where access to

benefits is univeral, while in the UK there is a largely tiranced residual welfare system
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that grants universal access to major social servigesich as healthcare, education, etc.

and noncontributory, meanstested benefits based on specific requirements of neediness
(EspingAndersen, 1990)However, the question remains how these differences affect
LISNOSLIiA2ya 2F YR LINBFSNByOSa F2NJ AYYAIANT vy

4.3.2.1.1 The role of universal vs. selective welfare systems in intergroup differentiation
processes
Focusing on how universal and selective farel systems affect processes of intergroup
differentiation, research highlights the inclusivity of universal sodehocratic countries
andthe higher exposure to differentiation in selective welfare systé@®paz and Damron,
2009; Larsen, 2006; Van Der Waal et al., 20A3)argued by Rothste{1998) the more
aSt SOUAPS G(KS ¢StFINB &daeadsSys GKS Y2NB AlG RN
Larsen(2006) argues thata higher level of social inequalityeinforces perceptions of a
lifestyle divide between the most vulnerable and the majority of citizedi®) mayviewthe
poor as deviant and not deservind access welfare benefitEurthermore,while universal
access limits, selectivity and meatesting bstersthe stigmatization of welfare recipients
(Lasen, 2006) While these studies focus on welfare beneficiaries within thgraup of
nationals, emerging internal tensions and patteonfsopposition are easily rproduced to

the out-group of immigrants.

As shown irFigurell, differences between the two countries anedicatedby the level of
income inequality, which is the highest in the UK among Western European countries. In
O2y (NI a3 b2 NJpdtirédddng soceKire§udlificy &e/oitstanding in European
comparson(Dghik et al., 2015)Figurel2 also depicts considerable differences concerning
poverty and social exclusidn these two countriesBoth sets ofdata underline thatin
relation to income inequality and economic conditiprithe Norwegian welfare state
performs better, which implies that the dgroup is less exposed socially and economically.
Therefore, percepons of intergroup competition and seeing immigrants as a th{@atmer,

1958; Scheepers et al., 2002; Semyonov et al., RO@ght be essand openness towarthe
inclusion of immigrants higheassuggested in the positive trendslated topublic attitudes

aboutimmigration (sed~igure9).
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Figurell- Level of income inequality in EU Member States and Norway 22015
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Source: Eurostat, 2015

In contrast in the UK botha higher level of incoménequality and poverty; as shown in
FigurellandFigurel2c indicate greater exposure to perceptions of intergroup competition

FyR O2yaSldSyate (G2 LINBEFSNBEyOSa r&d@dvbioNB & i NA O
(Crepaz and &nron, 2009) Recalling the development of publattitudes to immigration

(Figure9), andthe strong preference for immigration contr@liso indicats such tendencies.

Figurel2 - Populdion at risk ofpoverty, in low work intensity households and materially deprived household in
EU Member States and Norway, 2015
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Source: Eurostat, 2015

38 Figure 4g Appendx 2 presents data on income inequality in allMeémber States
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4.3.2.1.2 Social protection expenditure

As perceptions of competition intensify under perceptions of scaf€ibenders et al., 2009;

Dancygier, 2010; Semyonov et al., 2Q06)s consideredrelevant to review the extent of

social protecton expenditure and the generosity of welfare systeitBothb 2 NB» I ¢ Qa I y R
G KS ! Yn@itire hEsdcl8l protection accounted for 28%GDP in 2015, whidh in line

with the EU average (Eurostat). However, focusing on expenditure per inhabitant (in EUR),
Figure 13 shows a huge gap between the two countries. In Wy, the volume of
expenditure per inhabitant considerably surpassed the EU average. Moreover, in terms o

trends Norwegian expenditure continuously increased, while in the UK the trends are less

progressiveshowing weaker commitment to redistribution.
Figurel3- Social protection expenditure per inhabitant (in EUR at constant 2010 prices)20898
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Furthermore, singthe SociaWelfare Generosity IndefScruggs, 2014rigurel4 showsan
increase in the generosity of social efits in Norway in contrasto other Nordic and
Western European countries. The main reason Norway was abherteaise thegenerosity
of benefits is the fact that the country has not faced major internal or external pressures for

retrenchment (Halvorsen et al., 2016; Sgrvoll, 2015his marks another distinguishing

3 AlthoughLJS 2 LIt SQa LiSdyEnSradily/othgwielfag System may differ from the
objective indicators used in academic research.
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feature in comparison tathe British casgas in the British welfare state the shift to neo

liberalismhasfostered and justified periods of welfaretrenchment(TaylorGooby 2016)

Figurel4 - Welfare Generosity Index based on sickness benefits, unemployment hemnefitddage pensioa

W 1020 [ 1990 [ 1995 [ 2000 [ 2005 [] 2010

Norway Sweden Finland Denmark Germany

Source: Scruggs, Lyle, Detlef Jahn and Kati Kuitto (2014). Comparative Welfare Entitlements Dataset 2, Versio
201403, University of Connecticut akthiversity of Greifswaldn Dzlvik et al. (2015)

In Norway, the stability and prosperity of the national econoqprimarily due to oil
production¢ havesecured firm support for social protection both financially and politically
(Dglvik et al., 2015)0n the me hand, this longerm stability strengthens percéjons of

social safety and might reduce public perceptions of threat. On the other hand, awareness

of the generosity of the welfare systems and the financial costs of maintaining it might also
increase pblic concern about the misuse of the welfare stateusleading toa mixture of
LI2aAGAGS 2N yS3IIFrGAGS STFSOGaAa 2y LISNOSLIIAZ2Ya

In contrast to this, in the UK financial and political support for social protection is more fragile
andexposed to changes in the national econoffistylorGooby et al., 2017 Considering the
past decadesome of the harshest austerity measurasere adopted by theCoalition
government(Dwyer and Wright, 2014; Tayl@ooby, 2016)In comparison to the stability in
Norway, these developments in the British welfare stdexreased perceptions of social
security, especiallyat the bottom of societfDwyer and Wright, 2014; McEitl and Taylor
Gooby, 2018)and contributed to the politicisation of immigration. Furthermore, the
discourse on austerity policidegitimised restriction as a solution to the needsBriftish
society Thesephenomenacontributed to an increase inintergroup differentiationthat

protectsthe in-group, and preferences for restrictive measures towards the-grgup.
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4.3.2.1.3 Collective vs. individual responsibilities

The tendeng towards individualization inthe UK points at the contrast between these

welfare regimes stressing individual and collective responsibilities. As summarized by
Svallfors(2010: 246) & gil& targeted systems tend to demand of citizens that welfare
recipients should be docile and grateful and do their best to move away from their current
WySSReQ adliddzaz | dzyAGSNERFE &d&aidSectviyhigdSa NI :
abletod 2t @S Ada LINROf SYa I8 fthis raspeOtdrhidiel @2016)grge & dza G Sy
that especiallyprocesses of individualization ameéo-liberal policies strengthen intergroup
boundaries. The authors claim th#te economic competition inherent to neoliberalism

fosters differentiation processebat protect the privileges of thenigroup. Moreoverthe
individualization of risk implies greater acceptance of inequalities in societa atrnger

tendengy to disregard the impact of structural issues. Therefore, shifting the respongibilit

for inequalities to individual further reduces the collective mponsibility and solidarity

required © support people in vulnerable situations in the UK.

The popular discourse on welfare dependency drawthese notions in the UK. The political
elite ¢ regardless of political orientatioq have presented welfare dgendency as a by
product of welfare provisiondiscouraging peopl&éom seekng employment andockingin
poverty, inter-generational worklessnesand other antisocial behaviouJensen and Tyler,
2015; Wiggan, 2012he wédfare dependency discourse draws attention to perceptions of
benefit fraud and portrays welfare recipients as abusers of the sygfemsen and Tyler,
2015; Wiggan, 2012)While the discourse on welfare dependency consideradligs on
misperceptions and misunderstandingbout the British welfare systef (Baumberg
Geiger, 2016)it creates clear patterns and practices of differentiation whéch largely
reproduced in the discourse on imgnantsthat portrays the latter & abusers of and burdens

on the welfare stat (Balch and Balabanova, 2016; Hoops et al., 2016; KhosraviNik, 2010)

While the sections so faeviewed the key institutional factors of the Norwegian and British
welfare state and stres®d their potential implications for increasing or decreasing
interANR dzLJ RAFTFSNBYGAIGA2y S GKS F2fft26Aay3a aSOGA

positiors within the welfare states.

40 Baumberg (2016) finds evidender LJS 2 LJ S Qcéptiovish and J&Nsd understanding of the
British welfare system. For instee, 61% of respondents tended to overestimate the level of fraud;
and 91% overestimated the share of expenditure on unemployment benefits.
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Changes in immigration policies described in Sectiod.3.1 ¢ were supplemented by
differentiated access to employment and social rights whicletioned as additional control
mechanismdor regulaing immigration in both countries. The issue of granting access to
welfare provisioncreates adilemma between 1) granting access and promotihg
integration of immigrants by reducinigequalities in access to employment and welfare
benefits and 2) restricting entitlements to those who have already contributed to the
functioning of the syem (Spencer 2011). In this regard, we can observe differences in the

way the Norwegian and Britiswvelfare states responded the increasein immigration.

4.3.2.2.1 Immigrants and the Norwegian welfare state

Past policy changes in Norway marked a shift toward®ritising the integration of
immigrants. These changes were considerably driven by concerns Ab6or A ANJ y i & Q
living standardsbeing a potential reason for deepening social inequalities ahe
marginalizatiorof the latter (Brochmann and Hagelund, 2012) line with overall trends in
welfare policies, actition measures weramplemented in the form othe earlier mentioned
Introduction programme, andhe Qualification programme™ Both programmeswere
designedto increasethe employability of longerm welfare recipients(Gubrium and

Fernandes Guilherme, 2014)

Despite these targeted measures, studies show that immigrants are more exposed to
economic deprivaon and their access to and lostgrm dependence on specific welfare
benefits are highef(Sarvoll, 2015)AsFigurel5 shows the risk of povertyaffects20% of
foreign nationalsindicating a 9% difference in comparison to Norwegians. While the risk of
poverty is only slightly higher for Etdtionals,non-EU nationals are twice as likely to face
social exclusiomas the Norwegianborn. In public perceptions, the reasors for such
inequalities are associated with the lower level of employment of immigrantkare thus
interpreted as a problem of cultural differences aathckof integration and adaptation to

the Norwegian way of liféFriberg and Midtbgen, 2@). However, it is important to highlight

that working immigrants tendo be concentrated in lowepaid and temporary job&glvik

et al., 2015) Furthermore, the high living standard in Norway is ensurethbylualearner

41 The programme is available a widergroup of beneficiaries, but immigrants constituted 40% of
all programme paicipants in 2010 (Naper 2010 in Gubrium and Fernandes 2014).
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family model, which less frequentlgccursin families of immigrantdBrochmann and
Hagelund, 2012; Dglvik et al., 2015)

Figurel5 - Individuals at risk of poverty or social exclusion by broad classification of countrihdpbjpulation
aged 18 and over), 2015
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Underiny 3 G KS FAYRAYy3I& 2y SELRAadINB (2 LROSNIe:x
behind the national median income significhnteading to a30% difference betweenon-

EU immigrants and Norwegian nationdfsWe see similar trendsith regard to the
composiion of income* While the occupational income of immigrants from EU and other
Western countries exceedilat of the majority population,mmigrants from Asia and Africa
face more difficultieand show greater dependence on social transfers. Angalggincome

from specific types of social benefits reveals the differences in the needs of specific groups
of immigrants** While nationalsrom old EUMember Statesncreasingly draw oold-age
pensions, A8 and A2 nationalsaw moreon sickness benefits and falyjisupport. In relation

to non-EU nationals, a more diverse pictugenergesdue to their longterm residence in
Norway and more vaable demographic characteristic€ongderingthese specificitiesthe

data showa higher level of use of social assistargieability pensionsand work assessment

allowances, and participation in thelntroductory programme.

While these data inform us aboute differences between specific graapf immigrants and

their accesgo welfare provisions, it is questionable whethand how such information

42 Spe Table3 - Appendix 2
43 See Figure 5Appendix 2
4 See Table 4Appendix 2
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reaches the public. In this regard, it is important to recall the case of disability pensions in
Norway. The tke-up rates of disability pensions amongn-European immigrants increased

in the 2000s. Bratsberet al. (2010) who studied the causes of thiphenomenon pointed

at acomplex interplay of social and institutional factorsthe 2000s disability pensioners
could access supplementary benefits if ynead a dependent spouse and a number of
children in the household. Consequently, the disabilityndfé, together with the
supplementary benefjtoften exceededthe typicalincome of lowwage earners. While
Bratsberget al. (2010)highlighted the imperfections and shortcomings of institutidhat
failedto incentivise return to work, in the public debatas situationwas framel as an issue

of the non-conformity of non-Western immigrants and reinforced perceptions of
AYYAINI yGAQ YA&adzaS 2F GKS 46SEFINB aidlaSo

Concerns about misuse of welfare benefits also increased after 2004. In relation to A10
migrants the issue othe exportaion of benefitswasraised. However, a recent study finds

that the exportation of benefitsnvolvesa very small shar@% ofthed G I 6 SQa G201 f
expenditure (Hatland 2015 in Sgrvoll, 2019nd isprimarily attributable to Norwegian
pensioners living abroad. While this finding reveals that concerns atheugxportation of

benefits are exaggerated, in the public discourse this issue remains influential in shaping
Lz f AO FGiAGdzRSE (2 AYYAINIYGEAQ AyOf dAAZYy D

4.3.2.2.2 Immigrats and theBritish welfare state

In comparison to Norway, whespecificintegration measures weradoptedto reducethe

inequalities between immigrants and Norwegians, in the UK tleree beentendencies

towardsNB & &4 NA OG Ay 3 A Y YA 3IPdvigiansiQdrrebpOndiggdia Y YiA23 Nal Syf (T4l N
access to social benefitgasgradually curtailed fonon-EUmigrantsby the mid-1990s. With

0KS | R2 LI ArécgursetdFpulilidt SzyYR/azRcedstizbedefits becanronditional

on the acquirement ofa resdence permit with varying criterifor length of uninterrupted

stay depending otthe specific entry categgr(Sainsbury2012) Despite such restrictions,

critical stances persisted in public discoutisat demanded theprioritisation of nationals in

relation to specific benefits such as social hougighs, 2015)

The issue of accsmgnon-contributory benefits became especially salient concerning A8
Y A 3 NXboyial Bgkts. As Eastern Europeans wamming from economically less advanced

countries, public concerns about their motivations were central in public debates. Although
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one full year of legal employment wagrerequisite for becomingligible to claimbenefits,

A8 migrants were accused of m#ngthe latter (Ruhs, 2015)

In contrast tothese assumptions, researtiasfound that both EU andon-EUmigrants are
less likely to rely on social benef{Bustmann and Frattini, 2014Yloreover, Dustmann and
Frattini(2014)a K2 ¢ G Kl (0 A Y'Y Aufidnd weie Bigber thatite publ2 ghénbliigo
on benefits and serviceagcquired by immigrantbetween 2001 and 2011. Focusing on EU
migrants, contributions exceeded £20 million (£15 millfoom EU15 and £5 milliofrom
A10 migrants)Datafrom 2014from the Department of Work and Pension also confirm that
EU andhon-EUmigrants are underrepresented irelation tothe uptake ofall workingage
benefits?® Focusing specifically on young EU migrants, Spreckelsen and $eatzilj2016)
find a high employment rate anc low probability of reeipt of Jobseekers Allowance.
Focusing on tax credit claims, the key providmmpeoplewith alow-income,VargasSilva
(2019)found based onan analyss of LFS datdhat non-UK migrants were more likely to
receive (15%) tax credits than UK nationals (11%). However, data also shawethatst
majority of EU natioalswho were ¢aiming tax creditstayed in the country for more than
four years; i.e.hadcontributed before accessing tax credits. Furthermadrsstead of finding
evidence for excessive reliance on social benefits and sergoabtative research findings
pointed at how uncertain and unaware EU migrants are of their social r{gtata and

SeeleibKaiser, 2017)

Although the currently available evidence invalidathe key assumptions of the public
discourse, agigure9 shows more people think that immigrants takeut more than they

contribute to the welfare system. Furthermor®uffy and Freresmith (2014)identified
AAAYATFAOI YOG YAALISNOSLIGAZ2ZYyA NB behdiit§ R5% 002 A YYA
respondents estimated thamore than 300 000 migranta&ere receiing unemployment

beneft, while the real figure wagoughly 60 000! OO2 NRAY 3 (i 2aveig@a LI2Z Yy RS
estimatiors 38% of immigrantswere claimng unemployment benefits, whilghe real

number wasonly 10%. Such mispegtions were reinforced by the medi@alch and
Balabanova, 2016; Hoops et al., 20&6¥ by political partiedCappelen and Peters, 2018)

Similarly toNorway, concerns abouhe exportation of benefits by EU migrants heightened.

The issue of claiming child bergsfior children living outside UK waspeciallycontroversial

and ontributed to the adoption of restrictions in relation tenemployment housingand

child benefits in 2014Ruhs, 2015)

45 e Tabls 5-6 ¢ Appendix 2
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The balance between employment and welfare redistribution is crucial in both welfare states
and in the public peceptions of immigration. While the current section touched on the
interactions betweerthe labour market and welfare policies several times, the following
sectionintends to scrutinizéhe development of labour market policies affecting perceptions

of immigration andintergroupdifferentiation.

4.3.3 Labour market policies

Within the institutional comparison of Norway and the UWke regulated and unregulated
labour marketrepresentanother distinction Unregulated labour markets offer relatively
easy accestthe labour marketresembling an inclusive approach. However, kingted
level of job protection creates greater exposure to social inseg@s$peciallyfor low-skilled
jobs, and give rise to mechanisms of exclusion, whiare further aggravated by yblic
opposition to lowskilled migrant§Ruhs2015) In contrast to this, regulated labour markets
offer ahighlevel of employment protection both in terms of wages and working conditions.
However, the higher price of laboumpliesstricter preconditionsfor entering the labour
market, which creas exclusry mechanisms in relation to lowkilled immigrantg¢Halvorsen

et al., 2016; Veggeland, 2018)hissection elaborate more on such specificitie®lated to

regulated and unregulated labour markets and their impact on intergroup differentiation.

4.3.3.1 Transformation of the labour market asdciety

As in any other European couwtrthe shift to a postindustrial society, technological
development globalisation, increasing international labour mobijlitand an aging
population affected the restructuring of the Norwegian and the British labmarket
(Emmenegger et al., 2012lowever, these two welfare states respondaad deal with
these issueslifferently. Norway has one of the mbeegulated labour markets in Europia
which employees' rights are safeguarded by the wide network of trade unions and tripartite
negotiations(Dglvik et al., 2015)The system of compressed wadeslesjjnedto ensure
sufficient income for all occupations andraributes to maintaining a relatively low level of
income inequality in the country (séegurell). In the late 1990s, Norway's need for foreign
labour force was puixly acknowledgedBrochmann and Hagelund, 2012Yhile earlier
women represented the key "new human resource”, now immigrants are asemmeans

of meeting labour market needs. In light cdn aging population immigration is also
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considered as a wagf attracting aneconomically active population to sustain the welfare

state, which encouragea more positive approacto the former.

The deregulatedritish labour market stands out in Eurogéhe limited state interference
with the free operation of markets substantially contributed to the relatively stable and high
level of employment{Emmenegger et al., 2012However, as highlighted by Iversen and
Wren (1998) job growth is achieved at the expenses of increasing inequality in the labour
market,along withlimited social secunt and protection for employees aradower level of
productivity. The shift taa postindustrial economycontributed to an increa® in thegap
between the highly skilled in protected jobs and the low-skilled in precarious Jus
(Emmenegger et al., 201Bmployment in the growing service sector is more exposed t
the dynamics of global markebmpetition offering limited social securifgspecially fothe
low-skilled. The weakening position of trade unioalsofostered decline in job protection
(TaylorGooby, 2016)Recently, the UK has onetbke weakest job protection legislation in
Europe(OECD, 2013§

As a result of these changes in the British labour market, the social sethattiull-time
employment was supposed to ensure deterioratekhe hgher risk ofthe labour market
exploitation of lowskilled workersthe relatively high incidence of loyaying jobs poor job
quality andthe limited prospects of mobility(Machin, 2011; Yoon and Chung, 2016)
considerably affect percepti@of social insecurity. This labour market contéxtwhich
flexibility, risks and precariousness atgpical elements of working life make people more

sensitiveto competition for jobs and indueintergroup differentiation.

4.3.3.2 The position of immigrants in the Norwegian and British labour market

In the UK, five milliorforeignborn people were active in # labour market in 2015,
constituting 16% of the national labauorce. In comparison with 1998, the share of foreign
workers hasdoubled. In Norway, similarly, foreigners constituted more than 15% of the
labour force in 2015. In European comparisbath countries have stable and high level of
employment?” Meanhourly earnings are higher than the EU15 average in both countfies.
Furthermore, in Norwaythe first decileof earnings igwice as high as the EU15 average,

creatinga significant pull factor for immigrants. While in the UK the wage levels are not as

46 Spe Table7 - Appendix 2
47 See Figure  Appendix 2
48 See Table § Appendix 2
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generots as in Norway, the relative easfentry to the labour market and familiarity with

the language are important factois attracting immigrant§Anderson, 2017)

Looking at the employment rate of immigrants, we can idergtifjap betweemon-Western
(non-EY immigrants and the national population in Norway and in the UK, whichnbias
considerably decreased in either countHowever, to better understand the position of
immigrants in these labour markets, it is important to review in wrgebtors immigrants

obtainemployment.

In the UK, the composition dlfie labour force changeduringthe observed period, which
brought the expansion of higskilled jobs anddecline in lowskilled occupationéMigration
Advisory Committee, 2014The mrticipation of immigrants irboth high-skilled and low
skilled jobs increaseat a similar pace and in 2013 immigrants in higltilled jols
outnumbered lowskilled migrant$? However, focusing on the specific regions of origin, A8
and A2 migrants stand out as the only grdop which participation in lowskilled sectors
wassignificantlygreater than forhigh-skilled employeesit is the fomer group thatbecame

the targetof the public anxietyaboutimmigration.
Figurel6 - Employment rates by country of birth: People aged 20+ (Norway)
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49 e Table 9 Appendix 2

115



Figurel7 Employnent rates by country of birth: People aged- 53
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In comparison to British employees, A8 and A2 migrants are youbeger educated and
more likely to beemployed (Ruhs, 2015However, newly arriving migrants are more willing
to accet jobsunder their actual level of qualificati®h(Dustmann and Fratti, 2014) to
work for lower wagesand are more flexible in terms of working conditions and working
hours (Ruhs, 2015)Therefore, besides perceptions of competition and wdgeression
low-LJ- AR &2 NJ SNA Q less2aydiheyRaré dmre\ edpgsad td- shdil insecuyit
which impliesa strongr demandfor welfare support triggeng perceptions of misuse of
welfare benefis.

Similarly to the situation inthe UK the composition of the labour force changed in Norway,
too. The high level of s@ mobility within Norwegian societyontributed © a declire in
interest in typical working class jotisriberg and Midtbgen, 2018)hus, the need for labour
force has been largely met by immigrangspecially in sectors whiato not requirea high
level of competence or langige skill{Dglvik et al., 2015; Friberg and Midtbgen, 2018)
Norway the share of immigrants is much higher in-gkiledandlower paid jobs bpng with
the proportion of immigrantsthat hawe temporary contracts omwho are employed by
agenciesspecializing imemporary work(Dglvik et al., 2015 hus, the segmentation of the

Norwegian labour markes increasingFriberg and Midtbgen, 2018)

%0 Onethird of the British workforcere overqualified for the jobs they are doing, which is the
highest rate in the EU (Cedefop, 2015)

116



Public @ncernshaveintensified in relation to migrants employed imW-skilled sectors in
Norway. The lowskilled sectors offer the lowest average wagnd these are the sectois
whichthe role of trade unions weakened the most and coverage of collectiveeatgnts
declined in the past decad®aglvik et al., 2015)These findigs reflect the vulnerability of
immigrans, evenin the highly regulatedNorwegianlabour market. Although coordinated
wage setting aims to reduce precariousness, it is argued that it crepssfic exclusion
mechanisms for lovekilled people due to thexistence ohigh entrylevel wagegHalvosen
et al., 2016; Veggeland, 201&)n the one hand, in this systemiow-skilled labour force is
expensiveq especially in international comparisanwhich mears that employers expect
skills experienceand high productivity. However, for immigranti&anguage barriers and
issues witrsupplyingformal proof of qualifications might be problemati¢eggeland, 2016)
As a result of these developments, issues of social dumping and the potential impact of low
wage competition on wage policies aaethe centre of public discourse aspresenting a
risk tothe maintenanceof the compehensive Nonggianwelfare state(Friberg and Eldring,
2013)

4.3.3.3 The effects of immigration on the labour market participation of the majority

While studiesanalysng the overall impact othe increasein immigration ; the labour
market find limited evidence ofa negative effect in both countriefKahanec and
Zimmermann, 2009Yyesearctexaminingl KS STFFSOU 2y ylFGA2y Il f &aqQ
find negative effcts among lowskilled nationalsvho compet for the same jobs. In the UK,
Dustmann et al.(2005) identified a minor negative effect on UK nationals witin
intermediatelevel education. The recent researclof the Migration Advisory Committee
(2014)emphasised the relevance of economic downturns and foarsgecificallynegative
impact for non-EUimmigration on unemployment in the period between 1986d 2010.
However, m relation to EU immigrationsuch a negative impact was not statistlly

signifcant.

Most studiesthat focused on examiningthe impact of immigration on changes in average
wages 6dund no or a relatively small effect on average wag@Bratsberg et al., 2013;
Dustmann and Frattini, 2014; Manacorda et al., 2012; Rewt Llatorre, 200). In both
countries such effects were more liketp occurin low-skilled sectors, but the impact was
small(Bratsberget al., 20132013) However, Bratsberet al.(2013)stress that these effects

are more significantfor immigrants asthe employment of immigrants is rather
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complementary to the employment of nathals. Thesefindings are in line with the
conclusions of Manacorda et 4R012)in the UK who argue that new migrants tend to
substitute resident immigrantsn workplaces Therefore, therelated impacts are stronger

for immigrantsthanfor UK nationals.

As presented aboveesearchinto the impact of inmigration tends to be inconclusive.
Moreover,there seems to be agreement that there is naaly avery limited negative effect
on the employment of nationals or on average wages. Desthite, concernsabout and
opposition to immigratio remainprevalet in the public discourse in both countries. In the
UK the deregulated labour marketontributed to the dualization of the labour market
putting low-skilled workers in disadvantaged positiotisereby increasng perceptions of
competition and perceptios ofthe intergroupas athreat ¢ especiallyas the recent influx of
A8 and A2 immigrantypicallyenter these sectors. In relation to the regulated Norwegian
labour market, wehave already flagged upe adverse effect of wagseetting mechanisms
and the deepening segmentation of the labour market which shapecificpracticesof
exclusion and contribute the vulnerability of immigrants in the Norwegian labour market.
The interactions between labour market institutions and welfare mitbns represen an
important element in the debates in both countrieas labour market exclusion triggers
greater use of welfare support. This creates a vicious circle that challenges the expected
balance between high labour market participation and teitmutions on the one hand, and

access to welfare benefits and services on the nthe

4.4 CONCLUSION

This chapter was devoted to exarimgthe key changes in the institutional and social context
in Norway and in the UKvhich could affect tendenciefer intergroup differeriation and
accentuae processef inclusion or exclusion of immigrants. Both countries experienced
considerable changm the context of immigratiordue to external pressures and internal
policy changes. It is important to stress the complex interactiogsveen immigration,
welfare, and labour market policies, which in both countriesmplemented efforts to
restrict or toliberalize immigration. In relation to immigration policies, Norway and the UK
share legacies of immigration control, which startedrensform inthe late 1990s andhe
2000s when both countries introduced more selective immigration systems. In adtbtion
these measures, Norway placed greater emphasistiom integration of immigrants.

However, these efforts were largely intended téfél SNJ A YYAINI yiaQ | RF LI
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societyto protect the ingroup and reduce social inequalitieshreats to the Norwegian

welfare system.

In the UK the liberalization of labour migration and granting immediate access & A
migrants to the Britie labour market triggered substantial tension which reinforced
preferences forthe exclusion of immigrants. These preferences have thematized British
immigration policy and public discourse since then. Furthermore, the analysis ditbate
that British welare institutions, the way the British welfare state shifted to a more selective,
meanstested benefit system and the increasing individualisation of ridke underlined
differentiation processes and justified the perceived needcémtrol immigration ad to
OdzNILik Af AYYAINIydaQ az20Alf NAIKGaAaD Ly O2yidNT
the low level of income inequalityand stable financial and institutional support for
redistribution offers a good starting poinoff the inclusion of imnigrants. Moreover, this
chapter pointed at the high level of polarization based on cultural considerations
(Brochmann and Hagelund, 2012yhich can strengthen intergroup differentiation and

shapepublic attitudes toward exclusive stances.

This chapter revealed that both the British and the Norwegian institutions include inclusive
and exclusive elementand thusrepresentparticularly interesting casder ananalyss of

how these institutional datures, processes ofiglusion and exclusigrand the described
themes of public discourse emerge and develop in the DF discussions. The next chapter
focuses in particular on the differentiation of deserving and undeserving immigrants in order
to better understand what the keyonditions ofthe inclusion of immigrantsare in the

Norwegian and British welfare states.
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5 HOWARE PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE WELFARE DESERVINGNES:
OF IMMIGRANTS SHAPED

The British and the NorwegiddFdiscussions took two distinctivdirections¢ the former

representing a more exclusive approach to immigration, and the latter a more inclusive one.

While the policy proposals reflect these general approaches, the small group discussions

reveal much more diversity and shifts between reinces for inclusionral exclusion in

both countries. The current chapter intesd 2 | LILINR F OK | G GAGdzRSa G2
throughant y I f @aAa 2F LISNOSLIIA2ya 2F AYYAINIydaQ
on the diversity of considerationdehind changing preferer8a F2NJ AYYAINI yiaQ
in or exclusion from the welfare statérelated toRQ@ andRQ1).

2 St FINS RSaSNWAy3IySaa Aa 2FGSy OKFNrdd SNAT SR
pKeKE YR GdaK2 NB®S & FARORBcKoS 2oODMNEpoliticaland public

discourse, deservingness is usgd a | 22t (G2 RAFFSNBYUGAFIGS
Gddzy RSa SNIIA y 3 éand 2Bty &FabliSh andlJusyfitlie extent of collective

obligations and responsibilities towards others. As immigrants are considered the least
deserving group throughout Eurog&an Oorschot, 2006, 2008; Van Oorschot et al., 2017)

this chapter aims toexamine the considerations that affect(in-group) perceptions of
AYYAIANI yiGaQ RSA&SNDAn yddceriag the ghare dolledtizge ahdNS ¥ S NB

individual responsibilities.

Chapter 2 introduced théve deservingnessriteria ¢ hamely, Reciprocity, Control, Need,
Attitude, and Identity (Cook, 1979; Swaan, 1988; Van Oorschot, 208holars consider
these five principles as key determinants when assessi@ifare deservingess
Furthermore, Petersen et al(2012) argue that these principles tend to work as

G RSaS8PA vy R Y JiNTasicoghiliva dategories that people can easily access and use
in any situation.Asthe vast majority of the research on welfare deserviags relies on
survey methods, our knowledgglimited concerning how these deservingness cragDC)
areemployedby ordinary people. This is the area, where this research and this chapter aims

to contribute through the analysis of DF discussions onigretion.

To provide more detaslon the character of discussions on immigration, we shoulédsst
again that participants, their understanding of immigration and visions of immigrants shape

the development of discussioribhis alsamplies certain precaion aswe cannot and should
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not expect participants to be experts émmigration policy to canprehend the complexity

of the issue to know the eligibility criteria or the extent of entitlements relatedgpecific
legalcategoriesof immigrants. Their references may mely on verified information about

immigrants However their references andnteractions are important to analyse orderto

better understandg KI &' O2y AARSNI A2y a R2YAY!Il (G4STheJS2 LY SQ
is the reasonwhy welfare deservingness is especially relevant and useful to analyse what
character and qualities do pele associate with immigrants, under what conditions do they

see them as deserving and worthy to be included. Each of the five DQ@highlspecific

behaviour personal qualities and efforts that makeelfare beneficiarieamore or less
deservingness. Thchapter aims to find out how these DC are understood, used and framed

in relation to immigrants and their inclusion.

In an individualsetup €.g. being arespondent in a survgyit might be less likelyhat
individuals reflect on the complexity of thesueor on the heterogeneity of the immigrant
population based on legal categories, country of origin, -lkil, length of stayor
MYAINI yiaQ FOKASGSYSyda AY¥lindorirést idtBedndividid 2 F R
setup, t is expected that ina group discussigninteractions encourage participants to
consider numerous perspectives o the issue to differentiate between the gups of
immigrants and consider the particular circumstances and motivations of refugees,
economic migrants or family giants that can make a difference in perceptions of
AYYAIANT yiaQ. SBethg &tlBckngvdeddhg the heterogeneity of immigrasts
considered particularly important to have a more diversified view of immigratiod
distinguish the benefits and thpotential costs of immigration, which can unfold in shifts
between preferences for inclusion and exclusitiiis expected, that interetions will reveal

in what respect do people perceive the heterogeneity of immigrants. Accordimglgim to
examine vihat characteristics and qualities doF participantsonsider or disregard, what
perceptions and misperceptions dominate their visions (gfeserving/undeserving)

immigrants

Each of the five DC raise different aspects of deservingness and stress diffieaéties of
immigrants as welfare beneficiarieBhe emergence of Di@ the debatesmay be identified
0& Lylfeéeary3d =datidndabditinigtai®y & sAGF SS B Ly Rcodddyy RdzO G 4

of destination their preferences regarding when and undehat conditions immigrants

51 The analysisf how DF participants differentiated between specific groups of immigrants is
elaborated in Chapter 6.
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should get access to welfare benefits and services. The analysis of DF shows the application
of all five DC ifboth countries.In terms of the frequency and salience of raising specific
criteria, we find very similar patterns in He discussions, but there are significant
differences in how these criteria are understood and usieyl DF participantslepending on

the specific social contexand on the specific group of immigrants.

Taking an institutional approach to the analysis, thiapter argues thathe differences in

the use and understanding of the fil@Ccan be traced bacto the institutional differences

between the British and the Norwegian welfare stateBirst, the i/ NB dzLJQ& LIS ND S LG A
their own collective needs aressentially shaped by tha&orms, values, ideals, and
understanding of the rolef the welfare state ad the relationship between the individual

and the collective within that welfare stat&uch irgroup perceptions are embodied in the
countryspecificandA ya G Al dzi A2yt & SYO0SRRSdRonddheéiih2ya 27
INER dzLJQ& S E LIS Oiitk disb seplidate thase valvedid cBlNdtiwé aims, setting

high standards for immigrants to achigdve NBE Tt SOGSR Ay @A alhddgra 2F Gl
to disentangle these interactions betweengnoup and owgroup perceptions tts chapter

developshed D2 2 R ¢DR2{2AR Q.yY Y A 3 Mlandlysthowec@uRtrgdpecificvalues

and understandings of the welfare state are transformed into expectations ndsva
immigrantsand to highlight which areas are viewed as masportant for their inclusion

¢ KSood@tizegD22R LYYAINI yiaéd az2RStf NBfASAE 2y (K
which raises the relevance of applying political discourse analyaish@®ry(Chilton, 2004;

Zaller, 1992)However, this research chose Institutionalism as a more comprehensive theory

Besides the aim of analysing the role of political discourses, it intends/estigate how

discourses use, reproduce and strengthen the significance of these social valuesandrms
expectationsdominating visions of Good Citizen and as shown below the vision of Good

Immigrants

The first part of this chapter describes the usddd during the DF discusséoithe chapter
continues with a more detailed analysis of various untéerdings of the DC. To approach
GKS lylLfteaaras @GArarzya 2F a3a22R OAGAT Syagé | NE

used to analyse perceptiond im-group needsand expectations about immigrants.
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5.1 THE USE OF DESERVINGNESS CRIMHERBOMINANCE RECIPROCIAND
ATTITUDE

Welfare deservingness theory specifies five DC, thereby reflecting on various aspects of the
deservingness of welfare befearies.However, & described in Chapter 2é literature
provides relatively vague definitions Béciprocity Control, Need,Attitude, andldentity, and

we need to investigatkow these criteria are used and understood by individuals and how
these crieria relate to each otheh y NBf I 1A 2y se®inghessThraadilay ( & Q
analysis of DF discussiopnse can identify the emergence ofllahese principles in

LI NI AOALI yiGaQ | axgdrdets ydieandt rdisad inir&spoas® to specific
questions about welfare deservingness, the use of these principles toediedine cases and
contexts in which DC are seen as important by the pagits. While participants do refer

to and describe thesprinciples, they do not name them as D@ese are interpreted as DC

by the author.For the purpose of clarity, the presented citatiogsn this and the next

chapterg always highlight the identitation of principles within the statements.

Table2 - The use ofleservingness criteria in the British and Norwegian DF discussions on immigration

Participant| References Sentences Overlap @ Overlp | Overlap Overlap | Overlap
(No.) (No.) (No.) with with with with with
Recipocity | Control | Need | Attitude | Identity

UNITED KINGDOM
Reciprocity 26 122 244 - 14 33 90 8
Control 15 45 94 14 - 9 33 1
Need 23 86 191 33 9 6152 43 11
Attitude 30 249 443 90 33 43 - 24
Identity 16 34 87 8 1 11 24 -
NORWAY
Reciprocity 24 79 347 - 10 30 69 3
Control 14 43 179 10 - 8 25 3
Need 25 76 375 30 8 5753 43 6
Attitude 31 222 709 69 25 43 - 9
Identity 14 19 79 3 3 6 9 -

Note:The table shows theumber of references to the five Ba@led the number ofparticipants using the specific
deservingness criterionhe number of sentences in references to thedd@ thenumber of references using
combinations of DC in DF discussions on immigration

52No. of references tdn-group needsThe role ofn-group needss discussed in Secti@n3
53No. of references tdn-group needs
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AsTable2 depicts all DC are raised iboth countries. Whether we look at the number of
participants who refer to the specific DC, at the total number of references, or the number
of sentences, we can clearly see that steares for specific DC are very similar in the two
countries under angkis. The criteriattitude (75% of all references made in the UK and 79%
in Norway) andReciprocity(38% in the UK and 29% in Norway) tended to dominate the
discussions. ThBleedprinciple (26% in the UK and 27% in Norway) received a little less
attention in terms of frequency. The least mentioned out of the five were@uoatrol(14%

in the UK and 15% in Norway) aligéntity principles (10% in the UK and 7% in Norway).

These findings indicate very similar patterns in terms of the salience of DC. However
analysis found substantial differences in the understanding and use of these criteria during
the discussionsThese differences are related to the different appro&@hmmigration and
different policy measures that are proposed. One area where \wesea similarity in relation

to DC is in how these criteria are linked together and often overlap. Althdable2 depicts
these overlapsDiagraml better illustrates the dominance of specific criterighin debates
about immigration, which is indited by the size of the circles. FurthermoRiagraml
highlights the links and the parallel use of these criteria in relation to perceptionsltdre
deservingnessThese overlapslso stress that the same context and the same expectations
are approached and judged using different perspectives of deservingness. The following
section briefly reviews the definitions of DC and contrasts them with the meanings and

undergandings of DC it emerged in the discussions.

The principleAttitude reflects greater willingness to see somebody as deserving if that
person shows compliance and conformity with the standards oflagority society. While

in the literatureAttitude has not been consigred among the most relevant principles, in the

DF discussions referencesAdtitude dominate and are articulated by the vast majority of
participants. This high salience suggests that expectations about compliant behaviour are
linked tovarious facets ofife and are not articulated only in relation to perceptions about
access to and use of welfare benefits and services. One key area toAtfitictie is strongly
related is labour market engagement. This may explain the high level dapweith the use

of Reciprocity

54 Percentages reflect the share of specific DC in the discussiongvidn due to the high number of
references where parallel use of DC was identified, these percentagesd 100%. There was a total
of 329 references to DC in the British discussion, and 280 references in the Norwegian discussions.
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Diagram1 - Visualisation of the dominance of deservingness criteria used in the DF discussion in relation to each

other
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The literature consider®Rkeciprocityto be the most important criterion in relation to
immigrants (Reeskens and van der Meer, 2018; Reeskens and Van Oorschot, 2012; Van
Oarschot, 2008)Reciprocityeflects on pasand future contributions as forms of justification

for deservingness. In DF discussi®asiprocityis linked to employment and payment of
taxes, thus to earning entitlement to social rights. However, theudisions reveal that not

only the economic bualso social aspects of contributing to society are seen as important in
both countries. Furthermore, in many casBsciprocityemerges in the discussions as a
reflection on twoway processes and expectationsrofituality between the irgroup and

the out-group.

The principleNeedA & dza dz t t @8 O2YyaARSNBR Ay NBflIlGAz2zy (2
The literature does not mention it as being among the most relevant DC in relation to
AYYAIANT yiaQKeoSHaS2HIZ R¢edkgrs and van Meer, 2018; Reeskens and

Van Oorschot, 2012; Van Oorschot, 2008ywever, based on the findings of the analysis

the principle ofNeedshould be iterpreted in relation to the irgroup, too. The DEreveal

that perceptions oin-group needsnfluenceLISNOSLIG A2y a | 02dzi AYYAINI

In-group needsisually refer to the interests of the state and of socifitiyeyalso encompass
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references ¢ the institutional and financial capacities of the state. In the discusslans,

group needsend to function as limits, within which theelfare deservingnessf immigrants

is considered. Aimdicatedin Table2, references tdNeedare predominantly associated with

the in-group(more than 70% of references Meedsin both countries), which also shows the
importance ofin-group needsandiil KS f AYAUGSR O2y OSNYy Fo62dzi AYYA

Previous research interpreted the principle@dntrolas responsibility over needinessstly

AY NBfFGAZ2Y (2 AYYA JReksKehsiadd RS Ooksahbt22012:0vAn Y A 3 N
Oorschot, 2008)In practice, this means that people see immigrants as less deserving if they

are believed to be in control oheir migration. This idea finds support in the DF discussions.
However, another aspect @bntrolwas raisedA Y YA IANF y i a Q Oafichd®t 2 S NJ
control over their contribution tdhe society. On the one hand, such perceptions emerge in

relaton@ 2 A Y Y A 3 Ndrny siag @ théc@uyftid of destination On the other hand,
expectations about immigrants being in control of their sitaatsignificantly depend on the

socially accepted relationship and share of responsibilities between individnalshe

collective.

Last, the literature treats the principle ¢tdentity as the most exclusivist criter{&ootstra,

2016, 2017; Reeskens and van der Meer, 20@8)ile in relation to the otherdur principles
immigrants themselves can make efforts to improve their deservingness, in relation to
Identityit is difficult to bridge the gap between the-group and the ougroup. Identity was

the least used DC in the discussions. Moreover, it wasmigtraised in relation to nationality

or citizenship to reflect on cultural and ethnic differences, as thediture suggests, and

was not used necessarily in an exclusivist manner as something that could not be acquired

by immigrants.

This brief reiew of DC intended to provide extended definitions of DC in light of the DF
discussions. The more elaborate arsadé which follows is designed to highlight how the
understanding and framing of these criteria emerge in relation to the specific sociaktante

and what explains the differences between the described content of DC. As agtied in

Chapter 2 desewingness judgements are embedded in a relational, situational, and centext
dependent environmen{Willen, 2012)Therefoe, understanding intergroup differentiation

is especially important for better understanding attitudes to immigiaa Q Ay Of dza A2y
welfare state. It is not sufficient to analyse only the perceptions of thegoatp. Equally

important arethe perceptins of the ingroup towards itself because these are presumed to

function as the basis for comparison; as the ideavhich immigrants are expected tpow.
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Therefore, before turning to an analysis of deservingness principles, it is important to first
preenttheinINB dzL) GA&dA2ya 2F a322R OAGAT Syaé Ay (K
depictions proceed to a ore detailed analysis of the expectations through which the related

DC emerge in the debates.

5.2 COUNTRBPECIFIC VISIONSIBEOD CITIZENS

Deservingness theory is closely linked to intergroup relations and intergroup differentiations.
Ingeneral, alDENB F AYSR |G aONBSYyAy3I AYYAINIyHAQ 0O
However, we cannot ignore the role of thegnoup and the power of Btitutions, values,

YR a2O0Alf y2N¥a Ay &akKlFILAYy3 gKIG A& O2yaARS
speciftally on intergroup differentiation based on ethnicity/immigration status, 273
references to ougroup characterisation were identified and @mtlin the Norwegian DF and

247 in the British. References tegnoup characterisations were much less frequentigde

¢ 81 references in the Norwegian and 55 references in the British discussions. The findings
showed that DF participants did not expligidxemplify and contrast the conduct of the in

group and the ougroup, asit was initially expected. Nonethelesa a more implicit and

subtle way intergroup differentiations did unfold in the discussions, in which we could

identify how preconceptionsa@ dziT 322 R OAUGUAT Syaézx (GKS SyR2NR&

collective social aims influenced expectations abouirigrants.

