
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=mijs20

International Journal of Sociology

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: www.tandfonline.com/journals/mijs20

Attitudes Toward Immigration in Europe.
Understanding the Links Between Pronatalism
and Voluntary Childlessness

Ivett Szalma & Marieke Heers

To cite this article: Ivett Szalma & Marieke Heers (05 Mar 2024): Attitudes Toward Immigration
in Europe. Understanding the Links Between Pronatalism and Voluntary Childlessness,
International Journal of Sociology, DOI: 10.1080/00207659.2024.2319420

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2024.2319420

© 2024 The Author(s). Published with
license by Taylor & Francis Group, LLC

Published online: 05 Mar 2024.

Submit your article to this journal 

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=mijs20
https://www.tandfonline.com/journals/mijs20?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/00207659.2024.2319420
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2024.2319420
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=mijs20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=mijs20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/00207659.2024.2319420?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/00207659.2024.2319420?src=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/00207659.2024.2319420&domain=pdf&date_stamp=05 Mar 2024
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/00207659.2024.2319420&domain=pdf&date_stamp=05 Mar 2024


Attitudes Toward Immigration in Europe. Understanding 
the Links Between Pronatalism and Voluntary Childlessness

Ivett Szalmaa,b and Marieke Heersc 

aHUN-REN Centre for Social Sciences, Hungarian Academy of Sciences Centre of Excellence, Budapest, 
Hungary; bCorvinus University of Budapest, Budapest, Hungary; cSwiss Centre of Expertise in the Social 
Sciences (FORS), c/o University of Lausanne, Lausanne, Switzerland 

ABSTRACT 
Many European societies follow pronatalist family policies; neverthe
less, in all countries, the total fertility rate is below replacement level 
and the rate of childless people is growing. Meanwhile, among demog
raphers and policymakers, immigration is discussed as a way to 
increase the labor force and recently also to maintain the population 
size. This study contributes to a better understanding of individuals’ 
attitudes on these issues by examining the factors that influence the 
acceptance of immigration from the prism of attitudes toward volun
tary childlessness. Attitudes toward immigrants as well as attitudes 
toward voluntary childlessness vary across and within European soci
eties. From a selective pronatalist perspective, both factors might 
threaten the survival of the nation. Therefore, in this study, we assess 
the extent to which attitudes toward voluntary childlessness relate to 
attitudes toward immigrants. We differentiate attitudes toward immi
grants as an economic and as a cultural threat. We use data from the 
European Social Survey (Round 9) and apply multilevel linear regression 
models. Our results show that there is a strong association between the 
acceptance of immigrants and voluntary childlessness at the individual 
level. At the country level, the female childlessness rate is associated 
with attitudes toward immigration: higher female childlessness rates 
are associated with more favorable attitudes toward immigration.
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Introduction

This study unfolds the link between an increasingly relevant dimension of the pronatal
ism concept, namely whether attitudes toward voluntarily childless individuals and atti
tudes toward immigration. Across social science disciplines, the term ‘pronatalism’ has 
different conceptual connotations. From a demographic perspective, all policies that 
encourage childbearing are pronatalist policies (Gietel-Basten, Rotkirch, and Sobotka 
2022). Historically, pronatalist policies were one of the two main pillars of population 
policies, the other being immigration policy, and the two worked side by side, not 
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against each other (Marois, B�elanger, and Lutz 2020). In political science, pronatalism is 
considered as a political discourse that promotes and glorifies parenthood and having 
children, often to the point of considering it a moral duty or imperative (Yuval-Davis 
1997). Ha�skov�a and Dudov�a (2020) draw attention to the ideological approach of pro
natalism, since pronatalism is often connected to nativism and anti-immigration fears 
through pronatalist discourses. Better understanding of this relationship is important 
with respect to current societal functioning for a number of reasons. First, studying the 
relationship between attitudes toward immigrants and attitudes toward voluntary child
lessness is important because immigration can counterbalance lower fertility rates. 
Second, immigrants and voluntarily childless individuals are sometimes targets of soci
etal exclusion and stigmatization in pronatalist and anti-immigrant societies 
(Harrington 2019; Creighton and Jamal 2022). Third, it is essential to understand 
whether individuals who reject voluntary childlessness also reject immigration to grasp 
the potential reasons behind the exclusion and stigmatization of immigrants and to 
develop strategies for preventing such stigmatization. Finally, we broaden existing theo
ries of pronatalism by examining the link between the two issues. While there is a gen
eral understanding that population decline and immigration are two of the most 
pressing demographic challenges, attitudes toward both have hardly been analyzed 
(Ceobanu and Koropeckyj-Cox 2013) and have not been analyzed in a framework as 
suggested by the present study. This gap is surprising given that prior research has 
clearly identified attitudes as crucial factors for policy making (Dra�zanov�a 2022).