Van Oorschof2006)also suggests that deservingness judgements are part of the welfare

culture and can work as survivaNé LINR G SOGA2Y YSOKIFyAavYa 3FAy
conform, or who are suspected of being a burden on the welate within the irgroup

(e.g. the unemployed) or the owgroup (such as immigrants). Previous research found
evidence for differences in peeptions ofwelfare deservingnedsetween welfare regimes

primarily between liberal regimes on the one handdaocialdemocratic and conservative

regimes on the othefReeskens andfan Oorschot, 2012Drawing on these findings, this

chapter argues that the effects of cultural and institutal contexts need to be duly taken

into account, thus the following sections reflect on these aspects and describe how they

unfold in intergraup differentiations and perceptions of welfare deservingness.
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52,1 4! 3J22R b2 Nl &nphakig/on dpditiily ®waéds society

In the Nordic welfare model, employment plays a central role, as embedded in the Lutheran
values that have affected theay Nordic welfare states developéduhnle and Hort, 2004)
Employment is not only considered a way of expressing indivigiaith in terms of
personal development and financial security, but also as a duty towards society. The Nordic
welfare states, including the Mwegian welfare state, offer extensive social rights and a high
level of social security to all based on egai#tarvaluegEspingAndersen, 1990; Pedersen

and Kuhnle, 2017)As the state is thekey provider of welfare support, there is
acknowledgement that the system is financially and institutionallylgialnly if people are
committed to contributing to it an adequate amount that the state can then manage and
redistribute. This logic certainiynplies a specific relationship between the individual and
the collective, in which collective interests tenddatweigh individual interests or, better

put, individual interests are framed in the light of the collective interests, values, and social
ob2SOGAPSa 2F ¢SEFINBE adl S LINE Eéforsedhe ¢ KSNB T
responsibility to be econoroally active. Accordingly, they not only strive to secure a
livelihood for themselves (and their families), but also contribute to the funuimiof the

welfare state and the production of the common good.

The achievements of Nordic countries in relatimnthe low level of income inequalitgnd
reducing gender inequality, also strengthen the role of redistribution, equality, and
inclusiveness as part of the welfare culture and welfare ide(figdersen and Kuhnle, 2017)

In addition to participatiorin working life, participation in society ¥éewed as important.

¢ K S NB T gobdS\orwaiikn citizénappreciates the comprehensive welfare statee
benefits and high living standards it provides, and is therefore motivated to contribute to it
by partcipating in working lifeand in society. These social values and expectations
delineating the visions af a@bd citizens emerge throughout the DF discussions on various

welfare issue¢Chung et al., 2018; Schgyen and Hvinden, 2018)

522 4! 322 R . Nhé hotioK of @drking for & etter life

Similarly, in the British discoursengagement in employment is considered theost
important feature of a good citizen. However, the relevance of employment has a more
individualistic framing. In this understanding, work is the key source of ineoée key
source of social security d¢iie individual. Labour market participatiaa perceived as the

gre G2 &dz0O0OSSR: (2 AYLNRO®S 2ySQa tAFTSe Ly i
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progress and achieve are acknowledged and praised in British s¢Eedyns and Tilley,
2017) In relation to the state and society, employment implies making tax payments that
contribute to the furctioning of the stateEmployment isalsoexpected to create financial
independence from the state, and consequently to reduce the responsibility of the latter.
For the working of a liberdéaning welfare state, financially independent citizens who are
considered responsible, who have control oveeir life, who contribute to the functioning

of the state and the national economy, and who are expected to make less demands on

welfare support represent ideal citize(@Bwyer, 2000; McEnhill and TayGooby, 2018)

{GNBaary3d GKS @l tdzS 2F FNBSR2Y (2 2NBFIYyATS 2
with limited state intervention certainly shifts the focus selfinterest. The collective

interests rdated to redistribution are limited to helping people in need, which means

targeted support for the vulnerabléEspingAndersen, 1990)The centrality of individual
respansibility and preferences for targeted suppavas clearly articulated throughout the

DF discussion§aylorGooby et al., 2018; Tayl@ooby and Leruth, 2018nd gave greater

scope for differentiations in the debatesarguing who should and should ngét support.

A = 4 oA

523 28t FINB NBIAYSa NBTiSOGSR Ay Orarz2ya 2F

Comparison of the visions afjood citizengin Norway and in the United Kingdom indiest

that welfare regimes tend to essentially shape expectations about citizens behaviours within
their borders.As argued in details in Chapter WBelfare institutionsdefine the role of
individuals within society, but also the relations between the indigittitizen and the state.

In Norway, there is a strong commitment to contribute and to suppottective interests

such as maintaining a comprehensive welfare system, and achieving equality and social
inclusion through redistribution. In contrast, in tldK the values of individualism, freedom

of choice, and a strong belief in the free market #re dominant features of the welfare
regime. In this case, séliterests seem to prevail and achieving socialdvelhg is expected

from individuals. However,Mijs et al.(2016)argue that increasing levels of individualism
strengthen the symbolic boundaries betew the ingroup and the ougroup and weaken

the sense of community, which might be a relevdigtinction between the approaches to
immigration in Norway and the UK. The following sections investigate the details of the use
of specific DC. As much as #ey characteristics of the welfare regimes are reflected in the
grarz2ya 27T & Iexd sintldr impdctS i defation 6 $ie use and specific

meanings attached to DC. The following analysis starts with a revidmgobup needs
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wherein percefions of the relationship between the state, the-gmoup, and immigrants

affect what is expe@d from immigrants.

5.3 PERCEPTION DFGROUP NEEQ®EFINING THE LIMITS OF IMMIGEANTS
WELFARE DESERVINGNESS

One of the main findings of this research is ttied principle ofNeednot only relates to the
neediness of the ougroup, but also to perceptinos aboutin-group needs Perceivedn-
group needsind interests reflect concrete social aims that DF participants see as important
and expect migrants to contribute to achieving. Thus, perceimegtoup needprovide an
important framework within which epectations towards immigrants are defined.
Participants use them to strengthen their arguments and justify their preferences for
inclusionor exclusion, depending on which is seen as more suitable for mettewg in-

groupneeds.

The analysis also fourtlat perceivedin-group needsvere more promptly presented and
defended by participantsin both countries, as shown ifmable 2. In the UK, 71% (61
references) and in Norway 75% (57 references) of all references to the princiNeedf
concerned the irgroup rather than the ougroup. Perceptions dh-group needprimarily
pertained to macrdevel factors such as the level unemployment, labour market needs
and skills shortages in the economy, as well as available state caphoity financially and
institutionally. Previous research tended to include these mdevel factors as contextual
elements that influence the delopment of trends in attitudes and explain differences
between various countries. However, our research lsssuggest including and considering

the perceptions ofn-group needss part of the deservingness model.

Itis highly importantto stressthiedzo 2 SOGA BAGE 2F LI NIAOALI yiGaQ |
which are not underpinned by concrete facts ok st A A G A OayY GKS& NI GKSNI N
views about the state of the country, economy or society, and perceptions of the challenges

it faces.As emphasised in the literature on welfare state support and immigration, the

political framing of these issgds especially crucial in relation to public perceptions about

whether immigrants are seen as people who can help to resolve these issueg)eEs

who are likely to aggravate theifioning, 2013; Larsen, 2014; Mau and Burkhardt, 2009;

Soroka et al., 2016)n this repect, we can identify differences between the UK and Norway
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which are related to the interplay of institutional context and individual attitu¢&sndberg,

2014)%

5.3.1 The perceived neeadf immigrants

During the discussions participants primarily focused on the need for a labour force and to
making up skills shortages, in relation to which they accepted and expected the help of
immigrants. In the British discussions, attracting foreiggibesses and investment was also
mentioned as a need in terms of strengthening the economy. In Norway, theta@edinter

the effects of an aging population was raised, referring to the need to have a sufficiently
large active labour forceandto guaranteing the availability of benefits and services for

elderly people:

33: dWith the secalled elderly boom thate talked about, we need immigtaneen It can be very
L2AAGABS YR RSIFf® gA0K OSNE O2NNBOGfedédbho
On the one hand, this means that immigrants were seen as contributors; part of the
economically active population in Norway. On the other hand, theyewaso seen as
producers of welfare, ackndedging the need for more care workers. Despite the awareness
of the issue of an aging population, the British DF participants rather shared their fears about
overpopulation due to immigration and argued for theed to control and better regulate

immigration >’

The abovementioned economic and labour market needs served as rational justifications in
favour of immigration and set the key expectations towards immigrants. As with all of the
challenges related to theconomy and sustainability of the welfare systehis expectation
primarily referred to employment and tax contributions. In the discussions, it also meant a
higher level of willingness to include skilled and working immigrants. In this regard we can
identify some differentiation between immigrants based their employability and their
ability to contribute. An awareness of and wish to promote thiEsgroup needsvere seen

as the guiding principles of proposals for a selective immigration system Wihe

44: dPoints system, I've put down as the radierasit must beincomers must bring something to the
system, can't just keep take, take, takeiruoe, rReciprotiigre will be a lack of housing and space, so we

%5 Specificities of thénstitutional and social context in Norway and in the UK are elaborated in
Chapter 4.

% The parts of goted statements highlighted in grey were coded and interpreted as references to
specific DC.

57 This specific aspect is addressed in more detail in @h&t Section7.2
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need to minimise iieesP & X 8 ill ber®nd Etimatelynore skilled people in thekUleading to higher
earners and more tax being paid into the systerriuoe, Recirropey the people that are here, do you
know what | meanthere will be less unemploygtrruphopefullyallowing s to offer more skills to
companies that might confeereneesb ¢ 6] Y U

The vast majority of participants viewed controlled immigration and letting in only those
immigrants who qualify and meet these needs as the way forward for the UK. Participants
stressedhe need for skilled and higskilled migrants andimost ignored the need for a low

skilled labour force® This highlightsthe selectivity of participants in terms of their
LISNOSLIiA2ya 2F i Kdb codiatingiheNigh &evelyoBréliRn&e fathe

O2dzy i NEQa SO2y2Ye 2 yn low-skifiedl jaBsA(Aohso,f Dewitt22028). F 2 NI ¢
Therefore, the positive framing of immigratisrasrestricted to skilled immigrants in the UK.

Low-skilled migrants¢ primarily nationals of new EU Member Stateswere usually

presented in a negative light as flematic immigrants, mirroring the public and political

discourse in the UR.

Although in Norway the proposal for a more selective immigration system that focused on
high-skilled immigrants was voted dowthe need for a labour force considerably shaped
the discussions:

22: dYesWe need manpoweizenin 2040 and ahead. Then we have to invest. We hausedhe

resources coming to the countisen, recirrociMake sure they are a resource and not a gestrocity,
neep That is an expense we haveitb | S®€ o6 b ho

Theseln-group needswere often framed within the broader aim of making immigration
benefit the respective country. In the Norwegian discussion, the maximization of benefits of
immigration wasbased on a preference for viewing immigrants as bringing resources to the
country. This is also the reason why participants supported integration and were willing to
invest in it¢ to further increase these benefits. In the UK, we can see a more selective
approach involving viewing primarily skilled and hélfiled people as a resourder the
country. Lowskilled people are rather seen as a threat, whose migration needs to be
controlled. Thus, in Norway we can observe greater openness towards the imclisio
immigrants, while in the UK selective inclusion prevails, which is seen ra$ deiuitable

approach for fulfiling theseln-group needs This difference resembles some of the

%8 The need for a lovskilled labour force was acknowledged when discussing the lack of interest of
English people in taking lopaid jobs.

%9 For further information on the representation of pe004 EU migtion in the British media see
Chapter 4 &ction 4.3.1.3
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institutional features of the welfare stateg a higher level of inclusiveiss in social

democratic regimes, and higher level of selectivity in liberal welfagimes.

5.3.2 State capadisg limits on the need for immigrants

The perceived concerns about state capacity that entered the discussions form the second
category ofin-group needs Such concerns were primarily related to the capacity to accept
and accomrdate refugees, the capacity to integrate immigrants, and the need to cope with
competition in the labour market. The framing and weight of these concerns about capacity
varied between the two countries, but awareness of limited capacity drove particigants
spell out and agree on priorities. This also informs us about how perceptions of different
forms of scarcity shape attitudes to immigrants and how these capacity issaassed to

2dzadATe LA IOAY3 tAYAGA 2y AYYweEN yiadQ RS&SNY

In the British discussion, these priorities targeted primarily thgrioup ¢ for example,

concerning protecting their opportunities and dealing with internaliabissues (such as

K2YSt SaaySaao AyadSlI R $éing antikleihmnIwk ¢adideht¥yy A 3 NI y
how participants delineated circles of solidarity along whichltentity principleemerged

in the debates. Such preferences were underlinedbsceptions of increasing population

growth due to immigration, resulting in great competition especially in terms of
employment:

40: éBut immigration could be simply because we have that fear of like others coming and taking over

our [unclear]Over owspace and the opportunities that we possibly could havekhad:yincrour) NEED

So, something thalike you know educating ourselves or trying to work ourselves, and the next minute
a2YS2yS SftasS 02YSa Ay |yR lkdzinae AaSOldkSS QWKSEQN
skilledpentrry, arrirygou knove 2 dzQ @S 6 SSy adGdzReAy3d F2NJ F2dzNJ 8 S+ N&
position but someone with more experience comes along andoake¥¢ o6 | Y O

Capacity issues were articulatén relation to housing and education, but mostly in relation

to the National Health Services (NHS). Participants were particularly critical about free access
to NHS, which is one of the few universally accessible provisions of the British welfare system
and is considered one of the greatest achievements of the British neettate. Therefore,
perceptions that the NHS is underfinanced and struggling with capacity issues were very
strong. Furthermore, these issues were primarily associated with an incieasenand for
healthcare services by immigrants. One of the groupsi@reposed restricting free access

to the NHS for a period of two years for NBW migrants. Another group suggested
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introducing extra tax payments for newly arriving immigrants whimtld cover the cost of

infrastructural developments, including extendithe capacity of hospitals.

In contrast to these preferences for restrictions, Norwegian participants put emphasis on
integration and capacity building. Accordingly, limits were edv@y SR 6+ aSR 2y (K¢
capacity to integrate immigrants, which algwluded their social support, as stressiey

Paricipant5 in relation to refugees:

5:dThe first thing | write is how many? | think ttheg government should decide on how many teey

takeneen We should help and we should welcome. The people who come here should be treated right.
Somedemands have to be made, some clear rofd®w things work hergrrruneWhat happens to

them when they come here? People have expectatiordd) efiportunites they get to adapt to society.

Some things shoulak clear: how things happen, what is expected of those who comeeberecirv,

ATTITUDR € 0 b h O

Participants discussed the considerable (but not specified) costs of integration, butithey s

viewed integration as worth investing in, especially when taking a {@mm perspective.

They seemed confident that Norway had the resources to allocate money for this purpose,

which signals a lack of a perception of scardiythe same timewillingness to invst in

integration also implied stricter demands for returns on this investment:

22:8We must demand more from the moneywe spess. ¥ ¢S R2y Qi 3Si | yeliKAy3

reciprociTkbelieve we are spending it somewhat wildly anchilitedly. Kind dfring with a
AK203dzy dé oObho

Reflecting on potential issues with the financial sustainability of the welfare syStiwere

GSNBE |faz2 adaA3SadAzya GKIFIG AYYAINIydGaQ oSt ¥l
the state to finane a comprehensive welfare state. This implies a potential shift towards the
approach described in the case of the British discussjores drawing boundaries between

the in-group and owgroup and making access to welfare provision more restrictive.

Theperceived needs of the igroupand perceptions of limited capacity set the framework
gAUKAY ¢ KA Qwlfare Neyekviaighesshd eigiility for welfare were judged. This
finding draws on the relevance of perceptions of scarcity, which can beidesably
influenced by the way the welfare state is organizeahd how social issues are
communicated and dealt witfLarsen, 2006)The differences between the soaidmocratic

and libeal-leaning welfare systems in terms of universal vs. medaesged benefits,

% During the DF discussions participants also discussed the probability of a financial crisis hitting
Norway inthe caseof adecline in oil productionor for other reasonsand soughtto agreeon
strategiesfor deaingwith such a situatio, how to revitalize the Norwegian economy, etc. These
discussions were not related to immigration, but reveal that there is awareness #imlitnits of
b2NBl&Qa T @2dzaNI o6fS FAYFYOALEt &aAddzZ GA2y®
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differences in the level of welfare benefiemddifferencesm the public discourse concerning
social issues can explain the greater exposure to scarcity and the strongertioolitta
restrictive measures in the British welfare systeftt.the same timethe stable financial

background of Norway cannot be ignoretien discussing (the lack of) scarcity perceptions.

Perceived In-group needsare thus argued to define the limits ofepeptions of
deservingness. The following section explores what the content and understanding of other

DC is, what the key expectationgfyy AYYAINI ydia | NBZ FyR ¢KI G Yl
YR GRSASNBAYy3IE D

5.4 VISIONS 0008 (DESERVINGMMIGRANTS

Assessments of welfare deservingness involve perceptions of immigrants in various areas of

life. Through expectations about and requiremerftyr immigrants, participants also
RSEAYSIGS OArarzya 27T cahd pditvé and nedgative dtite® OF A YY A 3 |
participants hold in relation to immigrants. Focusing on three aspects of life, this section

explores the understanding of specifid, and investigates how the latter are linked.

5.4.1 Employment and the ability to contribute

Labour market engagementvas the ultimate expectation for immigrants. Formal
employment and the ability to contribute were certainly key criteria for complying with
expectations concerningReciprocity However, requirements for reciprocity and
requirements for employment were uslia also framedas the principle ofAttitude ¢ as
compliance with the rules and dutigs the societyand country of destinationThis also
explains the high level of overlap betweBaciprocityand Attitude presented inTable2. In

the UK, 74% of all 122 referencesReciprocitywere identified ag\ttitude. In Norway, where
references toReciprocity in general were less frequent, 87% of all 77 references to

Reciprocitywere coded a#\ttitude, too.

Respondents desired that imgrents should start working and contributing to the running
of the state as soon as possible. On the one hand, employisesgen as the most direct
way to contribute. The basic understanding is that if immigrants find employitesy can
produce somethig, pay into the system, and enrich the country through their work and

skills. Following this line of thought, further factors enter the debate in the form of the
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O2yaARSNIGA2Y 2F AYYAINI yiaandwdrkiethit, oham® Y LI 2 & |

afew elements that focus specifically on the individual level.

The discussions stress the relevanceRetiprocity, involving @ing beyond the mere
consideration of past and future contributions, and paigftat the social dimension of
employment and conthutions. In the British discussions, employment was largely treated

as an individual choice, and the argument was made that ang@wen those without skills

¢ could find work if they wanted to. In the case of unemployment, participants expected
immigrans @nd then generalized this to all welfare beneficiaries) to contribute in the form

of voluntary work. As articulatedy Paricipant89 in the citation below, voluntary work is

seen as a sign of making an effort to give something back to the communith sttows

the relevance of the social element of contribution

GyAmdalsog AGK GKS ﬁ};zz &SHN) 22dQ@S 320 G2 REapSocgé K2G6AY:=
whether you do voluntary.work fulli A YS | YR LQ@S 06SSY Rz2ApadA @8 dzy ul |

just giving back something to the communityierociy, atrifdoe b 2 ¢ L QLYS 213625 AQN13y Qi 2 dz
sitting there not doing nothingrruo® +2fdzy il NB $g2N] X R2 az2YS @2ftdzyit

In Norway, unemployment was perceiveddisrespect for thed NJ -Ankd-R dzli privcipée.

2 KAfS LINIAOALIYyida RAR y2iG INBdz2S F2NJ f AYAGLE G
expectation that immigrants should start working and fulfil such dutiesstesssedby

Parfcipant1:

1: dif we want them because of manpowetepthen they have to workeritupe, RecirrodN®t just sit back
and enjoy the benefits, they have to get out in the labour markeioe, recirrd®® 6 b h 0

Moreover, in the Norwegian discussioamployment and the wondlace environment were
considered a key arena for integration, getting in touch with Norwegians, and learning about
the Norwegian way of life. Understanding Norwegian society and the way it works was
considered to be key to integrati, to adapting and coplying with rules and principles, and
being motivated to take part in it. Therefore, nemployment tended to be associated with

isolation from the majority societ§t-

The principle ofdontrol was also raised in relation to the ques of whether immigrats

have control over their employment and contributions. In the British discussions, becoming

51 This aspect emergl more explicitly in the discussiomsolvingthe non-employment of
immigrant womeng, for further details see Section 5.4.3
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employed was considered the responsibility of the individual, and, accordingly, immigrants

were viewed as being in control of their emphognt, regardless of skievel:

cpY a/ ANDdzradlyOSa gAft RAOGIGS K26 |y AYRAGARMZ
bottom line iseverybody can contribute to society if they worked or waistetkociTy, ATTITUDE, CONTROL

and as long athey understand thatrrooeand they provide people those opportunities, there
aK2dzZ RYyQil 06S lye NBlFazy @dmed LE2YHE S OFyQld SINYy (K¢

Being in control was considered a minimum requirement, and not something that would
positively affect the deservingness ofririgrants. In this regard, we can identify a different
approach in the Norwegian discussions in which participants openly talked about the
difficulties immigrants face in securing their own income from formal empéyindue to
discrimination on the labour arket:

M MY & prdblén? that if Norwegian workers see a foreign name, changgt a job are smaller
compared to a Norwegian nargenré® a2 YSGKAY 3 (2 GKAY]l Fo2dzidé obho

This acknowledgement of issues in tiigng process also meant acknowledgigf A A NI y (i & Q
lack of control over their labour market situation that could lead to demands for welfare
support even if they were looking for a job. According to this understanding, it is not only the
individual who i€xpected to contribute and reciprocateut integration is rather considered

a two-way process. This also means that theyroup needdo get involved in reducing the

OF NNASNAR GKIFG FFFSOG AYYAIAINIYyGAQ FoAfAGE G2

The understanding of theControl principle strongly manifests the ingitional divide
between the role of individual and collective responsibility in Norway and the UK. This divide
is further reinforced if weanalysethe principle ofAttitude. The discudsns reveal that,
perceptions about and the recognition &Y Y A 3 dntybiité®r@ donot onlydepend on

the ability to contribute but alson efforts to contribute.

542 LYYAINrydGaQ STFF2NIa G2 O2yGNRo6dzi S

t SNOSLIiA2ya | 062dzi A YYAmDditel aftec@ asSFsmentbfdheiri 2 02
deservingness in general. Iniglrespect, there are certain distinctions concerning in which

areas participants expect immigrants to make an effort. In the British discussions, the strong

work ethic of immigrants wa clearly considered an important asset, as emphasised

Paricipant83:
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yoY a{2 (KI(iQa ¢6K& L | ANBS ®2ad&KOZKS BK2f &2 1z 8 NA §
work ethic and then you're going to boost the economy, bring some realyleaskills into that

country and hopefully that will pass down the lia the next generatiorgcierocity, arifdoe C2 NJ YS A {
Fo2dzi KIFE@Ay3a O2y il AyYSyids O2y(iNBf > NBIdzZ FGA2ya |
Hard workand willingness ® work long hours and to work at lepaid jobs that English

people werenot interested in were appreciated and used in the debate in calls for greater
NBO23ayAlAz2y 2F AYYAIANIrylGaQ O2yGNROdziAZ2YyaY
89:dThat's a good point there because [unclear] Britain &iso the people to come here to help build

the country ancdi lotofimmE NJ Yy i & R2 O2y (G NA o dzii S orezbirocky (h@oe XN KS& & | Y
not being highlighted properly becawsen in the NHS a lot of people are immigrant worgneror,

atTiTupg & lot of the jobs in this country as you rightfully, aagt of people pick and choose what job
they wantarrruo®é 6} YO

In this particular case we can observe how perceptions of tiggonp or acknowledgement

of the in3 N dzLJQ &unfavbudableibeaviour stress the value and the beneftiafing

the out-group. While these positive acknowledgements are weighted and counterbalanced
with other concerns about immigration, a strong work ethic, hard work, and a willingness to
g 2 NJ \ay adha ladder are definitely values thegroup appreciates andsaociates

with the image ofigood immigrants.

In Norway, the requirement of making an effort to contribute did not emerge in the form of
a call for a good work ethic, but in expectations that immigrants should learn the language
and participate in societyThese expectations were framed in culturaite, as stresselly
Paricipant28:

H y Whertyou immigrate to something, you chose that culture that you immigraseeLl believe

the essence is to begin with languageaching language in order t@té culture arrirunEXperience

that this is elated to both rights and dutiestiruneWhen you enter a society you get some rights, but
you get duties toaecirrocitWe have to make sure thidtey understand what that implies and that it

is followedthroughartriruneFor examplget a job, learithe language, achieve to enjayiruneMy first

specific advice is the language. Intensify and provide that language teaching as soon as possible to
SyadaNB GKS Odzf (1dzNI £ GSI OKAy3adé oO6bho

Labour market engageemt was considered an essential element as waslla means of
understanding Norwegian society and Norwegian culture. Participants argued for the need
to acquire language skills as this was seen as one of the key barriers to finding a job and to
becoming moe involved in society. The discussions illatgrthe interlocking relationship
between employment, language, and social participation that is considered important for

becoming integrated and committed to contributing to the functioning of society.
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In the British discussions, culturally framed expicins are much less salient. While the
requirement to speak the language is mentioned, it is not framed as a strict condition of
obtaining employment, which might be due to the status of English as a waordpidge.

Engagement in social life was not commhoraised in the debates. This may be due to the

FILOG GKIG GKS fFGGSNI Aa asSSy Fa LINI 2F AYR
contribute in the form of a strong work ethic and hard work afsess the moral character

of the individual. InNorway, expectations concerning employment and contributing were
embedded in a wider cultural and social context aimed at maintaining the strength of

community and reducing social division.

5.4.3 Earning entitlenent to welfare provision

Another aspect of life which is duly considereshardingimmigrants is assessing their

conduct in times of need and vulnerability. This shifts the focus to the use of welfare benefits

and services. In this respedjood immigratse are envisioned as immiants who earn their

benefits¢ by contributing first, and also being sslifficient most of the time. They do not

dzaS ¢St FINB (2 FAdZNIKSNI GKSANI 26y LISNBRZ2YIf Ay
are intertwined with expectations of Reciprociy and Attitude, and perceptions of

AYYA 3 Ndegsi &4 Q

In general, neediness was usually linked to a lack of paid employment, when the welfare

state is supposed to help out. This welfare support takes different forms and dimerision

the UK and Norway, but in both DFs it was accepted that unemployment imydoging a

job for various reasons can occur to anyone. Despite this acknowledgepsogptions of
AYYAIANT y i awere yaRl$ Rigey $rdedch country there were onlgs and 19
referencesin the British and Norwegian discussions respectivelgich touched upon
AYYAINI yiGaQ ySSR asmallpridgordion ¥isierghdes tolNKddfdcusdyoh &

out-group needs. Furthermore, we also observed that the vast majofitgferences were

I 3a20AFGSR 6A0K NBEFdzZ23SSaQ 158l&Ryshow veR linttedt v S NI 0
AYGSNBald Ay RS¥yNFO0X A& FSBREYAO YAINIYyGAQ V¥
This lack of interest can be explained by highlighting expectations abewelbsufficiency

of immigrants. Sel dzF TA OA Sy O& ¢ & R&vaiddhe)BiRy ableito téke SA y 3

care of oneselfand dependent family members, if @nyand being financially independent

52 The differences betweethe welfare deservingness of refugees and economic migrants are
elaborated in Chapter 6.
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from the state. In both countries this was raised deran of fulfilling Reciprocity,and was

rationally framed asreducingthe st@dd NB alLl2yaAoAft AGASE ' yR SELIS)
In the British discussions, sailififficiency also meant that immigrants should be able to cope

with unexpected situatiosg the loss of a job, the need for healthcare treatmernn their

own withoutexpecting state supporEmphasis on seléufficiency was often associated with

the aim of preventing welfare dependence among immigrants. In the Norwegian discussions,
selfsufficiency was also linked to unproblematic immigrants. In one of the small grolog

need for selfsufficiency was raised in relation to highly skilled economic migrants and then
generalized to all economic migrants as a condition for remaining in thetigo

yY aL GKAYy]l GKS NXBIljdzSaid &K2 dzARicapb8sufpariNbuiséf@nds K2t S

have a nice jokecirrociTifeel it is weird to throw them outtliey pay tax, workeciprocithave a social
lifearrrupé 6 b h O

It is important to stress that in relation to economic migrants we also se@aamation

towards individualisnand increasing individual responsibilitythe Norwegian discussions.

This is especially the case in the context of international labour mobiigdom of
Y2@3SYSYyGz FyR dzy OSNI I A-érindpredercélndidiie cdunviry. M@ NJ vy (i & Q
observed how the acknowledgement of global trends and pressures shifted preferences

towards more individualism, instead of a higher level of adaptaftion.

Due to the high level of sensitivity about perceptions of misuse of the welfastes
participants in both countries stressed that immigrants need to contribute {iis., they
expected immigrants to earn their benefits:

11: &You have to perform before yaancenjoy the benefitgrmitupe, rRecirrodRd contribute to get the
goodsaTTiTupE, RECIPRGBIEr 0 b h U

84:C2NJ YS e2ddeipSi ¢2 (@ SiI2NARQ $2NIK 2F Y2ySeé Ayidz2z GKS
out or x amount of yeakgcirroc®€ 0] Y U

Inboth countries at least two years were mentioned as the minimum requing. However,
no clear arguments were presented to explain why exactly this period of contribution should
be covered, and not more or less. Furthermore, the use of welfare supportseas
legitimate and acceptable if taken temporarily, or for a definedigd of time. In the British
discussions, perceptions about a lack of effort seeking new employment were immediately

linked to the broader debate on welfare dependgn&hifting the reponsibility onto the

83 For furtherdetailsabouthow such shifts between pferences occud, please see Chapter 7
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individual participants also questioned the moral character of those who would choose to
live on benefits. This difference was pointed bytParicipant68:
68:d thinkA ¥ &2dzQNBE @g2NJ Ay3 TFT2NE &2 dzSNY 2 & X StaalyizNIG KA Y |

different from peoplermitupgnot just immigrants but, you know, people in genetatity Sponging off
the system and being lazyrruo® € 6] Y U

In the Norwegian discussions, a lack of employment was understood rashereluctance

to adat to the Norwegian way of life. Therefore, it was framed as an issue of cultural
RATFSNBYOS® ! OO2NRAyYy3If &3 AYYAINI yildeddity 6 St FI N
principle. The latter emerged in relation to immigrant familieRanA Y YA I NI ydk 62 Y Sy ¢
of employment and lack of social involvement. Tensions arose between acknowledging the
freedom of individuals to decide about private mattersuch as the management of family

life ¢ and demands for labour market participation atite mainenance of ahigh level of

gender equality:

MnY aL | f éneigratighNsSaSvenyiiikdortant resource for our coumtep The challenge is

perhaps the Asian and African immigrants with little participation in working life. It has tohdo wit

cultural differences, and | think we need to be harsher in respect of Norway being a country where both

men and women workenTiTy, & @ XIBhave interviewed immigrant women myself to get them
apprenticeships anpossibilityfor a longterm job. Thety  ye 2F (KSY &aré& abz2szx L O
0SO0IdzaS L ¢SIFENJI f2y3 RNBaaédo ¢KSy L Kut@d®y YIRS ||
say no, culturallpentity, attiTudethink Norway has to be harsher in those caéms.have to work, and

actually say yes to what is offered to you. Sort of a request for activity for immigranis, ReciPrdBrEr
(NO)

InbothO2dzy t NASa ¢S OFy ARSY(GAFE O2yOSNya I o2dz
about welfare dependence was more dominant ie tBritish discussion, as also reflected in

policy proposals for limiting access to welfare benefits for a period of at leasyaars. The

fact that discussions about immigran@elfare use shifted several times to a broader and

more general discussioraut welfare dependence and unemployment indicates the impact

2F GUKS altASyd LWzt AO RAZO2 RSESNBYYAS U S MBI E
As highlighted in the literature, such social divisions tend to be reinforced by a liberal welfare

state aganized on the basis of ned®wyer, 2000; Larsen, 2006; Sainsbury, 20Thgp

provision of meangested benefits is associated with the higher a$ktigmatization(Jensen

and Tyler, 2015)As described in Chapter 4,hagh level of selectivitgnd a high level of

income inequality, strengthen differentiation pragges and exclusivist public discourses,

which also affect opposition to granting immigrants access to we(farepaz and Damron,

2009; Reeskens and van Oorschot, 20138 Dar Waal et a12013)

141



The analysis finds that perceptionsliofgroup needsand especially perceptions of scarcity,
significantly underlie preferences for a more restrictive and selective approach to
immigration. The restrictive approach is alsomored inpercep Y& 2F AYYAINI y i a¢
deservingness. ExpectationsAtfitude and Reciprocitydominate the debatesParticipants

are less perceptive concerning tiNeedinessor lack ofControl of immigrants over their

situation in theUK thereby #ifting the respongility to the individual.

Ly GKS b2NBS3aAtY RAaOdzaarzyazr 02y OSNYya | o2 dz
the perception that, for immigrants, access to welfare benefits means disincentivising entry

to the labour market. Noemployment was condered a crucial issue, affecting the
functioning of the welfare stateand increasing social inequality in the country. The
NorwegianDF reveal that participants tend to frame this issue as a problem of cultural
differences. Thereforet is not surprisingvhy language, an understanding of Norwegian

society and culture, as well as demands for social participation are so closely intertwined

with expectations oReciprocityand Attitude. Despite perceptions of the exploitation of the

welfare system in the fon of exportation of benefits or the accumulation of various benefits,

none of theNorwegiarbreakout groups proposed restrictions on accessing welfare benefits.

All groups focused on integration as a way of addressing the issue of iatimrigand to a

certain exten{ teaching immigrarg to understand and comply with the collective
responsibility associated with the welfare system. In this respect, the role of thmimp is

also recognized the need to change majority attitudes and remudiscriminationStill, as

in the case of the British discussion, we see limited interest in or awareness é#usof
AYYAINI yGad ¢KSNBEF2NBESX AYYAINIyidiaQ ¢St FIFINB R

interplay ofin-group needsind expectavns related toRecprocity and Attitude.

5.5 (CONCLUSION

This chapterexamired the use of deservingness criteria in the DF discussions. Each of the
five deservingness criteri@Attitude, Reciprocity,Need,Gontrol, and Identity ¢ reflect on a
different aspect of welfare desenginess. Analysis of the DF discussions revealed that, in
terms of the salience of the specific DC, very similar patterns emerge, stressing the
dominance ofAttitude and Reciprocity However, the particulannderstandings of these DC

are considerably diffemt in the British and the Norwegian discussions. Therefore, this

chapteraimedto analyse these differencebloreover, he analysis shed light on how these
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DC relate to each other and interact. The ovpplimg and parallel use of the criteria indicate
that in relation to the same issue, various aspects of deservingness are considered and linked

together.

One of the key findings of the analysis is that the principl®leddis not only applied in

relationi 2 AYYAINI yiaQ ySS Rdthaperceidedrsgkobp neegslfféc® 3 A 4 NI
0KS LISNOSLIIA2ya 2F AYYAIN y ldgbupnéetisfdydB RSa S
much more dominant role in the discussions and set the framework within which
immigray 1 4 Q RS & S NIIA yVHeyd deéntifyl tiat tHe doinBance SéRpctations

related toAttitude and Reciprocityare formulated to address the perceivédgroup needs

The analysis found evidence that distinctions in the cousprgcific visionsfd 32 2 R OA G AT Sy
in Norway and in the UK each stessing specific values, norms, and social expectatons
NBazylrGgSR Ay NBftFdA2y (2 LISNOSLIIAZ2Yya 2F AYY?
in-3 NR dzLJQ& S E LIS O | (The2ayialysis2pioveth fiitrier avitienyelihavibkey

institutional features; suchas he role and understanding of employment and contribution,

the relations between the individual and the collective, the structure and aims of the welfare

state, and the related valuesc were disairsively reproducd and how they affected

discussig & F 62dzi A YYA3INI y i ad thétbrésholdd\NdBincRstoda SNIDA y Iy S

While this chapter focused on the use of deservingness principles in the DF debates, the next
chapter analyses how perceptions of welfare deservingness change depending on the
specific group of immigrants. Chapter 6 is devoted to scrutinizing how DF ipartis

construct the deservingness of refugees and economic migrants, and how they define a

hierarchy between DC in relation to these two groups of immigrants.
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6 THECOLLECTIYENSTRUCTION OF WHL.FARE
DESERVINGNESFSIMMIGRANTS

The previous chaptefocused on the analysis of different understandings of the welfare
deservingness principles as articulatediyparticipants in Norway and in the UK. In this
chapter, the scopshifts from meanings to the social practice of how people construct the
welfare deservingnessf immigrants through their interactions with each other. This chapter
aims to examinavhat considerations and principles are seen as more or lgsportant
whenl & & S & a Ay 3 welfdry¥deseNihgylesgie@ted toRQ2and RQ4. Thefocus is

on the results of these discussions@eated by DF participants.

As raised earlierDF participantamight not formulate concete definitions of who they
consider as immigrantshey mighnot know exactlythe formaleligibility criteria offamily
migration or attaining refugee status the criteria of acquiring longerm residency or
citizenship However through their interactons participantsdo delineate whatare those
aspects and principles thébey view relevant in relation to immigrant$heir perceptions
might not reflect the statistics on immigration or the available research evidestitiehese
perceptions, concerngidgements and uncertainties are rdalthose participantand often
taken-for-granted for many other people. That is the reason we need to focus on and
examine thes@erceptiongand misperceptiongp better understand how people think and
talk about segh social issuesin what pieces ofinformation and considerations thesely

when forming their opinions.

The energence of various considerations and perspectives intRediscussianevidence

that people do differentiate between immigrants along numescand often crossutting
dimensions which affect also perceptions of WA ANJ yiaQ ¢St FINBE RSas
preferences for in/exclusianThese dimensions are not limited to country of origin,
motivations for migration or specific legal categories of igmaints, but considering also the
legitimacy of moving to another countrihe choice ofthe country of destination or the
moral characteof persons etc. Toelaborate more on this aspedhis chapterdeepens the
analysis of public attitudes to immigrafds A y Qrfthizdvélfareg state by comparing the
perceptions of welfar@eservingness of refugees and economic migrants (including EU and
non-EU nationals) as two specific subgroups of immigradtsvever, as the analysis will
show DF participants delinesad lines of division not only between these two groups, but

within the goup of refugees and the group of economic migrams.
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Refugees and economic migrants tended to dominate the discussions on immigration in both
countries. The dominance of these dwgroups of immigrants can be associated with the
strong contextual effes on discussionshepreoccupation with the issue of refugees and
economic migrants resonates with the public discourse following the B8fifgee crisis and
broader concerns abotuhe increasing mobility of the labour force in Europe and worldwide.

In addition to these two groups, family migration was raised as an issue in Norway. However,
the related discussions were not as significant and comprehensive as in the case of refugees
and economic migrants. Furthermore, family migration was not discusseithdyBritish
groups and the topic thus would not qualify for comparative analysis. While we cannot be
certain why, one of the explanations for the lack of debate about family migratitme UK

is that the perceptions of losing control ov@r! vy | {i re@mblefmentvastso salient in

the public and political debates that it overshadowed other concerns about immigration.
Taking into account these considerations, this chapter focusdg on refugees and
economic migrants. It aims to contribute to the saship on welfare deservingness, and
Y2NB ONRIFIRfeé G2 GKS aO0OK2f | N& Kihthd weligre $tafeli A G dzR S 2
by elaboratingon the dynamism of attituddormation and the changing perceptions of
welfare deservingness in relation to thepegific groups of immigrants and specific social

contextsdebated

Although welfare deservingness claims are usually located in the realm of moral values and

moral assumptiongWillen, 2012) this research is not restricted to thmoral framing of
deservingnessnd remains open to explorirgmore piactical approach to the topic of the
deservingness of immigrantsn contrast to the moral conception of deserviggs, practical
understanding does not necessarily condition perceptions of deservingness on the needs and
vulnerability of immigrants, but ©dza Sa Y2NB 2y | 0ly2¢ft SRIAYyIT |
achievements and outcomg&eather, 1999)Peopleare more likely to positively evaluate

those achievements that conform to the I NER dzLJQ & A y (i & dgdod dtidehs@itl FA & A 2
which meet the ilFd NP2 dzLJQ a LJS NinS sodnSyRand/sécetifBie DE reveal that

participants used different framings ofvelfare deservingnessn relation to these two
groups.While NS Fdz2SSa Q RsSsabStatmaNyyirdlyeddi By a moral desire to

promote solidarity, SO2y 2 YA O YA INI y lisi &proReSedl SNEMA iforey” S & &
practically,with a stress orthe need for conformity with the needs of theountry of

destination. Second, the chapter aims &aborate on the hierarchythat exists between

deservingness principlesScrutinizing the differences in the ranking of DC in relation teethe
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two groups of immigrants enables us to analyse the key considerations and concerns that
aKFLIS FdGAGdzZRSa G2 NB FindBs®Sia the welfai@ stfdeO2 y 2 YA O YA

Throughout the chapter it is argued thitte application of DC differs in relatin to specific

groups of immigrants, also affecting the way theivelfare deservingnesss constructed.
Consequently, the ranking of principtein terms of importance, weight, and impact on
perceptions ofwelfare deservingnesalso variesFocusing on D@he analysis finds that the

moral framing of deservingness judgements primarily relies on Gomtrol and Need

principles However, thediscussions about refugees also reveal the limits of moral
obligations and the shift towards a more practical approactelation to refugeestoo. The

practical approaclg primarily applied to economic migrantsunfolds in consideration of
Reciprocityand Attitude and stressing the need for conformity with the-group needsas

key factors in the perception afelfare deservingnessThe analysis of this notable shif

emerging both in relation to refugees and economic migragsheds new light on the
2YAARSNI GA2ya &KFLAY3 | GaAGdz2RS Furthetnbie, NRa A Y'Y
highlights the significance of t expected interactions and relation between individual
immigrants and the ingroup represented by the statend the (majority) society.The

analysis also identifies the dynamism and changing character-gfdirp) expectations of

immigrants in relationa specific groups of immigrants, specific circumstances, etc. which

LINE GA RS FdzNIKSNJ AYF2NXYIF GAZ2Y | 0 2ndglantskates A & A

constructed.

6.1 REFUGEES AS PEOPLE IN CRISIS

The DFs were conducted shortly after the peak of 2045 Refugee crisis. The disputes

concerning whether to welcome or refuse refugees were high on the political agenda and

public discourse at a nathal and European level. The DF discussions reveal that refugee

related issues, including their inclusion amdifare deservingnessare not seen in black and

white. Accordingly, ambivalence frequently emergedalancing between a desire to

recognize theneediness of refugees and concerns about the exploitation of the refugee

system and the welfare system. In this regatftkre is a strong divide in terms of the

dimension oftimegi.e.inK2 ¢ LI NI AOA LI yia @ASs IyR NBlFazy |
attkS GAYS 2F FNNAGLFE 6{dF3S MO FYyR K2g LI NI A

their role in society in the loger term (Stage 2)This difference of attitudes related to
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specific time periods enables us to track which considerations count, \Bt@igblay a central
role in the shortterm dimension, and how these criteria fade when evaluated using a long
term perspetive. In the first period of time i.e., at the time of arrival, refugees are at the
OSY G NB 27 I { (NSeiiessthslrdeck ofSomtrdtBV@ISigeationand the moral
obligations towards them are contrasted witin-group capacitiesfor accommalating
refugees. In the second period of tingd.e., when taking the lonterm perspectiveg In-
group needsand interests are in focuslherefore, expectations related tBeciprocity
Attitudes, and Identity are of greater significance in the debates. érdingly,refugees are
expected to adapt in order to be seen as more deserving. In the discussions, we cannot
identify a strictly defined threshold between the initial sheetm and longterm dimension.
Still, differentiating these two periods can help uw better understand how the moral
2dza G A FTAOI (A 2 ywelfard 2dédrvidgBeFsdzthS§dBnd hto more practical

expectations about refugeem a longterm perspective

The discussion about refugees and the desired approaches to them varied sigiyifican

between the British and the Norwegian debatesfundamental difference between the UK

and Norway arose in terms of homarticipantsviewed refugees. In the UK, refugees were

often seen as a cost, a burden the country needed to shoulder, while in Naawaore

optimistic approach prevailed, with refugees being seen as a resource, as labour force the
country needed. In line with this conception, discussions examined how to facilitate
NEFdzASSaQ AyiSaANIiGA2Yy | yR (KSheafel Noiwkdiail A 2y 2 7
participants were more open to providing targeted services for refugefm example,

language courseg 12 FIF OAf AUl GS NBFdASSAaQ AydSaANI GA2Y

measures was not raisext all

Despite these differeras, therewere also some similarities. First, in both countries there

were suspicions about the exploitation of the refugee system. Therefore, the legitimacy of

and reasons for asyluseeking were taken seriously, and the return of asykeakers was

suppated in bah countries. Similarly, the return of recognized refugees was considered
desirable once the main reason for migration had ceased. when safety was restored in

iKS O2dzyiNE 2F 2NAIAYyD . 20K 2F (KSBanfisusBEl YLI S
of the refugee system and the weakening of moral justification for the accommodation of
refugees. Study of these consideratiankighlighting both the practical aspects that stress

the usefulness of refugeeand moral reasonindocusing orrefud S S & Qnesgch8iRus

understand the application of variouBC The following sections elaborate on the
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O2yaiNHzOG A 2 yelfaPeFdesttBngri=hSréaiidd to the two aforementioned

periods of time.

6.1.1 Stage X Solidarity with refugees at thare ofarrival

At the initial stage of arrival and application for refugee status, participants stress the
principle ofControl. Lack of control over the violent circumstances in the country of origin
was the main justification participants empleg to recagnizethe neediness of asylum
seekers and refugees. The acknowledgement of this needinaasarily understood as the
need for a safe place to livepositively affects thavelfare deservingnessf refugees. The
centrality of the Control principle is preed byconsiderations that any doubt about the
control refugees have over their situation in the country of origin, or control over their
migration, or any doubt about the legitimacy of requesting asylum, reduces perceptions of
welfare deservingnes®othin the British and the Norwegian discussions participants clearly
differentiate between legitimate asylurseekers who deserve help, and asylsaekers who
cheat the system by pretending to be in need of protection. DF participants argue that the
latter have ecoromic motivatiors, and their migration is not undertaken to save their lives.
Il O0O2NRAyYy3If e GKS@ IINB 2FGSy OFItfSR tn8®2y2YA0
following citations

npY éthe®lark two differences, the people whetaying to get away from wagontroand then

you've got theeconomic refugees who haven't really got a reason for leaving where they live except
they want to get some more monewrroL, ATriT®E 0] Y O

HPpY a¢KS 2 {KS Ne dnsiwfidfletod somBHindzav&r Shanger, catastropfsrod,

neepor quite franklyfortune hunters who seek a better life for themselvesupeQuite a few of them

G22®¢ 0O6bho

While legitimate refugees enjoyed a higher level of informal solidarity, participented

G2 OFff FT2NJ 0KS RSLENIIFIGAZ2Y 2F aS0O02y2YAO0 NB
questiored the motivation of legitimate asylurseekers, suggesting that access to welfare

benefits affects asylumseekersrhoice ofdestination country

a 4aid earliethey should be travelling to bordering countries, not countries that are going to give them
better benefits like Germany or the AiKruo®€ 0! YZ t I NOAOALI yi y2d ARSYyGA:

Such perceptiongndthe difficulty of checking who refugees ashifted the discussions to
seekingother ways of fulfilling moral obligations towards refugees than accepting refugees

in the country of destinationThis acknowledgement of moral obligations but also distanc
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from the need to accommodate refugees releehowwelfare deservingnesand solidarity

with refugees gradually decreasde the British discussions.

In both countries, participantesmphasisedhe need to return refugees if safety is restored

in the courry of origin In this case, neediness anduththe welfare deservingnessf

refugees diminishes; this points to the desire to offer only temporary help. However, in

relation to welfare deservingnessot only individual, micréevel factors are taken int

account. Aslescribed irChapter 5in-groupcapacities; or more precisely, the limits of these

¢ FFSOG LIS NDS LilieKazeidsenangnesdBisfwirl S dially the case in the

British discussiongg K SNBE NBFdz3SSaQ y SS RhanoSdinerabdelgdup®© 2 v G NI
within the in-group, and internal social issues:

cyY GRLIE®EIF22R KI Ay IX &2dz {6 thibk ysuSheeddo ik yaut &  { & N.
206y | apensitd Kleunderstand the moral issues, | do understanchhissues and | knoivK S NB Q a

a lot help with needs out thereeobut | do thinkcharity starts at home and look after your own first
GKFIQazZ @2dz joa2a® I LIKY ay 208 da/hddisérHor & Hraadicanip&dn @ y It A a

PaAly DMSNRAYARIBAYIOGNEF 6 FRLAYNBE|F BHaiI g KEF 1Qa KSNB vy
got left or what you can do to help othetsp, pent@€ 0} Y U

This specific cagginpointshow ingroup capacity needaere combined with thddentity
principle to linit the responsibilities of the state to providing help for only a limited period

of time. In the Norwegian discussions, participants also raised concerns about the number
of refugees arriving in the countryThe questions what was manageable (how many
refugees), and how the cost of accommodating refugees would affect the financing of the
welfare state were raised, but these considerations did not lead to preferences for restricting
0§KS aidl (S Qrshdpaitingrefundes. A t A G &

While discussions aboutfugees touched upon othddC these gained relevance during

LI NOHAOALI yiaQ O2yaAiRSNI (iohthefon@term gerkpdctiveBoO2 y R &
instance the Identity principlec 8 NS &d & Ay 3 NBTFdzaASSaQwardrélyi dzNI £ |
consicered. When cultural differences were discussed, even in Norway, this aspect was
brought up more in regard to the second stage, as discussed in more detail in the following
section We could even argue that the acknowledgement of moral obligations towards

refugees seemed to override considerations relatedtntity and cultural differences.

In Chapter 5, which analysed the use of specific DC, the principdtitwde and Reciprcity
were found to be the most dominamoncerningmmigrants in general. Hosver, once we
reduce the scope to discussions about refugees, and especially to the period of arrival (Stage

1), the analysis reveathe dominance of moral considerations and jiifscations in the
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construction of the welfare deservingnessof refugees Acordingly, the importance
associated with specific DC becomes significantly realigned. In line with the findings above,
Diagram2 visualizeghe centrality of the Controland Needprinciple at the first stage of
arrival. The diagramalso highlights the relationship between these two principles (that the
neediness of refugees is acknowledged ifugees are seen to lack control over their
migration).However if refugees are perceived to have control over their migration, or are
seenas being able to influence their choice of destination country, the legitimacy of seeking
asylum in thecountry of cestination is perceived to malign their moral character;
consequently, perceptions afielfare deservingnesdecrease, too. Last, the diagraafso
presents the countebalancing role of igroup capacities as justification for reducing the

welfare deservingessof refugees.

Diagram2 - Construction of thevelfare deservingness refugees

= Social Deservingness dh ’
Jr I ﬂ‘
In-group capacities
(] /
ab
(1]
-
7} + =
@ CONTROL
i
* CONTROL ™
= +
RECIPROCITY

&
2 - +
-g ATTITUDE
o~ , In-group needs

- +
IDENTITY

Notes: the diagram illusttes the importance of specific DC, the relations between the DC and their effect on
increasing or decreasing perceptionsvafifare deservingness

The analysis has shown how perceptions ofiledfare deservingnessf refugeeschange in

light of new infemation and considerations. This sectieramined shifts related to the

perceptions of neediness (nareediness)The following section moves to an analysis of the

second stage, arguing that as the timeugees spend in theourntry of destinationpasses,
O2yaARSNIGAZ2ya FFSOGAY3I NBFAdASSaAaQ RSaSNDAy3
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6.1.2 Stage Z; Increasing demands for activity

While Stage 1 reflected the discussions at the time of asgutfiS { S NE Q toMdNyh O |- €
of destination Staje 2 focused more on refuged Q f A @dbidtry df glestinakiod The
related discussions raised predominantly practical instead of moral considerations
concerningasyluma S S {welfdie Geservingnesds there were clear differences between

the countries in terms of the compremsiveness of discussions about refugees, the analysis
of considerations related to Stage 2 primarily relies on the Norwegian discussions. The
integration of refugees was one of the key topics in Norway, with a clear preference fo
seeing refugees as resa@s for the country; this also contributed to the more detailed
discussion about the lives of refugees in the country. In the British discussions, a more
restrictive approach emerged that focused on controlling refugees who gh&ecountry,

and a tendenyg to see refugees as a burden. Therefore, discussionsernednore how to

stop refugees coming, or the need to return them to the country of origin, instead of focusing

on their lives and integration in the UK.

In both countres the risk of refugees beming dependent on welfare was duly considered.

As highlighted, the willingness to provide support for refugees was seen as temporary. This
means that their stay in theountry of destinatiormay be terminated if the reasons for
migration ceased. Howeveais noone can predict when a conflict may end in the country of
origin, agreement about the need to provide temporary help can be also understood within
the country of destinationThe Norwegian discussions showed a willingnegsdvide help

in the initial phase with housing, finding employment, and language courses. However,

participants also articulated the requirement of certain returns in the long term, in line with

AY

(KS GaNARHEIMES 4 ¢  LINA y OA LX S 3 thesriakn Pikars Of Nyriwvdgi ( dzi S a

welfare society and one of the key criteria for being seen@mad citize®.®* Stressing such
returns is how the principle oReciprocityand Attitude becomes more important at the

second stage in terms of assessing refiiga®ifare deservingnesdhe principle ofControl

AKATGE FTNRY LISNDSLIiA2ya 2F NBFdzaS8SaQ 02y iNRft

livelihood in thecountry of destination However, the weight of the principle €bntrol is
much less than in the first stage, as ireded inDiagram?. Perceptions of immigrants having
control over their guation feed into expectations dReciprocityand Attitude. Both in the
British and the Norwegian discussions there was a clear consensti®e needto obtain

employment

8 For further details on visions &3 2 2 R €ekPctidn 53/ & Q
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In the Norwegian discussions we can observe a more comprehensive approach tessfug

that acknowledges certain institutional barriers they might face and the extra help they

might need to be able to utilize their skills. These barriersaasociated with the lengthy

process of recognizing refugee statandwith the shortcomings oftte system of allocating

refugees throughout the countryespecially in municipalities with limited job opportunities.

Two out of the three groups in Norwaya@mmended issuing temporary work permits

already duringhe process of recognizing refugee stataad employing refugees as soon as

possible:

1:6 2RFE AG G 1Sa 8SINBR (2 FAYR 2dziz F2NJ I aéfdzy &¢
given he opportunity to get a jofontrsPE 0 b h 0

19: dWe have to improve out asylum poliegople are stuck waiting in the system for 25 years
without getting a residence permit or work persaititrgrand thatcosts us moneyecirrocitvhey
R2Yy Qi ga@dkludconird, Sraruoe, reciprddiey lave nothing to darrruoeWe have to
improve the policy thefgesb L R2y QG {1y286®¢ 6bho

Furthermore, issues with the recognition of qualifications are raised, stressing the need to
YI L) A YYA 3 Nhdyridérandihpwk thebeicanlbe used in the labmarket. These
issues were seen as barring refugees from ha@mirol over their situatiomnd increasing
their welfare demands.

31:d agree orusing the resources when they get het®, recirrockind out which competence they
have, how taise it the best way and put them to wetkp, rRecirrofrg 0 b h 0

¢KS NBO23aAyAlGAZY 2F NBFdzASSaQ tAYAGSR NBaLRya
welfare deservingnessin the British discussiont)e responsibility was fully shifted onto

individuals, with limited or no interest in the needs or difficulties of refugees in the labour

market or in society in general. This marks an important institutional difference between the
Norwegian and British wWiare system which (respectively) stressllective/individual

responsibility, aslescribed irChapter 4andanalysed irChapter 5

In Norway, another aspect of theeediness of refugees was identified. Nogisn

participants were in favour of providing psychological care for traumatized refugees as a
preventive measure. Interestingly, participants associated potentially violent acts with the
external circumstances akfugees and difficulty adapting to a cotefely new, peaceful
environment in Norway, as articulated Barticipantl5s:

MpY GLT @2dz I NB ONRAzZAKG dzLd 2y QA 2t Sgs@rSo iRk &1 NJ |

violence yourself even thougbuyare living in peacefabrroundingarriruneQuite simplyreatment of
trauma and experienced violenespis important. Especially when we see that the immigrants are
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LIS2LJX S K2 FESR F2N) GKSANI f A@Sas TwedpsiendeN®ay g NI |
have a lard timefinding their place in the Norwegian socigtyrupe, ipent# greater feeling of being
K2YStSaa 6KAOK O2dz R tSIFIR (2 NIRAOIfATAYy3Idé 6bho

In this particular case, the principle @bntrol is raised in relation to thaituation in the

O2dzy iNE 2F 2NRIAYS 6KSNB NBFdASSaqQ tF01 2F O
the welfare deservingnessf refugees. Here the neediness of refugees was also seen as a

result of violent circmstances in the country of @in, outside of their control. This was
LISNODSAGPGSR Fa AYyONBlFaAy3a NBFdASSAaQ RSASNDAyYy3)
services. In the British discussions, the radicalization of refugees was raised as wellybut ear

employment was proposed aspreventative solution.

In terms of theprinciple ofAttitude, in Norway there were clear demands for learning the
languageand learning about the Norwegian state and society. Thus, the expectations very

much resemble the xpectations associated with esomic migrants. However, the key

difference is that in relation to refugees it is seen as the responsibility of the state to facilitate
NEFdz23SSaQ AyaSaNI A2y |yR SyadaNBE GKSKRNI | 00Sa
responsibility of the statés underlined bythe perceptions of cultural differences between

nationals and refugees. Therefore, thielentity principle enters the debate about
deservingness. An awareness of cultural differences functions in the delatesson for

integration, withthe argument that there is a greater need for the integration of refugees.

The agenda behind integration is to reduce the effects of cultural differences on Norway, and

make refugees respect and adapt to the country througgirtinvolvement:

o: d thinkthat language and culture should be ipcludeq in the same, not ngcessqrily be two separate
GKAy3ad L SELISNARSYOS GKFG Ylyed 3288 Ad Fa T2NOSR b
they come frombut it is important to focus on tHact tha to partake in society, they have to learn

something about how things are here even if they speak Englisbe, pentit is about focusing on

making them see the importance of that. Not everyone sees the upside by taking theserclasses
entT® € O b h o

Support for integration also emerges in the debates as regards preventing deepening of the

gap between immigrants and the majority. A belief in social inclusion and a commitment to
reducing inequalities are profoundly embedded irethision2 ¥ W3I22R OAGAT SyaQ
and actually developing this kind of commitment to these social aims is expected from
refugees through the process of integration. As participation in the labour market and society

is seen as essential for integratigmercepions of norcompliance with these expectations

have detrimental effects on theelfare deservingnessf refugees.
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In the British discussion, the issue of refugees is approached rather along the line of how to

better control it and how to limit tle resporsibilities of the state in terms of accepting and
accommaodating refugees. Participants said that refugees should be employed to prove they

were not coming to the country because of welfare benefits. Moreover, fulfilment of the
expectations of workig and ontributing was understood to be the responsibility of the

individual, which is a major difference between the approach and understanding of the UK

and Norway as regards the share of responsibilities of the state and refugees. While there

were no pecificlINR LI2 4+ fa O2y OSNYyAy3d Kz2g (2 tAYAG NBF
discussions, there was a clear preference for stopping offering any incentives that would

attract more refugees to the country.

In relation to the first stage, the analgdioundthat in-group capacity shapeandset limits

on the perceptions of thevelfare deservingnessf refugees. In contrast, at the second stage

it wasIn-group needshat influenced expectations towards refuge€ompliance with these
expectationshasaposifiv A YLI OG0 2y (KS LiRKIe 8dséiivingngséas 2 T NB T

also presented iDiagram2.

6.1.3 Changing perceptions of threelfare deservingness refugees

While in the DFs we can identify only the aforementioned two dimerssafrtime, we can
assume that the third dimension would be the stage of acquiring citizenshigicduntry

and becoming a formally equal citizen. However, the conditions of acquiring citizenship were
only superficially discussed. Therefore, the analysisrestricted to the former two
dimensions of timeDistinguishing the two stages allows us to sty the ambivalent
attitudes towards refugeesOn the one handat the time of arrival (Stage 1) participants
tended to share solidarity with refugeeslt wasacknowledged that they have no control
over their living conditions and have no other choice hutdgave their country and seek
protection elsewhere. On the other hangarticipants also shared concerns about the
exploitation of asylum policy Fears of reigeesbecoming dependent on welfare benefits

or the cost of their accommodation, were used tastjfy a preference for offering only
temporary help and supporting the return of refugees once safety was restored in the

countries of origin.

The discussiombout refugees also changed when participants discussed what should be

demanded of refugees, andow to facilitate their integration into working lifegnd into
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society. In this second dimension, we can identify a shift towards more practical
consideratins and expectations linked tdReciprocity and Attitude. Although these
expectations resemble thexpectations oeconomicimmigrants,a key difference remains:
aiNBaairyd (GKS NBalLRyaAiroAtAde 27T Thiskdondfil G5
differentiated treatment was explicitly shared in Norway, while in the British discussion it
was presehmore implicitly and subtly in that no restrictions were specifically proposed for
refugees. This differentiated treatment may be associated with the acladgyement of the

legal status of refugees in the country, but also with moral considerations annimgtions

Ay NBtFdGA2y (G2 NBFdASSad 2KAES | LINI OGAOI f
long-term stay in thecountry of destinationwe can idatify interactions between the moral

and practical approach to the issue of refugees.

The analysi of discussions shows how the specific ranking and hierarchy of DC is shaped
according to these two dimensions of time. Additionalyong the moral and pretical
framing of arguments and justifications we can also identify a social hierarchy of refugees

as presented irDiagram3. As shown in the analysis, recognition of neediness linked to
perceptions ofControl is at the heart of he morally framed assessments and justifications
that emerge at Stage 1. In this respege can observe a shift during the discussions along a
spectrum of perceptions from needy to nowedy refugees, the latter who are seen as
people who exploit the wedfre system. Such shifts also indicate considerations of the limits
of neediness (horizttal axig. Along the practical framing of consideratioparticipants
distinguish refugees based on their usefulness for the country, stressing the needs of the

countryand ingroup (vertical axis). Accordingly, we can distinguish four groups of refugees:

1. Needy and needed, useful for tleeuntry of destination

2. Needy but not needed, not useful for tleuntry of destination
3. Useful but not needy, exploiting the welfare ®m
4

Not useful, and exploiting the welfare system

At the first stage, moral justificains ¢ perceptions of needinesg tend to override
perceptions of usefulness. However, as the discussions develop, we find evidence of how
perceptions of neediness andaral justifications change with the time immigrants spend in

the country. Adesirefol KS NB&AG2NF GA2y 2F &l ¥Sae Ay (KS

A

mostclearOdzi SEFYLX § 2F K2¢ GKS Y2NIf 2dzaGAFAOI ()

welfare deservingnesdeclines, unless they are seen as useful todhentry of destination
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Thus, the accent shifts more to practical reasoning (Stage 2). In terms of perceptions of
usefulness, we see different patterns in the two countries. Changing peoceptf
usefulness are subject to the compliance of refugees with percdivgroup neels and
expectations abouReciprocityandAttitude. While in Norway both the state and the majority
society take responsibility for enhancing the usefulness of refugeeabe UK this kind of

achievement is considered to be solely up to refugees themselve

Diagram 3 - Hierarchy of refugees, distinguishing four groups of refugees based on moral and practical
assessments afelfare deservingness

NEEDED/USEFUL

3. Needed/Useful

1. Needy & Needed but Not Needy/
Exploiting the Welfare
System
? NOT NEEDY/
NEEDY < ol > EXPLOITING THE
" b WELFARE SYSTEM

il Il » 4. Not Needed/Not
2. Needy, but Not I > Useful & Not Needy/
Needed/Not Useful Exploiting the Welfare
System

NOT NEEDED/ NOT USEFUL

Note: the colour of the circles that represent the specific group of refugees represents the dominance of moral
(purple) or practical (blue) framing of arguments in relationvidfare deservingness

In relation to both neediness and usefulness, permays change only in one direction. Shifts
from needy to not needy unfold once moral justifications weaken and the initial reasons for
neediness at the time of arrival cease to exist, or perceptions of refugees (@ritrgl over

their situation in thecouwntry of destinationreplace perceptions of theiControl over
migration. The shift from noruseful to useful happesif refugees become economically

active, their qualifications are recognized, or they receive the necessary training to allow
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them to utiliz their skills. To a certain extent, usefulness can also be understood as a
measure oNB T dzaddpadio to thecountry of destinatiorin terms of the acquisition of

new skills in theountry of destination

Focusing orthe group of refugeesthe analysis found that, with time, the framing of
arguments for thewelfare deservingnessf refugees shifts from moral to more practical
understandings. Accordingly the ranking and importance of specific DC is realigned,
shifting attention from Gontrol and Needto Reciprocityand Attitude . This shift to a more
practical approach involves a certain similarity with the discussions on economic migrants,
which stress a merely practical approagtavoiding moral considerations. The léaling
sectionselaborateon whatstances shaped the discussions on economic migrants, and what

factors affected perceptions of theivelfare deservingness

6.2 ECONOMIC MIGRANTS

¢KS GSNY WwWSO2y2YAO YAINIY(GQ dzidz f hoentd FSNAE
foreigncountry with the primary purpose of working. However, the purpose of performing
economic activity itself does not create a clear division between specific categories of
immigrants, as the latter goal might be shared as much among resumae family migrants

as among esnomic migrants® Therefore, first it is important to clarify how economic

migrant$® were conceptualised in the DF discussions.

In the discussionsg in both countriescSO2y 2 YA O YAINI yda | NB aiyYLix
FYR (GKS FR2SO0AB®2zNPS @ 2E2 YNIONB t BNIFWILIE A SR {
motivations are clearly articulated by the DF participanthe perceivedeconomic

motivation for migration forns the key distinction between refugees and economic
migrants.In the case of economic mignts, the free choice of immigration was taken for

granted. This was seen as justified especially in relation to EU migrants due to fregfdom

movement regulations. Thpossibility that migration might not involve a free and informed

decision but a chand® break out of economic deprivatidn the country of origirwas not

considered in any of the breakout group discussions. Therefore, economic migrants were

8 International students stand out as their labour market activities mightimited due to their
student status. However, this group was not at the centre of discussions in either country.

8 Throughout the thesis thd SNXY & SO2 y 2 ¥ ksed tormaBetleay disiinttion between
specific groups of immigrants.
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perceivedto be in control of their migratiomndtheir choice of destination. This perception
substantially shaped the discussions. Furthermore, it provided the ground for more confined
O2yaARSNI GA2ya lo02dzi SO2y2YAO YA INbuonst Q ¢St 7

and performance as the basismfactical instead of morally driven assessni&n

As described in Chapter 5, due to perceptions cfy(mup) needs for a foreign labour force,
economic migratiorwasat the centre of discussions in the Norwegiamd the BritishtDFs.
However, the debate was more intense in the UK considering thensaliof issues
concerning EU migration in the 2015 parliamentary elections (that took place five months
before the DF)andthe prospects of the Brexit referendum. ind with the trends in public
discourse, the British discussions reveal a restrictiyer@gch focused on a regulated and
selective immigration system:

90: d think the biggest issue is actually with the EU nationals because there is no limits, norcontrol
nothing. They can just come and do whatever tieyt toarrrupso maybe just punore focus on the

actual EU nationals, chegkk 2 A& @62NJ Ay3dI 6K2Qa y2iG 62Nl Ay3IZ K2
whether they are actually coming here for work Briwii S @S NJ (i SRR NB | ©8 YA y 3

45d would suggest that we go along the samedias Canada and Australia and be very, very selective
Fa G2 oKz 0O2YSa Ayid2 (GKS O2dzyiNB FyR 0SOFdzaS 27F |

In both countries expectations d¥eciprocityand Attitude prevailed. Primarily, these two
principles inflénced deservingness assessments, completely overshadowing perceptions of
SO2y2YAO Neasddmihciplasaofontrol and Identity tended to feedinto and
strengthen expectations related to employment. The following sections aim to detail how DF
participants constructed the deservingness of economic migrants, andReaprocityand
Attitude become the most relevant principles in terms of shapingceptions of economic
YAINI yiaQ RSASNDAy3IySaao

621 PSNOSLIiA2ya 2F SO02y2YAO YonadNl yiaQ O2yiNERt

The perception that economic migration is based an informed and free choice
O2yaARSNIOE & AYFEdzSYOSR LI NIAOYUWEPGIAMNSE DR NI
deservingness. This implied that migrants were seen as fulbpntrol of their migration.

Accordingly, a similarly high level of responsibility and independence was expected from

them during their stay in thecountry of destination In the Bitish discussions, such

expectations unfolded in the form of preferences for obtaining jobs in advaneztohl
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migration, but also for securing the finances required to survive the period immediately after

arriving in thecountry of destination

Accordd y 3 (G2 LI NIAOALI yG&ax SO2 ycdurithy Of déstinaiols y i a Q L
a rich country and ffers welfare benefits and services constituted relevant factors that are
considered in advance, as also impliedPayticipant80 andParticipant23;

80me& AaadzsS Aa A u
manythereA ¥ GK2aS o0SyS
conTR&PE O] YO

-+
Q)
w
(@]}
wn
<
(Vs
-+
>

c
Qax

GSNBYy Qi G(KSNB:zZ @
Ga ¢FlayQid GKSNB K2 armmikye LIS2I

23: dFair enough that thiabour immigrants come here to warkirupebutR2 Y Qi 02YS gAGK |y
agendaatTiTupg, conTrRVVOrK for two yars, and then maybe you go on maternal leave, then you can
actually go for two years on unemployment benefit and #gzin report sickrrruo® €NO)

Such stances were also underlined by reflecting on the gap in the living standards between

countries of origin and destination Furthermore, the differences in the value of social

benefits and individual interests werdso mentioned as push factors for migrating to these

countries, afarticipant69 streses

69:61 KSNB aK2dzZt Ry Qi seBse fo yoine ity thisScyuint t@Gdisk zQ i K Kl S LISz

who come over from countriesthata&el 3y A TAOF yuf eX e2dz 1y26% 62NARS v2 E
a

developed sociefytrirupe, conrdiecausél i Qa | £ 20 2F Y2y S@ Ilafifbodd KSe
(UK)

FAaSR 2y (GKSaS O2yaARSNIGA2yas SO2yrefafAO YA 3
granted, thereby affecting perceptions of a low level of deservingness. Accordingtyol
over migrationas a DC has a special plac®iagram4, which visuaies how thewelfare
deservingnes2 ¥ SO2y2YAO YAIANrydGa Aa O2yaidNHzGSR®
Gontrol over migratiot £ 42 &SNNSR Fa 2dz2aGATFTAOFGAZ2Y F2NJ RS
supporting them inboth countries. Thus, it shiftedktS T2 Odza (2 GKS SO2y?2
individual responsibility, their achievements, and performance in the country as a way of

increasing theiwelfare deservingness
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Diagram4 - Constructio of thewelfaredeservingnessf economic migrants

L_ Social Deservingness dh 1

A

— RECIPROCITY + /

- ATTITUDE + In-group needs

— CONTROL + \

— IDENTITY +

In-group capacities

CONTROL
+

OVER MIGRATION

Notes: the diagram illustrates the importance of specific DC, the relations between the DC and their effect on
increasing or decreasing perceptions@ffare deservingness

6.2.2 Perceptions of economic @iNJ Y (i & Q the"vieladzX\Sten? F

t SNOSLIiA2ya 2F SO02y2YAO0 YAINryiliaQ YAiadasS 27
willingness to share welfare with them. Furthermore, it strengthened the preference for
demanding that they earn their entitlement tovelfare benefits.In both countries,

perceptions of the intentional use of welfare benefits and services were seen as highly
LINPOE SYFGAO® ¢KS LISNOSAGSR AyildSyidAiazyltade gl
control over their lives and the choice ofing and enjoyig the benefits offered by the

welfare state:

23:L QY y 20 al @Ay 3nadykbolr inBnig@msic@mé 8 heredaddiwork, but some come

here and work for two years, report sick or do something else, and then they hafelfrage benefit
from NAV[Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administratifomjanother two yearsrritupg, contéor 0 b h 0

088 Wellsome people just come for the Health Service, they come over here for twelve months because
GKSe (1y2¢ (KSNIBU 3 et seenltdstiight sBvayarirugeRonike S ifdthef US Fou
1y26 2N gKFEISOSNJ e2dz K- @S G2 LI &¢ 6! YO

Ly GKS . NAGAAK RAAOdzZAaAAZ2YAaX AYYAINIYyGaQ | OO
taken for granted, but after the proposed two years of conitibn participants also claimed
they would prefer if economic migrants were followea@ and deported if they had been

economically inactive in the long term:
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64 KS ASOdNRGe a8aG8SY R285ayQi ySOS adtoNhdtiey KI 95 (2
contribute to the country, and they are unemployed, they are going to be, well they should be actively
searching for workrmitupe If they, then that could tied in with their, like....Job Seekers and, youfknow,

you've been out of work fory@arand a half and you not contributing then are there grounds to send

them back and sayrrituoe, recrroziy £ 221 AU KrFaydid 2Nl SRPE 06! YU

This stance shared by other participants as welstipulates the relevance of the economic
benefits migrans brirg to the country and the unacceptability of lotgyrm unemployment,

which in the eyes of participants meant taking from the welfare state instead of contributing
to it. In Norway, the focus was primarily on the exploitation of cash benefits. Inael&d

EU migrants, participants were concerned about remitting cash benefits abroad. It was
considered unfair to enjoy the generosity of welfare benefits in the countries of origin, where
living standards are much lower compared to Norway. Furthermoge@aly in relation to

family policies and parental leave schemes, cash benefits were viewed as a disincentive to
work and integrate:

11: dmportant tomake demands for Norwegian participation in workingtifeubeRemove benefits

that allowpeople bstay athomerrrupE T2 NJ SEF YL S OF 4K 6SySTFAld® wSg@SH
(NO)

In this understanding, cash benefits were seen not only as hindering economic migrants from
contributing to the welfare state, but also as drivers of separativ@ating parallel societies

and increasing social inequalities by discouraging social patimip While in relation to in

group members Norwegian participants were not suspicious about the exploitation of cash
benefits, they stated that they would preff to offer more services to migrants instead of
cash benefits. This preference also shows thahe Norwegian discussions the desire was
y2i ySOSaalNAfe G2 fAYAOG YAINIYGAQ | O0Saa G2
perceived exploitdon of them, and to reduce barriers to integration.

In addition to concerns about cash beigfthe British participants articulated issues related

to social services. In this respect, the topic of the National Health Service (NHS) triggered
disputes,and participants recommended restricting free access to NHS folWestern
migrants. The recomendations were seen as necessary for saving money to better cope

with capacity issues and to invest more into more relevant sectors:

40:dThe NHS is one arthat we are saying that we spend a lot of money on, so | mean in this case with
non EU natioals, you know, it's fair enough that they don't have access to thdf\ié$s something

that we are having an issue of doing cuts and jobs and all soits@aee and education is something
that we really want to, you know, develop and examige but it'sa bit unfair for non EU nationals to
come in and, sort of, take advantage of thatruog
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Further capacity issues were identified in relation touedtion and housing, leading to

arguments about overcrowdifigin the UK. As these capacitglgs were associated with
immigration, perceptions of a lack of capacity were used as arguments for restricting
SO2y2YAO YAIANIyiGaQ | OG& iat Brilish paitiSpaisitehded ©® 5 S & LY
acknowledge the contributions and hard work of ecomo migrants within the NHS
ALISOAFTAOIfEesy GKAA RAR y20 OKFy3aS GKSANI LINET
services. This discrepancy also refleots the uneven approach and differing weights
associated with the perceptions of contributioe$ economic migrants, and perceptions

about the exploitation of the welfare system.

Debates about the misuse of the welfare system and the perceived imbalantesdre
YAINF yiaQ 02y iwmrobberefksustiied khg Rorelstriigént expectai®
about the need for greater individual responsibility for earning access to welfare through
employment and contributions. While, in relation to refugees, wiltiegs to share solidarity
with them was initially stronger during the first stage (at the timietheir arrival), for
economic migrants it was especially during the initial phase when their deservingness was
questioned. For the latter it takes longer to ptheir abilities, their contributions, to earn
entitlement to social benefits, and it is nthrough such achievements that are they seen
as more deserving. Thus, in the initial period participants argued for a higher level-of self
sufficiency. HoweverS 02 y 2 YA O Y Jsufibiégngy (méaOnot asteebséd only as an
expectation in relation to ehancingReciprocity but also as part of compliant behaviour in
both countries. In this regard, we encounter substantial differences between the British and
Norwegian expectations related tattitude, which also had some implications in connection
withpeNOSLIGA 2y a 2 F Svaifarg desenidgnessh I NI y i a Q

6.2.3 Requirements for seffufficiencyand the role of thedntrol principle

In the British discussions, salfifficiency was understood mostly in economic terms as
financial independence from the statand its support, which meant that obtaining
employment and working hard were the key expectations economic migrants needed to fulfil
to be perceived as more desémng and earn access to benefits. Furthermore, expectations

of being in control of their ownspcial) situation in theountry of destinatiorg the second

“TheexplS a a i 2y W2 @&NIRNGB paRisipardseference to population growth and
consequently increasing demanfis social and healthcare services.
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aspect of theQontrol principlec also tended to feed into requirements related to tAgitude

preferences that economic migrants should take responsibility for their own choices and for

their life in thecountry of destination As visualized iDiagram4, discussions reveal that
perceptions of economic migrants being in control of their own lives, affects and increases
perceptions of theiwelfare deservingnestirough the recognition of a coptiant Attitude.

Recalling the descriptiof ¥ w322 R OAGAT SyaQ FNRBY (KS LINBOJA

reproduction of these patterns in relation to economic migrants.

In comparison to the British discussions, where the economic framing e$igétiency

prevailed, in the Norwegian discusss the centrality of employment and the requirement

that migrants have their own income were complemented with certain cultural expectations.

As part of selsufficiency, economic migrants were supposed to ble &pcommunicateand

to participateinsos St e ® Ly O2y iNrad G2 GKS OrasS A0GK N
for free Norwegian language courses was disputddst participants expected economic

migrants to integrate on their own without the s&tQa a dzLJLl2 NI ® Ly GKA & N
employment and the workplace was strengthened as an environment for supporting
integration and learning and practising the Norwegian language, coming into contact with

Norwegians, and participating more broadly otety.

While Norwegian participants exped economic migrants to adapt to the Norwegian way

of life, responsibility was not fully shifted onto the individuals, as was the case in the British
discussions. Discrimination in the labour markgparticularly in the hiring procesg
emergedinthedi Odzaa A2y |a | 1S@ o0FNNASN G2 SO2y2YA
being outside their responsibiligs stressed by Participant 23:

23: d0ne thinks immigration and that the problem is the immigrantswBuilso have to think about

how we receivthemreciprocitsive them the opportunity to work. There is racism in Norway, but luckily

not so much compared to other countrifsan immigrant wants to apply for a job, he actually has to

be given the oppaunity to work too, if not we will only fae@Sy Y2 NB LINB2dzRAOSz G KI -
workarmirupd i A &Yy Qi St &é (2 &0l Niirrodahywiedply BOre thingitlz O y Qi

challenges when the immigrants come here, another ishthilenge of what people think of them too.
reciprocYY' S KIF & G2 6S FESNI Fo2dzi GKFG (22dé 6bho

The Norwegian participants critically reflected on racism and negative attitudes to
immigrants in the majority society and among employers. In this regard, the stories of
AYYAIANT yiaQ Onkdty Nokwddgian dnsSverblbeghlas especially convincing
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with regard to the claim that the majority society also needs to change and become more

open to diversity, securing equal opportunities for all:

14:dWe are in need of a change in attitude in Nonk&gause we are a bunch of bloody racists, sorry
forsap y 33X o0dzi AU R2SayQié YIFGGSNI 6KSGKSNI 22dz | NBE TNEP
American; we are racists regardless, and we have to s\feiheed an attitude changing campaign
amoy3a G SYLX 28SNAR (2 IS0 wbBe&al SKHAIRBRENLEARI (f KB dz& A i
degree that is the best person for the jgrry, contr@ecause the kitchen is full of people with a
R200G2NR&a RS3INBS R2AY hd Rdsauics avE actuaflyRneed i Ithé wokking lifeg T dzf €
DENTTY, NEEP € O b h U

¢ KNRPdzZAK adzOK O2yaARSNI (A2yasxr LICKEolo@ithelr yGa | O
situation is limited by external factors such as negative majority attitadesliscrimindion.

Thus, the Norwegian discussions reveal a distincpproach to th&ontrol principle which
FFFSOGa LISNOSLIIA 2y aweltre deSe@idghesyosivelyYrdadald y G & Q

responsibility for noremployment or undeemployment is not blamed omimigrants.

6.2.4 Perceptions of intergroup differences am timpact of the principle dflentity

Both the inclusion of cultural expectatiorand awareness of the limits of individual
responsibility in the Norwegian discussions suggest the importance ofgtakio account
the potential effects of intergroup retons and interactions on the perceptions of the
welfare deservingness of economic migrants. In this respect,daastity principle is an
important means of fostering social inclusionstrengthenirg group boundariednWelfare
Deservingnesstheory, we tend to assume the centrality of national identity. However,
acknowledging the multiplicity of identities we expect that the principleldentity can

emerge in various ways in the discussions, whlabuld be examined.

Strong cokctive identitycanbe identified in the Norwegian DF discussions, with ethnid

civic elements. The emphasis on language, Norwegian culture, social values and principles,
as well as the Norwegian lifestyle represent whakes Norwegians different fromthers
(in-group identity). However, instead of exclusiand strengthening group boundaries
participants raised the requirements of better understanding Norwegian society and the
functioning of the state as a means of igtation. This suggests that tliermer is seen as
something acquirable through learning and social participation. These expectations are both
related to principle ofldentity and Attitude. Considerations of cultural differences affect

perceptions ofwelfare deservingnesshrough compliage with these requirements. The
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general understanding was that, through the process of learning about and experiencing how
Norwegian society functions, economic migrants would also better understand their role and
duties inthe country of destination andwould be more motivated tacomply withtheir
collective responsibilities towards society. As described in Chapter 5, such collective
NBALRYaAoOAf AGASE LINAYI NAf @ -aidRdzOK SR ¢ dzLIRK y Q5 &)
promoting a fair balance betweetontributing and accessgwelfare benefits. Participating

fully in such a system of collective responsibility was understood as being a way to reduce
potential misuse of the welfare system, which tended to be linked toucalltdifferences
between migrans and themajority society. Cultural differences were primarily stressed in
relation to nonWestern migrants and especially to immigrant women and families.
Therefore, the discussion of cultural differences often blurred bloeindaries between
economic andamily migration and shifted the debate towards immigrant families and their

life in thecountry of destination

In contrast to the Norwegian discussions, British participants did not raise cultural
considerations in reladin to immigradion in general, noto economic migrants specifically.

Moreover, the discussions show that collective identification is not fixed on citizenship or

ethnic identity. The division between working people and unemployed people living off
benefitsseemed to be much more relevaint the eyes oBritishparticipants. The centrality

of this differentiation provides evidence for the effects of the salient public discourse on

St FTENB RSLISYRSyOe FyR (KS & (zsirses 2086NHB v I dzy S
Jensen and Tyler; 201%)This approach also points at the greater relevance awarded to
individual character and individual performance instead of a more collective understanding.
However even working migrants were seen as sources or reasons forotemkie to

perceptions of compétion for the same opportunities and concerns about the social

mobility of ingroup members. These fears served as justification for prioritising tgeounp,

as shared byarticipant40:

A0 GQa |y Aa&adzbly feﬁrétingjma%itish ditigedis fradiNtBGng access to you know,

like education, to job opportunitiesntn® L u Qa aAyLld éV\Ce ﬁes'éﬂumm&ian@(ﬂhgz 1 y 20
LIS2LJ S FTNRY | ,N\E dzy R U0KS éJA2 NI RA -02 Y‘AAngEIIunjﬂesfthat weR AA uQa
could possibly haveentmX LU Q& | LINBOEf SY 0SOl dzaS A0Qa fA]1SXZ é2c

lifestyle and our careefenTitye X 6

AndO2y OSY (NI GS 2y GKS . NARGAAK OAGAT Sy ahowdo® dza S G |
prioritised2 Yt & &2 GKIG GKSANI aiAftfta INBE RS@St2LISR I yR
be looking after our people firgenty 0] Y U

%8 For further details on the public discourse on welfare dependency in the URIsgger 4
Section 4.3.2.1.3
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At the same time all British breakout groups critically raised the question whether
compettion occurs if econoie migrants do the jobs that English people are not willing to
take. Participants recognized the hard work of economic migrants but they also appreciated
the indispensable work of migrants in the healthcare sector.

80Y If wie back alihose years immigrain started purely becausiee people of England were too lazy

to get off their bums and go and waskntirwe had to employ [unclear] to come into the country to do
the job¢

88Y A lat of my friends are Polish and to be fair theyk reallyhard, they will do the hours, they will
dothejobssrruiod dzii 6S 62y Qi3> 6S XEPKGSQNBE y2i R2Ay3I GKI G

Despite calling for greater recognition of such accomplishments, these arguments were not
FdzZA t & GNIyatl Gd§SR ackeSsfo wkaxebhéndiits ankl sedice¥ anddidngt G & Q
affect preferences for a more restrictive approach. As mentioned earlier, this also signals
that concerns about welfare dependency tend to be stronger than the recognition of hard
work and the strong workthic of sane economiamigrants. This also meant that it was more
challenging to argue against such claims or to convince others about their misperceptions of
the share of immigrants in the country, about the negative effects of the mediatization of
certain welfare scandals, or the volume of benefit fraud. Such couatguments usually

went unheard, and had a limited effect in terms of altering the discusSidhese counter
arguments were not supported by facts, but even when underpinned by statissipsi(of

the information packages participants received before Day 2), these were often questioned

during the debates.

Comparing the British and Norwegian discussions, we can identify two very different forms
of use of thddentity principle. In line wi the institutional differencegxamired in Chapter
5, the British DF participants stressed and encoutagéividual responsibility, while the
Norwegian DF participants put emphasis on compliance with the principle of collective
responsibility. However, dih approaches were aimed at the same gqal high level of

employment and contributions from immigrants.

% Chapter 7 is devoted tananalyss ofthe process of attitde-formation within the groups
focusing on the effects of group dynamics on the development of the discussion.
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6.2.5 Theroleoin-groupneedd y NBf F GA 2y ({ 2welfvd egedviridné€ss YA I NI

The previous sections reflected on the key considerationseardibcussions which show the

role of perceivedn-groupneedst y FNI YAYy3A YR &KFLAY3I LISNOSLIW.
welfare deservingnessThe analysis of expectations of economic migraet®aled in both

countries that the principles dReciprocityand Attitude dominated stresmg the need for

labour forceand addressingskills shortages in these countries. In relation to thisgroup

needs discussions about thevelfare deservingnessf economic migrants are framed in

practical terms (what thg canoffer, how they can benefit theountry of destinatioh The

comparison inDiagram2 2 ¥ NB Weliar& degeflingnesand Diagram4 of economic

YAINI yiaQ RS&SNIDA Y dagtSoithe situdich dvih rafuffeles) econdmic 02 y (i
YAINIryiaQ ySSRa R2 yelare deserfirf@ssActuayNdddhadiich 2 ya 2
YAINI yiaQ ySSRa | NE e.dlinkelatoR to gllifating r2cOgnitioa af2 y I £ f ¢
qualifications acquired abrah which emerged as an issue in both countries. Even in such

cases, the identified needs were related to facilitating their labour market activjties to
meetingin-groupneeds YR $SNB fSaa Foz2dzi SO2y2YAO YAS3

The vulnerabity of economic migrants was not considered. This also underlines the issue

that it is primarily In-group needshat define who is seen as deservingn both countries

the role of employment and contributiong as expectations related tdReciprocityand

Attitude ¢ wascentral to the discussions. While principlesohtrol andldentityalso shaped
LISNOSLIiAZ2ya 27 el bessrwngnesttese Nongideratians fed into
expectations related to the principle dAttitude. Thus, their effect was oditional on
S$O2y2YAO0 YAIANIYyGaQ O2yF2N¥YAGEe 6AGK YR | RILJX
situation with refugeesmnoral considerationr perceptions of neediness were almost fully

disregarded in relation to economic migrants

6.3 CGOMPARISON OFE DEBATES ABOUT REF(ENIEECONOMIC MIGRANTS
WELFARE DESERVINGNESS

Throughout the analysis, particular attention was devoted to identifyimgytsighlighting the
different considerations, different social contexts, and different applications of D{€hw
together shaped the collective construction of the welfare deservingness of refugees and
economic migrants as two specific groups of immigraiise following two sections are

designed to reflect on these findings in a comparative manner, drawindusioes both in
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relation to differences between refugees and economic migrants, as well as in relation to the

country-specific differences that unfded in the discussionmn immigration

6.3.1 Differences between refugees and economic migrants

In relation to refugees, we can first identify a morally driven approach vielfare
deservingnessin which perceptions of lack @bntrol over migrationfrom the country of

origin and perceptions of neediness prevail. However, an important finding is how fragile

these BNOSLIiA2ya 2F YySSRAySaa |NBI LI NIAOdzZ I NI &
abuse of asylum policies and welfare syste@gh concerns dually shifed LI NIi A OA LI y { &
F20dza& FNRBY | Y2NIf G2 | Y 2wlEre dadervigneds DHist | LILING
shift is also demonstrated by preferences for providing temporary support to refugees. To

better understand this shift from moral to petical framing, it is important to distinguish

between the initial period; the time of the arrival of refugesc, and a second, longer period,

which allows refugees within theountry of destinationto be seen from a longaerm

perspective. Accordinglgs visualised iDiagran2s NI Fnadfars dedefvingneda Stage
lisunderin o6& Y2NIf O2yaARSNIGA2ya GKIG 2O0SNEKI |
contributions. It is especially these practical considerations shapéattmoup needsind an

assessment of who is useful to the country and to society that incteaseStage 2.