In this article, we address the following research question: Is there a link between 
attitudes toward voluntary childlessness and attitudes toward immigrants in European 
societies and how do European regions differ in this respect? To answer these questions, 
we analyze data from the European Social Survey (ESS) Round 9 from 2018. The ESS 
measured attitudes toward voluntary childlessness by asking the question: How much do 
you approve or disapprove if a woman/man chooses never to have children? A split-sam
ple design was applied, and respondents answered only one version of the item: half of 
them were surveyed concerning the norm for women (but not for men) and half con
cerning the norm for men (but not for women). The ESS measured attitudes toward 
immigration in two dimensions: concerning the economic dimension the following 
question was asked: Would you say it is generally bad or good for [country]’s economy 
that people come to live here from other countries? And concerning the cultural dimen
sion the following question was asked: Would you say that [country]’s cultural life is 
generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from other countries?

This exploratory study brings together two important current demographic trends: 
migration and voluntary childlessness. It takes an attitudinal perspective and examines 
whether and how attitudes toward voluntary childlessness are related to the differences 
in attitudes toward immigrants. Two dimensions of attitudes toward immigrants are 
distinguished, those from an economic and those from a cultural perspective. Previous 
studies have shown that both are influenced by the economic environment of a given 
country and the social and economic situation of a given individual (Hainmueller and 
Hiscox 2007; Davidov and Meuleman 2012; Ceobanu and Koropeckyj-Cox 2013). Yet so 
far neither the economic nor the cultural dimension have been studied in relation to 
voluntary childlessness.
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The next sections proceed as follows: First, we describe the theoretical framework of 
how attitudes toward voluntary childlessness predict attitudes toward immigration in its 
economic and cultural dimension. The theoretical framework consists of three parts, 
namely (1) the significance of pronatalist and immigration discourses in Europe, (2) fer
tility and immigration policies, and (3) theoretical considerations on the relationship 
between attitudes toward voluntary childlessness and attitudes toward immigration. We 
then describe the data, sample and method, before presenting the empirical results. 
These results are discussed in the final part.

Background: attitudes toward voluntary childlessness as a predictor of 
attitudes toward immigration

The relationship between attitudes to migration and voluntary childlessness has not been 
examined before. Previous theories have linked the phenomenon of migration with low 
fertility. First, a UN report in 2000 mentioned the concept of replacement migration 
which is needed to maintain the size of the total population and the size of the working- 
age population. There were lots of reactions to this report and Coleman (2002) considered 
that the report dismissed negative implications of high immigrant inflows such as social 
conflict between natives and immigrants. Then, Coleman (2006) developed the Third 
Demographic Transition theory which claims that replacement migration is inevitable, 
and he further stipulated that it had started in Western Europe and the United States.

However, none of the above-mentioned approaches considered attitudes. These theo
ries only account for actual migration and fertility rates. Public attitudes which refer to 
sentiments and dispositions of the population with respect to replacement migration 
have rarely been examined empirically. Ceobanu and Koropeckyj-Cox (2013) study is 
an exception. They examined cross-country variation in public attitudes toward replace
ment migration for counteracting population aging, although they also confirmed that 
attitudes about replacement migration are correlated with more general attitudes toward 
immigration. Their results showed that childless individuals are more comfortable with 
immigration-focused population policies than with pronatalism as a solution to the 
problems of population aging (Ceobanu and Koropeckyj-Cox 2013). For individuals 
with children the opposite holds. Comparing childless and non-childless individuals is 
new because until then attitudes of childless individuals received little attention in the 
literature on attitudes about immigration. At the same time, rising proportions of child
less adults and increased acceptance of those without children in many European coun
tries (Sobotka and Testa 2008; Merz and Liefbroer 2012) are likely to influence debates 
about future population policies (Ceobanu and Koropeckyj-Cox 2013).

In this study, we examine this gap, the relationship between attitudes related to migra
tion and attitudes related to voluntary childlessness. For this, we review the literature on 
political discourses, policies, and attitudes on migration and voluntary childlessness.

The significance of pronatalist and immigration discourses in Europe

Political discourses surrounding declining fertility are led in all of Europe (De Zordo, 
Marre, and Smietana 2022). In a recent study, Pet}o et al. (2022) have shown that 
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political debates on demography continue to gain in importance within the European 
Union. Low fertility is a societal challenge across Europe (Saczuk 2013; May 2015; Lutz 
et al. 2019). Since the growing proportion of individuals aged 65 and older in relation 
to the total population, the so-called old-age dependency ratio, which causes a lack of 
labor supply in Europe and puts many national pension systems at risk. Consequently, 
many European countries rely on immigration to cover their declining labor forces and 
to sustain their economies (Saczuk 2013; May 2015). While immigration can economic
ally be useful to compensate for declining population numbers (Morgan 2003; Begall 
and Mills 2011; Sobotka, Skirbekk, and Philipov 2011; May 2015), it can also “make 
substantial, presumably permanent, changes to the ethnic and religious make-up of 
Western receiving count” (Coleman 2009:451). Yet, culturally this represents challenges 
in some countries, particularly in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) which are ethnic
ally more homogeneous, and these countries have relatively low levels of immigration 
such as Czechia, Poland, and Hungary (Vachudova 2020).

In the political discourse, below replacement level fertility is part of the political agenda 
and many governments have sought to find a demographic solution: to raise birth rates with 
a promotion of conservative family values, where women have a duty and responsibility to 
bear children and thus secure the future of the nation (Gietel-Basten et al. 2022:2). Although 
immigration can slow the pace of population aging and counter fertility decline, this solu
tion is not accepted by everyone among the European political elite (Coleman 2002). These 
differences caused different discourses about migration. In some countries, such as 
Germany and Sweden, the main discourse puts forward human rights issues (Lyck-Bowen 
and Owen 2019). In other countries, like Hungary, the discourse about immigrants is linked 
to issues of the survival of the nation. In some European countries, a decrease in fertility 
rates among socially dominant groups has been used by right-wing politicians to fuel anti- 
immigrant and other xenophobic sentiments (Pet}o et al. 2022). In this political discourse 
not wanting to have children is not acceptable as it endangers the survival of the nation.

Discourses directly impact attitudes of citizens in the respective countries. Prior 
cross-sectional research found that exclusionary political elites are associated with more 
hostile public opinion (Hjerm 2007; Bohman 2011), while openness toward newcomers 
is more common in countries with inclusionary political elites (Czymara 2020). Mitchell 
(2021) has shown that anti-immigration attitudes are higher in countries with patriotic 
and nationalistic political elites. Across Europe, discourses are more heterogeneous with 
respect to migration as compared to pronatalism.

Fertility and immigration policies

Within European societies, pronatalist and immigration policies are very diverse (H€ohn 
1988). While the aim of fertility policies is the same: to increase the number of births in 
Europe, governments try to reach that objective with different family policies. Regarding 
immigration policy there is no common goal in Europe.

Fertility policies in Europe
Low fertility rates and population aging are challenges that affect most developed coun
tries (Th�evenon 2011; Muthuta and Laoswatchaikul 2022). To counteract them, national 
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governments use a variety of family policy instruments. Yet, European countries empha
size different areas of family support, and the proximity of countries to each other 
increases the similarity in their fertility policies (Th�evenon 2011).