Participants started raising expectations linkedReciprocityand Attitude, with refugees

accordingly needing to fulfil the requirements of employment and adaptation torthprity

society to be seen as deserving.

In contrast to refugees,of economicmigrants it was especially with regard to the initial
phase when DF participants tended to deny, or did not really considerwisléare
deservingnessf economic migrants. This stance was primarily reasoned by the perception
that economic migants have fil Control over their migratiorand their migration occurs due

to free choice. This perception also implies taking greater individual responsibility for their
lives in thecountry of destination Participants require a high level of sslfffidency,
espedally in the initial period, and economic migrants can gradually easifare
deservingnesghrough their achievements through their employment and contributions,
andtheir adaptation to thecountry of destination However, any perceptions afisuse of

tKS ¢St FINE &d2adSY O2yaARSNIoté O2dzyidSNF OG
deservingness. The practical framingvadifare deservingnesand the dominant role of

Reciprocityand Attitude pervaded the discussions and, as depicte@iagramd, principles
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of Control and Identity fed into and strengtheed expectations related to the expected

behaviour and attitude.

6.3.2 Differences between the Norwegian and Bhitiliscussions and conceptions

The analysis found considerable differesogith regard to how refugees and economic

migrants are treated in the Norwegian and British discussions. Throughout the chapter it has

been argued that the differences between tharmulation of specific expectations can be

traced back to institutional f&tors that influence hovidFparticipants aim to meet perceived

In-group needsFurthermore, the articulated expectations are also shaped by the visions of
WI22R OAGATASWRIR I yREAADWZ NRT WI22R AYYAINI yi:
In-group needs Britishand Norwegian participants streed employment as a key criterion.

The analysis finds that employment in itself is not only construed as an economically framed
expectation ofReciprocity but also as social expectation relatedittitude. A key difference

between the two countries was that in Norway cultural expectations were also raised.
Cultural expectations were used to justifimproviy 3 NBFdzZ3SSaQ FyR A\
understanding and commitment to collective responsibilities towards thgesand society.

This aspect reveals a further difference in relation to how expectations about refugees and
economic migrants are framed in terms of imdual and/orstate responsibility. Strong

collective responsibility as a part of Norwegian welfdenitity ¢ and a key pillar of the vision

2T W32 2 R is Gellabtad irStifedefpectation that refugees and economic migrants
dK2dzZ R O2Y LiigitsanstR dz& A SIS WKWINAYOALIE S FyR O2YYA
responsibilities towards society amstate. Second, the impact of this strong collective
responsibility is also revealed in the view that the responsibility of finding work and
integrating slould not be shifted completely to immigrants, but the state and majority

society should take part ira€ilitating the process. The preferred share of responsibilities
between these three actorsindividualimmigrant, the state, majority societytend tovary

F O0O2NRAY3A (G2 &aLISOATAO 3INRdzLJA 2F AYYAINIyGao
relation to refugees, while in the case of economic migrants it is primarily the individual who

is supposed to take action.

In contrast to the Norwegian disssions, in the UK it was predominantly individual
immigrants who were expected to take responsililénd to secure their livelihood in the
country of destinatio® Ly | OO2NRI YOS 6AGK GKS @wrg,A2ya 2

individual effort,and achievemensthat was expected from immigrants. Complying with the
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ideals of liberaleaning welfared G F 6 Sa> LI NIAOALI yGa& | NHBdzSR
responsibilities towards immigrants including refugees and favoured more restrictive
measuresiMNB f | GA2y (2 SO02y2YAO YAINIyiaQ I O00Saa i
see a more individua®&R | LILINE | OK vieBare Alesefingniisand, (taic@rtain

extent, alower level of solidarity with both refugees and economic migrants.

6.4 CONCLUSINO

Discussions about immigration in the British and Norwegian DFs reveal the dominance of
Reciprocity and Attitude as the two most important principles through whickelfare
deservingnessf immigrants is thematised. This chapter shed more light on howgatience

of these two principles changes in relation to the diversity of immigrants, as well as the
variety of situations and circumstances that are considered. Focusing on the social practise
of constructing thewelfare deservingnessf refugees and ecomoic migrantsthe analysis

found evidence that different approaches and different (moral and practjcitbmings of
welfare deservingnessemerge depending on the specific groups of immigrants.
Accordingly, the role and importance of specific deservingnesiseria tends to change,

too. These findings point at the potential pitfall of treating immigrants ashomogeneous
group when assessing the welfare deservingness of immigrankss also confirms the need

to distinguish between specific groups of immigte as in this regard different

considerations and different social contexts and situations are taieraccount.

The second key contribution of this chaptethst the analysis revealand evidencethe
dynamism of attitudeformation ¢ the changes iperceptions of welfare deservingness not
only in relation to the specific groups of immigrants, butsal how these perceptions shift
in relation to different time dimensions Despite the substantial differences in the way
refugees and economic migrants aneated in the two countries under study, the DF
discussions reveal the relevance of the time dimensinamely, how thewelfare
deservingnes®f refugees and economic migrants is viewed from a shemtd longterm
perspective. Moreover, the chapter alstescribes how perceptions of-group needs, as
gStt a @GAarzya 2F W3atAraubh whishihavelfarg deseRingnid® OA R S
of refugees and economic migrants is assessed.

Besides revealing the differences in the approachmeifare desevingnessof these two

groups of immigrantsthis chapteralso shed light on the dynamism aftitude-formation,
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and on how perceptions afelfare deservingnesshange in the light of new information and
new considerations. The next chapter is devoted xarmaining these changes, but from the

perspective of the process of the discussions.
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7 WHYDO INTERAINS MATTER IN ATTITUDE RESEARCH

The previous chapter examined the social practise of how pedelmeate the welfare
deservingness of immigrants and found considerable differences in how the deservingness

of refugees and economic migrants is assesdddreover, the analysis revealed tha
LISNOSLIiA2ya 2F NBTFAdASSEQ FyR S02y2YAO0 YAINI )
light of new information, and how emerging ambivalence shapes the discussion about
immigration. Identifying such shifts in attitudeaises the question how such dymiam in
attitude-formation unfolds in the discussions. How do interactions between participants

shape attitudes? Furthermore, the British DF ended with a vote in favour of restrictive
measures towards immigrants, while eéhNorwegian sessi@ended in inclgive policy

proposals. This difference encourages us to scrutinize the process of attitrdation to

better understand what mechanisms explain such differences in respect of the direction and
outcome of the discussionsTherefore, this chaptemtends to analy® the process of
attitude-formation within groups, with particular attention to the processes of interaction

between participants More precisdy, this chapter examigs how participants raise new
perspectives anahift the focus of discussions; Wathey raise questions and respond to

GKSYT K2g (GKS& NBalLlRyR (2 FyR SyBw3®8h A 0K ;
interactions ¢ that together form a reasoned debate, a deliberationled to agreement

about policyproposals on the second day of tHeFs

Although deliberation aims to involve informed and informative, balanced and
comprehensive discussiqfishkin and Luskin, 200%gseach shows thathe outcome of

and impact of discussions onattitudes can vary depending on the nature of the
deliberations As highlighted in Chapter 3KtS O2 Y LR aA0GA 2y 2F 3 NP dzL.
predispositions, together ith the homogeneity and heterogertgi of arguments shared
within groups can affect the direction and outcome of discussi@mnlund et al., 2015;
Karpowitz and Mendelberg, 2007; Luskin et alQ20Smets and Isernia, 2014; Sunstein
2002) Following up on these claims, this chapter aims to complement the findings of the
previous chapters by focusing on the processes of deliberation within the small groups in
order to reveal the details of how tke breakout groups reached agreemenabout
restrictive or inclusive policy proposals in the British and Norwegian DF discussions,
respectively (addressingRQ4. Second, it elaborate on the impact of interactions on

attitude-formation within the groups(related toRQ3.
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While the previoushapters examined how the institutional and social context shape the
discussions thematicallg i.e. what issues and expectations participants perceive as
important ¢, this chapter argueshat the institutional and social context also influence the
develgpment and the outcomes of discussions i.e. how the group agrees on policy
proposals. The chapter draws on the findings of Sungg602, 2009and Kitzinge(1994)

who stress theaelevance of distinguishing betwen 1) deliberation within a likeminded
group that builds on and @inforces similar opinions and preferences; and 2) deliberation
in a group of people that share and negotiate conflicting viewss within the DF discussions
differences emerged between thBritish and Norwegian groups specifically, the central
argument ofthis chapter is that the institutional and social context had a substantial impact
on the nature of the deliberations. Consequentlye impact of the interactions also varied

in terms of dtitude-formation in the British discussions, where there was avapiling
preference for restrictive approaches, and in the Norwegian discussions, where participants
reconciled competing preferences for inclusion and exclusidre analysis finds that the
most widely usedorms of interaction¢ such as sharing new persptives, contestations,

or repeating argumentg; often serve different functions and have different meanings in
deliberation aimed at reinforcing a predefined consensus than in deliberatiomolving
conflicting views. To analyse these differences in theexeelopment of discussions and
differences in the process aftitude-formation, this chapter presents two case studgsne
British and oneNorwegian discussion about immigratiofFhe compaative analysis aims to
contribute both to the field of welfarattitude researchand to research on deliberative
methods, by showing the importance of analysing the process of deliberation and examining

the implications of such differences ftite proces of attitudeformation within groups.

7.1 THE RELEVANCE OF DELIBERATION

Deliberative methods are designed to generate shifts in attitude as a result of deliberation.

This chapter does not focus on examining concrete changes in individual Lghrti€id & Q
attitudes, but is ratheinterested in investigatinghe process of attituddormation within

groups as a whole, and elucidag K2 ¢ | G G0AGdzZRSAE (G2 AYYAIAINI yaGac
through social interactionChapter 3 already raised th&iFs are bagkon the asumption

that social interaction is crucial both to encouraging individuals to articulate and justify their
opinions and attitudesandto fostering access to new information through learning about
20KSNBQ FdGAGdzRSa |y der distuEarCRagpelk 2012 @laming G 2 LIA O 2
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Karpowitz and Mendelberd2007) this chapter is committed to examiningttitude-
formation through the process of interaction, duly taking into account grgwuel processes
and social dynamics within groups which can shape the direction and the outcome of such

deliberation.

The formulation of policy proposals on the secatay of theDFs can be understood as the

F NGAOQdzZA FGA2y 2F GKS 3INRdZIQa O6RSftAOSNI G§SRO |
AYYAIANI yGaQ AyOf dza’aveitkin theyanakysis Sagrée®dntFabduiSolisyd | G S @
proposals is treated as the outcome dalitheration Therefore, the analysis of the process of
attitude-formation within the group relies on an examination of the process of interaction

through which participants reach agreement about policy proposals. The scope of the
analysis is restricted taattitude-formation in relation to inclusive and/or exclusive
preferences. During the analysige focus orkey moments and shifts in the discussions that

affected and contributed to the agreement about policy proposals. Along with the
examination of suchhsfts, the analysis aims to reflect on the role of social dynamics in

shaping the discussion and attitudes within the group.

7.1.1 Why are social dynamics important for understanding the process of attitude
formation?
The critical role of social dynamics ana tfelevanceof homogeneity or heterogeneity of
views in group discussion has been already elaborated in Chapter 3 focusing on the
methodology of thisresearcf. 2 OA I f LJa@ OK2f 23& f A0SNI (dzNB &K:3
and interactions in group discuss®rcan be cosiderably affected by group influence
(Forsyth, 2010)Both informational (Deutsch and Gerard, 1955; Festinger, 19aAy
normative influencegForsyth, 2010; Isenberg, 1986; Noéleumann, 19933an foster and
reinforce the dominance of majority opinions, which strongly act against articulation of and
considerationsof minority, competing views. Thus, reducing also the scope for potential
attitude-formation. These risks amvanced by Sunste{2002, 2009frawing attention to

group polarization as a negative effect of group dynamics on attifadeation.

Sunstén (2002, 2009argues thatike-mindedness and the overwhelming dominance of a
majority opinion lead to graip polarization which means that the opinions of participants

become more extreme thanheir predispositions According toSunstein(2002) group

°Table 1¢ Appendix 1 preents the list of policy recommendations formulated in the British and
Norwegian DFs.
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polarization is likely to emerge in the absence of conflicting views when partisipaise

and consider only Bmited poolof arguments and their ability to recognize and to deal with
information biasess limited.Heargues that, in contrast, individuals in mixed groups in which
heterogeneous opinions are articulated have greater sdopee-consideration of their own
atlyoSa FyR LROSYOGAFf &K@082) 2009%indings$ dirésd thalzR S a &
the composition of groups in terms of the homogeneity and heterogeneity of opinions has a

crucial impact on the mrcess and outcome of deliberation, and also on attitfiolenation.

The risk of group polarization is particularly import to consider irthe autumn of 2015

following the peak of theRefugee crisis, and amidst the contested public discourse on
immigration and the overpoliticisation of the issue it induced throughout Europe. In this
heightened social context, it is even nsamportant to analyse how deliberations developed

to identify the emergence of majority opinions and disentangle how participants teand
criticallyengage with such dominant view€hapter 4 elaborated on the key tendencies in

public discoursen Y YA ANI GA 2y YR AYYAINI Yy @dd@evdal@OSaa
the existence of public misperceptions. Therefore, it is of padicimportance to analyse

whether participants were able to reflect on information biases and distorted portrayals of

immigrantsduring the DF discussipand, if so, under which conditions this happened.

As highlighted by Sunstein (200&)d by deliberaive researchergDryzek, 2005Fishkin,

2011; Luskin et al., 2007; Mansbridge, 20i€®erogeneity of views is key to minimise the

potential negative effects of group dynamicd herefore deliberative methods, including

DF, adopted specific arrangements to promoteedse and infamed discussions. So far,
studiesconfirmedthat representative samplinghe inclusion of diverse groups of people,
professional moderationthe provision of balanced informatioand the availability of

experts during discussiortan effecively reduce riks of group polarizatiofFarrar et al.,

2009; Gronlundet al., 2015; Himmlroos and Christensen, 2014; Luskin et al., 2007)
However, Smets and Insernja014)found thatimpact of LJ- NI A OA LI y G a6h LINB RA 2
attitude-formation tends to varydepending on the specific issue. The authors found that

LI NI AOALI yi4aQ LINBRA A& LI ZandeindgioatroveSigl RsuésBuctd S Y dzC
as immigration.Drawing on these findings and considering the contested nature of the

issueof immigration & the time of conducting the DFs, this chapter analgdbe process

of deliberation focusing onthe effects of homogeneity and heterogeneity of views in the

DF discussion about immigration.
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Focusing on interactions in group discussionszifger (1994) distinguishes between
complementary and argumentative interaction. The author argues #t@nplementary
interaction builds on similarity and shared identity, along with shared preferences within
groups Although individuals raise various views and opigjadhese function primaly to
complement, specify, and underline shared preferences. In contraggjumentative
interaction is based on emerging differences and the competing views of participants
Thus, interactions serve the purpose of convincing otparticipants, and reconling
LI NODAOALI yGaQ O2y Tt A Ol X1gR) thd arlgss of bdthdtypds NfA dzS R
interaction enriches our understanding of attitudermation. However, these two types of
interaction induce different forms of discussion, which affects the process tifics-
formation, too. Adhering to Kitzinger(1994) this chapte argues that both types of
discussions are relevant for welfare attitude research, but it is importardttessthese
differences and to analyswhat circumstances contribute to these differences in the

direction and outcome ofidcussions

7.1.2 Interactiors within DF discussions

Analysis of the process of attitudermation was carried out through the examination of

interactions within DF discussiogslistinguishingg SG ¢ SSy W IANBSYSy i Q I yR

WNew perspectiv®WontegationQ and Repetition of previously raised new perspectigs

the specific forms of interactioff. The initial expectation was that attitug@rmation would

be significantly influenced by the use of specific forms of interadfierg. frequent use of
contestations or disagreeemts would induce greater shifts in the discussion. However, the
analysis of interactions revealed that group processes within the discussions tended to be
dominant and the functions of specific forms of interactions and theiraichpn attitude
formationtended to vary depending on the nature of discussions. In other words, it is argued
that the functions and impact of specific forms of interaction degkin the case of the
complementary interactions characteristic of the Blitdiscussions, and the angentative

interactions characteristic of the Norwegian discussi@fitzinger, 1994)

"L For a more detailed description of these specific cogé=ase se€hapter 3 Section 3.4.1
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Figurel8- Share of different forms of interaction in discussion about immigration
= A Agreement

‘.13 E : Disagreement

12

Outer circle: British DF
Inner circle: Norwegian DF

H : New perspective

105 Y/ 147

J : Repeating, repening a
229 previously mentioned new
perspective

= D : Contestation

Notes: Thehartillustrates the number of references to Immigration according to the specifisfof interaction
coded As whole references were coded, there may be overlaps in coding if within one reference different forms
of interactions were identified.

As depicted irFigurel8, discussion about immigration (includingetbdebates on Day 1 and

Day 2) in Norway and in the UK display very similar patterns in teriine afse of specific

F2N¥a 2F AYGiSNIOGA2Yy® ¢KS RSolFdSa |o2dzi AYY
LIS NB LI$Da and 3696 of all references to immigyatin the British and Norwegian
discussions, respectively), suggesting that participants rasedexchanged various views
andinformationonA YYA 3N GA2y® ¢KS R2YAYylyld NBE{S 2F W
references to immigration in the British andorwegian discussions, respectively) also
underlines the fact that participants did challengelajuestion each other, thus contributing

G2 0KS RAOSNEAGE 2F @OASga RA&AOdzaaSR RdzZNAy3 i
and 24% of all reference® immigration in the British and Norwegian discussions,
respectively) shows that participantsndedto return to previouslyshared views and raise

the same arguments. While the findings presentedrigurel8 imply that both theBritish

and the Norwegian disce®ns involved the same process of raising and considering various
perspectivesthe analysis finds substantial differences in terms of how the specific forms

of interaction influenced the development of discussions and wimaeanings and functions

these specific forms of interaction took within the DF debateshis means that, for

instance, repetition served a different function in a context where the homogeneity of views

as repeating previously raised arguments further stgthened the overwhelming

consensis. In contrast, repetition might not have been as effective at shaping attitudes in a

context of competing views.
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The main line of division between the interactions in the British and Norwegian debates
relates to the l@el of homogeneity or heterogengiof articulated views and preferences in
0§KS 3INRdAzLIA ® Ly (109)diSinctioi, it ke Bitisti distugsiiss Midaliged a
very firm overall preference for contrdingimmigration and restricingA Y YA IANI yia Q | O
to welfare. As a result othe enmergingconsensus the British intactions fulfilled primarily
complementary functions/Vhile interactions raised new arguments and new perspectives
about the issue of immigration, these interactions complemented, underlined, and
reinforced earlier establied preferences for restrictive masures In contrastjn Norway

we can observe a more contested debate about immigratiam which the scope of
discussions was not restricted to one specific approach. Thus, in the Norwegian debates we
can identify argumerdtive interaction with greater sfis between inclusive and exclusive

measures.

In line with these differences between the use of complementary and argumentative
interaction,we can identifydistinctive effects on the process of discussions and on attitude
formationin the British andNorwegian DFEsToelaborateon the process of discussions and
attitude-formation, two case studies were selected for the purpose of elucidating
deliberation about one Norwegian and one British policy proposal for immigraiath. case
studies focus on pady proposals that were unanimously supported by all participants in the
Afternoon Plenary Sessiofthe unanimous support is important as it signalsdhbective
recognition of the significance of the specific issue andph@posed measure across all

breakout groups.

7.1.3 The relevance of the institutional and social context

Both case studies selected for analysis focus on discuskionking uponexpectations

related to the deservingness principlesRéciprocityand Attitude as key constituents of the
VEA2YR2RTAVYYAINI VGaQd / KFELIGSNI p SflFo2NF SR 2
of these deservingness principles in these two countries and how these perceptions are
shaped by the institutional and social context. discussions about two unanimely

supported policy proposals were selected for the case studies, these differences in
understanding are relevant for the current analysis as well. However, this chapter argues

that the effects of the institutional and sotiaontext are not limited to Isaping the DF

discussions thematically through agensketting, perceptions of the salience of the issue, or

02y OSLiidz £ A&l (A 2Thé andlySis fitl3 ghat Fhe iGskitdtiankl Suytl ezie
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context influenced the deelopment of the discussionstoo. Considering the relevance of

the pressure to conform in small group discussions, the institutional and social context can
considerably shape group norms in relation to how immigration is talked about, what is
considered asocially acceptable attitudeotimmigration, and what the desirable measures
are for dealing with immigration. Through such influences the institutional and the social
context can set the framework for the discussion, implying that specific opinions and
reasoning are correct and sodiahcceptablgForsyth, 2010)Accordinglyit is argued that
liberal-leaning welfare institutions that emphasisendividualism and a higher leveof
selectivity of welfare provision, together with the salient public discourse on welfare
dependency and immigration, preletermined the restrictive and selective perceptions
Fo2dzi AYYAINI yiaQ I OO Seiikes th@ energdd Mithd@bates Sy S F A ¢
Furthermore, the recent changes in immigration policies designed to limit-Eidn
immigration (as adopted by the Coalition Governmé&td)so reinforced restrictive measures

as an unquestionable preference in all thigetish groupsln Norway, the sociademocratic
welfare system which stresses universalism, a strong sense of collectivity as an ideal, and,
accordingly, the shared responsibilities of the state, society, and the individual, and the
centrality of the vale of (and efforts to) reducesocial inequalities drove participants in

the discussions to consider more piactive, inclusive measures for enhancing the
integration of immigrants However, perceptions of the growing immigrant population in
Oslo, where théDF took place, an awarenessaultural differencesanda strong nationally
framed welfare identity, also pushed the discussions towards more protective measures and

preferences for defining requirements for adapting to Norwegian society.

Taking into acaant these institutional feattes, it is not surprising that in the UK the
introduction of a selective immigration system and in Norway a proposal for language and
employment requirements gained the support of all participants. Therefore, this chapter
invedigates the Norwegian Red GiLJQa RA&O0dzaaizy 2y f I y3dza 3
NBljdzZA NSYSyida FyR GKS . NAGAAK hNIy3IS DNERdJzZIQA
system. The Norwegian case study was chosen to analyse how the group coped with the
reconciliationof clashing views aboutthévda A 2 ya 2F WI22R AYYAIANI yiac
represents a discussion in which there was an overwhelming consensus about the preferred
approach from the beginning to the end of the debate, but interactions between gaatts

were key to clarifyingconcerns and to specifying and justifying their preferences and

2The recenpolicy developments ardescribedn Chapter 4c Section 4.3.1.3

179



priorities. The following sections are devoted to an analysis of the interactiorseitotinize

the role and impact of interactions on attituefermation.

7.2 CASE SIDY1: EXPECTATIONS IREFCIPRCITANDATTITUDENDIN-GROUP
NEEDS A DISCUSSION OF PREFERENCES FOR CONTROLLED IMMIGRATION IN THE
BrITISHDF

Concerns about losing control over immigration and preferences for a restrictive approach
to immigration widely reonated in the British DF disssions across all three breakout
groups. As the issue was discussed on Day 1, participants were already familiar with the topic
and a more focused discussion could developap2. Moreover, the issue was debated in

the Dayl Afternoon PlenarySessionthus further strengthening the overall consensus about

the need for restrictions which might have contributed to the homogeneity of opinions

within the groups, including the Orange group.

This case studgimsto investigatethe process of discussions dfet Orange group;

especially focusing on the sections when participants deliberated a@bouigrationcontrol

immigration and agreagon the following policy proposal:

G/ FL) AYYAIANXr GA2y s aSid I vhae yoiRrwast i theJeolingfyi And théndol SY X |
review that, if they're in this country bringing a skill, if they're unemployed for a long period of time,

reviewing that in the unemployment stage. Théoratle is to bring in skill sets and to bring in skilled
WoNJ SNEX |yR (2 NBGASE (GKSANIAYyTEdsSyOS 2y (KS O2dzy

The cited policy proposal cleadgfinescontrolled immigration, which is constituteaf the
LIKFaS 2F aStSOGA2y I yRsoBigtySadecidéwhdlB deadkdy 3 (1 K S
As participants discuss the key principles for selection, theyddBoeatethe criteria for

inclusion, reconcilingn-group needsand expectation®f Recipocity and Attitude.

7.2.1 The process of discussions leadimthe formulation of the policy proposal

The deliberation represents a complex picture of how and why British participants prefer a
more regulated immigration system. During the debate, economic arguments dominated the
discussion and restrictive measuregre supported to reduce the cost of immégion, a

situation which can be associated with the heightempedblicdiscourse on immigration and
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AYYAIANT yiaQ YA adz&BueThe Gigh fledel oNEOmMogedatySoF dpiniand

in the group, there wer@o significant turning points the disussion This homogeneity of
views also emerged in the survey conducted before the start of the DF discussions. Seven
out of 11 participants stated that immigrants should work and pay taxes for at least one year
before accessing benefité raising concers about potential group polarization according to
Sunstein'{2002)findings.

Throughout the anlgsis, specific attentiofis devoted to examining interactions between
participants thatgenerate shifts in the discussion. The analysed debate indutiz/
references andis divided into four sections, wth areinvestigatedone-by-one highlighting
some of the key features of how participants interacted. For each section, the flow of
discussions is illustrated, showing all the references made by the participants during the
discussion analysed in the case study. Tikealisation(seeDiagranmb) indicates the specific
forms of interaction,and the reaction it triggered (written in the arrows that connect the
references). Furthermore, the illustratiorshow whether the reference makes a stand fo
inclusive or restrictive preferencesmd the shifts between inclusive and exclusive stance
Last, the illustrationalsoindicate the specific deservingness criteria spectiig@articipants

as a condition ofnclusion or exclusion.

7.2.1.1 Section 1: Neeaf immigration controf, the limited role of disagreement

Early in the debate, the group arrived at the assumption that there is a need to cut down on
immigration and the group started to elaborate on why the imgnation control and
assessment of immigrastis needed. As the discussion developed, the group considered
various perspectives and differentiated between working and-nanking migrants as well

as people in crisis and migrants who misuse the benefit sysitill, most of the arguments
were ultimaely raised as justification for controlling immigration and assessing immigrants,

thereby prioritizingin-group needs

As depicted irDiagram5, participants focusd on restrictive stances, with preferences for

inclusion emergingnly in relation to refugees. However, the discussion soon shifted back to

3The key trends in public discourse on immigration and welfare use are scrutinized in Chapter 4
Section 4.3.1.3 and 4.3.2.1.3

" Out of theremaining four participanttwo did not answer the questioyone participantstated a
preference forrequiring oneyear with or without employnent and me participant prefeed not to
permit access to welfare benefit all.
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more restrictive preferences. Disagreements and couatguments were noeffective to

change the overall path of the discussions.

At the early stage of the debate, disagreementerged. However, as the following quoted
section of the discussion shows, the reactionittcompletely anniled the impact of the

disagreement.

Quotation 1 ¢ Orange group, Day @Discussion about Immigratiqseethe highlightel section irDiagram 5)

P90: People are coming in and the UK has open doors for everybody, whoever wants tq
KSNB GKSeé& 2dzaid 02YS Ay FyR GKIGQa | o2dzi
O2YAy3 KSNB WAyl dzZRAOE S8 K26 YIlyex

P84: Well, noA G Q& 2 y f &thitd. liwksishifRised by thét Begause | thought it woy
0S KAIKSNI GKIFIy GKFG odzi Ay GKS 9! AidasSt
coming here to work.

P90: But how many of them are actually workind®@ ' Tii QguestioK. S

PynY L YSIYy>S F2NJYS (GKS 60A3 (dKAyYy3a gAlK
FAOS 8SINB 82dz2QNB y2i SydAadatSR G2 lye& o

PI0: It is in place but the government is not actually following those batesmuse whoever is
O2YAy3a G2 GKS 'Y & Iy AYyGSNyFridAzylLf KI
three months you should leave the country.

Participanty n fisagreement is significant, as using the previously provided information
packag€® he corrected a very common misperception about the share of EU immigrants in

the UK’® While this correction opened the possibility to reflect on such misperceptions,
Partcipantdpn Q& NBI OGA2y &aKATOISR GKS GG Sssng2y s> ad
0KS AdaadzS 2F AYYAGNNY A AQRLIday & Yyl e Xddghant2 yaS
understanding of such implicit reference and perceptions about the issue of ungeatplo
immigrantsas he arguedor conditional access to welfardhe discussion aginued with

LI NHAOALNl yiGa StlFo2NrdAy3a 2y GKS NBFrazya F2NJ

inactivity regarding the enforcement of rules.

S Before Day 2, participants received an information packageitithtded statistics about key social
issues. Details on the provision of infation packages is elaborated @hapter 3¢ Section 3.3.1.4
The information package provided to British participants is available pergix 1

6 Misperceptions concerning immigration in the UK are discuss&hapter 4c Section 4.1
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Diagram5 - Visualisation of the process of discussidsK, Orange GroupSection 1.1
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Diagram6 - Visualisation of the process of discussidsK, Orange GroupSection 1.2
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l'a 0KS RA&aOdzaaArzy RS@OSt2LISR:E (BB D¥YXANI vzl RS

O2y NROGdzGAY 3T YR 62NJAy3 AYYAIANIydGa 61 a
on the need to differentiataefugeesc & LIS 2 LX S ¢ koM inGrigladisi ndistising the

welfare system brought about a change in the debateQastation2 and Diagramé show.

Quotation2 ¢ Orange group, Day @Discussion about Immigratiqseethe highlighted section iBiagram 6)

Py oY . dzii A G Qa (¢ aystiiffyduoniGayittbecauseyauhad pedpR yit
are running from torture and killing. Then you have people just coming because of the
life and [inaudible] the benefits. So the government need to look gidbele in crisis what
are we doing tdelp them? How are we going to help them? How are we going to help
s6KSy G(KSe& 02YS FyR GKSYy KSfLI G§4KSY {2 332
PpnY ¢KS@QNB Ay ONRAAAOD LGQa y20 GKS dz
PypY Saszs L 1y26 GKIFIGQa KNI IGABRYDPINBKY A
but the people who are just coming over because they can come because they can go
R2O0G2N) y2¢> (KS& OFy 3ISi GKwdble]youdse OI
FaaSaavySyid a2 6SQ@S 3reiithemextiwoyoars, tiRe yelirsSdo
assessment, assess these people. What are their skills, [inaudible]? Who is good for t
O2dzy NBE> ¢gK2Qa y20G I22R 0 9@todsseSs people. A OS 3
PpbnY ' yR GKI GQ& fHelpFoun WK/Is tyaRgitadhelSydu tinRimg, hdveam
J2Ay3 (2 KStLI @82dzZ odzii GKSasS LIS2LX S Ay
situation and we should helpthesdS 2 LIt S o6dzi Ay G(Sy &SI NAQ
sittingontheilt NAS&> Yé | LJl2f23ASa F2NJ 0KFGX | yH
0SSOl dzaS GKAA A& K26 OAYlIdzZRAOGE S8 K2g (2
whether you are aoally a refugee what is the chance of you returning to your countngtor
and if you stay [inaudible] so they can bring profit to the country.

Participant89 andParticipant90 articulated ambivalent attitudesboth sharing support for

and concern about refugees. However, both ended up by arguing for the need for
assessmets and prioritising iFgroup needs in the selection process. Thus, their stances
further deepened theecanomic approach to immigrants and stressed the limits to moral

and humanitarian reasons for helping.

As shown in both quotations, participants oftemployed differentiations which allowed
them to reflect not only on why immigrants should be excluded, &lsb what qualifies
immigrants for inclusion. Thus, suclifferentiations provided a means of articulating
ambivalences and reflecting on the compléxiof the issue which could have widened the
pool of arguments within the debates. However, the effecttbése arguments was
RSLIBYRSY G 2y 2 0KSNZikInowWbme partitipartsirapondsd tdaich 2
engaged with these clainf&oodin, 200Q)The fact that these reactions usually followeol

on negativephenomena reinforced the homogeneity within the group and thus digstep

validated the consensus abotlte need to control immigration.
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7.2.1.2 Section 2: agreement about capping immigration

Section 2 opened with tht12 RS NI 0 2 NR &  lthdz8suél dfageing poputhtitai.
However, the discussion revealed that concerns about population growth outweighed
concens about an ageing population. This indicates that within this group the argument that
immigrants¢ asmembers of an active labour force (and as c@reviders)¢ can help to
reduce the negative effects of an ageing population was not considered at atheOn
contrary, immigration was perceived as a threat. Therefore, participants proposed and
debated the need to introduce an immigration cap, whictoaiseant that the discussion
focused on restrictive measures, as depictediagraml. As captured irQuotation3, the
perception of immigration as a threat was furthdrengthened in lightof the uncertainty
about how immigration would develop and how the population would grow. This uncertainty
also increased the perceptions of participants about losing control over immigration and

justified the need for capping immigian.

Quotation3 ¢ Orange group, Day €Discussion about Immigratiqseethe highlighted section iDiagram 7)

P84: We said 10 million today but | saw a report two days ago that said it was going tg
million. So 85 million people will berk by 2040.

Py Y ¢KSe& LINRB2SO0 (Sy YAftftAz2y FyR GKSyY
babies,theyNA Y3 Ay SEGNI FlLYAf&z a2 A0Q&a wun
PyoY .dzi AGQa 3ASGGAYy3 a2 2dzi 2F O2y (i NPt
population. There has to be a general idea in terms of what is our population figure?
can be sustained and how do wastain that? So there has to be a cap in place.
PynY ,2dz OFyQil KIF@S |y 2Ly 02NRSNEnchjdt]
,2dz Ol yQio ,2dz OFyQil KI @S o02i0K®

The contestations of participants highlighted the formal barriers to proposed policy, such as
Participant 84 stressing the incompatibility of EU freevement regulations and an
immigration cap (raised twica iSection 2). However, none of the contesta@pposed the
LINELIZ&LFE F2NJ OFLILAY3I AYYAIANI GAZYyd ¢KSNBT2NEB:
challenged. The absence of counteguments and the missed opportunity to discuss the

more positive sidef immigrationg e.g. how immigrants could hethe country to deal with

the challenges of an aging populatigrreveals the onalimensionality of the discussion.
CAdINIKSNXY2NB>X Al dzyRSNIAySa {dzyaliSAyQa 6uHnnuO

difficult to identify and challenge potentialdses in opinions.

186



Diagram?7 - Visualisation of the process of discussidsK, Orage Group- Section 21
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Diagram8 - Visualsation of the process of discussiodK,Orange Group Section 2.2
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7.2.1.3 Section 3: Immigration cap and gaining control over immigration

Following up on the proposed immigration cap, participants raised the need to differentiate
between specific groupsf immigrants Quotation4 shows the role of contestatiorendthe
role of using examples in facilitating the discussion r@aghiringparticipants to specify their

views and preferences.

Quotation4 ¢ Orange group, Day @Discussion about Immigratigseethe highlighted section iBiagram 9)

M: So in terms of policy in 2040 we want to cap net migration per year.

PynY L GKAY|]l GKSNBQa (&P ItmKAYy3aP L KA
Py Y ¢KIFGQa ¢KIG LQY aleéAayar GKS NBFdzaS
somewhere along the line.

M: What about the peoplewho arenén! G KF 4 | NSy Qi NBFdzaASS:
Philippines?

PynY 2Sff3 i@aSEQa awWloaia MadK

PypY ,2dz OF yQuX

P90: For immigration this is quite strict they go through various assessit@ysieed to
provide various documentation. | think the biggest issue is actually with the EU nationa
because there is no limits, no cortoy nothing. They can just come and do whatever the
want to so maybe just put more focus on the actual E@nétt £ a5 OKSO| 6K
not working, how long have they been unemployed, whether they are actually coming h
for work or whateveti KS&@ QNBX O2YAy 3 @w@2A0Sa 2GSNI | L
-I P88: They need to have a job ready for them when they come herthahid possible.

P90: That could be or give them a limit like if [inaudible].

P88: If you got rid everybody from the Philippines there woulddi®dy in the hospitals,
would there?

Both the use of differentiatioandthe use of examples prompted participants to specify why
people are more concerned about EU migration than abmt-EU migration. Clarifying
these differences helped participants define how to gain control over immigratioAs
shown inDiagram9, participants again stressed employment ahdgroup needs(for a
skilled labour force) as the key criteria qualifying immigrants for inclusion. Howgneer,
focus of the digussion shifted from annual reviews and limits on who should enter the
country to the need to monitor EU migrants living in the country eheckwhether they

fulfil expectations

In Section 3 it was rather th&loderator who raised questins and tried to confront
participants. However, these contestations were not effective enough to change the focus
of discussion away from prevailing preferences for immigration control. Therefore, as the
discussion developed, the high level of cohesiod shaed thinking within the group was

further enhanced.
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Diagram9 ¢ Visualisation of discussion about immigratiddK, Orange Grqu Section 3
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7.2.1.4 Section 4: Thieenefits of immigration

In the second &lf of the discussion, th®loderatoronce again raised the issue of an ageing
population, specifying the need for a larger actage labour force and trying to challenge

what implications the proposed immigration capght have.

Quotation5 ¢ Orange group, Day @Discussion about Immigratiqseethe highlighted section iBiagram 10)

MoX8 {2 6SQ@S 326G I OSNEBR aYFtf 3IFLI KSN
& 2 dagiNdgto have loads and loads of old peopléyrinking gap here of people that
yhGdNIffte LI¥e GFE G2 &d2aIR NI GKSY K24
220384 6KSNB GKSNBS NP 22063 o0dzi AF @&2dxQ0
specific job but they might come, they might setaishop. They might hire three people
They might create more employment. What is capping it going to do in terms of restri
that? Is that going to create a problem?

Py oY b2z o0dzi gK@&K e 2 dROKBN® | QILINIYIAEY fne yadi cap &
AT @2dz KI@S mnInnn LIS2LX S wAYyl dzRAOGE S8
FNPdzyR® {2 AGQa tA1S dza aAddAy3d GKSNEB
do anyhing.

M: So with this policy and the cap hoftem should that be reviewed? That should form
part of the policy.

P39: Yearly.
P85: [Inaudible].

P39: Yearly will do.

P87: The more people you have in the country, they need to eat. They nEed @S X G
need clothes. They need education ofirse and they will need somewhere to live
therefore will that not benefit the building trade, the food suppliers whatever, all that.
create a need for more of all of that.

P84: | think none of us ke got an argument with the fact that if somebaynes into
England or Great Britain or whatever and starts work, pays their taxes, pays their due
AK2LJA Ay 9y3AflyRI o6dz2a | K2dzaSz NByila
6SQ@PS F8W BAGMKPAEX

P85: Freeloaders.

PynY XLISRYASI PRX

P85: Not contributing.

PynY Xloaz2ftdziSte a2 AT (KSe& O2yGNRodzi$
L2t Ad0e Ay 9y3ItlyR 6KSNB 6S5SQ0S tSiG E 'Y
and contributing to the society tBeQNS f A @Ay I Ay ®

The ModeratorQa S YLK aA & 2y ARAYIATESGE® gl Qdtigitiddand 2 F
contributions gave rise to considerations about the positive side of immigration. First,
Participant87 elaborated on positive economic effecBarticiparn 84, in cooperatn with

Participant 85, contrasted economically active immigrantsA G K & T KIS f (2K ARSS NA
RAFFSNEBYGAFIGAZ2Y 0SG¢SSy WwWIaA22RQ YR WolRQ AY
conditions of inclusion and the y R A @rbI&idterisbéheir contribution to the economy

in various forms. Furthermore, it underlined the consensus about the need for selective
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Diagram10 - Visualisation of discussion about immigratiddK, Orange GroupSection 41
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Diagram11 - Visualisation of discussion about immigratiddK, Orange GroupSection 4.2
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measures that would allow in only those migrants who contribute, and to be sttmteards

less economicallgromisingmigrants.

This very strong economic understanding of immigration is further reflected in the responses

G2 GKS a2RSNJI (2NRElEr rdisddScasis oRiyimigayion. dTHese primarily
concerned the need to develop thefiastructure to meet the increased demand for
services.Quotation 6 show howperceptions of limited capacities are used to justify the
YSSR FT2NJ 0KS AYYAINIrGA2y OIF LI YR | R2adzalAy3

provide the required services.

Quotation6 - Orange group, Day @Discussion abdadmmigration (Se¢he highlighted section ibiagram 11)

M: Soin terms of the government policy what should they do? TwerdyNIi @ = 6 S Q
milizy LIS2LX S 6KI G aK2dd R (KSXK

PynY 2SSttt GKFEiQa 6KSNB (GKSe ySSR G2 2
J2Ay3 (2 KIF@S (22X

From now.

PBO:Ifi KSe al e 6SQNB 3I2Ay3 (2 ONRYy3I wn LIS2
peopleare already going to cost us x amount of money because we need to school ther
GKSe2 ySSR G2 221 4 GKSANI O2ada |3l Ay3
PynY ¢KS o6A3 LINPofSY A& GKIFIG S ySSR (2

As dejicted inDiagram10, we can identify a change in the discussion, whenadxicipants

extencedd KSANJ dzy RSNEGFYRAY3I 2F WI22R AYYAIANIYIaQ
inclusive arguments tended to be limited to a discussib@conomic benefitsThis economic

framing of the issue shows the limits of the discussionhiea Orange group and the
minimization of social and cultural aspectée salience of economic considerations may

also reflect the normative influences that le the perception that only economic

arguments are socially acceptalebe raisedin the debae.

To sum up, attitudes and opinions articulated throughout the debate show a high level of
consistency within the group. There were no clashes of viewgnifisant turning points in

the discussionThis cohesion allowed the participants to elaboratehy they wanted to
restrict immigrants and how they wanted to achieve thiglowever it also limited the
discussion to one dimension; namely, to restrictive asdlective policiesAs shown in the
analysis, there were various opportunities to consider otHeatures of andother
approaches to immigration. Nonetheless, the discussion always returned to justifying the
need for controlling immigration. Therefore,alscope of attituddormation tended to be

limited and raised the risks of group polarizati®@umetimes the Moderator took on the
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role of sharing dissenting views by adding in questions about the aging populatidonor

European, nonrefugee migrants surcas Filipino nurses. While this questioning tended to lie

outside the remit of the rather passive role of a typisaderator, it can be understood as
theModeratorQa F G GSYLI G2 3IABS @2 A OSmustackrivwledgeSy (G A y 3
that the ModeraorQ |jdzSadA2ya KSELISR (2 RSSLISy (KS RA
preferences.

We cannot ignore the relevance of the pressure for conformity within the small group
discussions: the fact that only those participantéme engaged in the discussiomav

tended to agree with the consensus. In the Orange group the involvement of participants

tended to vary greatly. Four participant8drticipant81, Participant82, Participant86 and
Participant87) made less than five mfences during the debate. The&sur participants

gSNE GKS tSrad OGA®S Ay GUKS 5C 2@0SNIfft o 2KjJ
into account, only in the case ®farticipant87 do we suspect the participant of having

dissenting views, butekling deterred from articulatigp them in the groupParticipant87

made only one prammigration reference in the discussion under analysis, which was shared

after the ModeratorQa | G GSYLIWG G2 RANBOG GKS RA&AOdzAAA?Z

immigration.