In the Nordic countries, they try to increase fertility by improving and maintaining 
gender equality, supporting women’s reentry into the labor market by helping them to 
reconcile work and private life, and emphasizing the involvement of fathers in child- 
rearing (Duvander, Lappegård, and Andersson 2010; Th�evenon 2011). Meanwhile in the 
Continental European countries they employ explicit types of family support, which pri
marily imply a high level of financial support through benefits and tax exemption 
(Th�evenon 2011; Muthuta and Laoswatchaikul 2022). Furthermore, in the CEE coun
tries also have pronatalist family policies, but these countries place more emphasis on 
traditional family values and gender roles to stimulate fertility while they place less 
emphasis on gender equality and on reconciling women’s work and private lives 
(Th�evenon 2011; Frejka et al. 2016; Szalma et al. 2022).1 Thus, in CEE countries volun
tary childlessness is less accepted than in the Nordic or Western European countries 
because it contradicts traditional family values (Merz and Liefbroer 2012).

Migration policies in Europe
The migration policies have been very heterogeneous in European countries and an 
unexpected large number immigration inflow into Europe in 2015 brought these differ
ences to the surface. The handling and experiences of this influx differed across coun
tries. There have been noteworthy differences in various European countries’ willingness 
to help newly arrived people. Countries such as Sweden and Germany have generally 
emphasized the humanitarian imperative to help and welcome migrants, whereas others 
including Hungary, Poland and the UK have been notably more skeptical and reluctant 
to open their borders (Lyck-Bowen and Owen 2019:22). This inflow of immigrants into 
Europe triggered debates about who can become a citizen. Obtaining citizenship is also 
very different in the countries of Europe. Citizenship policy in the scientific literature is 
taken as an outcome of inclusive versus exclusive national self-understandings 
(Simonsen 2017). Obtaining citizenship is much more difficult for migrants than obtain
ing a residence permit, because with this, European states are not protecting their terri
tory; rather they are managing the boundaries of national membership (Wimmer 2013). 
Thus, in countries where citizenship can be obtained more easily the attitude toward 
immigrants can also be more favorable (Koopmans, Michalowski, and Waibel 2012).

Attitudes toward immigrants and voluntary childlessness

Attitudes refer to the sentiments and dispositions of the population with respect to a 
specific social issue. The results of previous research suggest that the most decisive indi
cator of attitudes toward immigrants is the sense of threat attributed to a given immi
grant community (Hellwig and Sinno 2017; Heath et al. 2020). The threats attributed to 
certain types of immigrants, or even to immigrants altogether, can be of several types. 
On the one hand, threats can be interpreted in economic terms, which in most cases 
means that the person feels their livelihood and position in the labor market is threat
ened by the influx of new workers (Hellwig and Sinno 2017). However, the feeling of 
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economic threat can arise not only from the individual’s own personal situation, but 
also from the situation of his or her social group, meaning that it can exist if the indi
vidual feels that his or her own social group is unjustly deprived of opportunities 
because of the immigrants (Meuleman et al. 2020 cited in Heath et al. 2020). According 
to Gorodzeisky and Semyonov (2016), the increased labor force formed by immigrants 
can pose a so-called competitive threat to the society of a given country. This competi
tive threat arises from two main sources: the economic environment of a given country 
and the social and economic situation of a given individual (Gallego and Pardos-Prado 
2014).

Besides economic reasons for not supporting migration there are also cultural ones, 
where individuals feel that immigrants endanger their native culture and identity 
(Markaki and Longhi 2013; Gorodzeisky and Semyonov 2016). These include reasons 
such as racism, xenophobia and milder forms of nationalist sentiments such as social 
norms or cultural preferences (O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006). Some individuals feel 
threatened by migrants whom they perceive as having different views on important 
societal issues such as democracy, homosexuality, religion, or women’s emancipation 
that relate to voluntary childlessness and thereby impact a country’s culture and values 
(Glas 2023).