The Orange gropa R §howstieSdlominance of economic considerations. The reasons
and justification for introducing the immigration cap and the annual review system relied
almost exclusively on economic considerations. While participants stressed kivithbf
achievements and behauio they expected from immigrants, there was complete silence
F602dzi 6KSGKSNI W3a22R AYYAINI yia @hetheddBe statd) a K 2 dz
should facilitate integration(as something that can increase the ouerbenefits of
immigration to tre country).Only restrictions wereconsideredin orderto maximise the
benefits of immigratiorand allowing only resourceful migrants to enter and stay in the UK.
While participants shard different views and often ambival¢positions about immigration,

in relation to policy preferences there seenhto be a preexisting consensus. Considering
the salience of the issue of immigration in the public discourse, the political framing of the
latest immigration policy changes (sin@010), the institutional feates of the liberal
leaning welfare state towards individualism and the selective approatheacceptance of
social inequality within society these social influences underline a consensus towards
restrictive policy prefeences. The fact that this consgus emerged in all threbreakout
group discussions further strengthens the assumption that the institutional and social

context substantially shaped the process of discussions, and consequently, attitude
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formation. While in the British debatesmeasuredacilitating inclusion that would support
AYYAIANI yida G2 06S02YS W3I22R AYYAINIydiaQ 6SNB

at the centre of the Norwegian discussion, as the following case studysshow

7.3 CASE STUL EXFECTATIONS ABCQRHCIPROCANDATTITUDE DISCUSSION
OF LANGUAGE SKILLS AND EMPLOYMENNORWEGIADF

In contrast with the predominance of economic arguments in the British discussion, the
Norwegian participants shared both culturally and econonydaiimed expectations about
immigrants. In terms of learning the Norwegian language and obtaining a better
understanding of Norwegian cultugnd society was a topic of all breakout groups and the

latter achievements were deemed important characteristic¥ o W32 2 R A YYA I NI
Furthermore policy recommendations about language learning and cultural integration

were unanimously supported by all participants in the Afternoon Plenary Session. The Red
Group discussed language requirements the most extensivhbrefore, this case study
analy®stheir discussion and the process leading to the formulation &fghblicy proposal:
a[Ay3dzAaiGAO I yR Odzf GdaNI & AYyGSINFGAZ2Y 2F AYYAINIY
requirements for work argelfa dzf FA OA Sy Oé T2 NJ SO2y2YAO YAINryuat
The wording of the policy proposal itself indicates some of the key points of the analysis of

welfare deservingnessspecifically, expectations related Reciprocityand Attitude.

7.3.1 The process of discussionsdawy to the formulation of the policy propals

In the Red Group, discussion about the relation between language skills and employment

was only briefly debated on Day 1. In contrast to the British case study, where a firm
consensus about the policy prefersss was present from the beginning, the R&dup had

a more contested debate concerning expectations about immigrants. Thus, agreement about

L2t AOE LINRPLRAalFIf&a ¢Fa&a NBFOKSR (GKNRdIdAK RSt A0SN
priorities. The competig views primarily concerned finding the righalance between

economic and cultural requirements for inclusion. Therefore, the debate included several

turning points during which participants needed to negotiate their positions about
conditions of inclusio and exclusion. In comparison to the Bhtigase study, the
heterogeneity of opinions in the Norwegian debate created greater scope for attitude

formation.
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The heterogeneity of opinions among the participantsié® underlined by the results dfe
pre-deliberation sirvey. Out of ten participast four participants preferred the condition of

at least one year of employment and tax payments, while two participants required
citizenship, and two participants preferred immediate access to welfare bendfits a

services. The remaining two participar@®sK 2 8 S G KS a52y Qi (1y26¢ NBa
deliberation, the shifts and turning points in the discussion reveal ambivalence and

divisions emerged about the criteria of inclusion/exclusiomheanalysed debt is formed

of 75 referencesind isdividedinto five sections, which will be examined ebg-one.

7.3.1.1 Section X, agreement about the centrality of language learning

From the beginning of the debate, language and culture were specified as among the
priorities in relation to immigration. These prefeiees are in line with Norwegian
immigration policies that put an emphasis on activation and integration programmes,
including longterm language course$.Throughout the debate, language comprehension

was considred both as a means for inclusiandfor exclusion.

Participant9 was the first to take a very explicit stance, arguing why the requirement of
learning the Norwegian language is more important and why language courses should

precede any offer of econoim support to immigrants.

Quotation7 ¢ Red group, Day @Discussion about Immigratigseethe highlighted section iDiagram 12)

M: Should there be different demands like you say? Benefits like teaching whenahtking
foreign workers or refugees?

P9: We do haveestrictions with for example work assessment allowance. Very specific
though. But | think we should make more restrictions for the immigrants too. More than
today. Maybe work assessmeifowance is a bad example, but request that they go to
Norwegian clsses for example. The first thing you encounter when you come here is ho
GKAYy3a INBZI yR AT @&2dz I NBy Qi LINBLI NBR
started, when gu have no idea of how society works to make use of those means.
Language and culture first.

P9: 1 think so.

More people agreeing.

ParticipantpQa | NH dzY Sydi2 yAldNIoa G3ASRa 2AyY YA ANF yiaQ ySSR
and need for learning the language and learning about the culture of thajority society.

The argment convinced the group and thus broad agreement unfolded about the centrality

"7 For further details, pleasseeChapter 4c Section 4.3.1
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of language and culture, &sdicated inDiagram 12 This agreement defined the ground for

a deeper discussion about language and culture.

7.3.1.2 Section 2 The challenge of defirg the threshold of language requirements

In line with the preliminary consensus, Section 2 further elatesranthe relevance of

Norwegian language skilleegardingli KS 02y OSLJidzl £ A & ( MBhgugle T W3 2 2
Participantl attempted to shift thediscussion to economic considerations, this suggestion

was declined byarticipantll. InsteadParticipan 11 formulated a restrictive suggestion
(seeDiagram 13to requireimmigrants to pass a language exam as a condition of inclusion.

However, this tiggered objections within the grougsQuotation 8shows

Quotation8 ¢ Red group, Day @discussion about Immigratiaiseethe highlighted section iBiagram 13)

M: Many of you have mentioned request for activity. Shouklhlk included under language
and culture, or is it a new bullet point?
P11: New bulletpoint. R2 Say Qi YIS aSyaS 2G0KSNBAASC
within a year or something.

P5: It has to be clear enough and be determined. That yua twpass.

PyY .dzi L R2y Qi fA1S RSLENIAYyIclagslS21LI S 2
Laughter.

-I P1: But be able to show that you have attended and participated and know something.

P11: There is a difference between refugees and economidgirants, though.

P8: If there is a difference, then | completely agree.

M: Do we make different demands here now, for the different immigrants?

PL: If you are to live in Norway, you have to know some Norwegian no matter where yo
come from.

P11:Legally there is a difference between residence permit and work permit in the coun
to become a Norwegian citizen.

PMY L R 2 shéuld bdiakiffefehce i (anguage demand in those points. Even if yol
in Norway for a longer period of timiethink you should know some Norwegian.

VY YR 6KIFIG R2 S R2 gAGK GKSY AT (KSe
P1: No, but | thinkhey should prove that they have attended Norwegian classes and kng
fAGOES G tSradgs SOSy AT AG AayQil LISNFS
PBY . dzi 6KIG AF GKS@ R2yQiK

PO: | agree with you, but at the same time | believe everyone can learn something at so
level. The hargart is deciding what counts as passed. That is the actual discussion.

Quotation 8demonstrates the central roleofcanSa Gk GA2ya 0aSS t I NIAOAL
and the responses given to them in pushing the discussion furthgraisipants continued
elaborating on the specificities of the requirements, they frahtigeir arguments in a more

practical manner, focusingon the length of stay, and on decreasing the requirements to the

198



minimum level of language comprehension. Thisvehithat participants usgémore practical
and simple arguments to convince otlsestill, within the discussion tension arose about the

potential consequences of necompliance, primarily for refugees.

In Section 2, competing views unfolded regarding tremuired level of language
comprehension. Countesrguments relied primarily on warnings about the potential
consequences of neoompliance. Mrough these differences in opinions, participants faced
the challenge and potential limits of defining an appliape level of language
comprehension as key criteria for inclusion, which may have contributed to the shift in the

debate to economic considations.

7.3.1.3 Section 3 Shift from cultural to economic considerations

The third part of the discussion was markedthe first key turning point in the discussion,

AAAAA

GKAOK NBTfSOGSR 2y GKS Of I aK @ubod imBiGrghtséss 2 OA &

defined in cultural terms, and good immigrants conceived in economic terms. Therefore, this
section focuses on thateractions that led to the turning point and how the group reacted

and dealt with the disagreement.

Quotation9 ¢ Red group, Day @Discussion about Immigration (stee highlighted section iDiagram 14)

tcY !4 GKS albyYS GAYS GKSNB IINB Ylyeée 220
Norwegian. IT and such, should they also learn Norwegian?

P1: You still levin Norway and go shopping in a Norwegian shop, then you should know

G2 aleée oqhop20f IRAGAPSol 3a> LI SI &8¢

P6: You can say it in English.

P1: Yes, but this is Norway, right.

P6: But are you going to throw them out?

.PQ:Mypointisrl'ﬁ) GKIFG @&2dz ale al Stf2x I22R o0& S4
part of theculture, and kind of the same if you speak Norwegian, English, Urdu to be he

As depicted iQuotation 9 Participant 6 contested the issue of language requirembgts
drawing attention to jobs that do not demand Norwegian language skills, bringing
comARSNI GA2Yya& Fo62dzi AYYAINIyidaQ SYLX 28YSyi
question extended the practical approach to language as means of communication, it
triggered nationally framed responses from other participam&agram 14llustrates fow

these interactionsg contestations and specifications triggered shifts between more

inclusive and more restrictive stances.
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Diagram12 - lllustration of discussion about immigrati@NO, Red Group, Seatid
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Diagram13 - Visualization of discussion about immigratiphlO, Red Group, Section 2
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Diagram14 ¢ Visualization of discussion about immigratiphO, Red Group, Section 3
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Building on and showing support for such clai®syticipant 11 repeated his earlier
suggestion of requiring economic migta to pass a language test. HoweRayticipantvu m Q &
rather radical proposal induced disagreement and led to the first turning point in the

discussion:

Quotation10- Red group, Day €Discussion about Immigratiqseethe highlighted section iiagram 14)

P11: I am willing to go as far as to say that if you are an economic immigrant, but fail thq
g2dz OLyQl 6S KSNBO®

P10: | am against thatctually. If you are an engineer from the US and come to Norway tq
work, and yu communicate just fine in English. | mean, English is taking over more and
9yt AaK gAftft GF1S 20SNIAYy (GKS SyR® L R2
Norwegian because they offer new knowledge to our society.

P11: But we are talkjnabout something else. About economic immigrants who have as
purpose to settle down and work in the country, not temporary labourl RA FF¥ SN
between temporary and twork in a country.

10: Now | follow.

P5: If you come here and have decided to/dtare, | think that has to be a condition.

P11: If you are a citizen of the EU the only demand is that you have to be able to suppo
yourself.

P8: | think therequest should be for the whole world. If you come from Africa, but supporn
yourself and hee a nice job, | feel it is weird to throw them out. If they pay tax, work, hay
social life.

M: Regardless of the time limit?

P8: The problem is those who come here and just enjoy the benefits without contributin
That problem need be stopped. M® G &aSS ye LINRBO6fSY gAiGK
speak Norwegian.

Through the last couple of interactions that included mtations, disagreement, and new
perspectives, the discussion about language requirements completely turned around and
economic considerationg skills, knowledge and expertise, employment and contribugon
prevailed as conditions of inclusias shownn Diagram 13 With the example of a US
engineer,Participantl0 clearly distinguished his stance that involyeibritising economic
considerations andn-group needgfor highly skilled people}; thereby taking an economic

F LILINE F OK (2 (RS YAXDND afshoadRPartihamla Ried to clarify his
suggestion, stressing loigrm stay and the aim of settlindown in the country, but then
raised the criteria of seksufficiency In responseParticipant8 proposed to extend this
criterion to all economic migrants. The comparison of fwamtributing migrants and
contributing migrants who do not speak Norwegtamed the focus of the discussion from
cultural concerns about nenomprehension of the Norwegian language to the problem of

non-contribution.
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7.3.1.4 Section 4, Focus on the employment of immigrants and on the connection
between language and employment

In Setion 4 the discussion turned to concerns about rcomtribution and welfare use,

shifting the focus to expectaticabout employment. The analysis elaborates how language

requirements reemerge, revealingnotherpoint of connection between employment and

language skills

First, focusing on the issue of the roantribution of immigrantsg specifically asylum
seekersand refugees in this specific casbhe debate shifts to the conditions of accessing
welfare benefits without making a contribution. As shobelow, language skills were raised
again as a prerequisite for accessing welfare benefitsfearied asmeans of estricting

A Y Y A 3 Mdcebdl ta @elfare. Howevereading Quotation 11 we can observe another
example of competing viewgVhile Participantl0 thoughtthe requirement of language skills
would delay the labour market involvement of refugeRarticipant 1 argued that language

is the foundation of finding employment, shedding light on the perceived link between

language and employment.

Quotation 11 - Red group, Day @Discussion about Immigratidqseethe highlighted sectioi Diagram 15)

M: Do you think that they have to attend this course first, and then they get their resider
permit, or that itis withdrawh ¥ & 2dz F NBy Qld 322R Sy2dAaK
Laughter.

Pl: 1 guessto passthetesttogetttiS NYA X AT y20G AGQa | A
P10: Then we will have even more asylum seekers waiting for even longer in the recept
centres, I believd. ¥ S@PSNB2yS Kla (22X GKSe& OFyQi i
Norwegian course.

PI:¢ K G A& | LINRofSY G2RIFIe (220 alye 27
no need to stay in Norway. Then you can regard them as economiaémtrigpstead.
Should they be allowed to stay?

P10: Then we need more trips, like Norway has done the last years. That if you are not
Eritrea, Somalia, Syria you are sent back.

P11: But earlier we talked about how we need that manpower, that are them.

P10: Yes, then they have to be forced to work.

P1: If we want them because of manpower, then they have to work. Not just sit back an
enjoy the benefits, they have to gattdn the labour market.

P11: we talked about how language is thandation for what you need to get out in the
labour market.

aY 1 2¢6 R2 6S YIS GKIGd Y2NB ALISOATAOK 9
down a little?

P11: If we say mandatory Norwegian course for everyone, but for economic immigrants
say it is an obvious condition that they pass a test. l[d@sple want them out working, if no
we want to send them back.
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Diagram15 - Visualization of discussion about immigratiphO, Red group, Section 4

INCLUSIVE STANCES AND PREFERENCES

>
SHIFT TO HSROUP NEEDS
EMPLOYMENT AND LANGUAGE

~ ~ N
QUOTATION 11 :NEED | i !
! for IRECIPROCITY !Langua:jge_
| | RS —— .
R ilabour IEmploymenvI Igfrecon ition §SUGGESTIQN
I RECIPROCITY . 'force i i o
i o * Residence A | : i ;employment A
j fo?t”b”t'on | permit | o TROL | j | | | ATTITUDE
: Irs | conditioned | Legitimate i i i :IPassmg
on language | | _Support _ Shift anguage test
| : cou?seg | refugees P11{|support> P10~ 2P0 P1 ~parin?| P11 f e
: M : ' /T coo[@i’[»? M :
! c‘:’a \S ify i I &'*i@ \.o i
& peci '3 Ses
P11fsuppors| P8 -specity| P11|-*" "~ P1 -counten| P10|-3PP1 || p11 /°°e° 7| P11
Shifting r\g P10 i
discussion (A i
to refugees : :
i Non- i .
i legitimate i Deportation
I'refugees i
v 0
RESTRICTIVE STANCES AND PREFERENCES
L |
| |
1 Doublecoded |
! —
| . Response to reference: Ve !
i ‘ ’ Dlsagreemen* contestation including a e i
| T !
i P9 P8 P11 P6 and.a Inaudible i
; new perspective| reference i
|
i |
| |
| |
| |
‘ |

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

205



Diagram16 - Visualization of discussion about immigratiphNO, Red group, Section 5
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Thediscussion shiéid towards considerations orin-group needs for foreign labour force

which enhancel an emerging consensus about the expectation that immigrants (including
refugees) should obtain employment as soon as possible, and employment should be the key
criteria for staying in the countryRaising the connection between language skills and
employment, Participant 11 repeated his initial suggestion, but he framed the need for

passing the language exam as a means to getting employed in the Norwegian labour market.

This time the proposal was not explicitly contested by ostaerd the discussion comiied

2y AYYAIANIyGiQa | O0Saa (2 ¢StFINB oSySFTAataz ¢

7.3.1.5 Section X Agreement about the criteria of salfifficiency for economic migrants

The analysisvasresumed once theModerator asked participants to formulate the fiha
policy proposal. Taking the initiativ@articipant1ll once again repeated his suggestion.

However, this triggeredppositionin the group.

Quotation12 - Red group, Day Discussiombout Immigration(seethe highlighted sction inDiagram 16)

M: We also have to give reasons for this. It is supposed to be written as a claim or a
statement, ideally as a sentence.

P11: But for norrefugees, then. For immigrants, not temporary work in Norway. They hal
pass a Norwegiagourse and participate in the working life.

P6: The unemployed? As long as they have a job and pay tax.
PYY {K2dzZ RyQi ¢S & Ssteada? dullurallintegrafiazy 6 SNJ 2y S

P11: If you want asylum, the way it is today, the asylum seekers tteceto those rights
whether they work or not. It is the others we want to make demands for per today. We &
that economic immigrants have speak Norwegian and partake in the working life.

PYY L R2y Qi GKAYy]l GKS@& Kdrogfhinks?so, akayS| {1 b 2
Laughter.

P10: | agree with you, though.

P1: Norwegian or English if you are supposed to stay here for firung

P11: | think we should go for partaking in working life.

P8: The language will come naturally after alevhi

As shown inDiagram 16and Quotation 120K | y3S 4l & o0NRdzZAK{G | 0 2 dzi
disagreementArticulation of his passive acceptance became a new turning point in the
discussion as Participant 10 and Participant 1 supported hitarticipant 11 aecepted this

turn in the discussion and propode(once again) to includemploymentas the only
requirement for economic migrants. While the discussion continued with specifying what
qualifies as employment, this part of the final policy proposal was hallenged again in

the discussion and therefothe analysis of the discussion ends at this point.
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To conclude, the discussion reveals frequent movements between inclusive and restrictive
measures, also reflecting the heterogeneity of views within the gredp. As participants
explorad the potential 2 dzy R NA Sa 2F Ay Ofdzaazysz Ofl akKiay3

A YYA INI y {davhile Sor &M @articipants compliance with economic and social
expectations ¢ employment, contribution, social lifef fuF Af f SR GKS @A&aAz2Yy
AYYAINT yi adsed Isyffitient O@adohfor inclusion, others preferred cultural
integration, including command of the Norwegian languddeefact that primarily economic

arguments prevailed over cultural ones in the firmhfiulation of the policy proposahould

beintS NLINS G SR gAGKAY (GKS O2yGSEG 2F adzOK 02YLIS
account these differences, economic argumeqgtfamed as expectations dReciprocity

Attitude and also adn-group need ¢ were more convincing to the group, as thenas
overwhelming agreement that economic migrants need to work. Accordingly,
unemploymentand non-contribution were accepted as potential reasons for deportation.

This conclusion was not contested by any ggrant. In contrast, the group could not agree

on language requirements for economic migrants.

Tointerpret the results of deliberation, the composition of the group needs to be considered.
The Red Group included primarily younger participants (undeyezs old), which could
have influenced the poritization of economic considerations over cultural arguments. The
younger generation, especially those who are better educated and situated in the area of
the capital, tend to have more experience of workimg multilingual workplaces, and
different per@ptions about the dynamic increase in the number of immigrants in the
broader area of OsloThese circumstancemight have influenced their preferences
regarding immigrants and their language skills. In teahparticipation in the discussion,

only two paticipants made less than five references during the debate.

While in the Norwegian case study the dynamics of the discussion were enhanced by the
SYSNEHAY3 3FLA 06SG6SSyYy LI NIcrodmidthé thieddolod afA y A 2 vy &
inclusion and exchion, in the British discussion we can observe a high level of cohesion in

terms of policy priorities. The following comparative analydeborateson how these

differences can alter the impact of interacti®on attitudeformation at the group level.
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7.4 COMPARATIVE ANALYSISIE IMPACT OF INTERACTIONS ON A¥TITUDE
FORMATION

7.4.1 Dynamism of attitudéormation

Both case studies involved detailed analyses of the process of discubsaglirsyto an
agreement about lte policy proposal. Throughout the analysigstigular attention was
devoted to the key moments and arguments that pushed the discussions further, shifting the
focus of the discussions and affecting attituidemation. The case studies showed and
underlined the dynamism of attitudéormation throughsocial interactions. While in the
British discussion the shifts along the inclusion and exclusion dimension were more
moderate and remained within the scope of economic considerations on immigration, in the
Normwegian discussion these movements towards us@n and exclusion were more
extensive and influenced by both cultural and economic arguments. The analysis also found
that such differences in the dynamism of attitulmation considerably depended on the
homogeneity or heterogeneity of views in relati to preferred approaches to immigration.
Focusing on this distinction, the following sections elaborate on the impact of homogeneity

and heterogeneity of views on attitud®rmation in groups.

7.4.1.1 The impact bhomogeneity

Due to the strength of the consensus about the need for restrictive preferences in the British
discussion, informationaand normative influences pushed the discussions in one specific
direction, which also limited the scope of attitudermation. While paticipants did
approachimmigrationfrom various perspectivesidentifying the key issues, raising the role

of the government, considering the needs and capacities of the country to receive
immigrants, elaborating on the differences betweBkh) andNon-EUmigration ¢ all these
arguments were raised to justify restrictive policy measures. None of the participants tried
to question the need for restrictions and the 2 R S NJ afteit¥) to raise another

perspective also failed to change the diiea of the dscussion.

tfOAy3a GKS hNIy3IS ANRAzZLIQE RA&O0dzaaAz2y Ayidz
that such informational and normative influences were not activated within the Orange

group only. As described in Chapter 4, in the (284 period tle public discourse in the UK

became particularly polarized about the advantages and disadvantages of immigration,

inclining towards a negative portrayal of immigrants and the issues they are associated with.
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While perceptions of issuesconeerning socialnequalities, the quality of public services,
and labour market issues were real, these were not genuinely caused by immigration
(Alfano et al., 2016 However, in the public distirse immigrats have become scapegoats

for these social issues. The way political parties approached and framed the issue and the
policy changes they proposed also legitimized the need for restricting immigration as a
solution to the issues raised. Theoeé, the pubic discourse, the political framifiy and
recent policy changé&strengthened such public perceptions and preferences as being the
right ones. Furthermore, individualism and selectivity as the key characteristics of the-liberal
leaning welfarestate alscenhancel such restrictive discourse. While deliberations offer the
possibility to raise other approaches, challenging the dominant public discourse would have
required the greater representation of people with firm piramigration attitudes whaould
haveintroduced other perspectives about the issue and policy priorities. In the absence of
such arguments, majority opinion prevailed and potentially silenced the few participants
who did not necessarily share the former opinions. Thus, the disrue§theOrange group

was limited to one dimension.

7.4.1.2 The impact of heterogeneity

Ly O2ydaNlad G2 GKS . NAGAAK OFasS addzResz GKS
demonstrated different group dynamics. While at the beginning there was overallragrae

aboutthe need to integrate immigrants and the importance of language, as the discussion
developed a conflict unfolded about the desired strictness of language requirements.
Therefore participants needed to reconcile economic and cultural expectatombout
immigrants. Through the exchanges of arguments calling for more inclusive or more
exclusive measures, the scope of informational influences was extended as participants
familiarized with other perspectives about the issue. Participants specifiegtonsidered

and made concessions as a result of the objections raised therein. As a result, in the end a

minority opinion was able to change the outcome of the deliberation.

"8 For further information about the development of immigration policies and the relatapublic

discourse to immigratioin the UK see Chapter 4.

® Parliamentary Elections were held in May 2@1few months before the DF. Immigration was a

dominant issue of thelectoral campaigiiLeruth and TayleGooby, 2019)

ORSOIff GKS [/ 2FfAGA2Y D2 @SNYYSyEQrigalidhdefRi@d&in | yR YS
Chapter 4 Sectior4.3.1.3
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The benefits b a heterogeneity of opinions are also revealed in the dynamismhits
between inclusive and exclusive preferences. However, it is important to understand what
enhanced this heterogeneity. First, the composition of the group is rele¥artRed group

was a mixed group of people in terms of initial attitudes to immi¢gaas presented in the
pre-deliberationsurvey.Moreover, the Red group was constituted ybunger participants
which could also have affected the group norms in terms of their willisgte sharing their

own stances and operessii 2 2 ( K S NXath ofthdieyfaktary cdudrl have enhanced
the heterogeneity of opinions. In addition to this, this chapter also argues that this

heterogeneity was facilitated by thdorwegianinstitutional and social context.

The Norwegian DF discussions show that pelioegtof the issue of immigration are driven

by multiplec often intertwined ¢ considerations which also emerge in preferences for more
inclusive and more exclusive measures. Preferenceshiorinclusion and integration of
immigrants are in line with theruversalism principle of the Nordic welfare stgteomplying

with the widely understood value of a high level of social equality within the country and
acknowledging the need for an actilabour force to maintain the generous welfare state.

At the same ime, perceptions of cultural differences between the majority society and the
immigrants raised concerns about the potential issues immigration can cause if immigrants
are not integrated. Mis tension, stemming from the institutional and social context,
underlines the emergence of ambivalences, conflicting views, and more significant shifts

between inclusive and exclusive stances.

These findings support previous resea@ndnlund et al., 2015; Luskin et al., 2007; Sunstein,
2002, 20093hat confirmed the relevance of the composition of groupsidthe significance

of the emerging homogeeity or heterogeneity of views within groups in relation to
attitud e-formation. Furthermore,the case studies provide evidence for the impact of
institutional and social context on the development of the discussiorss the next step in
the comparative anlgsis, the following sectioelaborateson how the specific formsfo

interaction influenced attituddormation.

7.4.2 The impact of interactions

Drawing on the findings presented about the impact of a homogeneity and heterogeneity of
opinions we now focus orthe meanings and roles specific forms of interactiosuch as
new perspectives, contestations, agreements and disagreementsan have in such

discussions.
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Examiring how the specific forms of interaction shape attitudes, both case studies show the
significance of contestations and new perspectivesocusig on the concrde effects on
attitude-formation, these two types of interaction cannot be separated because the effect
of any argument or question that is articulated during a discussion depends onabtore

it triggers (Goodin, 200Q) The discussionstudied above deepened as a result of the
combinations of contestations and thgpecifications that questions prompted. Through
0KSAS AYGSNIrOGAz2yazx GGAGdZRSa (G2 AYYAINIyGao
information, the clarification of stances, amdformulation of policy suggestions helped to
elaborateon attitudes andto shape the final policy proposal. Moreover, comparison of the
two case studies sheds light on the variability in the function and effect of these interactions
on the development of the discussions. In the case of the Norwegian debate, in the tcontex
of competing views these exchanges initiated a negotiation process in the group that
affected preferences about the thresholds of inclusion and exclusion. In contrast, in the
British discussions these interactions rather served to complement and reénforc
pari A OA LI Yy &aQ @ Aifaats needihgi t 2airince LdacNIbthe€) and without

triggeringshiftsin attitudes at the group level.

In both case studies, occasionsdi$agreementwere rare. Dissenting views were usually
formulated as contestationsr reflections on a new perspective. Therefore, pronounced
disagreements tended to mark the development of discussam$l F F SOGSR GKS 3N
preferences. However, we can observe that the effect of disagreements was more significant
in the Norwegian diagssio. The reason for this difference might be linked to the nature of
the disagreements. In the British discussions, all disagreements relied on formal objections
based on external sources of information. For instance, disagreements signalling the
incompatibility of EU open border policies and an immigration cap were not presented as
personal convictions but rather asormal argument against the proposal. In contrast, in the
Norwegian case study disagreements involved personal arguments against psppdict

might have been more powerful in making other participantsdasiderthem. Thusin the

Norwegian discussions, disagreements were key to shaping the final policy proposal.

Repeatingas a form of interactionvasalsosignifiant, especially inedrmsof signalling the

importance of issuesjustifications or objections to certain preferences. Repetition can

function asexpressingg AINBSYSy i AF Al Ay @2t @3Sa NBLISEGAYS
suggestions. Repeating the same arguments can edpednfluence uncertain or

uninformed participants, generating a€dl f f SR & A t {(Qming &nyg Drackman) NXzi K ¢

2013) In the British discussions, repetitions further increased the common understanding of
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the issue of immigration and strengthed cansensus about the policy proposal. In contrast,

in the Norwegian case study, other patterns emergaepeating arguments and questions
F2NYSR Yy AYLRNIFYd LINL 2F GKS yS3I2G6AF0A2Yy
preferences, as in thease d the British case studydowever approaching the topic from

the perspective of the impact of repetition on agreements about the final policy proposal,

the repetition ofParticipantm M Qa adz23SadAz2y gl a y2i SFFSOGAQ
the caontrary, it divided the group and contributed to shifting the discussion to other

considerations and priorities.

From the perspective of the impact of interactions on attitutemation, the analysis
highlightedthe joint effect of contestations and newperspectives as specific forms of
interaction. Furthermore, through the comparison of the British and Norwegian case studies
it elaborated onthe differences in the function and effect of specific forms of interaction

depending on the homogeneity or hetegenety of views within the group

7.4.3 Polarization and dpolarization effects

{2 FTINE (GKS TFAYRAYy3IaE 2 TF(200XK 009%rgumedi sboli thkzy R S NI A
importance of the heterogeneity of views in relation to the nature of lmslatons andto

the scope ofattitude-F 2 NY' I G A2y GKA& OFy GNRIIASN® | 256SOSN
more question remains to be asked: Did the British case study lead to group polarization, and

did the Norwegian case study lead to-gelarization?To answer these questiondirst we

need to look at the specificities of the research design and the composition of the group.
Secondye investigate (dgpolarization effects using thare- andpost-deliberationsurveys

G2 FAYR 2dzi ¢ KpRierkrSdsBhiftkd alimbre dr lebs ¢xirém@ positions.

7.4.3.1 Research design and composition of the groups

Both discussions shared the research design and thus also the special arrangements aimed
at facilitating acomprehensive, and diverse debat&s describd in Chapter 3,he special
arrangements included a representative sampling method, the -ospresentation of
specific minorities inbreakout groups, the provision of information in the form of
information packags, the availability of social policy expeduring the discussions, and the

professional moderation of discussioriie actual outcome of sampling and division into
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breakoutgroups and the moderation of the group discussions could have created differences

in the actual conduct of debates, but the are factors which cannot be strictly controlled.

Previous research highlighted the relevance of the composition of groups in terms of

LI NOAOALI yGAQ AYAGAL f(Griwicd etlak, 200)3As Welf8QI2IDFsa LIS O A 1
were initiated to discuss a wide array of welfare topics, the possibility of screening specific
attitudinal positionsg in our case, preor antFimmigration attitudesc was out of question.
Thesampling and division of participantsdrireakoutgroupsconsiderednly the key socio
demographic characteristics of participants. Therefore, within the DF there was no intention

to affect group composition the potential homogeneity or heterogeneitf opiniong based

2y LI NI A O iiads. yhisan@antRHathel2rierging homogeneity or heterogeneity

of views was incidental. Therefore, while the DF included specific arrangetoegitbane
RAGSNARS RSoFGSasz LI NI A Okoldd yithia e gRoipa, laidwirg i A 2 v &
for the homogeneity or heterogeneity of views within the group to potentially change when
discussing different issues. As the issue of immigration was highly salient when the DFs were
conducted, the benefit of this arraeghent was that we could analyse how powsérthe

mainstream discourses were in the given context.

7.4.3.2 Group polarization or dgolarization

Based on the differences identified between the two case studies, it is assumed that attitudes
de-polarizein the Norwegian group, while attitudes in the Btitigroup tended to polarize.

As noted, in the Norwegian group there was a relatively high |evetterogeneity in terms

2F LI NIRAGALIAayAdiaA® ya (2 GKS GAYAYy3 2F AYYAIN
services. Heterogeneity of views was charabtd a i A O 2F (KS 3INERdzLIQa
immigration. As expected, the poedeliberation survey shg SR OKIlF y3Sa Ay LI N
attitudes. While this research does not assume that such changes are constant, the changes

do provide evidence that is of use iramining whether deliberations had polarization or de
polarization effectsTable3 shows that, among the Red group, attitudes to immigrants
substantially homogenized and shifted to a moderate position of requesting at least one

year of employment as a precondition for accessing social benefits. This outcome supports

the findings of preious studies that deliberation in heterogeneous groups leads to the de
polarization of attitudegHimmelroos and Christensen, 2014; Luskin et al., 20@03\vever,

we need to note that this effecapplies to the whole process of deliberation, and is not

limited to the discussion analysed within this easudy.
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In contrast to the Norwegian case study, the British discussion raised concerns of group
polarization. The homogeneity of the group wasramstrated throughout the discussion.
Moreover, thepre-deliberationsurvey also shoed that seven out of elven participants
shared the same preference. However, this in itself would not necessarily lead to group
polarization unless participants shifted éxtreme standpoints. Looking at the results of the
post-deliberationsurvey presented iffable3, we observemixed results. On the one hand,
there was a slight homogenization effect as the number of participants preferring @are ye

of employment increased to eight. On thehet hand, we can identify a shift towards more
extreme positions as the number of participants who evinced a preference for refusing to

ever grant immigrants access to benefits and services also increasedffi®io three.

Table3 - Results of Before and After Survey, Norway, Red group and UK, Orange group

When should Immediately After a year, After working| Once they They Don't
immigrants obtain | on arrival | whether or | and paying have should know
rights to social not they hav( taxes for at | become | never get
benefits/services? worked leasta year | citizens | the same

rights
NO Red group 3 0 4 2 0 3%
Before
NO Red group 1 1 7 1 0 0
After
UK Orange group 0 1 7 0 1 2
Before
UK Orange gup- 0 0 8 0 3 0
After

Focusing on the shifts towards the most extreme survey response, we confirm the group
polarization effects of the deliberations. However, if we focus on the dominant preferences,
the tendencies are unchanged. The interpretatiorttedse findings is espedi challenging

as the most dominant preference of requiring one year of employment represents a
moderate position among the survey responses. However, the analysis revealed a much
more restrictive approach. This suggests thatshevey questions are naguitable for use in
reflecting on more complex standpoints that would allow participants to indicate their
restrictive preferences. A second explanation is that pressures for group conformism are
greater during the discussion, biltte impact on individuaattitudes is lower(Forsyth, 2010;

Isenberg, 1986) As both of these possibilities have significant implications for attitude

81 One participanfrom the Red group did not attend the DF on Day 2, who choségh2 yk@oiné
answe in the predeliberative survey.
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research, the next chapter is devoted to exploring the process of attifadeation at the
level of individuals to reveal whether the attitudes expressed in the d&ouns are itine

with the attitudes presented in surveys.

7.5 CONCLUSION

This chapter extered 1 KS a4 02LJS 2F GKS Ftylrfteara @dF FGdA

welfare states bgtressinghe relevance of examining the process of deliberatidrow the

group reachesgreement about policy proposdaty the end of the DF. Filst this chapter
argued that the research should not be limited to content analysis, but should investigat
the process of the interactions through which participants share theiituaiés and
preferences.Secondlyto analyse the role and impact of interactions on attituidemation,

two case studies were presented. The analysis found substantial differences between how
the discussions developed in the British and the Norwegian longadgroups.In the UK, the
consensus about the need for restrictive measures emerged early on in the debatejtand
dominated the whole discussion As a result, the discussion concerned why these
restrictions are seen as necessary and how to restrict ilNhig/ (i & @ tHe Dali8aistate.
CKSNBF2NBZ LINIAOALIYGAaQ AY(dSNI OlAazya oSNB
restrictions. In Norway, we can observe a greater diversity of preferences, creating a

broader framework for debate about competig approaches$o immigration.

While both processes of discussion are driven by the same forms of interagtion
contestation, new perspective, repetitioretc. ¢ their impact on attitudeformation is
significantly different. In the British discussion attie-formation unfolds through the
process of deploying arguments that underline the consensus. In the Norwegian discussion,
attitude-formation emerges through the reconciliation of competing preferences. Although
both processes generate precious informatiabout attitude-formation, these differences

need to beconsideredas interactions take on different meanings and have different
functions in the discussion depending on thRomogeneity heterogeneity of views

Accordinglyspecific forms of interaction k& different mpactson attitudes in the group.

The findings of the analysis confirm previous research about the relevance of the
composition of groups and the emerging homogeneity and heterogeneity of views within
groups(Gronlund et al., 2015; Luskin et al., 2007; Smets and Isernia, 2014; Sunstein, 2002)

However, the analysis also reveals ttdaspite the specific research diggm that was
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intended to facilitate the diversity of opiniorin DFs other factors influenced the direction

and the outcome of discussion3his chapter found evidence for the impact of institutional
and social context on the way the discussions develop&d be more specific, the analysis
found that the high level of homogeneity within the British Orange group and the preference
for restrictions was affected by the dominant negative public discourse about immigration.
Furthermore, the institutional contéx¢ including immigration and welfare policies
enhanced a selective approach, further strengthening preferences for restriction as the
correct response to the perceived issues. In contrast, competing views and preferences for
inclusion and exclusion ihé Norwegian discussions can be associated with the institutional
and social context that enhanced both the value of and preference for social inclasibn,

a preference for exclusiononsidering thegreater awareness of the cultural differences

between mmigrants and natives.

The effects of polarization and gmlarization were analysed using the resultgpoé- and
postdeliberationsurveys While examination of the Norwegian case study confirmed the

dell2f F NAT FdA2y 2F 3 NP dzBlitidicasdistudy Shiodveyl iican@usivel G A G dzF
FAYRAY3IA 6KSGKSNI LI NI AaQrorellexfréme Qositiod To béitedrR S & & K
elaborate on the effect of deliberation on individual attitudes, the following chapiedyses

the process of individual attitueformation.
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8 THEDYNAMISM OF ATTITLBERMATION AT THE INDIVIDUAL
LEVEL

In this chapter, the focus of the analysis remains on the dynamism of attfturdeation.
Chapter 7 focused on the dynamism of attituftlemation within groups It elaborated on

the impact of the emerging homogeneity and heterogeneity of views within grcampson

the impact of the institutional and social context on the development and outcome of
discussions. Furthermore, it aimed to analyse concerns of group polarization. Hotnever,
findings about group polarization tended to be inconclusivespecially in relation to the
British discussion. As the emergence and the extent of group polarizatioreasured by
FylFfeaAay3d AKATUGA towafdshofeRekt@rieRpdgitiis ESnstéing 2002y dzR S &
the focus of this chapter sh#from grouplevel processes to the developmeuitindividual
FGGAGdzZRSE G2 A MMdENiretitd Ris dxyeciéd daaslingtion and
interactions have a different impact on 1) groupson the overall development of the
discussions (Chapter 7); and on 2) individual participantsl @heir attitudes. Therefore,
this chapterintendsto analyse how participants articulated their attitudes and how their

attitudes changed as a result of deliberatidinelated toRQ3.

Although there is an expanding literature on delibevatthat specifically looks at the drivers

of changes in attitude@arabas, 2004; Farrar et &#Q09; Gerber et al., 2014; Luskin et al.,
2007)sofdNJ f AGGES GGSYydAaz2y KIa 0SSy RS@P20GSR (2
also implies that deliberative researchers tended to disregard the role of coherent,
ambivalent, and contradictgrattitudes and the potential differences in how these ifie

types of attitudes develop during discussions and how these attitudes are reflected in post
deliberation surveys. While deliberation enables participants to elaborate on the complexity

of attit dzZRSa G2 AYYAIAINIyiaQ Ay Otfgdamnbizagnced ¥ind 6 St T I
contradictory claims, preand postdeliberation surveys offer limited opportunity to express

such complexity The analysis finds that, especially in the case of participants with
ambivalent attitudes, shifts in attitudes emerge in theistussions, but these shifts tend to
disappear in the survey responseshis discrepancy raises the question what causes this

lack of visible changes in survey responses. Addressing this questiggoitant, as it has
implicationsfor evaluating the effets of deliberation Similarly, it has implicatiorfer the

study of group polarization, as the lack of visible changes in attitudes can also distort findings

about group polarization.
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In line withprevious research, we argue that group conformism in jgubiscussions can
result in differences between publicly and privately shared attity@éshkin, 2018; Luskin et

al., 2007) However, this chapter argues that the latter is not only caused by group
conformism We ako need to considarvhether the pre and postdeliberationsurveys are
appropriate for measuring shifts in attitudes which may be more subtle and nuanced than
survey responses can capture. This consideration is particularly crucial in relation to
participants with ambivalent attitudes, as the latter share botlgaments for and against

the inclusion of immigrants in the debates. Moreover, locating their ambivalent attitudes
using a standardized questionnaire might be more challenging. To address bothpidet im

of group conformism and the critical assessment astgteliberation surveys, this chapter
takes a more comprehensive approach to analysing shifts in attitedaminingshifts in
attitudesnot only in terms of changes between pand postdeliberaton survey responses
Using four case studie&,complemerts thesurvey findingg A G K 'y Fy Il f &@aAa

narratives about immigration during the two days of discussion

Acknowledging that the analysis of narratives and identification of coheaemtjvalent, and
contradictory attitudes is possible onily the case of more active and talkative participants,
this chapter examines the narratives of the two most active and most influential participants
in the discussions of the Norwegian Red group #ralBritish Orange groufanalysedn
Chapter 7. Thus, the selectionof four participantswas based on the (greatest) number of
contributions made to the debate on immigration on DayA2further criterion was that the
selected participants should have haignificant impact on the development of discussions

examined in Chapter 7.

While the previous chapter investigated how trselected LJF NI A OA LI y (1 & Q
interactions affected th outcome of discussions on immigration, this chapiealyses their
overall narrative about the issue of immigratioto revealhow their individual attitudes
tended toshift during thedeliberation. The key ambition of this chapter is thus to contribute

to attitudinal researctby 1) shedding light on the processes of individual attitfmtenation

27

Of

through the analysis of individualQ y I NNJ G§A @S Rdz2NAy3I GKS 5Cx

specific types of attitudes were translated into the attitudes we see énpbstdeliberation

surveys.
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8.1 WHAT KIND OF CHANGES IN ATTITUDES CAN BE EXPERTED IN

One of the key distinguishing featuresdeliberative methods is the social learning effect of
deliberation and a belief in the transformative nature of deliberatibnyzek, 2005; Fishkin,
2018; Luskin et al., 2002 ccordingly, the effects of dekration were primarily measured

in terms ofchangesn attitudes. Participants of DFs are expected to have more informed and
enlightened attitudes as a result of reasoned debates, due to their accessing new knowledge
and considering a variety of argumeri@Goodin and Niemeyer, 2003; Luskin et al., 2002)

line with such expectations for attitude change, schigl@reoccupation with the analysis of
changes in attitudes increased, exploiting befoamd aftersurveys to find evidence of
change. While preliminary studies tended to focus on and analyse net aggregate shifts in
before- and postdeliberation attitudesit has recently been more widely acknowledged that
not only concrete changes in attitudes prove the success of deliberdBarabas, 2004)
Fishkin(2018) himself claims that the effects of deliberation should not be reduced to
specific changeis attitudes as there might be great variability in how deliberation influences

individual considerations.

Following Zaller anéeldman(1992) Barabag2004)argues that survey responses can be
understood as distributions of opinions which are underlined by specific considerations.
Deliberation, access to new informati@nd arguments raised for and against issues and

policies affect the pool of available caéderations. Thus, deliberations can help individuals

to better locate their attitudes on the scale of available survey respon8é® central idea

is that predeliberative opinions blend with new information obtained via deliberation (or for

that matter fom any other message generating process) to determine thel@idstrative

opinions jointly (Barabas, 2004: 68Marabag2004)0 f £ & GKA A& LINRPOSaa a2zl
and argues that it can both lead to changes in attitudes and also to confirmation and the
AUNBYIAGKSYAYy3 2F Ay RA GahyRidible chage ndithitude, | £ L2 aA G A

Drawing on these claims, this chaptaims to elaborate on the underlying process of
attitude-formation by focusig on both changed andipdated attitudes.Consideringooth
the attitudes articulated in the DF discussicasd attitudes presented irpre- and post-

deliberationsurveys, this chapter distinguishes three types of mtiberative attitudes:

1. Changed attitude¢ convincing arguments leading to change in attitude; the
expectation is that attitude change can be folled up both in individual narratives

and postdeliberation surveys
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2. No change, but updated attitude; initial position confirmedBarabas, 2004)oth
pro- and counterargumets are equally convincing, thus individsidecide to stick
to their initial position(Gerber et al.2014 Al A& GKdza SELISOGSR
narratives will underline the updated attitude presented in the pdstiberaion
survey
3. Change in attitude in survey, but no change in attitude in the narratiyene change
presented in posteliberation surveys can be interpreted as clarification of
individual positions on the scale of available survey respofizmsbas, 2004) it is
expected that individuaf@narratives will be colerent with their postdeliberative

survey response

All three types of postleliberative attitudes adhere to the theoretical ideal that deliberation

leads to more enlightened and informed preferences. All three types draw on previous
researt findings abut the power of reason(Farrar et al., 2009; Gerber et al., 2014;
Himmelroos and Christensen, 201d# 2y (G KS NXBf S@IFyO0S 2F LI} NI A O/
(Barabas, 2004; Gerber et al., 2014; Smets and Isernia, .Z0id)last two types of post
deliberation attitude point out discrepancies 84 6 SSy LI NIAOALI yiaQ vyl
attitudes presented in the surveys, implying certain inconsistencies. This chapter is dedicated

to exploring the process of attitudirmation, relying on both the narratives and on the pre

and postdeliberation suweys toelaborateon these inconsistencies. The focus is restricted

to the potential impact of group conformism in group discussion, which is often considered

to cause differences between publicly and privately shared attitleskin et al., 2007)

Second, these gaps also raise the need to critically assess whether surveys can appropriately

measure shifts in attitude@Rosenberg, 2014)

While the previouschapters havediscussedthat some of the considerations induced
ambivalence and contradictions in thdebates this chapter aims to disentangle how
coherent, ambivalent, and contradictory attitudes emerge at the level of individual attitudes.
This issue isspecially pressing as surveys typically treat all attitudes the saméGuayres

and Prinzen, 2012)while peoplewith ambivalent attitudes in particular might face

challenges in locating their position in surveys.
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8.2 DIFFERENTIAIB COHERENSYMBIVALENRND CONTRADICTORY ATTITUDES

The social constructivist concept of attitudes encourages us to acknowledge the \adriety
considerations that underline attitudes including the ambivalent and contradictory stances

behind public attitules which tend to be hidden in surveyased researcliGoerres and

Prinzen, 2012)Within the scope of this chaptecpherent, ambivalent, and contradictory
FGGAGdzZRSE ' NBE O2y OSA PSR aahd adtlindmighayon atiBides, i A 2 y
with a high level of dynamism expected with regard to -prolusionand pro-exclusion
preferences betweenthesetwo@®ia ® ! & | GGAGdzZRSa G2 AYYAINI Yy
in relation to multiple dimensions, coherent, ambivalent, and contradictory atéituds

studied primarily in relation to subdimensiomslike references to selective immigration

system integration refugees, economic migrants, etcsee Table 2and 4 ¢ Appendix3.

Focusing on subdimensions is seen as justified as we can observelevhight selectivity

and variability as to which dimensions participants consider relevant. Joining in the
discusgin about specific suissues and sharing views and arguments can also be

understood as a sign of importance for participants.

Coherent attitdes are understood as involving a consistent-ipnmigration or ant
immigration narrative in terms of raising vaws features and dimensions of the issue. The
identification of coherent attitudes does not rule out the possibility of attitudes changing i

the postdeliberation survey, as raised in Secti.

In terms of ambivalent attitudes, the research adheresat definition by Wegeneand
colleagueg1995: 460)namelya 1 KS SEG Sy i (2 4 Katfuée ofjgtta@a NBI O
evaluatively mixed in that both positif@furablé and negativeupfavourablg elements are

inO t dzRA&HoWYh ambivalent attitudes are often conceived as weak attitudes, research

findings show that an openness towards competinguargnts, increased information

processing, and a higher level of differentiation between stronger and weaker arguments

make ambivalent attitudes strong and more stalflonas et al., 199.7Moreover, Maio and
Haddock(2004)find that, especiallyconcerningcontroversial issues, ambivalent attitudes

make people seemmore knowledgeable and fairer, which can also stréegttheir position

within the group.

As presentedin Table 2 and 4; Appendix3 there were only few participants whose
narratives about immigration revealed contradictory attitudes. It is importantdaterthat

within the discussions these participants meenot explicitly confronted with their
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contradictory stances and claims. Due to the low number of occurrences, the following

analysis does not include any contributions from participants with contragdiattitudes.

As the identification of coherent, amkalent, and contradictory attitudes is only possible by
FylFfe@aAay3d LI NIAOALIYGAQ Sy3alr3asSySyid Ay GKS RA
case studies were selected to examine shifts in atésiand preferences for the inclusion of
immigrants.However, the analysis of individual narratives has certain limitations. One of
GKSY Aa GKFG 2yte FTOGAGS LINIAOALI YGIAQ yI NNI
data to qualify for the analysi Therefore, drawing on the castidies presentechi Chapter

TS YR dziAf AT Ay3a NBFRSNAQ FFEYAfAFNRGE HAGK
influential participants were selected for this analysis. Along these criteaidicipant8 and

Partigpant 11 were selected from the Norwegian Red groupd &articipant84 and
Participant90 were selected from the British Orange group. From these four participants,
Participant8 articulated a coherent prgnmigration attitude, while the remaining three
participants shared ambivalent attitudes towards thelmsion of immigrants. Interestingly,

a change in attitudes as represented in{mad postdeliberation surveys was identified only

in the case oParticipant8. The other three participants did not aige their preferences in

the postdeliberation survey

Focusing on the group of participants with ambivalent attitudes, we can observe a weaker
tendency towards a change in attitudes, as supported by the-gelberation surveys. As

shownin Table 1¢ Appendix3, inthe Norwegian DF nine participants adiated ambivalent

attitudes towards the inclusion of immigrants. From these participants, four changed their
attitudes in the postdeliberation survey. However, two of the participants changed their

opim 2y FTNRBY | a52y Qi 1Yy 2 achimthaldelibSadh inibrindadk & dzLJILJ
reduces the uncertainties of participants. In the British discussions, eight participants were
identified as sharing ambivalerattitudes ¢ see Table 3¢ Appendix3. Among British

participants with ambivalent attitudes opltwo participants changed their attitude in the

postRSt A0 SNI A2y adzaNBSed | SNBx 2yS 2F GKSY OKI
draw our attention to differences in the process of attituttlgmation of participants with

ambivalent and coherent attides. Moreover, focusing specifically on participants with
ambivalent attitudes, it also raises the questiwhat explains the lack of a shift in attitude

in the pre- and postdeliberation surveys. Thishapter argues that both group conformism

as well aghe limitations of the survey method contribute to such discrepancies
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To analyse the potential effects of group conformism during the process of attitude
formation, this chapter proposes specific maess. Throughout the chapter, particular

attention isdevoted to examining 1) the occurrence and use of majority opinion; 2) counter

I NBdzYSyida G2 YlI22NR{G& 2LAYA2YyT o0 GKS | O0OSLI
20 KSNRQ | NHdJzY Sy {ir dewst iR argpnientsCdikiring” feS vo days of
discusion®! aAy3 GKS&aS AYRAOIFIUGZ2NEY AYRAGARdZ faQ |
opinion are examined and their engagement with majority opinion is assessed to reveal
whether they contributed to the homaaneity or heterogeneity of views within the group

discussion.

While the WelfSO®re- and postdeliberation survey included three questions about
immigration,® 2yt & 2yS jdzSaiAz2y RANBOGfe& G2dzOKSR ¢
AYYAIANT yia Qe welfa® stated Thergforel syiifts infattitudssanalysed based on
rSall2yasSa G2 withke§ardijtadp8dapld whd gomeito live in [country] from other

countries, when do you think they should obtain the same rights to social benefits and
servicesa OAUGAT Sy a | fTNSueRtdmdasu@sipyeterericed diSri€lasion on

a five-point scale. Responses range from the preference for granting immediate access to

social rights as the most inclusive, and never granting social rights to imnigratiie most

exclusive option, and in a broad derstanding represent the different principles of

conditional access to welfare provisions.

The following four case studies are included to help examine the processes of attitude
formation of three participats with ambivalent attitudes and one participamtith a
coherent attitude. The latter case forms an important part of the analysis as it draws
attention to another wayhow the exclusive use of prand postdeliberation surveys can

distort findings abouthe effect of deliberations.

82 Definition of these principles was partly inspired by the indicators of quality of discussion in
Gerber et al. 2016.
83 Please see Table 1 aBd Appendix 3 for further details on survey questions and responses.
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8.3 CASBSTUDIES

8.3.1 The narrative of a coherent pimmigration attitudeg Participant 8

In the discussion by thblorwegianRed groupParticipant8® played acrucial role as he
stood up for his dissenting views twice, as prase in Chapter 7. Following his intervening
questions, the initial proposal of requiring immigrants to pass a Norwegian language exam
was first detailed, and later substantially reformulated. However, in this chapter the focus is
not on how his contributins affected the development of the discussidie following
analysis intend to analyse howParticipat 8Q & | G GAGdzZRSa B6SNB | NI A O«
contributions to the debates and compared to the attitudes presented in the gamd post
deliberation sureys. Throughout the discussion, his views i##d a coherent pro
immigration attitude, which relied on futureoriented considerations and on the conviction

that immigrants will be both economically and socially needed in the countgnsidering

the chalenges of an aging populatioRarticipant8 argied for open border policies and saw

the benefits of the international mobility of resourceful migrants.

During the discussions, the issue of deportation particularly engaged him in the discussion.
First, heentered the conversation on policy proposalsrhising questions and arguing for a
differentiated approach to the potential deportation of refugeétue to failed language
exams)consideringthe life-threatening circumstancem the countryof origin Whie he
acknowledged the importance of languagaining, during the discussion he took a more
inclusive stance by emphasising economic activity and contributions as key criteria for

staying in the country for all immigrants, regardless of the place ofrorigi

The same rationale emerged when participadiscussed thehgthyprocess of recognizing

refugee status and expressed their discontent that asyt@mekers are not allowed to work.

In accordance with other participant®articipant8 condemned the indivity of asylum

seekers. This emphasis on eoatic activities considerably explains wlgrticipant8 views

access to welfare benefits without contributing as the biggest issue. While he articulated a
LINBTSNBYOS F2NJ &2 LILA y dithdubconkizutial, yieida oot haked S a &
any suggstions about how to deal with this issue. His conviction about the value of
employment was further elaborated in a reference when Hescribed the global

humanitarian benefit®f employing immigrants.

8 Partidgpant 8¢ Male, Age 284, Student, Educatioq Tertiary (Masters), Household incorg&t"
decile, Politicahffiliation Christian Democratic
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8.3.1.1 Challeging the emerging majority opinion

The analysisof Participanty Q& O2 Yy GNR O dzi A 2y a ( X conskittingR$ol 1S 2
references of varying lengtly shows a coherent premmigration attitude. Table 4
summarize®articipany Qa Sy 3l ISY Sy (i cohogrniitekeyRilicaOrdzara A 2 v &
GNF OAy3a GKS STFSOGAa 2F 3ANRPdzL) O2y F2NX¥AAYD 2 )
arguments andametimes took up and agreed with the argumentation of other participants.

However, casidering his overall participation we can observe that he was more likely to

enter the discussions to challenge the developing majority opinion in the areas he viewed as

most important ¢ such as preventing the deportation of refugees, and promoting the
economic activities of immigrants (seven occasiowd)ile he showed a willingness to reach

a consensus about policy proposalhe expressed his disagreememhat indicates the

strength of his own beliefsBased on these findings, we conclude that groupfaonism

had no impact orParticipant8.

Table4 - Assessment d?articipanty Q& LI NIAOALI GA2y Ay GKS RAaOdzaarz2ya

Participant3 - D2
Occurrence and use of majority opinior 3
Counterargument to majority opinion
AcceptingothBlB Q | NH dzY Sy
PLIGF1S 2F 20KSNAQ
Change in views, arguments
Raising a specific immigration issue

W oN A~

8.3.1.2 Discrepancy betwedanl NIi A O Aakditiyédind ppsBdeliberation survey

response
Based on his participation in the discussion, we candentify any shift ifParticipanty Q a
2LAYA2YA FYR FGdAGdzZRSa (2 AYYAINIylGaQ AyOft dz
changeinhispoRSt A0 SNI GA2Y &adz2NBSe NBalLkRyasS G2 GKS |
Participant8 was one of the fewarticipants who preferred tgrantimmigrants immediate
access to welfare benefits and services in thegeiberation survey, which position can be
associated with his open border priorities. However, this preference may be less consistent
with his digontent with migrants who do not coribute but enjoy welfare benefits. In the
post-deliberation survey, he shifted to the requirement of one year, but without the
requirement of work, which on the scale of survey responses represented a slightly more
restrictive preferenceg also slightly rducing the inconsistency between his views in the

debates and in the survey. This shift in preferences resembles the third type of post
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deliberation attitude¢ asdefined in Sectior8.1 ¢ showing no change in attitudes the

discussion, but clarifying hppsition in the postdeliberation survey, which better matched

his narrative in the debate. On the one hand, this shift in preferences underlines the strength

2T RSEAOSNIGAZ2Y Ay (SN sitioreoR théstdledirElesive/aBd (1 KS L
exclusive preferences. On the other hand, it points at the difficulties survey respondents face

when asked to choose the survey response that is most applicable to them, and how they

weigh various standpoints and conerdtions to come to a conclusion thedrresponds to

the criteria presented in the prdefined survey responses.

1 f K2dzAK GKS ljdzSadAazy 2y AYYAINIYyGaQ AyOf dzaa
here, it is worth checkin@articipanty Q& NS & [ti2 gifier two immigratiomelated

guestions.n line with his preimmigration stanceshe indicated that immigrants contribute

more than they receivedon the related €10 scale, he chose 01 in tipee-deliberation

survey and 02 in thpost-deliberaton survey). In relation to the suryegquestion concerning

whether welfare benefits attract migrants to Norwaarticipant8 first took a neutrak

neither agree nor disagree position, and then in the posdeliberation survey disagreed

with this proposiion, whichalsosupports his prémmigration narrative.

To conclude, the analysis Sfarticipanty Qa y I NN} 6A DS | yR adz2NB@Se N
deliberation helps participants to clarify their own position in relation to the survey

questions In this paricular case, we can observe that tbleange in attitudes presented in

the postdeliberation surveys is not the result of changing opinions about the conditions

of inclusion of immigrants, as during the discussi®articipant8 presented a coherent

attitude, not adjusting to emerging, more résctive majority opinions and preferences

¢CKAd KAIKEAIKGE GKIG SOSy LIS2LX S srAlK O2KSN
inclusion to the welfare state face difficulties choosing the most applicable answaer in

survey situation.

8.3.2 The narrative bcomplex and diverse considerations and ambivalent attitudes to
AY YA INI y igParicihpghtifl dza A 2 y

Participant11® was the most dominant and most active member of fterwegianRed

Group, not only in relation tanmigration, but overall to all topgdiscussed during the two

days. Due to his intensive involvement in the debates (a total of 70 referetces

8 Participant 11g Male, Age 2584, Working fulltime, Educatiorg Tertiary (Masters), Household
incomec 8" dedle, Politicakffiliation ¢ Conservative
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immigration), we have access to a more nuanced description of his opinions and attitudes.
Throughout the debat, his contributions reflected a cqstex approach to social issues. He
brought important arguments into the discussions, but he also adopted a conseasking
attitude to reach agreement. Therefore, we can identifyctuations in his views and
emergingambivalence both in terms of incluge and exclusive stanceandin relation to

the use of economic and cultural reasoning.

Within the debates on immigratiohe took cleastancsonA YYA INJI yiaQ SYLX 2@y
role of education for enhancing immigran@bour market integration, accese tvelfare,

integration and language and how these all are interlinked togefh@rinstancegoncerning

income inequality, he elaborated on the negative effects of having immigrants employed in
low-paid sectorsalso as®ciated with greater need for welfare support. Therefore, he
emphasized the role of education and-training to prevent the deepening of the gap

between nationals and immigrants.

Ly fAYyS gAGK GKSAS LRaAldA2yas K&yatSnYHIKl aA aSF
reflected on cases in which immigrants refuse employment opportunities due to cultural
reasonsHoweverKS | f a2 AK2gSR gl NBySaa 27FgmdtyLd 2& SN
giving a chance to people with foreign namiesthe discussion heecame the key advocate

for strict language requirements as demonstrated in Chapter 7. Through the interactions and
20KSN) LI NIAOALIYGAQ 202S00GA2yazr KS OfF NAFASF
migrants in terms of free access to language ses(for refugees, but not for economic
migrants), and regarding the consequences of noompliance. Although he accepted

dissenting views and his suggestiwasre-formulated, he kept restating the relevance of

language, which shows the importance he asaed with language. While he mainly framed

his preferences for defining language requirements in relation to employment, later he
revealed that these are also linked to conceab®utimmigrants not adaphgto Norwegian

society.

Regardingperceptions of cliural differences, he held several ambivalent positions, backing

YSI adzZNBa (2 &dzLJLJ2 NIg e.n. YnYelafoNdo yoiisin@ policigsih€ WaNdn (i A 2 y
favour of settling immigrants in areas where the highestome, predominantifNorwegian,

populaion lives. At the same time, he was critical of the low level of female employment,
blaming cultural differences for this. Hdaimed that access to welfare benefits a

LI NI AOdzE F NI & yS3IFiAZS STFTFSOUGU healstaddlym N y i o2

integration of immigrant children as they do not attewtlildcare facilities Therefore, he
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argued for eliminating cash benefits that discourage employment, even if this requires that

Norwegians lose access to them.

Underlining h§ emphasis on emgyment, he agreed with the suggestion of enhancing

asylumd SS1{ SNEQ 2L NIldzyAde (2 2060l Ay SYLX 28YSy(
their applications. Furthermore, acknowledging that not all asyhsekers are eligible for
international protection heraisedwhether noneligible asylurrseekers should be admitted

as economic migrants, arguing that there is need for manpower in Norway.

8.3.2.1 Articulation of ambivalence increases the tendency to group conformism during the
discussions
Asthe above analysishowsParticipantll presented himself as a person who is aware of
social issues and is able to distinguish various aspdidth positive and negative of social
issues and how they relate to each other. Accordingly, in his staweesan identify
ambivalence. One the one hand, he supported immigration to address labour market needs
andsupporedA YYAINI yiaQ AyGSaANI A2y d hy (GKS 20GKSNJ
potentially negative effects of immigration through increasingquality in Nonay. In his
statements he often referred implicitly and explicitly to the need to maintain the status quo
and to use integration to prevent any increase in social inequality. However, he also
proposed exclusive measures for making immitgaadapt to Norwe@n society and thus
maintain the status quo. Therefore, in his narrative we can often identify the balancing and
bringing in of different perspectivedHowever, the question remains, how were his

contributions influenced by the group?

As shown inTable5, on Day 1Participantll entered the discussion primarily by raising
counterarguments against the developing majority opinion on immigration. In Gisgn,

on Day 2, devoted to formulating policy proposals, his participationgba. While counter

arguments remained dominant in his contributions, he also supported and argued for the
majority opinion. He also tried to push the discussions toward mesgrictive preferences,

as we can recall from Chapter 7. Despite this, he ras@® 2 G KSNJ LI NI A OA LI y i a
and counterarguments and was willing to elaborate his proposals or to make concessions. In

his contributions on Day 2 we can identify @nt shifts in preferences. Howevdocusing

on his overall narrativeit is questionable whether these shifts were fully due to persuasion

or rather signs of group conformismOn the one hand, he himself articulated ambivalent

positions, which enabled hirto be more flexible throughout the discussions. On the other
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hand, the fact thathe kept returning to the same issues and raising new arguments in favour
of them indicates that these shifts were rather aimed at reconciling differing views and
facilitatingconsensus in the group. Therefore, we conclude gratp conformism impacted

the way he articulated his attitudes. The shifts in opinion were less significant, especially

if we take into account his ambivalent positions and structured, complex considieradt

about immigration

Table5 - Assessment dParticpantmmM Q& LI NI AOA LI GA2y Ay G(GKS RAaAalOdzaairzya

Participantl1- D1 Participantl1- D2
Occurrence and use of majority opinic 0 4
Counterargument to majority opinion
| OOSLIiAy3a 20KSNEQ
PLIGEF1S 2F 20KSN&EQ
Change in views, gmments
Raising a specific immigration issue

P O, NW
N W oo oo

8.3.2.2 Updating attitudes; deliberation strengthening initial positions

Participant 11 articulated a largely prommigration attitude, but with restrictive
preferences. Comparison of his stances to thauadtes presented in the surveys shows that
his reasoning represents the second type of peliberation attitude defined in Sectidhl.:

an updated attitude.The effect of deliberation emerged more in the form of confirming
and strengthening his initial d@ttude. Considering the wideanging arguments he raised
both for and against the inclusion of immigrants, it might not be surprigiaghe chose the
requirement of citizenship in both the prand postdeliberation survey. On the one hand,
this choices inconsistent with the views presented in the debates, where he argued for the
requirement of oneyear of employment before accessibgnefits, but granting immediate
access to some benefits to refugees. On the other hand, in more broadly interpreting the
survey questionthe preferences for citizenship, the second most restrictive measure among
the five available options can be undeyetl as a choice which resembled his preference for
requiring immigrants to learn the Norwegian language and adapt to threvbgian way of

life. Thus emphasising the more restrictive stances that he articulaiaday 2.

2 KAfS KAa FOGdAGdzRSA G2 A Yegardiditie yuestiad whetfi€df dza A 2 v
immigrants are net contributors to the welfare system kisveyresponseshangedfrom

rather neutral (choosing 6 on a scale oflD) to a more positive(choosing 3)seeing

immigrants more as contributorsAlthough on Day 2 Participant 11 articulated certain

restrictive preferences regarding immigrant families and oshQa | OOS&aas G2 06 Sy
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overall narrative with both inclusive and exclusive stances counterbalances such restrictive
proposals and justifies his pedeliberation response; updating rather than changing
attitudes. Concerninghe question whether welHfre benefits encourage imugiation to the

country, he agreed/strongly agreed.

To sum up, his contribution to the debates shows that his attitudes to immigration are based
on various perceptions and considerations and, accordingly, his views tendedttim shd
discussions. On thone hand, thesshifts can be understood as attempts to balance the
various aspects that were required to be taken into accoufn the other hand, especially

in the Day 2 discussions, we can ideritify impact of group confomism in the shifts in his
views and preferencesWhile his ambivalent positions unfold in the discussiothey are

not revealed in the survey situationParticipantm M Q & andJNdStdeliberation survey
responses are largely consistent with the key argotsein his narrative and cabe

understood as a position of reconciliation towards the inclusion of immigrants.

8.3.3 The narrative of an ambivalent attitude centred on the expectation of employment
and contributiong Participant 84

During the two days of disesion Participant84® was the most active participant within the

British Orange group. His overall participation in the debates shows ambivalent attitudes.

The most salient threshold of inclusion for him whe requirement ofemployment and

contributions.

On Day 1 he joined the discussion about refugees, elaborating on the security issues involved
with receiving refugees whose background is difficult to check. Focusing on security aspects,
he stressed the difference betweenignation within the EU and #hissue of refugees, but
called for monitoring both types of immigration. In relation to economic migrants, he joined
the discussion as other participants complained about the misuse of welfare benefits and
raised the need to @velop the skills of nationgiinstead of bringing in a foreign labour force.
Participant84 was the first to present another perspective that recognized the strong work
ethic of Polish and Romanian migrants in comparison to British nationals. Howe\asphe
raised the issue of smahcome difference between working for minimum wage and taking

up welfare benefits as a driver tife limited willingness of nationals to take lgpaid jobs.

8 Participant 84; Male, Age 454, Working fultime, Educatiorg Upper secondary, Household
incomec 8" decile, Politicaffiliation ¢ Conservative

231



On Day 2Participant84 took on the role of noteéaker, which meanthat he more frequently

raised questions regarding the direction of the discussiol & dzY Yl NAT SR G KS 31

decisions about proposals. However, besides these references he also took an active part in
the discussion primarily in relation to the requirents of employment and conditns of
contributing before accessing welfare benefits. At the beginning of the discuRaitinipant

84, using the data included in the information packagagdmitted that he also thought that

the share of EU migrants wasegter than in reality, and th&EU migrants come to the UK to

work. Asa response tdParticipant90Q guestion whether all of them workRarticipant84
AKAFGSR GKS RSolIGS G2 AYYAINryltaQ | O00Saa G2
years of employment should be requirégfore accessing benefits. While he echoed this
preference several times in the debate, the fact that he mentioned different periods
signalled his indecisiveness, and neither did he provide further arguments fopanific

period. In his later reference&€ S G SYRSR (2 dzasS abtd tSrad (g2
Later, he also mentioned direct payments into the system worth two years of contributions

as another form of potential contribution. This suggestion fartiproves the centrality of

financial onsiderations and kgroup interests behind his preference. He expected the
government to keep control over welfare recipients, including immigrants, and to take
measures and enforce deportation of immigrants in tlase of norcompliance During the

debat Participanty n | f a2 NBFf SOGSR 2y (GKS YAINrydaQ
point of view it is a rational choice to be unemployed in a country with higher living
standards. While he clearly indicated hisatireement with such conduct, he higjited the

financial considerations and the séfterest involved in accessing a higher level of benefits

than in the countryof origin and the informed choice of migrants to move to another

country.

Agreeing with ther participants, he also perceived encrease in capacitielated challenges

in the areas of education, housing, and healthcare due to immigration. He claimed that this
needs to be tackled by the state rejecting and not trusting the market to takeafasach
important services. He also fod it problematic that investment in the development of
infrastructure needs to be made now suspegtthat related benefitsvould not return in

the future.

87 For more information on information packages provided before Day 2 of DF, please see Chapter 3
¢ Section 3.3.1.4.
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During the discussion about an immigration c#articipant84 repeated the need to
differentiate between EU antNon-EUmigrationseveral timesFurthermore, he stressed the
incompatibility of an immigration cap and EU open border policies. However, he did not
elaborate on these stances, nor make any suggestiooatdiow to reconcilehe proposed
immigration capwith free movement regulations within the EU. He only argued for selecting
the skilled migrants needed for the country. Later in the debate he further detailedlis
needed and who may be accepted in th@untry ¢ expecting migrants to work, yataxes,

pay rent, or buy a house, and purchase goods. Moreover, he ensglaiie need for a

labour force as the key rationale behind allowing people to come to the UK.

8.3.3.1 Tendencies to group conformism, but no sicpnit shift in attitudes

Analysis ofParticipanty n Q& Sy 3l 3SYSy i Ay GKS RA&AOdzAaaAZY
I NG AOdzZ F SR KAa FGdAGdzRS G2 AYYAINIydGa Ay NB

or raising a new perspective on the issue. Helsaraised new agenda for the discussio

Table6 - Assessment dParticipanty n Q& LI NI AOA LI GA2Yy Ay (GKS RAaOdzaaizy

Q¢

Participani84- D1 Participani84- D2
Occurrence and use of majority opini 1 5
Counterargument to majority opinion
1 OOSLIiAY3a 26KSNEC
PLIGEF1S 2F 20KSNERC
Change in views, arguments
Raising a specific immigration issue

OO, ON
O L N PF O

Comparing his participation on Day 1 and Day &hle6 shows that Participant 84 took both
sides¢ conforming withthe majority opinion, but also articulating argumerdgainstit.
Although he raised countearguments, his narrative reveals that his arguments were often
formal and lacked concrete justifications alternative suggestions, which coulthve
weakenedtheir persuasive power. The only change in his views neagsgociated with the
information provided in the information package regarding the share of EU migrants. While
this change is related to the DF, it is not a result of interaction with other partitspan
Althoughwe can identify tendencies towards groupoaformism, these do not seem to
KIS 0SSy aiGNBy3a Sy2dAaAK (2 AyRdzOS.OKIy3aSa
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8.3.3.2 Updating attitudes strengthened initial positions in the palgiberation survey,

and evidence for group conformism
The wayParticipant 84 participated in the discussions, and the views he shared, are
consistent in relation to attitudes to working and contributing migrants. Throughout the
debate he primarily employed economic arguments @angroup interests to support his
preferences foran immigration cap and conditions for accessing welfare benefits. This
consistency is valicegardinghis survey responses, where he indicated a requirement of at

least one year of contribution as a cotidn for accessing the same rights as British aiisze

Similarly, no change can be identified in relation to the other two immigratsdated survey
questonsL i A& @2NIK (G2 y2G4S> GKIG Ay NBtlFGA2Yy (2
he thought immigrants receive moré&hoosing 9 on a-00 sale), which explains why he

insisted on the requirement of at least two years contribution to the welfare state. However,

within the discussions he does not elaborate on this view explicitly.

To sum upParticipant84 did not hold a clear pranmigration dtitude in the debates, but
pointed out other aspects of immigration several times. The main ambivalence in his
attitudes is based on the differentiation between contributing and +womtributing
migrants which he aimed to reconcile by imposing strictemditions relatedto the
requirement of contributing to earn access to welfare benefits and servigased on the
analysis ofParticipanty n Q& Yy lardiNg pie/arid PdsStdeliberation responses, wean

conclude that the deliberation strengthened, butid not changeParticipanty n Q& .G G A § dzR §

8.3.4 The narrative of an ambivalent attitude and positioning betweeranp and out

group identities; Participant 90
Participant 9& played a very specific i®in the BritishOrange group as she was the only
participant with a migratiorrelated background, which fact also emerged in the discussions.
Furthermore, in comparison to other topics, she was more active in the discussions about
immigration on both dag. Within the debates she represented bothgroupandout-group
identities and views, which makes her case particularly relevant for analysis. Throughout the
RSO0l GS &aKS | NEBdzSR F2NJ I NBAGNAOGADS I LILINRI OK

accesgo welfare benefits, but ambivalences often emergegishe discussed these issues.

8 participant 90; Female, Age 234, Working fultime, Educatiorg Upper Secondary, Household
incomeg 5" decile, Migation background; moved to the UK6-10 years ago, Politicaffiliation ¢
Labour.
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She joined the discussion about immigration on the first day by arguing that issues with
AYYAINI GA2Yy adGaSY FNRBY (KS 32 JSNY WMmBigrdteha YA & 02
However, she also shared her perception th&t§ A &&dzS 2F AYYAINIyiaQ
benefits triggers discontent in majority society. Therefore, she called for more regulations

and the requirement that immigrants contribute before accessing welfanefits and the

NHS specifically. When the grodjscussed the contributions of migrants, reflecting on the

hard work and strong work ethic of Polish migrants, as statedasticipant88, and

contrasted this with the attitude of the #group,Participant 90 revealed her Polish identity.

She shared heexperience of working long hours for low wages and not receiving any
benefits as she did not qualify for them. Furthermore, she stated that she does not consider

it fair that it is especially people on befits (within the ingroup) that accuse Polish pdep

of taking their jobs. In reaction to her statememarticipant81 clarified the difference

between working migrants and migrants coming to take benefits. Others also confirmed their
acceptance of contiputing migrants, andParticipant90 stressed her andemnation of

migrants whocomeonly because of benefits. However, later in the discussion she raised the

fact that the issue is the responsibility of the governmeaangd individuals should not be

blamedif the authorities allow them to enter

On Day Xhe took a much harsher position in the debates, in favour of strict immigration

control especially in relation to EU migrants. Despite the fact that she is an EU migrant, she
claimed that EU migration sut of control in contrast tatNorrEUmigration, wheh is based

on more regulated procedures. According to her, the key differentiation is between working

and inactive migrants. Although there are regulations that should ensure that inactive (EU)
migrants éave the country, these are not enforced by the gmment. Thus, she
emphasised again the responsibility of the government, but also admitted the difficulty of

tracking inactive migrants. Throughout the debate she supported the proposal of an
immigration O LJ YR Ff a2 &dzZ233SaiSR mitaglivitieindheg 3 AYY.
country and defining clear criteria for staying in the country. She claimed thattéong

unemployed migrants (foufive years) should be deported. As a reaction to other
participant Q O2y OSNY & Fo62dzi (KS ofredlshe saggestell y T NI & |
increasing the tax payments of newly arriving immigrants, which should also be paid by
migrants who claim welfare benefits. She defended her suggestion by claiming she would

not mind paying more tax if that guaranteed her stay in t@intry.

Ambivalence also emergedncerningher stance on refugeeshe recognized the neediness

of refugees and was willing to provide hehowever taking a longerm perspective she
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shared her conam that refugees become dependent on welfavenefits. Therefore, she
argued for closely monitoring who is really eligible for asylum, and who could be returned.
Furthermore, she stated that if refugees stay in the country then they should be expected to

be of financial benefig taking a clear standn protecting ingroup interests.

8.3.4.1 Ambivalent attitudes with clear evidence for group conformism on Day 2

Comparison oParticipanthn Q& Sy 3F 3ISYSyid Ay GKS RAaOdzaaA2y
crucial differewes. While on Day 1 she tended to be the goiaf the minority opinion,

bringing in the perspective and experiences of working immigrants, on Day 2 she became the

main advocate of the majority opinion, calling for restrictions. This change in roles is
indicated inTable7. On Day 1Participant90 equally supported the majority opinicand

challengdit. Thus, sharingoth the ingroup (the British majority) and otgroup (immigrant

minority) perspectives on imigration. However, orDay 2 we can identify a substantial

decline in countelarguments against majority opinionand she almost completely

o yR2YSR KSNJ NBTf SOGA2ya FTNRY (KS ther YAINI Y
effects of group conformism, wich may have been sgngthened due to the immigration

background ofParticipant90 and her intention of proving her place in British society as a
G2NJAYy3 FyR O2yiNROGdziAY I WI22R AYYAINIYGEQO®

Group conformism also influenced how she articulated her amhivglesitions. Although
on Day 2 Participant90 kept articulating and revealing ambivalence by elaborating on
different aspects of immigration, this occurred less frequently than on Day 1. This shift is also

indicated in the changes in her views and argatsenDay 2, as showim Table7.

Table7 - Assessment dParticipantpn Q& LI NI AOA LI GA2y Ay (GKS RAaOdzaairzya

Q)¢

Participant90- D1 Participant90- D2
Occurrence and use of majority opini 5 8
Counterargument to majority opion
1 O0OSLIiAya 2GKSNAC
PLIWGEF1S 2F 20KSNEC
Change in views, arguments
Raising a specific immigration issue

WO L O u
NINDN PP
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8.3.4.2 Discrepancy betweeRarticipanthn Q& y I NNI {-Mefitration/sirveyt KS LJ2 &
responses
Within the debaes, Participant90 articulated rather restrictive attitudeto immigration.
However, the way she articulated her views about immigration revealed ambivalence. She
stressedhe positive side of immigration in relation to working immigrants, defining arclea
threshold for inclusion depending on the contribution wimigrants This $ consistent with
her preference in thepre- and post-deliberation survey (requiring at least one year of
employment and contribution). Howevethis lack of change in attitude adrasts with
expectations based on her narrative, as on Daghe became one of the participants with
the most restrictive preferencesTherefore, it is challenging to interpret her attitudes in the
post-deliberation survey. First, we can argue that thenfer proposals, even if more
restrictive, still rest on theprinciples of requiring employment and contributions.
Furthermore, employment and making a contribution were the most salient issues she
discussed during the debate. This interpretation would ifusher choice in the post
deliberation survey as a sign @f strengthened attitude However, this unchanged choice
also implies an inability to reflect on ambivalences clearly articulated in the debates. Second,
we canargue that theshifts towards a moreaestrictive attitude were more likely to be the
result of ahigher level of group conformism on Day 2, not a result of changes in attitude

as her focus remained on the same issues.

Gonsidering her view on the question whetheravailability of welfare bené@k attract
migrants to the countrydid not change. Howevergoncerning thequestion about the
contribution of immigrants,her position shifted to more restrictive stances seeing
immigrants as receiving more benefits than they contrib{geifting fromscaing 6to 8 on
the 0-10 scale) whichunderlines theeffect of group conformisnin relation to the most
salient issue within the debates triggering restrictive proposals. ,Téndingsupportto the
findings of Chapter 7 about the potential polarizatioffieets of homogeneity of views in

groups.
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8.4 THE ADDED VAEIDF ANALYSING INDIVIDUAL NARRATIVES AND SURVEY RESPONSES
TOGETHER

Each case study demonstrated a particular narrative and a particular understanding of the
issue of immigration, through which weould observe how the selected individuals
articulated ther views and attitudes. Some of the participants participated more extensively,
bringing more widereaching considerations and arguments to the debatesP@sicipant

11), while others were moreegective about which aspects of their attitudes they wanted

share with the group, and elaborated émo or threespecific aspects the debates.

Focusing on the process of attitudiermation, we can observe thahe group and the
interactions influen@d both when and how individual participants engaged ithe
discussion(whether they joined the discussion to support or challenge the arguments and
proposals shared therein) and in relation to which (sub)issleavever, shifts in individual
attitudes often did not correspond to the changes in the group disitusdn other words,

the key moments in the development of the discussigras examined in Chapter @ did

not necessarily have the same effect on individuaésulting shifts in individual attitudes

This was revealed in the narrativeérticipant84 wih regard to the share of EU nationals
among migrants, which was important fdtarticipant84 personally, but did not gain
relevance in the group discussidi. Another example is the shift from languag
requirements to economic conditions for staying ie tountry in the Norwegian Red group,
such as whefrarticipantm M Q& LINR LR al f gt a OKI f {Pa&gcadtiR | YR |
11 accepted and agreed with the shift towards applying economic conditibis later
references revealed that he preferred tacorporate the learning of the Norwegian language
into the proposals. Such differences in the impact of specific interactions on the group and
on individuals imply the relevance of the dynamics betwédengroup and the individuals
(Karpowitz and Mendelberg, 2007)his shows, thathte reconciliation ofvarying views

involves different proesses at the level of the grougnd at the level of the individual.

Second, the case studies identifiegrtaindiscrepancies between the attitudes presented in
the discussions and the attitudes pented in the pre and postdeliberation surveys.
Accodingly, the case studieaimed to scrutinize the reasons for these discrepancies,

focusing both on the role of group conformismdon an assessment of the appropriateness

8 Limited reactions to statistical data can blee to personal belief and distrust in this form of
information. In other British discussion groupsmeparticipantsopenlystated that they éd not trust
statistics.
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of the survey method for rexading shifts in attitudes. Furthermore, the analysiarid that
these discrepancies tended to differ in the case of participants with ambivalent and coherent
attitudes. The case studies showed that group conformism tended to be more influential in
relationto participants with ambivalent attitude§he complenentary analysis of narratives
and postdeliberation attitudes revealed that issues regarding the use of surveys emerged
with participants with both ambivalent and coherent attitudes. The following ieast
address these differences between ambivalent antierent attitudes and the effects of

deliberation on individuattitude-formation.

8.4.1 Studying the effects of deliberation on public attitudes

The broader analysis of coherent, ambivalent, and conttady attitudes showed that it was
especially participants with ambivalent attitudes who were less likely to change their
attitudes in the posteliberation surveyg seeTable 14 ¢ Appendix3. Thee out of four
case studies focused on the process oftatte-formation of participants with ambivalent
attitudes, finding varying levels of group conformism in the DF discussindsvidence for

the limitations of surveys with regard to people with aivddent attitudes.

8.4.1.1 Ambivalent attitudes and group confnism

Focusing on participants with ambivalent attitudes, the narrativesPafticipant 11,
Participani84 andParticipant90 indicate greater fluctuation between pioclusion and pre
exclusion staces. However, the analysis also shows the broader tecyléor deliberations

to strengthen initial attitudes. To disentangle the reasons for this phenomenon of updating
but not changing of attitudes, the case studies looked at the effects of group coisfarm
assessing the consistency of individual narrativesua immigration and their survey

responses.

The casetudies show that participants with ambivalent attitudes were more liable to group
conformism. First, at the individual level, byaving both pitive and negative stances
about immigration, the formertended to be more flexible in embracing the direction the
group preferred Second, in sharing both positive and negative considerations in relation to
immigration, participants with ambivalent attiudes are also more dependent on how
other participants react to this articulated ambivalence. The feedback (or lack of reaction)

of other participants can essentially inform individuals about the level of openness toward
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other, competing opinions within tle group. The analysis oParticipantpn Q& | 4 G A G dzR
reveds that group conformism greatly influenceger engagement in the discussion
abandoning reflections on minority opinions on Daj@rthermore, in relation to one of the

survey guestiondier responseshiftsto more restrictive preferences

These findingsdicatethat group conformism emerged in different forms and to a varying

extent in the discussionsBoth the use of the specific indicators of engagement with majority
opinions (see Tabl&l-7) and the comparison of postleliberation attitudes with the

paNII A OA LI yGaQ yIFNNY¥GABSa OF LJAdzZNBR RAFFSNBy
deliberation. In the case d?articipantll in the Norwegian Red group, group conformism
unfolded inParticipantv m (agrating as he tended to use and support the majority @gmin

more, while counterarguments decreased when comparing his participation on the first and
second dayAs described abovehe highest level of group conformism was identified in

relation toParticipant90. While on Day 1 she articulated minority vieseseral times in the
discussion, on Day 2 she advocated tloe majority ¢ restrictive ¢ opinion. While her

narrative clearly raises polarization effectas discussed in Chapter 7; shift towardsren

restrictive stances in her survey responses occurrely n relation to the question on
AYYAINI yGAaQ O2yiNROdziA2YyS 6KAOK gl a (GKS Y2:

suggesting also stronger effects of group conformism.

These findings show tharoup conformism acted to shape how people articulated the

attitudes. However, this chapter also argsithat group conformism alone cannot explain

the discrepancies between the shifts in attitudes in the narrative and the lack of changes in

the pre- andpost-deliberation surveyst Isargued that this lack othange posteliberation
attitudes¢inNBt F GA2y G2 (GKS OSYGNXft [jdzSadAz2y | 62 dzi
welfare stateg isalso caused bglifficulty to reflecting on ambivalent posities that demand

reconcih I GA2Y 2 Fviewd. NIAOA LI yiaQ

8.4.1.2 Anbivalent attitudes and the challenges of responding to survey questions

One of the main critiques of public opinion surveys is that they involve the use of a rigid
framework for measuring attitudet® a limited number of question€soerres and Prinzen,
2012) Thus, what is captured in surveys is a more statiup@adf attitudes which does not
enable participants to rééct on their understanding of the issue, or reveal ambivalent

attitudes(Goerres and Prinzen, 2012) a survey difation a participant is required to choose
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only one answec i.e. to reduce their position on an issue to a single response. As the case
studies show, participants with ambivalent attitudes faceraater challenge reconciling

their pro-inclusion and preexclusion preferences.

This reconciliation or weighing of own views can activate various strategies for locating
NBALRYRSYGaQ LRaAldAz2ya 6AGKAY GKS ela@latc f | 6f S
on the potential strategies based on the narraswef participants considering the high level

of salience of particular issues, strong support for certain principles of inclusion (or
exclusion), and the relative piiaclusiong pro-exclusion stane represented on the scale of
options. Furthermore, the tierature assumes that people with ambivalent attitudes are
more inclined to choose a moderate positig@oerres and Prinzen, 2012; Klopfer and
Madden, 1980)Ths was the case &farticipant84 andParticipant90, butTable 3; Appendix

3 shows that in the UK out of the eight participants with ambivalent attitusieven selected

the median position in the posteliberation survey. In Norway, similarly, seven olhime
participants with an ambivalent attitude chose the median respoiiberefore, he question

arises: if surveys require participants to reconcihe aeduce their views to one statement,

are they an appropriate means of measuring shifts in attitugied assessing the effects of
deliberations? The relevance of this question is also stressed by the case study that focused
on a participant with coherenpro-immigration attitudes, for whom discrepancies also

emerged.

8.4.1.3 Coherent attitudes and the challergferesponding to posieliberation surveys

In contrast to the situation with participants with ambivalent attitudes, we cannot identify
clearpatterns ofchanging or updating attitudes among participants with coherent attitudes.
As shownin Table 1 and 3; Appendix3, in both caintries almost an equal number of
participants changed and updated their attitudes as a result of deliberation. However, the
casestudy that focused on the attitudéormation of Participant8 highlights the tendency

for discrepanciesto emerge between the narrative and the pedgliberation survey
responses.Participant 8 shared very coherent prmnmigration attitudes without any
substantial shifts during the discussion. However, in the giedtberation survey he changed

his responsgwhich based on his narrative rather reflects the difficulty of choosing the right
response without relevant reference points in the gteliberation suvey. While this proves
0KS NBfSOFryOS 2F RSTtAOSNI GAZ2ya &igdslor@thé NA T&AY

findings on the effect of deliberation signalling a change in attitude evalifidualsdid
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not changeheir positions about the issue. This finding points at the shortcomings of solely
using pre and postdeliberation surveys and Higjghts the need for the joint analysis of

narratives and survey responses to improve how we measure the effects of deliberation.

8.4.2 The benefits of usingint analysis

Earlier studies questi@d the impact of deliberation on attitude changé€®Mlackie, 2006;

Mutz, 2008; Thompson, 200&nd the use of mean scores of opinion changes as evidence
(Himmelroos and Christensen, 2014t it has rarely been examined whether pamd post

deliberation surveys are appropriate ways of measurinfissim attitudes. The analysed case
aGdzRASa NBGSFHE SR OSNIIFAY Ay GivgsiandaatitBdgOas Sa 0 S
expressed in the surveys. Besides the effects of group conformism, the analysis found that

the identified discrepanciesmaybedag OA I § SR A GK LI NIAOALI yiaQ F

attitudes on the scale of available survegponses.

Analysis of the DF discussions and processes of individual atfiiodation highlights the

limitations of the preand postdeliberation suveys. First, the survey questions do not allow
participants to distinguish between specific groups ofmigrants, and we lack any

information about how the former envision immigrants when they resp@hourangeau et

al., 2000) However, the discussions showed this was a highly retégane in terms of

defining how to approach the inclusion of immigrants (we could identify considerable shifts

in attitudes relative to the specific groups of immigrants). Second, surveys demoitphe

articulation of the ambivalences and contradigfid 0 SKAY R | GdA GdzRSa G2 A
(Goerres and Prizen, 2012)In the discussions, both of these aspegthifferentiations and
ambivalence ¢ were important in generating shifts in attitudes and affecting the
development of discussions. Furthermore, in surveys we do not know what considerations
thesudSe ljdzSadAaz2ya OGAGIFGS 2 Nloratobsing aipssionNS & LI2 y
or a preference in relation to thsurveyquestion(Goerres and Prinzen, 2012; Tourangeau

et al.,, 2000)TheseO2 Yy OSNYy & OFly 06S YAGAIIGSR AmSFwelbS Iyl
aspre- and postdeliberation survey responses. While we cannot be certain about the exact

reasons for choosing one sponse or the other, the narratives can reveal the detaild

complex considerations behind attitudes. Such joint analysis can better assess the effects of
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deliberation on individual attitudes; i.e. whether it led to change in attitudes, the

clarification of attitudes, or the strengthening of initial attitudé&s.

Joint analysis is also useful for improving the analysis of group polarizatiorpotatézation

as a result of deliberations. The identified discrepancies between the narratives and the pre
and postdeliberation attitudes point at issues that couldrgenely distort findings about
group polarization if we were to base the analysis exclusively on a comparisort afhdre
postdeliberation surveys. The seeming reluctance to change attitudeséncase of
participants with ambivalent attitudesand inclinations towards the median position, can
significantly mask group polarization effects. However, the case stuByrditipant8 also
shows that although the participant did not change his attéutie contributed to the de
polarization of attitudes in theNorwegian Red group. As deliberative methods involve a
limited number of participants, even such small details can affectakalts d analysis on
group polarization. Therefore, devoting attém to such discrepancies may be the first step

to developirg a better approach to studying group polarization.

8.5 (CONCLUSION

The main contribution of this analysis wtdge examination of the process of individual
attitude-formation. Furthermore, the analys revealed the complexity and diversity of
considerations Wich underline the shifts between inclusive and restrictive preferences.
Accordingly, liis chapterarguedthat both individual narrativesand the pre- and post
deliberationsurvey results needt6 S O2y daARSNBR Ay 2NRSNJ (2
aliAddzRSa (G2 AYYAINIyGaQ AyoOtdzaizy Ay- GK
formation was based on four case studiasd showed that the interactions between
participants substantlly influenced the way participants shared their attitudesThe
impact of interactions tended to be different on individual attituft@mation than on
attitude-formation within the groupThe analysisalsofound that theidentified shifts in the
narratives often did not correspond to the changes (or lack theredf) the post
deliberation surveys. This chapter has argued that both group conformiamd the

limitations of surveys contributed to these discrepancies.

0 Within WelfSOC there were no follewp surveys after the DFs, so we cannot assess the durability
of these effects.
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In distinguishing coherent, ambivalent, and contradictory attitudes, the analysis found that
participarts with ambivalent attitudes were most affected. On the one hand, they were more
exposed to the effects of group conformism. On the other hand, the aisadfyso elaborated

on the difficulty of choosing one single survey response and reducing the ambivalen
attitudes, diverse considerations and arguments the participants raised in the discussions to
one position on the scale of availabieoften vagueg survey responses. However, such
difficulties also emerged in the case study of the participant with aecait attitude, for
whom we could observe a change in attitude in the pasliberation survey, but no shifts in

his narrative. While this finding contfas the positive effect of deliberations in terms of how
deliberationcan help participants to clarifjpeir attitudes, the identified discrepancies reveal
that findings can be potentially distorted when exclusively using @ne postdeliberation

surveysgo analyse the effects of deliberation.

Although this analysis focused on a limited number of casdiesy the findings provide
important evidence of the need to complement the findings of-paad postdeliberation
surveys with the analysis of individuaarratives. During the deliberations, participants
expressed the complex considerations underlyingitthattitudes, which revealed shifts
between preferences for the inclusion and exclusion of immigrants. These shifts can be
clearly identified intheirh NN G A §S&as> odzi GSyR (2 06S KARRSY
The joint analysis allowedlsto critically reflect on the impact of group conformism in the
discussiongndon the limitations of surveys in terms of revealing shifts in attitudes. On the
one hand, the analysis of narratives and reflections ondhversity of arguments behind
attitudes miigates the limitations of the surveys related to their very structured framework.
On the other hand, surveys can be useful for revealing the impagap conformism. As
pointed out, the analysis of both of these forms of expressing attitudes is mldea
improving the evaluation of the effects of deliberaticemd that of group polarization in

group discussions.
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9 DISCUSSIODF FINDINGS AND CONGIS

9.1 THE AIMS AND SCOPE OF THIS RESEARCH

This thesis was dedicated to analysing public attitudes¥6AE NI y i aQ Ay Of dzAAz2y
state in Norway and the United Kingdom. Taking a novel approasing a combination of

the deliberative method of demaocratic forums (DF) and discourse asalytie research

was designed tastudy public attitudes thraugh social interactions, and to scrutinize the
dynamism ofattitude-formation. The analysis of DF discussions and interactions between
participants enabled us to investigate not only the questighat considerations affect
FGGAGdZRSa (2 K& WYhe Bélfare/siate,(but Alsd Ddwditiede onsiderations
and conditions of access to welfare tended to change depending on the specific groups of
immigrants, the specific contexts, and socitdaiions. This concluding chapter revigthe
findings of thé research, highlighting the key theoretical and methodological contributions

it brought to the study of welfare attitudes, and elaborating on the implications for future

research.

First, in catrast to the most widely used methods of public opinion gy the DFs enabled

participants to debate various aspects of immigration. Being able to observe and analyse

how participants understand, approach, and link various aspects of immigration and th

welfare state (that they are members of) revealed that@ttizRS & (2 AYYAIAINI yiGaQ
the welfare state did change in the course of discussion. The findings suggest that we should

y20 AAYLX ATFEe GKS AadadzsS 27 Alewvydnddibleaititude Ay Of dz
SAGKSNI WT 2N usidddof irimiglaritsy(en in&ssejl Qrthecofi@aiynfirming

Hypothesis No. the research foundthadt G G A 1 dzZRSa (2 AYYAINIydiaQ Ay

consideratons and create ambivalence, as people share both positive aredative
perceptions of immigration and immigrants. Furthermore, people do differentiate
between immigrants,thus preferences for inclusion and exclusion also vary depending on
the specific grops of immigrants Changes in attitudes can be identified cadering the
specific social contexts, which may be related to thedroup, to the welfare state in the
country of destination and to the social contexts and social situations that immigrants
face.Throughout the thesis, this variance has been conceedlasan abstract continuum
between inclusion and exclusion, along which public preferences can ghffom being

strictly against illegal immigrants or illegitimate asylseekers, being mor@pen to
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supporting legitimate refugees, or having a prefererfor stricter requirements towards
economic migrants before granting them access to welfare provisions. However, as the
research shows, differentiations and the specification of the conditiphalfi accessing
welfare benefits and services do not stopthis broad level. DF participants debated and
argued about their expectations of immigrants, which highlights one of the added values of
DFg; that they grant a high level of autonomy to partiaigs to elaborate on their opinions,

experiences, attitudesand preferences.

This leads to our second key finding: thiaése movements along the inclusieaxclusion
continuum differed between Norway and th&nited Kingdom confirmingHypothesis No.

3. While we can identify similaiés between the two countries in terms of the specific policy
areas and the key guiding principles of inclusion or exclusion (such as the requirements of
contributions to the wefare state), the DF discussions unveiled crucial differences in
understanding®f the issue of immigration and the approaches proposed for specific groups

of immigrants.Furthermore, confirmingdypothesis No. ,Zhe thesisfound evidencethat

these differences can be traced back to the counspecific institutional and social
context, which unfold both in perceptions of the igroup¢i.e. what the needs and interests
of the country of destinationare ¢ and in perceptions ofthe out-group ¢ i.e. what the

expectations towards immigrants are.

The four main ambitions of this research werg) to analyse how people talk about

immigration and what considerationsaffect 1 KSANJ | GGAGdzRSa G2 AYYA

(addressingResearch Question and 2); 2) to capture and analyse the dynamism of

attitude-formation (Research QuestionZand3v 2 O2 Y LI NB Lzt A O | G4 A (

inclusion in the two casstudy countries, including finding out more abauty there was a

more inclusive approah in Norway and a more exclusive approach in the ([R€search
Question 3. Understanding the latter is considered particularly important for informing us
about the opportunities for facilitating social inclusion in public debatethé future. Last,

the thesis aimed}) to assess the applicability of DF and discourse analysighe study of
welfare attitudes. In order to address these aims, content analysis of the DF discussions was
conducted. Furthermorethe findings of the conént analysiswere complemented byan
analysis of the process of attitudéormation. The researchgproached the investigation of
LJdzo £t AO FGGAGdzRSEA G2 A YYA 3INIthedyndnisrh ¢f Gtfittis A 2 v
formation from four (interrelatedperspectives, which were presented in the four analytical

chapters of this thesis:
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1) Drawing on Wdbare Deservingness Theorghapter 5 analysed attitudes to
AYYAINIYGaAaQ AyOftdzaAiazy Ay (GKS St FIENB adl i
A Y Y A 3 Nuklfgré deservingnes®laboratingon the diversity of consideratian
O0SKAYR FOGAGdzmRSW@oni2 AYYAINI yGEAQ A

2) 5SSLISYyAy3 GKS Iyl feéaAra 2 7FCHapled6ifocdsBdda G2 A
the social practise of constructing welfare deservingnekerentiating conditions
of inclusion for refugees and economic migrants

3) Complementing the findings dhe content analysis,Chapter 7 scrutinized the
process of attitudeformation within the groupsbased on one Norwegian and one
British case studwvith particular attention to interactions between participants and
to the effects of group dynamics.

4) Keeping focus on the analysis of the process of attitisdmation, Chapter 8 looked
at the dynamism of attitudeformation from the perspective of individualsdy
andysing the narratives and preand postdeliberation survey responses of two

Norwegian and two British DF participants.

As the research addresses a complex issue, this complexity is also reflected in the theoretical
framework. Therefore, it is imptant to review the theoretical foundations of the research
in order to facilitate discussion of the research findings and the contributions of the research

to the broader field of attitude research.

9.2 THE THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

As this reearchembarked on studying the diversity of considerations behind public attitudes

and the dynamism of attitudéormation, it drew on four theories which formed the key

pillars of the research approach. First, the fundamentals of this research wereigiséatan

the social constructivist understanding of public attitude®Accordingly, public attitudes

were considered dynamic social concepts which are shaped by the institutional and social
context and public discoursendby social interactiorfConverse, 2006; Tourangeau et al.,

2000; Wilson and Hodges, 1998 line with this understanding, it was argued that public
FGdAGdzZRSa G2 AYYAINIylGaQ AyOfdzaAizy AglyikKS S
developing. Deliberative methods such as DFs also adhere to the social constructivist

understanding of public attitudes. Furthermore, DFs enable us to study attitudes through
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social interactions. Thus, the method facilitates an analysis of the ingbalee wider social

context on public attitudes and hoattitudescan vary in relation to different social contexts.

{SO2yR> (GKS (2LIAO 2F AYYAINIYGEAQ AyOfdzaAaAiAzy A
Therefore, the research builds @ocial lentity Theory (Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel et al., 1971)

which claims that individual identity is shaped by gromenbership and gives rise to
differentiations between the imgroupc & dz&ahd the outgroupg & U KéTejfel et al. 1971;

Turner 1975; Brewer 1979Within the scope of this research intergroup differentiations

were chosen as a means of analysing attimde Y YA 3 NJ y { & Qrguihght@f dzid A 2 y
understanding both the perceptions of the-gnoup and perceptions of the owjroup are
ySOSaalNE (G2 O2YLINBKSYR FGGAGAZRSE G2 AYYAINT

Third, to narrow the scope of the research, the researalwdon Welfare Deservingness

Theory(Van Oorschot, 2000; Van Oorschot et al., 2@h8ed on the assumption that people

are more willing to include those whom they perceive as deserving. In lineWetifare
Deservingnes3heory, attitudes toY YA ANI y1aQ Ay Of dzaAz2y Ay (G(KS 4.
0 KNR dzZ3 K LI MibupOpelcdiphy21ya2Q0 DR YAYYAINI yiaQ -6St FI NI
group). Perceptions of welfare deservingness inherently involved considerations about the
preferred relations beween immigrants and the state, and about the preferred role of
immigrants within the countryf destination This leads us to thBynamic nstitutionalist

approach to the study of welfare attitude@vau, 2003; Larsen, 2006, 2013; Sundberg, 2014)

and o an analysis of how the institutional and the social context shape attitudes to
AYYAINI yGAaQ AyOfdzaAzy Ay (GKS ¢S pproacNgainedid | G S o
particular significance in explaining the differences between the discussionat abo

immigration in the Norwegian and the British DFs.

These four theoriesvere highly influential in developing the scope of the research. The
application ofthese four theoretical approaches describes the complexity of the research
approachandthe ambtions of the research in terms of its contribution to the knowledge.

The following sections discuss the research findings.
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9.3 DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

Focusing on the central argument of this thesis about dynamically changing attitudes to
immigrari 3 Q Ay Of dzaA2y Ay (GKS St FIFNB adliasSs GKS
that supports this finding and disentangle how this dynamisattittide-formationemerged

in the discussions.

9.3.1 The effect of perceptions of the-group

One of the foremost findings of the research is that the considerations that affect attitudes

G2 AYYAINIYyGEAQ AyOfdzarazy INB y2i NBWinlNA Ol SR
the country of destination The discussions about immigration showeattiperceptions

about the ingroupare equally important/ K LJGSNJ pX F20dzaAy3a 2y LISND
welfare deservingness, elaborated tme interplay between perceptios of the ingroup

and perceptions of the ougroupd . & A Y i NB RdzOzencD22RS LYDIAARI ¥ &
Model, the analysis found evidence for how internalized courgng welfarestate-specific
GAaA2YE 2F WI22R OAGAT Syapiakl yYRRIREHAISOAR A R
AYYAIANI YyGaQo

Focusing specifically on considergi@a | F¥FSOGAYy3I FdGdAGdzZRSE (2 A
analysis revealed that of the five deservingness criterimamely Reciprocity Attitude,

Contro| Need,and Identity (Cook, 1979; Swaan, 1988; Van Oorschot, 20@0principle of
Reciprocityand Attitude dominated the debates. The frequent emergence oégsétwo

principles (often used in parallel) indicates tlsggnificance of considerations about
contributions to the welfare state Reciprocity and expectations about adapting to the

rules and interests of thecountry of destination (Attitude). The latterincluded the

expectation that immigrants would not intentionally misuse the welfare system. However, if

we look at the expectations linked to these deservingness pringiplesan observe how

the perceptions of the igroup influence what is required frommmigrants. In the UK, the

emphasis was put on different forms of economic contributions (associated with the
principle ofReciprocity | YR 2y GKS AYRAQGARdzZ f Qa NBalLRya;
market, thereby earning entitlement to welfare bensfiand to be financially independent

from the state Attitude). Perceptions of hardvork and a strong work ethi@ftitude) were

also consideredsOK I NI OGSNRAaAGAOa 2F WI22R AYYAIANrydGaQ

role in justifying restrictive messules and a selective immigration system that favours skilled
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immigrants who make limited demands for state support. In Norway, in addition to the
desired economic contributions, participants also raised cultural expectati@oescerning
learning the laguage, learning about Norwegian society, and participating in society
(Attitude). The latter expectations were justified as a means of integrating immigeants
making them understand and beme committed to fulfilling the collective responsibility

towards staite and society.

The differences between the understandings of these principles follow the key institutional
differences between the British liberianing and the Norwegian socéd@mocratic welfare

system. These considerations reveal how theseititsbns become internalized in
AYRAGARdIzZEta |yR yladaNIftfte SYSNHS Ay (GKS RSo
inclusion or exclusion of (certain groups of) immigrants. However, not only does the
institutional context have framing effects: th&dal context in the countryperceptions

about social issues and the related public and political discourse also influenced how the
AdadzS 2F AYYAIANryiGaQ AyOftdaAizy Ay GKS St FI N
stress here that the institubnal and social context are highly intertwined, as perceptions

about social issues and the related public discourse draw on and amplify institutional effects.

To put it simplythe institutional contexttends to provide thdenses through which people

view sceiety, its aims and values, and tends to be more stable and ldasting, while the

social context moderates the salience of perceptions about the issues, needs, and interests

of society,and can banore dynamic and more responsive to recent sociallipaal, and

economic developments.

The role of igroup perceptions was further strengthened as the analysis found that

LI NI AOALI yia 6SNB fSaa LISNDSLIGAGS 2F AYYAINI
deservingness was much more affectedpeyceptions of the (ind NB dzLJQa 0 O2 dzy (i NB Q
YR AyUSNBada a ¢Sttt Fa G§KS Oznagtlichdtdes. TAY Il Y
For instance, perceptions about the need for a foreign labour force and the need to counter

the challenges odigeing population(raised only in Norway) were important justifications for
immigration and seeing immigrants as bringing benefits to the country. However,
perceptions of limited institutional and financial capacities activated restriction mechanisms.
Thiscourterbalancing role of perceived institutional and financial capacities also points at

the dynamism of attituddormation with regard to howneeds forimmigration can be

refined as participants engage in further consideration.
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Based on these findings aibt the perceptions of the kgroup, it was argued that articulated
Ingroupneedd YR AYyUiSNBEaGE Fdzy OliA2ySR Fa | FNIYSg2N
deservingness was considered, with the expectation that immigrants should meet these

needs and contribu¢ to attaining the desired social aimsi-urthermore, Chapter 6
elaboratedon how the expectations linked tin-group needschanged depending on the

specific group of immigrants, and how the fulfilment of théeegroup needscould shift

perceptions of imMMANI yi1aQ RSaSNWAy3aySaa FyR (GKdza 4N
aforementioned imagpary continuum between preferences for inclusion and exclusion. In

line with this, the next section addre=ssthe perceptions of the ougroup.

9.3.2 The effect of perceptions of thoutgroup

Chapter 6 analysithe social practise of constructing the wekadeservingness of refugees

and economic migrants. Thus, the research aspirettaav attention to the diversity of the
immigrant population and argued for the need to stop trdag immigrants as one
homogeneous group. It was considered important to exaniow participants approached
immigrantsg whether they treat them as one group. The discussions showed that the latter
did further differentiate. However, the boundaries of tlspecific subgroups tended to be
blurred in some cases. Besides the differenicelsow people assess and frame the specific
situation and the deservingness of these groups, the analysis revealed ambivalences and
shifts in preferencesegardingthe specifiqgroups of immigrants. Such differentiation within

the specific groups of immignts provides further evidence for the dynamismadfitude-

formationand shifts in preferences for inclusion or exclusion.

Focusing on the practise of constructing welfare ateggness, the analysis found

substantial differences in the importance awattthe five deservingness criteria in relation

to refugees and economic migrant&/ith regardto refugees, moral considerations related

to the principles oNeedand Controlwere most relevantt SNOSLIi A2y a 2 F NB T dz3
control over their migration,and over their situation in the country of originGontro) was

the basis of recognizing their neediness and deservingné$swever, the analysis found

that such moral judgemesttended to be very fragile and any perceptions of cheating the

refugee systenor misusng the welfare system reduced solidarity with refugees. Thus, any
indication of the control of immigrantssuchas the choice of thdestinationcountry¢ were

treated with suspicion in both countries and in most cases such perceptions implied a

preference for exclusion and deportation.
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The discussionsn refugeesn both countries gave rise to the articulation of ambivalence

as participants perceigd it important to help refugees in a crisis situation, bshared

concerrs about the capacity bthe state to accommodate them. Such ambivalences
intensified once participants started to discuss the lbeign stay of refugees in theountry

of destination which stresseghe centrality of the time dimension and the temporariness

of solidarity with refugees Shifting from a shotterm perspective related to the arrival of

refugees in thecountry of destinatiorto a longterm perspective, we can observe how the
argumentation changed. The moral framing of deservingness shifted to more practical
considerationsWhen taking the longd SN LISNELISOGA GBS GKS | aasSaa
SO02y2YAO YA3IANI yicotverged,S an8 NathatiyaH YdBsidarations and
compliance with In-group needssuperseded moral considerationsThus, principles of

Reciprocity Attitude, and Identity prevailed and considerations about contributions and
adaptation to the rules and values dfe countryof destinationwere seen as more relevant.

The exampleof refugees provides evidence for changing attitudes that relate to
O2yaARSNIGA2ya FyR LISNDOSLIiAz2ya 2F NBFdzASSacC
perceptions, and the emergence ofister, more practical expectations when a letagm

perspective imployed.

In contrast to the situation with refugees, moral justifications were not raised in relation to
SO2y2YAO0 YAINIyUGaAaQ 6StTFINE RSASNDApwsHwe8aaZ 4K
perception in both countries thatconomic migrants havéull control over their migration

and their movement to thecountry of destinationoccurs out of free choic€Contro). This

perception basically rules out any considerations of economidNthiy 1 8 Q Yy SSRAy Sa.
justifies limiting state responsibility foheir welfare and social security. This was especially

the case in the British debates, in which participants required full financial independence and
seltsufficiency in the first two yeargat most) to earn entitlement to social rights
(Reciprocity Attitude). Preferences for seffufficiency were seen as important in Norway,

too. However, in Norway se#ufficiency was interpreted more broadly, including the
requirement of participating irsociety Reciprocity Attitude). Furthermore responsibility

overlabour market engagement was not fully shifted to the individual, as all three Norwegian

groups critically reflected on discrimination in the labour markarftro). This also indicates

recognition of collective responsibilitiesthe sharing of responsility for the facilitation of
AYYAINI YGAQ Ay S 3 Nhajoriysotietp and hSiRliyidudlK S a6+ G5 3
20K GKS NAGAAK YyR GKS b2NBSIAInfibukded | G S& N,
and adaptation to the rules and values the countryof destination increased perceptions
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2F SO2y2YAO0 YAINryGaQ RSaSNWAy3aySaa | yR (Kdz
However perceptions of misuse of the benefit system hadpicularly detrimental effects

Perceptions of the intentional esof welfare benefits, longerm unemployment, and

remitting benefits were seen as the biggest issues. Comparison of the two countries shows

that these concerns were more salient in the Bhtdiscussion, as all thresnall groups

proposed policy recommddl GA2ya F2NJ f AYAOGAY3 AYYARBNI yiaQ
services. The British discussions show that perceptions of the misuse of the welfare system

and welfare dependency had greateright in the discussions than the perceived benefits
ofimmigrad 2 y = A Y Y A-@dWd; of disirddg oIk BEiRc. This imbalance also emerged

in perceptions of immigrantsboth refugees and economic migrarmgas representing a cost

to the state, exm@ining the overwhelming support for restrictive policy recommetiatad. In

contrast to this, in Norway we can identify a preference for seeing immigrariieth

refugees and economic migrantsas resources for the country. Considering the need for a

labour force, especially in light of the challenges of an ageing ptipulaintegration was

proposed as being able to moderate perceived cultural differences and preymsteatial

increase in inequality. Thus, perceived concerns about the misuse of welageaddressed

by a desire for facilitating integration and redugilabour market discrimination.

Focusing both on the policy proposalad on the justifications for immigration reveals
further evidence about the significant interplay between-gioup and out-group
perceptions. The findings presented so far focusedhatbntent of the debates. However,
understanding the attitudes evinced in social interaction called for the analysis of the process
of interaction to reveal how the latter affecteattitude-formation and led to the final policy

proposals.

9.3.3 Processes dttitude-formationwithin the group

Within the discussions, interactions between participants embodied the dynamism of
attitude-formation. Therefore, Chapter 7 shed light on the process efadtions and on the
impact of interactions orshifts in attitudeswithin the group that led to the final policy
proposals deliberated by the group. Focusing on attitémienation within the group, the
analysis highlightethe relevance ofistinguishing the homogeneity and heterogeneity of
views within the groups It was argued that it is important to reflect on how agreement
about restrictive or inclusive policy proposals was reachethagrocess of discussion has

implications for the gope of attitudeformation. Furthermore, the analysis showed that
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homogeneity andheterogeneity of views influenced the meanings and functions of specific
forms of interaction. For instance, introducing a new perspective in a discussion with an
overwhelmirg consensus further underlined the majority opinion, but in a discussion with
competing views it broadened the scope of discussions by leading to the consideration of
other options or minority opinions. In terms of focusing on the homogeneity and
heterogereity of opinions in group discussions, the analysis found substantial differences

between the British and the Norwegian case studies.

The British casstudy¢ examining theh NI y3S I NP dzLJQd RA & OdzaaAizy |6
second day of DI exhibited ahigh level of homogeneity of views. Accordingly, the
agreement on policy proposalrelied on a widely shared consensus about the need for
immigration control in the UK. Although the Orange group approached the issue from various
perspectives; discussinglte role of the government, differentiating between EU amah-

EU citizens, elabating on the needs and capacities of the country to welcome immigrants,

etc. ¢ most of the arguments reinforced the consensus about the need for immigration

control. While theinteractions shed light on the various considerations and reasons behind
restrictive preferences, the former all strengthened the majority opinion and tended to
discourage articulation of dissenting views and preferenceBherefore, interactions

between m@rticipants were rathecomplementary This also implied the molenited scope

for attitude-formation, and raised the risk of group polarizationi.e. a shift towards more
SEGNBYS LINBFSNByOSa (KIy ({Husteinpotdi A OA LI yiaQ A

In the Norwegian case studyd 8 SR 2y wWSR 3INRdzLIQ&a RA&AOdzA&aA2Y
second day othe DF¢ agreement about policy proposals was reached through a more
contested @bate which required thereconciliation of conflicting views and differing
preferences for the inclusion of immigrantsThe heterogeneity of views facilitated
considerable sffiis in the discussions and also shifts between preferences for inclasidn

exclusion. The process of reconciliation required participants to convince each other.
Therefore,the interactions between participants had an argumentative charactehus

creating greater scope for attituddormation and encouraging other participants to +e

consider their own preferences in light of the new arguments.

Although deliberative methodsincluding DI employ a specific research design to facilitate
greater heterogeniy of views and the dgolarization of views as a result of deliberation
(Fishkin, 2011; Luskin et al., 2007; Mansbridge, 20d@pter 7 argued that other factors

can shape the direction and the outcome of such discussiondiritiegs provide evidence
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for the impact of the institutional and social auext on the process of interactions
Accordingly, it was argued that the overwiméng consensus for restrictive measures in the
British discussion reflected the key institutionboth welfare and immigration policiesas

well as the particular social ntext (including the political and public discourse) in 2015. Both
individualismand meanstesting, two crucial features of the British welfare state, encourage
selectivity and conditionalityDwyer, 2000; Larsen, 2006; Sainsbu§i2 Furthermore, a
selective immigration system has been in force in relation to-Bbth nationals, and
restrictive measuresvere adoptedafter 2010(Anderson, 2017)The publi@andthe political
discourse advanced immigration control and restricti@ss the correct response to the
challenges experienced in the UKue joint effed of the institutional and the social context
contributed to the framing of discussions on immigration and made a restrictive approach
ungquestionable within the British discugon, leading to the significant homogeneity of
views. Findings about group polaation effects in the Orange group were mixed. We cannot
clearly identify a shift towards more extreme preferences. Still, the discussions revealed the
strength of the majotiy opinion about the need for immigration control, despite the fact
that the Briish discussions (during the two days) also touched upon the benefits of

immigration and recognized the contributions of immigrants to the country.

In Norway, the policy promals were more inclusive. However, it is important to stress that
the discussiongonsidered both preferences for inclusion and exclusion, as the Norwegian
case study showedThis duality can be identified in théorwegianinstitutional and social
context. On the one hand, the Norwegian welfare state, in promoting the principles of
universalism and egalitarianism, supports the reduction of social inequaliisping
Andersen, 1990; Pedersen akdhnle, 2017)This feature was considered important in the

DF discussions in reiah to immigrants, too. Furthermore, due to the strong sense of
collectivity, individuals are seen within (networks of) broader society, which helps with
critical reflech 2y y 20 2yte& 2y AYYAINIyGAQ AYRADARCZ f
on theresponsibility of society towards immigrants. This understantbsteredsupport for
inclusive measures tenhancendividual opportunities to work and contribute. Olnet other
hand,the strong sense of collectivitgndthe fact that welfare identity isn integral part of
Norwegian identity(Pedersen and Kuhnle, 201 may also activate preferences for social
closure. This understanding also emerged in the form o$cdssions about cultural
differences and putting emphasis on adapting to Norwegiaesrand values, and to the
Norwegian way of life. The tension between preferences for inclusion and exclusion gave rise

to ambivalences and conflicting views, as showtméncase study. The discussion of the Red
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polarization effects.

Chapter 7 focused on the processattitude-formation within the groups, which also meant
that the effect of eah statement and argument was dependent on the reaction {Gdodn,
2000) Entering into interactions empowered participants to reinforce socialmsoand
social expectations, which could have then unfolded in terms of an increase in openness, and
greater consideration of evexypopular and less popul&ropinion.However, it also enabled
participants to abandon and not listen to certain unpopuléaws and instead shift the
discussion to other ideas and thoughts. We cannot determine whether the latter occurred
consciously or subconsciously in the discussibat it affected how discussions developed
and the process afttitude-formation within the groups. However, at the individual level
such silenced arguments can make a difference and induocensideration. This is why
Chapter 8 was designed to examine the msses of individual attitud@®rmation and to
uncover the differences in the effect witeractions at the level of the group and the level of

the individual.

9.3.4 Processes dittitude-formationat the individual level

Chapter 8 used both the narrative of seted participants as well as their prand post

deliberation survey responses #daborate onthe process of attituddormation andon the

impact of deliberations on the process of attituftmation. This joint analysis enabled us

to identify shifts it Y RA @A Rdzl £t 4Q | A dGdzRSa (2 GKS AyOf dza

but also b better understand thattitudes presented in thepost-deliberation survey.

Within the research, the effects of deliberation on public attitudes were understood in terms

of changes in attitudes and the updating of attitudes (i.e. confirmingdeléeraion

attitudes) as a result of deliberatigiBaabas, 2004)An important element of the analysis

was that it distinguishedetween the narratives of participants with ambivalent and

coherent attitudes. Following this approach, the analysis found theaticipants with

ambivalent attitudes were morenclined to update attitudes instead of changing them.

The narratives exhibiteghifts in preferences for the inclusi@nd exclusion of immigrants

depending on various considerations, providing further evidence for the central argument of

the thesis abouti KS SEA&GSYyO0S 2F OKIy3IAy3a: ReylYAO |

However most oftenthese shifts between preferences for inclusion and exclusionnieft
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YIN] 2Yy LI Nelborativd syries @spdrkeghis finding raises the question
what explains the discrepancy between the narratives and the -gefiberation suney

attitudes.

The analysis found thaiarticipants with ambivalent attitudes were subjected to group
conformism to a greater extent, as the formeg in sharing both positive anchegative
perceptionsc could be induced to support the majoritppinion more easily Evidence for

the effects of group conformism emerged both in the narratisad during the comparison

of attitudes presented in the discussions and in survey respolrsts respect, the analysis
2F t I NI A OA LlHoymatiompproRides an interediirdyRaéSe as the effects of group
conformism strengthened on DaywWhen discussing policy proposals. As a result, Participant
90 shifted toward majority opiniom hernarrativeon Day 2Moreover, in relation to one of
the three suvey questions she shifted towards more restrictive stanegschunderlines

the concerns about group polarization raised in Chapter 7.

Chapter 8 argued that group conformism alone does eaplain the identified discrepancy

and lack of change in posteliberation surveys It proposed an alternative explanatian

namely, that participants are challenged to match their ambivalent attitudes to one of the

five potential responses to the surveylzZB a G A2y | 62dzi AYYAINI yGIAQ A
have discouragedhem from changing their attitudes in the pedeliberation survey.

Therefore particular attention was devoted to examining various strategies for identifying

the most suitable survey respwse in light of the attitudes and arguments shared during

the discussionsThese strategies related to the choice ohaldle positionin relation to the

most salient issues participants discussed throughout the two days of discussion, or the

A Y R A @ &hBickzlof ainiddle position between the most inclusive and mostctusive

attitudes in the survey. Locating their own position in the range of survey responses also
raised challenges for participants with coherent attitudes. The cadeadicipant8 also

shows that although the former had a coherent attitude to immigia da Q Ay Of dzAA 2y &

not change during the discussions, he changed his position in thedpbberation survey.

Based on the case studies, Chapter 8 pointed out twh group conformsm and the
limitations of the pre- and postdeliberation surveyshave significant implications for the
assessment of the effects of deliberation. These implications may be especially important
for the evaluation of group polarizationBoth group conformismand the limitations of
surveys in terms of capturing more nuancsehifts in attitudes can distort findings about

group polarization if the related analgsis based on a comparison of preand post
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deliberative surveys only. Therefore, Chapter 8 arguethi® joint analysis of narratives and

pre- and postdeliberationsurvey responses, which together can reveal not dmeyimpact

of group conformism, but also important information that helps better understand

LI NI AOALN yiaQ &adzNI She studiod drddipy/pdl&idation.y R A YLINE @S &

The past sections reviewed theykempirical findings of the research, primarily focusing on

the evidence for the dynamism of attitugermation and the diversity of considerations

dzy RSNI @Ay 3 Llzo f A O inclisibriiri tHeRv8Iare stete. Dravivid\ aa Mhsy G & Q
findings, the 6llowing section points out the key theoretical contributions to Welfare
Deservingness Theomnd Institutionalism ¢ more precisely the Dynamic institutionalist

approach to the study of welfa attitudes

9.4 THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

As described above, theesearch draws on four theoretical foundations: namely, Social
Gonstructivisn, Social Identity Theory, Welfare Deservingness Theory, and Institutionalism.
While all four theories were influgial in the research, Social Identity Theory and intergroup
differentiation were used mostly as a means of approaching the analysis of attitudes.
Furthermore, the social constructivist approach had significant bearing on the whole
research process, inclimy the methodologyand the remaining wo theories. Therefore,

the findings related tdocial Constructivismare appraised together with contributions to

Welfare Deservingness Theory and Institutionalism.

9.4.1 Welfare Deservingness Theory

So far, literature a welfare deservingness has relied on quantitative research methods

primarily international public opinion surveys, and more recently, survey experinféats
Oorschotetal., 201 ¢ KSNBF2NB>X 2dz2NJ {y26f SRIS (GSyRa G2
understandig of the five deselimgness principlesand about the hierarchy of these

principles. This is the area in which this research aimed to contribute. Before turning to the
concrete contributions, it is important to stress that within the scope a$ thsearchonly

the welfare deservingness of immigrants was analysat comparison to other welfare
GSYSTFAOA NK SwasnothaBads NA y 3y §4 4
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Focusing first on the use of the five welfare deservingness principles, this research confirms

the universal applicabili of these five cteria as all of them emerged in the discussions on
immigration in both countries. However, the research also found thatunderstanding of

these five criteria tended to differ in these two countrie3hereby, also shedding light on

the impact of instituions on conceptualisation and the use of the criteria in the discussions

on immigration. Furthermore, through the analysis of the specific understandings of these
principles we could further specify the definitions of deservingnessr@itOn the one hadh

the analysis of the discussions revealed that deservingness criteria were used in a broader
aSyasS y2id NBaAGNAROGSR (2 AYYAINIyGaQ | O0Saa
the literature the principle oAttitude tendedto be defined as ampliance with the expected

behaviour and being thankful for benefits recei®hn Oorschot, 2000; Van Oorschot et al.,

201790 LYy O2y (N} aidxz Ay (GKS RA&OdzAa&A2Yy & ihJ NI A OA

terms of particpation in the labour markeandin society.

While neediness is considered to be at the heart of deservingness judgements in general, it

was an important finding thatJS NOSLJiA 2y a 2F AYYAINIyGaQ ySSR;
In this regard, the finding tht In-group needswere more influential with regard to
LISNOSLIiA2ya 2F AY YwascNiiay Based onRH s dirliNggroup Besds & a

were incorporated into the deservingness model as a subcategory oNéwalprinciple.

From the perspective bWelfare Deservingness Theopil is thus considered particularly

important to examine and test whethdn-group needslso play such an important role in

relation to other groups of welfare beneficiariesuch as retired, disabled, or unemployed
people.While the DF discussions provide relevant data for analysijrgis objective was

outside the scope of this partiad research effort.

Findings about the ranking and relations between these specific deservingness criteria also
enhanced our understanag of how the deservingness of immigrants is assessed and which
principles are considered important and why. Furthermaevealing the linkages between

the specific principles (for instance, betweReciprocityand Attitude) and the overlapping

use of these principles also provided new information about how the same context and same
requirements are approached from varieperspectives of deservingness (represented by

the specific deservingness criteria).

The analysis of the practise of construction bé twelfare deservingness of refugees and
economic migrants shed light on the dynamism involved in how perceptions of

deservingness change depending on the specific group of beneficiaries. Furthermore,
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Chapter 6 als@laborated on changes in the framing deservingness depending on the
specific group of immigrantand on the time dimension Distinguishing between the moral

and practical framing of deservingness revealed differences in the hierarchy of deservingness
principles. Moral framing mobilized percefions of Control and Need while practical
framing stressed achievements related ®eciprocityand Attitude. These fidings raise a
question for future research: whether moral and practical framing of deservingness is
applied to other groups of beneficias, and whether we can observe any shifts from one

type of framing to another.

Last, the analysis of DFs provided newidence for the institutional approach to welfare
deservingnesgLarsen, 20062013; Mewes and Mau, 2013; Van Der Waal et al., 2013)
arguing that welfare institutions influence perceptions of welfare desengsgn and
justifications for providing state support to specific groups of welfare beneficiaries. This leads

us to the ontributions of this research to knowledge about Institutionalism.

9.4.2 Dynamicnstitutionalig approach to the study of welfare attitudes

Within the broader institutional approach to the study of welfare attitudes, this research

primarily draws on and prodes new evidence about thBynamic institutionalist approach

to welfare attitudes represented by Ma(R003) and Larsen(2006, 2013) Inspired by

{ dzy’ R 6 @OLE) fnding that public attitudes adapt to changes in ihgions and to

changes in social context, this research was intended to scrutinize the dynamic interplay
between public attitudes and thinstitutional and social context. It focused on whether and

how institutional and social context emerges in the Ddeagsions and how this influences

LJdzof AO FGGAGdzRSa (2 AYYAINIylGaAaQ AyOfdzAA2yYy AY

Within the DFsjnstitutional patterns unfolded very clearly as participants started to

debate the future of the welfare state in the UK and Norwalowevert was considered

important to analyse how and in relation to which social issues or policies these patterns
emerged. Within this reseah, the institutional context was understood in terms of
immigration, welfare, and labour market policies. Followinopn&aury(2012) it was argued
thatundASNE GF YRAY3I (GKS AdadzS 2F AYYAIANI GA2yZI | YR
welfare state, requires the analysis of these three policy areas at least. In this respect,
Chapter 4 found that both Norway and the UK have inclugind exclusive elements

regarding immigrants in their institutional system, which further increased the relevance of
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the analysis in terms of the need sorutinisewhich aspects are seen as mamngoortant by
participants. Norway has an inclusive welfasgstem based on universsm (Esping
Andersen, 1990; Pedersen and Kuhnle, 20H8wever, there is a very strong sense of
collectivity and welfare identity is an inherent part of the Norwegiamtitg (Pedersen and
Kumle, 2017) which tends to counterbalance the inclusivity of welfare institutions. The
labour market is highly regulated and more rigid towards foreigners, especially towards low
skilled migrant§Halvorsen et al., 2016; Veggeland, 2016)terms of immigration policies
there is a differentiatd system that offers more privileged treatment for EU and EEA citizens

and stricter rules foNon-EU NonEEA nationalBrochmann and Hagelund, 2012)

The liberalleaning British welfare systeia considered to be morexclusive. Individualism

¢ the key value and@eature ofliberal welfare regimesg suggests lower expectations for the
individual towards society, but it also means limited interference and support from the state
(Dwyer, 2000; Larsen, 2006; Sainsbury, 20¥2hile an open and less regulated labour
market is more welcoming towards immigrants, the state has fewer responsibifittesns

of reducing thepotential disadvantages created by the free labour market. As in Norway,
immigration policies are differentiated, with a highly selective immigration systerNdor
EUnationals and free movement of EU nationals. The duality inf\thievegian and British
system can also facilitate the dynamism of attitut@mation as the importance of specific
institutional aspects can change depending on the specific groups of immigrants and on the
specific social contexts considered. While instins are relatively stdb and path
dependent, the discourse and the framing of policies are more fletdldeapt to new social

contexts and new social challenges.

¢tKSaS AyadAaddziazylt FSIFGd2NBaA LINRPYAYySyfafte SyS
the issue of immigratin and differences regarding how Norwegian and British participants
LISNDSAGPGSR AYYAANIyda a aNBazdNDSaeg 2N a02a
stressedthat the discussions also pointed at some misperceptions regarding welfare

state. Such nsperceptions emerged in relation to the perceived generosity of the British

welfare stateandl 6 2 dzi AYYAINI yiGaQ O0O0Saa (2 ¢St Tl NS
argumentation showd that the considerations and concerns thaffifi dzZSy OSR LJ NIi A O
understanding of the issue of immigration were not devoid of the institutional and social

context. We can very precisely identify how key public discourses and the framing of the
respective policies are reproduced in the debates,fitoring previous reseatt findings

(Larsen, 2014; Mau and Burkhardt, 2009; Soroka et al., 200§ abovenentioned

misperceptions about the welfare state also demonstrate the shortcomings of public and
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political debates that often reproduce dnmisuse these mispercépns for their own
political or economic interests. Focusing on Norway, an awareness of cultural differences
between Norwegians and immigrants played a distinctive role in the Norwegian discussions
and followed the centrality of lamguage courses in Norwieg integration policies
(Brochmann and Hagelund, 2012; Vegge|&@l 6)

The analysi of perceptions of welfare deservingness of immigrants presented in Chapter 5
and Chapter 6 revealed very accurately the influence of institutional and social context on
the understanding of the five deservingness principdas] on how participants formlated

their expectations towards immigrants. From the perspective of actual preferences for the
inclusion or exclusion of immigrants, the analysis showed that perceptions of social
inequalities and concerns about the increasing pepveen the majority andmmigrants
GSNBE AYLRNIFYyG RSGSNYAYlLyda 2F b2NBSIALY LI N
and reducing inequalities. In contrast, in the British debates perceptions of social inequalities
triggered preferences for prioiiging the ingroup. Togeter with scarcity perceptions, they
were the key drivers behind a desire for more restrictive measures. These two distinctive
approaches to social inequalitidnighlight the differences between the expected role of
individuals within society and the sharef responsibilities between the individuals and the
state. Throughout the analysithe differences between individualism in the UK and the
strong sense of collective responsibilities in Norway emergedpremptly. This differene

was particularly notala in relation to the understanding and use of the principle€oifitro|

(in-group)Needand Attitude.

Another important finding and contribution to the study of Institutionalism is that the

influence of the institutional and sai context emerged not dp thematically, but also

shaped the development and the process of discussions. Social expectations, social norms,

and values also frame what issues and what measures are socially acceptable for debate. In

this regard, the effecof the social context anthe power of public and political discourse

was found to be especially relevant. This feature was particularly notable in the British
discussions. The overwhelming support for immigration control and concerns about

A Y Y A 3 NI ugdiok the b¥nkfd systerand the related costs for the state were rarely
OKItfSyadaSR® ¢KAa FAYRAY3I faz2z akKz2gOFasSa LI NI
AYYAIANI yGaQ | O00Saa  2DuiyaRd Fozassith22014;B8umBetgNB 6 Sy
Geiger, 2016)While it was expected that such misconcepsiaould be dealt with ithe

course of DF, the analysis found evidence of how dissenting views were silenced, especially

on the second day of the DFs when participants formulated the concrete policy
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recommendations for the future government. This also wded that institutional &ects

were important not only thematically, but also in relation to the process of discussions.

Focusing specifically on the process of attitiddemation and on the relevance of
distinguishing the homogeneity and heterogeneifyviews in groups, thisesearch found

that the institutional and social context can facilitate or constrain the emergence of
dissenting views in the discussions. Chapter 7 found that the institutional and social context
considerably define social desirlityi effects, shaping sdally acceptable views and
preferences. In the discussions this meant that the heterogeneity of views on immigration in
the Norwegian Red group was facilitated by the institutional and social context that involved
both support forand concerns about immigtion. In contrast, in the British Orange group
both the institutional and social context influenced the discussion about restrictions as viable
measures for controlling immigration. Thus, this research adds one more factor tmeons

when assessing theqcess of discussions and the effects of deliberations.

Based on these findings, the thesis argued that institutional differeandshe specificities

of the social contexts shaped how immigration was discussed in Norway ahe idK,

indicating theirY L2 NIi I yOS |a RNAGSNAR 2F FdGAdGdzRSa (2
state. Consequently, differences in the institutional and social context are claimed to explain

the more inclusive approach in Norway and more restrictiverapch and more restriote

policy recommendations in the UK.

While this research chose Institutionalisrhetfindings evidence therucialrole of political
discourse in shaping public attitudeSurthermore, theyndicate the need to continue and
deepen researclon political dscoursesand to better address how these discourses are
internalised and used by ordinary people in future research prejelst this respect

deliberative methods provide important resources

9.5 METHODOLOGICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

The novelty of this research rastipon the research approach and the unique combination

of DF and discourse analysis. Considering that research on welfare attitudes significantly
relies on international public opinion sways (Ervasti et al., 2012; Sundberg and Taylor
Gooby, 2013)there is anincreasing need for more qualitative research te#éborateson

the reasons for and mechanisms behind attitudes, as well as on the dynamism of attitude
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formation (Svallfors, 2012)Therefore, one of the key ambitions of this research was to
assess the applicability of the deliberative method of DF for the study of welfare attitudes,
and more specifically for the study of a complex issue such as ratioig. As the research
design of DFs includes standardized questionnaires for measuringrnurgostdeliberation
attitudes, it also offers the possibility tscrutinisehow deliberations and the discourse

analysis of deliberation can complement and ehrour knowledge about public attitudes to

AYYAINI yGAQ AyOfdzaA2y AY GKS gStFINB aidldaSo

The most important distinguishing featui DF is thait grants participants a fgh level of
autonomy to shape discussions. Accordingly,rgsearcher@ole andinfluence change and
are limited, especially in comparison to other quantitatiaed qualitative methods. Thus
bottom-up discussiorncould develop without specific questits being raised. This itself
reveals the explorativeharacter of the research: nanyebnalysinghow people talk about

and understand thevelfare stateandthe issues oimmigration

This explorative approach to data collectiandto data analysis, alleed us to examine the
issue of immigration as it emerged in the DF debates. The stimms developed and
deepened as participants raised new arguments and aspectsof the issue, asked for
clarifications challenged each otheand expressed theiragreenent or disagreement.
Through these interactions, participants not only accessed nd@armation but were
O2yTNRBYUGUSR:E (G220 ¢KSe& ySSRSR (G2 NBIOG G2
reflect on and reconsider some of their thoughts. Focusing the discussionshe key
added value and contribution of the DF is that the discig® were able to reproduce the
AyadAaddzZiazylt FyR &a20ALt O2yGSEG GKNRdAAK
justifications. Despite the different compositionf the three small groups in Norway and in

the UK, overlaps emerged in terms of theykaspectsconsiderationsand policy proposals

that were raised. Numerous personal stories and very specific arguments enriched the
debates, and there were differences tine amount of detail included in statements and
justifications, but the perceptionand approaches, as well as the guiding principles
resembled countryand welfarestate-specific institutional features and corresponded to the
wider public and politicalidcourse. Although DFs in WelfSOC involved only a limited number
of participants, thdact that the deliberations reproduced the institutional and social context
increases the validity of the research and suggests the provision of valuable contributions to

the field of welfare attitudes research.
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The high level of autonomy of participamsabled us to scrutinize how people conceptualize
immigrants, how they understand the issue of immigration (its benefits and disadvantages),

and what the problems are thidhey want to tackleconcerningmmigration. The analysis of

deliberation thus reprsents an important means @&xamining the complexity and mukHi
dimensionality of considerations behind attitudesand the contextdependency of

G GAGdzZRSa ( 2lusibnYinvile vdlfhrg siate a $ugfey situation the researcher

cannot control whorespondents have in mind when responding to questions about
AYYAIANI GA2Y YR AYYAINI Y {Gheires lard PHrizen, 2012) ¢St T
Throughout the research it was deemed importaotexaminehow people perceive and

categorize immigrants An important example is hoMorwegian and British participants
RAAGAY3IdAEAKSR aS02y 2 YHhroup elrfirdgd 8l&dindate refugees & LIS O A
who have an economic motivation for migration rather than a desire to escape life
threatening conditions in the countigf orign. Moreover, the tendency to refer to economic

YAINI yiGa & a&AYYAINI yrindpértanh fiading &hicB Ndn finform b & I y
researchers and survey designers when they raise questions about immigration and
immigrants. Furthermord,J- NJi A OA LD {SINMIQI IOKA NyFa 2F AYYAIANT y i3
GRSASNBAYIE YR adzyRSa SNBAYARSE ARSR YYWEAN: ¥ AR
changing preferences for inclusion, representing a new perspective about attitudes that

complements the rather static vievef attitudes in surveys.

The structure of the DF encouraged participants to elaborate on giehcesand to justify

GKSANI LINBFSNBYyOSa (GKNRdAAK AYyGSNI OGAYy3a sAGK
Thereby,creatinga dynamic and interactive framgork for discussions and facilitag the
contextualisation of the articulated attitudes As K2 gy Ay [/ KFILIWISNI y3> L
YIENNI 6APSa YR Sy3ar3asSySyid Ay GKS RA&AOdzAAAZ2Y:
attitudes and elaborated on ambivalence in attitudes Furthermore, DF discussions

enabled the analysis of the process of attitdidemation ¢ how participants articulated their

attitudes, which aspects of their attitudes were shared in the group, and how their attitudes

shifted between preferaces for inclusiomndexclusion depending on the specific contexts.
Therefore,the opportunity to analyse the dynamism ddttitude -formation is asignificant

added valueof DFs to the study of welfare attitudes

The longer duration of DFandthe speciic design of the discussions on Day 1 and Day 2,
also enabled patrticipants to learn about \@ars perspectives on immigration and to reflect
on the complexity of immigrationelated issues.Setting up a roleplay involving

participants acting as policy adsors and formulating policy recommendations was an
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effective tool for focusing the discussioon the desirable approach to dealing with
immigration. The findingsstressedthe relevance of distinguishing the homogeneity and
heterogeneity of views that emged in the discussions when analysing the process of
attitude-formation. The overwhelming coaasus about policy recommendations in the
British DFhad a different impact on the development of the discussion, and created limited
scope for attitudeformation compared to the case of the Norwegian discussions, which
included competing views. While thereferences articulated in the British discussions
corresponded to the overall public and political discourse and captured a particular social
context, this consesus was SO unquestionable that it prevented participants from
considering other approaches tmmigration. Comparing the discussionsoay 1 and Day

2, we can observe thahe issue of controlling immigration was already dominant on the
first day, but there were more counterarguments and a greater openness to seeing the
benefits of immigration bo. This finding reveals another layer of the contedtependency

of attitudes, or more precisely, the contexdependency of attitudeformation. In this
specific ase, changes were generated as the context of the discussion changed, and

participants neededo agree on policy proposals and solutions for the identified issues.

While the paragraphs aboviaetended to highlight how and why DF can contribute to the
studyof welfare attitudes, we need to duly acknowledge its limitatioio®. As discussed in
Chaper 3, one of the foremost limitations of the method is that it involved only a limited
number of participants. DFs put particular emphasis on the selection ti€ipants to create

a diverse group which roughly represents the national population. Witheif SOC the
selection of participants was based on age, gender, education, marital and employment
status, household income, ethnicity, and electoral preferences.hareby admit that the
small number of participants (335 participants/country) makes it egpially challenging to
create a group that is representative of all these characteristics. Therefore, as part of the
research the representation of specific sdgjpoups and their participation in the discussions

on immigrationwas checked

Based on thefindings, age, education, and ethnic minority backgroumekds to be
highlighted where certain level of divergence was observed compared to the national
population.As described in details in Chapter 3, evepresentationof the age groups 25
34 and 4454 years oldvas presenin both countriesBasedon the level of educationin
Norway tertiaryeducated participantswhilein the UK participants who cqmteted upper
secondary education were overrepresented. The dominance of ttveseducationspecific

groups of participants also emerged in the discussions on immigration, further increasing the
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need to take this difference into account. Last, the shargaticipants with an ethnic
minority background waslightly higher in Norway, while inthe UK casetudy over
representation of participants was more significant. As described in Chapter 3 the
composition of the British group of participarmsflected mae the share of ethnic minority
membersin Birminghamthe locality of the DFThese divergences negalbe duly taken into
accountHowever, the overall findings of the research and the similarities found across small
group discussions (per country) encage us to highlight the ability of deliberations to re
create the specific institutional and sociabntext. As mentioned earlier, despite the
differences in the composition dfreakoutgroups, the discussions raised similar perceptions
of and approacheto immigrants,and similar conditions of inclusion, which resembled the
country- and welfarestate-specific institutional and social context. Thus, the deliberations
offer rich data about how the key characteristics of institutiams the specific feature of

the social contexis discursively reproducdaly participants. Accordingly, deliberations in DF
represent an important opportunity for further research into public attitudes. However,
successfully exploiting them also requires a high level of awasenésthe context
dependency of attitudes and attentiveness to the specificities of the context irvthe&eDF

discussions are conducté8trandberg et al2019)

Second, the essence of DF is the collective creation of knowledge through social interactions
between participants. However, this also implieattlgroup dynamics affect discussions.
Group dynamics can significantly contribute to the discussiouisinvolve certain risks, as
discussed in Chapter 7. In this regard, the composition of the group, the participation of
group members, the dominance oértain participants, and the quality of moderation are
crucial factors which can highly influence tipeality of discussions. This is why it was seen
as particularly important to devote special attention to the analysis of the process of
attitude-formationin addition to the content analysis presented in the first part of the thesis.
As stated in Chapter, both the emerging homogeneity and heterogeneity of views raise
important insights that enrich our understanding of attitué@mation. However, we shodl
stress these differences to provide a precise interpretation of the data and the processes

involvedin the discussions.

Although the research design of the DFs conducted in WelfSOC was carefully planned and
involved special measures for mitigating thetgntial limitations of the method, it could not
control all of them. The limitations elaborated abaveed to be duly taken into account as
much as the contributions of the analysis of the DFs. We acknowledge that the analysis of

discussions and interaots between participants can broaden our knowledge abbut
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LIS2 L) SQ& dzy RSNA G YR ssyied sughf as Ordnigraffor®)Ethe &y O A |
O2ya4ARSNIGA2Yy& YR NBlFaz2ya o0SKAYR LlzmfAO
state, and 3) the dynamisn of attitude-formation. These findings and contributions lend
empirical support to the applicabilityf, andthe need for more deliberative research in the
field of welfare attitudesTherefore, let us review the key lessdearntand formulate some

recommendations for future deliberative research ventures.

9.5.1 Recommendations for future deliberative resseers

Deliberative research is highly dependent on the quality of the dataat participants share
and how they interact with each otherwhich is one of the key limitations of this research
method. Thereforepur recommendations concern primarily ooMa to enhance high quality
and reasoned debategirsty, the structure and timemanagement of discussioris crucial.

The aim to let particignts discuss various welfare topicaot limiting the scope oWelfSOC
research to one particular issgewas immrtant and useful to analyse the development of
different dynamicsof attitude-formation, the different levels of understanding of specific
welfareissuesand how participants drew and perceived the linkages between various issues
However proposingfive topics per day seemed to be too ambitiquestricting the available
time for discussionTimepressure wagspeciallyevidentin the case oftomplex issues such

as immigrationwhere deliberation can uncover the most and enable us to better understand
how people formulateand reasortheir opiniors, attitudes and preferencefor or against
inclusion of immigrants In order to enhance more {depth discussionswe would
recommend to choose less (not more than three) topics per day and extend the available

time-frame for one topic to one hour at least.

Secondly, e structuring of Day & focusing on identification of current issuesand Day 2

¢ focusing on the future was crucial to facilitate a quality and diverse discussion. The role
play on Day 2 was pscially important toencourageparticipantsto concentrate more on
how to solve the issues identified earlj@vhat also enabled participante take a different
approach to the same issugevealing further standpoints, ambiguity or uncertainty related
to specific aspects of thissue Depending on the specific aimsgsearchersemploying
deliberative methods, should definitely consider what type of refgays(policy-related or
other forms of decisioamaking situations)could enhance the discussiorthe most. In
addition to roleplays the use of experiments could mnsidered and testeé order to

further specify which contexts, which individual characteristics make a difference in relation
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to preferences for inclusion or exclusion of immigrafgp&iments could entail provision
of different information (statistical data) in terms tfematic coverage e.g. data labour
market participation of immigrants or educational level of immigranend more detailed
data ¢ e.g. more information the profil®f immigrants accessing specific welfare benefits
such as family status, length of stiaythe country, etc. Thus, the experiments could add a

further layer and deepen the discussions.

Thirdly,the quality of discussiomalso dependsn the critical question of inclusivity. As the

aim is to encourage diversity of opinions, selection of pgrtintsandthe composition of

the small discussion groups is pivotal. The combined use of (relatively) representative sample
and overrepresentation of specific mino&s in small groupsorked well in WelfSO@Vhile

the topic of the DF should be keptlad¢ F I OAf AGF GAy 3 LI NILAOALI yiaQ
they deem relevant, the choice of principles of oversampling in small groups allows
researchers to delineate thecope of the research by enhancing the voice of specific
minorities within group discusons.While oversampling of certain minorities proved useful

in WelfSOC, we also need to note that the specificities of the oversampled minqréigs

the group of slf-employedc emerged in the discussions with varying strengths, being more
salient aml relevant in relation to some topics while less in relation to otlizuwe to the
limited number of participantsresearch teans should prioritise certain three or four)
demographic characteristics that should be strictly kept during the selection process

leave greater flexibility in relation to the rest of the demographic characteridficsancing
heterogeneity of opiniongannot be controlled by the selection ofticipants only, the
development of the discussioq includingwhat information, whatopinions are shared

highly depends on the group dynamics (as shown in Chapter 7). In this re¢bpemtovision

of information is especially cruciand should form &ey element in the research design

Our last recommendation concertise use of pre and postdeliberation surveys which
provide animportantinsightinto the analysis of attituddormation during the DF. While in
WelfSOC postleliberation sirveywas comucted at the end of Day 2 discussions, it would
have been particularly interesting to repeat the survey few weeks or months after the
discussionsin future research it would be usefiad extend the scope of posteliberation
surveys in order to gamine and learn more about the effects of discussison attitude-
formation in a longer time span Although deliberative methods require careful
methodological planning, these bottoop discussions can contribute to the better
understanding of ideas, pegptions and mechanisms behind welfare attitudes and can
NBEGZSIt 2NRAY Il NaoulLileveliars shade ardivalfgrg Beyediciaries. These
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contributionsmake this method worth to apply and to further develop withire field of

welfare attitudes rsearch.

9.6 WHAT CAN WE LEARN FROM DEMOCRATIC RORUMS

The main motivation for conducting this research was to better understand what the
conditions are for creating more inclusive welfare stateat go beyond the ties of
nationhood and which are able tanitigate social divisions between nationals and
immigrants. That is the reason the research investigated processes of inclusion and
exclusion. However, the contributions of the research are not restricted to a better
understanding of attituddormation; the beneits of the deliberations also need to be
consideredIn an era of increasing populism, when a decline in the ability to listen to each
other and to differing arguments is occurringBachtiger et al., 2018)the need for
deliberation is greater, especially in relation to complex and divisive issues such as
immigration and A YYA IANI yiaQ Ay Of dza A Ehgrefokey followin thes St F I N
presentation of the key findings of the research, these findings are now considered from the

perspective of implications for poliapaking,andfor future research.

9.6.1 Policy implications

The key tenet of deliberative democracy is that pclicgking should not be restricted to the
political elite, and that ordinary people should be more invol{Bdyzek, 2005; Goodin,
2008) One of the very first challenges for proponents of deliberative democracy was to
overcome thecritique that ordinary people are not informed or competent enough to
participate in deliberation and influence poliayaking(Rosenberg, 2014; Sanders, 199%)

is a valid and important question whidformation people access based on which they form
their opinions and attitudes. In this regard, deliberative methods, including DFs, provide a
reasonable platdrm for sharing and elaborating on the views of the public, which enables
researchers and alsoopcy-makers to comprehend what people know and how they
perceive and understand the issues under discussion. Furthermore, DFs are designed to
improve knowledgdoth as a result of interactions between participargedby distributing
evidencebased knowedge(Mansbridge, 2010; Fishkin, 2011; Bachtigealet2018)
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In this regard, WelfSOC DFs and in particdiscussions about immigration, € light on

and informpolicyY I { SNE | 62dzii LIS2LX SQa O2y OSLIiAz2ya | yi
and howpeopledistinguish specific groups of immigranendK 2 6 (1 KSe& @GASE AYYA
duties and rights in thecountry of destination In the UK, misconcejons emerged both in

terms of the size of the immigrant population, but recA YLI2 NI I y Gt & | 62dzi A
excessive access to welfare benefits and services. |ter misconception was further

reinforced by misperceptions about the generosity of wellagaefits. While unemployment

benefits were considere@s one of the key instruments of mismg the British benefit

system, participants did not reflect on-imork benefits such as tax credits, in relation to

which immigrants are slightly oveepresented(VargasSilva, 2019and which indicate the

motivation ofthe latter to work,andthe disadvantaged position of immigrants on the labour

market. Considerig that economic contributions were viewed as the key criteria for
inclusion in the welfare statéhe need to educate people about the reality of immigration

and to encouragepeople to discuss these issues is cledn Norway, misconceptions
emergedconceaningthe length of the process of assessing eligibility for asylum. In all three

groups this issue was flagged as a priority that needed change. Participasidared this
LISNA2R G2 0SS | ¢61FadS 2F GAYS I yReWwesgetiei S 2F
need to share more information aboutasyldnS S{ SNE Q & (I & & addgbolB OS LI A

opportunities for the employment of asyluseekers.

Inrelation to misconceptions, it is important to again stress the finding abmitelevance

of an emerging consensus or competing views and, accordingly, the composition of the
groups and the openness of discussions. Discussions in which competing vieresaied
proved to be efficient at mitigating and critically reflecting on some of the emerging
misconceptiong;S @3 d Ay NBfFGA2Yy G2 AYYAINIryld 62YSyQa
the unemployment and underemployment of immigrants to discrimimaton the labour
market. In contrast, discussions in which there was an overwhelming consesrgiexdtto

be mired in misconceptions, and discouraged participants with conflicting views from
opposing these arguments. First, this finding stresses the berafi the need for a high
level of diversity of views within groups in order to facilitate tixelgange of information and
consideration of various perspectives about the issue. Sec¢bedliscussions on the second
day show that the main issue is not theompetence of individuals to contribute to the
discussions, or to propose policy recommendatigisitation rather emerges in form of

the group dynamics thatcan reduce the scope of potential measures and solutions

Therefore, special attention needs to be devoted to analysing group dynamics and to

271



improving the arrangements that minimise their néiga consequences and guarantee a

high level of autonomy for participants in terms of shaping the discussions.

The firdings about the substantial impact of the institutional and social context also point to
important lessons for polieynakers. Firstthe significance of the framing of the issue of
immigration should be stressed i.e. whether immigrants are viewed as a sbor benefit

in political and public dscourses. The British and the Norwegian debates showed how this
very basic framing had signifidaimplications for the development of discussions and
especially on the scope of policy preferendebated The analyis found evidence for the
impact of both institutional and social context. However, the thesis argued that welfare
institutions have bothinclusive and exclusive elements, and it is rather up to the more
dynamically changing social context to define andpshwhat the desirable approach to
immigration and to the specific groups of immigrants is. Dikeshighlighted the power of
public and plitical discourse to facilitate a more complex and comprehensive understanding

of the issue of immigt#on consideringooth positive and negative aspects.

Focusing specifically on the conditions of inclusion, labour market engagement was
considered to béhe most important issue in both countries. Therefareprder to enhance

the inclusion of immigrants, governments angolicy-makers should focus on how to
facilitate the employment of immigrantsthrough reducing discrimination in the labour
market and spporting recognition of qualifications acquired abroag providing language
courses requalification courses or otheactive labour market programmes. All these
measures and services for supporting the employment of immigrants could increase the
value ofimmigrants and their skills for countrie$ destination which in the debates &are
articulated as the most convinciraygument in favour of immigration and the inclusion of
immigrants in the welfare state. In this respdtts crucial to inform (ingroup) people about

the employment and other related contributions of immigrants to the welfare system, to

tackle key miperceptions, and to present a more balanced picture of immigrants.

In view of growing social divisions, there is an immense need toumbnabre public debates.
Based on our experiences with DBadthe positive feedback of the participants), we are
convinced about the benefits of holding public debates on socially relevant and complex
issues. First, it is important teelp people accesmore information that goes beyond their
own (selected and often closed) communities and sources of information, and to
familiarize them with multiple aspects of issues and thus help them dtiain a more

informed opinion Organizing DFs or similar publiebdtes is a nointrusive way of
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distributing information about the reality of immigration, including its benefits &l as
costs and potential consequences, and connecting people with various backgrounds and
views. Second, DFs can help to give voicartlinary people Governments should devote

more attention to people and consult them more, especially in relation tdfiult and

polarizing social issue8 ¢ KANRX | O0SaaAy3a FyR S@IFfdz GAy3

and preferences can provide preos information about what is seen as acceptable or
dzy  OOSLJil 6t S Ay NBtFGA2Yy G2 deiliidsANlowakdd v =
immigrants. ThudDFs can inform policynakers at various levels of governance about what
the most crucial concers are that need to be tackled to reduce opposition to immigrants

and how to better communicate about immigration

Fram the perspective of future research, deliberative methods as DFs and the high level of
autonomy of participants to shape discussions @seential to improving the measurement

of attitudes. On the one handhese discussions can substantially complemehetfindings

of public opinion surveysOn the other handhe discussions can also help researchers to
refine public opinion surveyg i.e. how questions and answers are formulate@nd to

better accommodate the diversity of considerations behind attitude

9.7 QLOSING REMARKS

byl

This thesiswas committed to analgh y 3 LJdzoft AO | GGAGdzRSa G2 AYYA

welfare state. Such analysiad better understanding of the conditions of inclusion of
immigrants was viewed as important fenhancingthe creaton of more inclusive welfare
states which are able to reconcile social and ethnic heterogeneity with popular support for

latter stressim inclusiveness, social cohesion, and the extension of social solidarity to

immigrants.The research found thatattitud & G2 AYYAIANI yiGaQ Ay Of dzaa 2

changed depending on the specific group of immigrants, and the specific social contexts
and circumstancesunder consideration This changing nature of attitudes suggests
opportunity and greater scope for ifasion. Acknowledging the power of the institutional
and social context, the power of framing, and the identification of key concernghend
resolution of the latter are among the first steps towards the greater inclusion of immigrants.
People need to t& more about the benefits and costs of inclusive policies, as well as about
the consequences of the growing social divisions and tensibith pose the greatest threat

to popular support for and the sustainability of welfare states.
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APPENDIL ¢ SUPPORTINDOCUMENTS RELATED TO THE RESEARCH RESIGICRATIEDRUMS

Tablel ¢ Review of policy proposals formulated by British and Norwegian Democratic Forum participants at the Final Plenary Sessibn on

POLICY PROPOSALS IN RELATION TO IMNMOBRN THERBTISH DF

POLICY PROPOSALS IN RELATION TO IMMIGRATION IN THE NORWEGIAN

LYGNRRdAzZOAY 3 'Yy AYYAIANI GA-RBwl OF LI ol &

Offering intensified training in language, culture and laws and regulations

Restricting access to feehealthcare arvices in the first two yearsthe costs of
healthcare should be covered by the employer or the individual

Issuing temporary residence permits and work permits (to get immigrants faster i
the labour market)

Restricting access to welfabenefitsg entittement for welfare benefits is
conditional on at least two years (two to five years) of employment

Supporting longerm job creation for those with permanent residence

Introducing and ID card system that allows to track use of healthsemaces
and ensures the costs of services are paid

Immigrants to assume greater personal responsibility for own integration

v W w4

Introducingapoind  a SR a8 &adGSY 02y axévéd Nahgyiage A
comprehension, health condition, criminal histagdrequirement of having a

job offer and depositing certain amount of money to cover initial costs of sta
in the country.

Introducing a selective labour immigration system, as Australia and Canada

Creation of a more robust return system for immigragideportation of
criminals.

Starting campaigns aimed at employers to hire immigrants

Introducing anmmigrationcap( setting a pointbased system based on
skilHlevel and introducing a lorgerm follow-up of immigrants and their
influence on the countr

Erhancing linguistic and cultural integration of immigrants through mandatory
Norwegian language courses, requirements for work andssdffciency for economig
migrants
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Introducing anmmigrationcap( setting a pointbased system based on
skilHeveland introducing a longerm follow-up of immigrants and their
influence on the country

Issuing work permit from day one

Table8 ¢ The socialemographic characteristied the Participants in the Democratic Forums

Patticipant References | Vote for Gender| Age Highest level of education Work status Household's Ethnic
No. Total party in next total net minority
election income, all
sources
NORWAY: RED GROUROUNQGunder 35 years) overrepresented in the group
1 221 Labour Female| Under | Tertiary, Bachelors or equivalen In fulktime No answer No
24 level (3 years or less) education
2 166 Labour Female| 2534 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | In fulktime M - 4th decile | No
level, or above education
3 2 Conservative| Female| 25-34 | Tettiary, Bachelors or equivalen| Working full time No answer No
Party level (3 years or less) answer
4 18 Red Party Female| 25-34 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | Working full time F- 5th decile No
level, or above
5 69 Labour Female| 3544 | Upper secondary educatio Working full time C-3rd decile | Yes
completed (ISCED 3)
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6 41 Labour Female| 3544 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | Working part time | C-3rd decile | Yes
level, or above
7 21 Conservative| Male Under | Tertiary, Bachelors or equivalen Working part time | R-2nd decile | No
Party 24 level (3 yeas or less)
8 119 Christian Male 2534 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | In fulFtime M - 4th decile | No
Democrats level, or above education
9 131 Conservative| Male 2534 | Tertiary, Bachelors or equivalery Working full time H - 10th decile | No
Party level (3 yars or less)
10 150 Liberal Party | Male 2534 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | In fulFtime S- 6th decile No
level, or above education
11 391 Conservative| Male 2534 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | Working full time P - 8th decile No
Party level, or aboe
NORWAY BLUE GROUMIDDLEAGEN35-54 years) participant®verrepresented in the group)
12 137 Labour Female| 2534 | Tertiary, Bachelors arquivalent | Working part time | R-2nd decile | Yes
level (3 years or less)
13 28 Socialist Left| Female| 2534 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | In fulktime M - 4th decile | No
level, or above education
14 252 Conservative| Female| 4554 | Tertiary,Bachelors or equivaleni Working full time P - 8th decile No
Party level (3 years or less)
15 84 Centre Party | Female| 3544 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | Permanently sick o R-2nd decile | No

level, or above

disabled
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16 41 Labour Female| 4554 | Tertiary, Bachelors or equivalerny Working part time | P- 8th decile No
level (3 years or less)
17 42 Lberal Party | Male Under | Upper secondary education In fulktime J- 1st decile Yes
24 completed (ISCED 3) education
18 48 Labour Male 2534 | Uppersecondary education Working full time R-2nd decile | Yes
completed (ISCED 3)
19 46 Conservative| Female| 35-44 | Tertiary, Bachelors or equivalen Stay at home to S- 6th decile Yes
Party level (3 years or less) look after house/
family
20 89 Labour Female| 4554 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | Working full time H- 10th decile | No
level, or above
21 150 Conservative| Male 4554 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | Working full time H- 10th decile | No
Party level, or above
22 164 Conservative| Male 5564 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | Working full time D-9th decile | No
Party level, or above
NORWAY GREEN GROWM®LDAGEDQover 55 yearspeople overrepresented in the group
23 68 Labour Male Under | Tertiary, Bachelors or equivalery Working full time P-8th decile | Yes
24 level (3 years oless)
24 142 Conservative| Male 25-34 | Tertiary, Bachelors or equivaler In fulFtime R-2nd decile | No
Party level (3years or less) education
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25 112 Progress Male 3544 | Tertiary, Bachelors agquivalent | Working part time | S- 6th decile No
Party level (3 years or less)
26 22 Conservative| Female| 4554 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | Permanently sick or F- 5th decile No
Party level, or above disabled
27 71 Red Party Female| 3544 | Tertiary,Bachelors or equivalen{ Unemployed, C-3rd decile | No
level (3 years or less) looking for job
28 31 Labour Female| 4554 | Tertiary, Masters or equivalent | Working full time H- 10th decile | No
level, or above
29 49 Labour Female| 4554 | Tertiary,Bachelors or equivaleni Working full time M - 4th decile | No
level (3 years or less)
30 106 Labour Female| 65+ Tertiary, Bachelors or equivalen Retired D-9th decile | No
level (3 years or less)
31 50 Socialist Left| Female| 65+ Tertiary, Masters oequivalent | Retired S- 6th decile No
level, or above
32 22 Labour Male 5564 | Primary or less Permanently sick ol R-2nd decile | No
disabled
33 103 Labour Male 65+ Tertiary,Masters or equivalent | Retired K- 7th decile No
level, or above
34 0 Conservative| Male 65+ Tertiary, Bachelors or equivalen Retired P - 8th decile No
Party level (3 years or less)
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Participant Referenceg Vote for Gencer | Age Highest level of education Work status Household's Ethnic
number Total party in next total net minority
election income, all
sources

UNITED KINGDOM: GREEN GROUIREMPLOYEfieople overrepresented in the group

40 163 | No Answer | Female| 2534 |[¢ SNI A NBE X . I OK|Working fulltime | M -4th decile | Yes
level @ years or less)

41 190 | NoAnswer | Female| 4554 | Upper secondary education Working part time | S- 6th decile No
completed (ISCED 3)

42 3 | Labour Female| 2534 | Lower secondary education Stay at home to R-2nd decile | Yes
completed (ISCED 2) look after house/

family
43 33| Labour Male Under | Upper secondary education In fulktime K- 7th decile No
24 completed (ISCED 3) education

44 483 | Conservative| Female| 3544 | Upper secondary education Working part time | D-9th decile | No
completed (ISCED 3)

45 347 | Don't Know | Female| 65+ Uppersecondary education Retired M - 4th decile | No
completed (ISCED 3)

46 255 | Don't Know | Male 3544 | Upper secondary education Working full time M - 4th decile | No
completed (ISCED 3)

47 173 | Don't Know | Femaé | 65+ Upper secondary education Retired J- 1st decile No
completed (ISCED 3)
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48 130 | Labour Male 4554 | Upper secondary education Permanently sick orf C- 3rd decile | Yes
completed (ISCED 3) disabled
49 86 | Labour Female| 4554 | Upper secondary education Working part time | J- 1stdecile Yes
compkted (ISCED 3)
51 138 | UKIP Female| Under | Lower secondary education Stay at home to S- 6th decile No
24 completed (ISCED 2) look after house/
family
UNITED KINGDOM: YELLOW GROBEJFHNICN (participants with ethnic rmority backgroundoverrepresented in the group)
60 45| Don't Know | Male 2534 | Upper secondary education Working full time J- 1st decile Yes
completed (ISCED 3)
61 47 | Lib Dems Male 2534 | Upper secondary education Working full time M - 4th decile | Yes
completed (ISCED 3)
62 43 | Labour Male |2534 [¢SNIAFNESX . I OK|Workingfulltime | D-9thdecile | Yes
level (3 years or less)
63 115| Conservative| Female| Under | Upper secondary education In fulktime Unassigned No
24 completed (ISCED 3) education
64 129 | LibDems Male [2534 [¢SNIAFNEX . I OK|Workingfulltime | P-8thdecile | No
level (3 years or less)
65 34 | Don't Know | Female| Under [ ¢ SNI A NB X . I OK| Working fulltime | P-8th decile | Yes
24 level (3 years or less)
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66 164 | Labour Male |4554 [¢ SNI ALl NBEX . I OK|Working fulltime | H-10th decile | Yes
level (3 years or less)

67 304 | Labour Male |[2534 [¢SNI Al NEBX . I OK|Workingfulltime | P-8thdecile | No
level (3 years or less)

68 267 | Labour Female | 3544 | Upper secondary education Working part time | F-5th decile Yes
completed (ISCED 3)

69 293 | Labour Male [2534 |¢SNIAFNEBZ . I OK|Workingfulltime |D-9thdecile | No
level (3 years or less)

70 43| Lib Dems Male 5564 | Upperseconday education Working full time D-9th decile | Yes
completed (ISCED 3)

71 27 | Don't Know | Female| 2534 |¢ SNI A NB S . I OK| Working fulltime | P-8thdecile | Yes
level (3 years or less)

UNITECKINGDOM ORANGE GROUBELEMPLOYED participantserrepresented in the group

80 228 | Conservative| Female| 4554 | Upper secondary education Working part time | R-2nd decile | No
completed (ISCED 3)

81 33| Don'tKnow | Female| Under | ¢ SNII A | NB > . I OK| Working fulltime | D-9th decile | No

24 level (years or less)

82 31 | Conservative| Female| 3544 | Upper secondary education Working full time H-10th decile | No
completed (ISCED 3)

83 72 | Don't Know | Female| 4554 | ¢ SNI A NE X . I OK| Working part time | S-6th decile | No

level (3 years oless)
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84 294 | Conservative| Male 4554 | Upper secondary education Working full time P - 8th decile No
completed (ISCED 3)

85 77 | Conservative| Male 65+ Lower secondary education Retired J- 1stdecile No
completed (ISCED 2)

86 78 | UKIP Male 2534 | Upper secondar education Working full time D-9th decile | No
completed (ISCED 3)

87 57 | Conservative| Female| 65+ ¢CSNIAINEX . I OK| Retired S-6th decile | No
level (3 years or less)

88 166 | Don't Know | Male 2534 | Upper secondary education Working full time H-10th decile | Yes
completed (ISCEB)

89 195 | Labour Male 4554 [ ¢ SNI A NBEX . I OK| Working full time K- 7th decile | No
level (3 years or less)

90 96 | Labour Female| 2534 | Uppersecondary education Working full time F- 5th decile Yes

completed (ISCED 3)
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Table9 ¢ The Agenda of the WelfSOC Democratic Forums

DEMOCRATIC FORUM DAY 1

DEMOCRATIC FORUM DAY 2

14.2514.45: issue 1 (20 min presentation by
rapporteurs, followed by 40-15 min wholegroup
discussion)

14.4515.05: issue 2

Time Content Time Content
9.009.30 FIRST ROUND OF QUESTIONNAIRE
9.30-10.15 PLENARYWELCOME AND INORUCTION 9.00-10.30 PLENARY PRESENTATION OF STIMULUS + Q&A WITH EX
9.309.45 Welcome and introduction (15 minutes) 9.009.15 2 St 0O2YSOMKMElI tAPSE RAAOdzAAAZ2Y
9.4510.15 G2 KFG Aa 6SETFEFNB LJ2fAO@K{915945 Stimulus presentation
10.1510.30 Break 9.4510.15 Q&A session with experts
10.30:11.00 Presentation of the five themes (lead facilitator) 10.1510.30 Break
11.00-15.30 BREAKOUSESSIONS 10.3010.45 BREAKOUT SESSIQNR®OLE PLAY
11.0012.00 Explaining breakout sessions (5noiies) 10.4512.15 Explaining breakout sessions (5 minutes)

First breakout session (25 minutes) First breakout session (25 minutes)

Break (5 minutes) Break (5 minutes)

Second breakout session (25 minutes) Second breakout session (25 minutes)
Break (5 minuts)
Third breakout session (25 minutes)

12.0012.45 LUNCH 12.1513.00 LUNCH
12.4514.25 Third breakout session (25 minutes) 13.0014.00 Fourth breakout session (25 minutes)

Break (5 minutes) Break (5 minutes)

Fourth breakout session (25 minutes) Fifth breakout session (25 minutes)

Break (5 minutes) Break (5 minutes)

Fifth breakout session (25 minutes)

Break (15 minutes)
14.2517.00 PLENARY SESSIORNDINGS AND PREPARATION F{ 14.00-16.30 PLENARY SESSIQOR&A, PRESENTATION OF PRIORINES /

THE STIMULUS VOTE
14.2516.30 Presentation of breakout discussions 14.0014.30 Plenary Q&A session between participants and experts (i.€

research teanmembers), in order to discuss/clarify any issue
raised during breakout sessions
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15.0515.25: issue 3
15.2515.40: Break
15.4016.00: issue 4
16.0016.20: issue 5
16.20:16.30: Break

14.3014.45

hLISYyAy3 (GKS ao02E Tifghhylissudsdratk
have not been raised before the vote takes place

16.3017.00

Open session

14.4516.15

Presentation of priorities and vote
14.4515.00: Income inequality
15.0015.15: Immigration
15.1515.30: Gender

15.3015.45: Break

15.4516.00: Integenerational issues
16.0016.15: Labour Market
16.1516.30: Any other issues

16.30:17.00

SECOND ROUNF QHE QUESTIONNAIRE
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Excerpts of the Information Package provided to the Participants of Democratic Forums
in the UK¢ including only the sectia on immigration

* University of
2. Immigration

What is the foreign-born proportion of the UK population?

Around 13% of the UK population are born abroad. Most of these foreign
citizens are born in Poland, India and Ireland.? In total, around 5% of the UK
population are born in other European Union countries.

The UK’s migrant population is concentrated in London. Around 37% of people
living in the UK who were born abroad live in the capital city. Similarly, around
37% of people living in London were born outside the UK, compared with 13%
for the UK as a whole.

How did net migration evolve over the past decades?

Table 6. Evolution of net migration in the United Kingdom, 1970-2014

Migration (thousands)

Highest in current series
700

600 — —
Immigration / ™ i

500

400

Emigrati

More emigrants than immigrants

300

200 Net Migration

100

0

| Revised NetMigration |
-100

1970 1975 1880 1985 1990 1995 2000 TZWE T 2010 T20|4
EUS + EU2 Croatia
Maita and Cyprus
Calendar Year Countries gaining accession to the EU
Source: Long-term Ii tional Migration - Int tional P ger Survey (IPS), Office for National Statistics

* Source: University of Oxford Migration Observatory.
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e Between 1970 and the early 1990s, the level of immigration in the UK
was relatively stable;

e Between 1995 and 2004, the gap between immigration and emigration
increased;

o Between 2004 and 2013, the levels of immigration and emigration
remained stable and even decreased in 2012;

o [n 2014, net migration reached its highest level.

Net migration is the number of people moving to live in a particular country
(immigration) minus the number of people moving out of that country to live
elsewhere (emigration).

If more people are arriving than leaving, net migration is a positive number,
which means net immigration. If more people are leaving than arriving, net
migration is a negative number, which means net emigration. Since the mid-
1990s, there has been an increasing level of net immigration in the United
Kingdom, as the above graph shows.

It is important to recognise that net migration does not by itself indicate the full
extent of population change. It is only a part of the picture. If immigration and
emigration are roughly equal, net migration will be low irrespective of how
many people arrive and leave.

In 2014, 636,000 people (+84,000 compared to 2013) came to live in the United
Kingdom, while 307,000 (-9,000) people left the country. As such, the level of
net immigration in 2014 was 329,000 (+ 94,000). This is the highest level of net
immigration ever recorded in the United Kingdom.

11

* University of
a Kent

308



University of
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How many immigrants come from other European Union countries?

Table 7. Evolution of net migration by citizenship in the United Kingdom, 1975-2015

Net Migration (thousands)

300 Highest since
250 YE Dec 2011
Non-EU Citizens ‘
200 X X%
150 Ay
100 EU Cnt-szjs \ Highest
) recorded
50
T = S
-50 - — f “‘.“’ ) / ‘-_‘ ,-' ) Ennshamens[—\ X - X
-100 S~ . : Higher emigration
Largest British net migration — thanimmigration
-150
1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 2014 2015
q1q2q3g4q1
YE = Year Ending
ql=YE March
q2= YE June
Calendar Year q3=YESep
q4=YE Dec

Source: Long-term International Migration, Office for National Statistics

e Most immigrants come from non-EU countries;

o The level of EU immigration has been on the rise since 2012 and now the
numbers from EU and non-EU countries are nearly equal

In 2013, 14% of people migrating to the UK were British nationals, 38% were
nationals of other EU countries, and 47% were nationals of non-EU countries.

Net migration of EU citizens was 183,000 in 2014 (+53,000 compared to 2013),
the highest level ever recorded. Non-EU net migration has also increased to
196,000 in 2014 (+39,000), but remains lower than in 2004, when it reached
more than 250,000. Since 1975, there have been more British nationals leaving
the United Kingdom than entering it.

12
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Why do people migrate to the United Kingdom?

Table 8. Long-Term International Migration estimates of immigration to the UK, by main
reason for migration

Immigration (thousands)

~Work-related Acc fjoin = ormal study == Other —oNot stated

300

a4 g4 a4 4 949142 q3 949192 g3 g4 q1 G2 g3 94 q1 G243 g4 q1 q2 g3 g4 q1
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
q1 YEMarch YE=Year Ending Rolling years
g2 YE June
q3 YE September
q4 YE December

Source: Long-term International Migration, Office for National Statistics

e The main reason for immigration is to work in the UK
o The next most important reason is to study

Since 2012, work has been the main reason for migrants to come and live in the
United Kingdom. Study was the most common main reason for immigration
during the period 2009-12, and the reduction in the number of people migrating
to the UK to study since then reflects a reduction in the number of student visas
issued to students from outside the European Economic Area® and Switzerland.

Of those whose main reason for migration was work-related, the majority (59%)
were EU citizens; whereas of those whose main reason for migration was study,
the majority (72%) were non-EU citizens. Changes in flows of people migrating
for these reasons are affected by the differing rights of EU and non-EU citizens
to migrate to the UK and by the impact of government policy.

3 Countries from the European Economic Area include all European Union member states, as well as Norway,
Iceland and Liechtenstein.
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Can immigrants claim benefits?

The rules are complicated. Most non-EU nationals who are subject to
immigration control are not allowed access to “public funds” (such as
jobseekers’ allowance or tax credits), although they can use public services like
the NHS and education.

EU citizens who are working have similar access to the benefits as UK citizens.
For jobseekers or people not working, the rules for determining eligibility can
be complex and vary depending on the type of benefit in question.

The government has introduced various restrictions on European Economic
Area (EEA) citizens’ access to benefits. Their impacts on total welfare spending
are hard to quantify but are not likely to be large.

Foreign born people are less likely to be receiving key Department for Work
and Pensions (DWP) out-of-work benefits than the UK born, but more likely to
be receiving tax credits.

It is unclear whether current or proposed welfare restrictions would reduce
future immigration.

Do foreigners use the NHS?

‘Deliberate’ use of the NHS —use by those who come here specifically to
receive free treatment or who come for other reasons but take advantage of the
system when they’re here— is hard to quantify. It is thought to be very roughly
between £110 million and £280 million a year.

‘Normal’ use of the NHS —by foreign visitors who have ended up being treated
while in England— is estimated to cost about £1.8 billion a year.

The majority of these costs aren’t currently charged for. Only about £500
million is thought to be recoverable or chargeable at the moment.

The cost of the NHS is about £138 billion, so use by foreigners accounts for
about one and a half per cent of NHS spending. British people use health
services in other countries some of which is free.
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Is immigration likely to increase in the future?

It is difficult to predict how migration flows are going to evolve in the future, as
there are many factors that can influence this including government policies,
geopolitical changes and job creation/opportunities. Recent attempts to predict
the evolution of net migration in the United Kingdom did not reflect the current
reality. For instance, the Office for National Statistics predicted higher levels of
emigration and lower levels of immigration in the United Kingdom.
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Excerpts of thdnformation Package provided to the Participants of Democratic Forums
in Norway¢ including only the section on immigratiotin Norwegian)

NOVA S

Velferdsforskningsinstituttet

HBGSKOLEN | OSLO
0G AKERSHUS

INNVANDRERE
ARBEID

e Etflertall av voksne innvandrere er i jobb.

e Deter stort mangfold blant innvandrere. Enkelte grupper er spesielt utsatte og har
hgyere arbeidsledighet og lavere sysselsetting, mens andre har hgyere sysselsetting enn
majoritetsbefolkningen.

Sysselsatte i alt og sysselsatte innvandrere etter verdensregion. Absolutte tall
og i prosent av personer 15-74 r i hver gruppe. 4. kvartal

2014 Endring siste tolv maneder
2013 -2014
Absolutte Absolutte
tall Prosent | tall Prosentpoeng
Hele befolkningen 2650000 68.5 31000 -0.1
Befolkningen eksklusive innvandrere 2268175 69.4 7587 -0.1
Innvandrere i alt 381825 63.4 23413 0.3
Norden 48791 76 967 -03
Vest-Europa utenom Norden og
Tyrkia 43182 70.6 1792 -0.1
EU-land i @st-Europa 113330 73.2 10484 0.3
@st-Europa utenfor EU 31778 63.7 1701 0.9
Nord-Amerika og Oseania 6763 66 142 0
Asia 96464 56 5296 0.8
Afrika 29289 42 2496 0.1
Ser- og Mellom-Amerika 12228 62.6 535 -05

Kilde: Statistisk Sentralbyra

Innvandrerbefolkningen med bakgrunn fra Asia og Afrika har en lavere
sysselsettingsgrad enn andre innvandrergrupper. Dette kan delvis
forklares med at disse gruppene har et stgrre innslag av flyktninger med
kort botid i Norge. Med lengre botid gker sjansen for sysselsetting, men
forskjellene mellom gruppene utjevnes likevel ikke helt over tid.

Sysselsettingen er hgyere blant norskfgdte personer med
innvandrerforeldre enn for innvandrere.
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