Individuals worldwide seem to increasingly consider voluntary childlessness (i.e. the 
choice not to have any children) as an alternative to parenthood. Hence, not having 
children is no longer as unusual as it was in the past (Albertini and Brini 2021). 
According to empirical research attitudes toward voluntary childlessness are more favor
able among women, higher educated, less religious, and those who are employed 
(Koropeckyj-Cox and Pendell 2007; Rijken and Merz 2014). However, Europe cannot be 
considered homogeneous: The highest approval rates related to childlessness were found 
in Northern and Western European countries, while the lowest approval rates were 
found in formerly communist Eastern European countries. Attitudes toward voluntary 
childlessness have been the topic of multiple studies (Merz and Liefbroer 2012; Rijken 
and Merz 2014) but have never been linked to migration-related attitudes. The aim of 
this research is to explore the relationship between attitudes toward voluntary childless
ness and attitudes toward immigrants.

Data and measures

Data

To analyze societal attitudes toward voluntary childlessness, we analyze data from the 
ESS. The ESS is a repeated cross-sectional survey conducted in more than 30 European 
countries, focusing on societal attitudes and values using face-to-face interviews (Stoop 
et al. 2010). It consists of core modules that are largely identical across rounds and 
rotating modules which are dedicated to specific themes. The “Timing of life” module 
that includes questions on attitudes toward voluntary childlessness was conducted in 
wave 3 (ESS3) (2006, 25 countries) and aims at understanding the views of European 
citizens on the organization of the life course and their strategies to influence and plan 
their own life. It was repeated 12 years later as part of the ESS9 in 2018. In this study, 
we analyze the data from the ESS9.
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The dataset includes information on 48,658 respondents from 28 national random 
samples collected through face-to-face interviews.2 After deleting cases with missing val
ues on our variables of interest, our analysis sample consists of 43,954 individuals.3 The 
following countries are included: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czechia, Cyprus, 
Denmark, Estonia, France, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Montenegro, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. This set of countries allows us to 
exploit variation in terms of immigration histories, size and composition of immigrant 
groups, immigration policies, as well as demographic characteristics such as populations’ 
fertility and childlessness rates and old-age dependency ratio.

Measures

Micro-level variables
The dependent variables assess attitudes toward immigration in terms of economic and 
cultural threats. The one relating to economic threat is measured by the question: 
Would you say it is generally bad or good for [country]’s economy that people come to 
live here from other countries? The responses were given on an eleven-point scale 
(0¼ bad for the economy; 10¼ good for the economy). Attitudes toward immigration 
in terms of cultural threat is measured by the question: Would you say that [country]’s 
cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from other 
countries? Again, responses were given on an eleven-point scale (0¼ the country’s cul
tural life is generally undermined; 10¼ cultural life is generally enriched). For both 
items, respondents were given the option not to answer. However, the non-response 
rate was below 4% for both items. We dropped these respondents from the analysis 
sample. Individuals who did not answer these items are older, lower educated and more 
religious than those who answered. Moreover, they have less favorable attitudes toward 
voluntary childlessness than those who answered the items. Overall, those who do not 
respond to the attitude-question are more similar to those who are rather in favor of 
the statements that immigration is bad for a country’s economy and undermines cul
tural life.

Our main explanatory variable is the attitudes toward voluntary childlessness. It was 
asked with the following item: How much do you approve or disapprove if a woman/ 
man chooses never to have children? Response options ranged from 1 (strongly disap
prove) to 5 (strongly approve). Due to space limitations, a split ballot design was used 
to measure the attitude. About half (N¼ 21,680) of the respondents were asked the 
question concerning men and the other half (N¼ 22,274) were asked that question con
cerning women. Previous literature did not find different attitudes toward female and 
male voluntary childlessness, but they did find that the gender of the respondent mat
ters (Rijken and Merz 2014). However, to control this design effect, we involved the 
variable which indicates that the item was related to male or female voluntary 
childlessness.

Based on the literature, we include the following individual socio-demographic varia
bles: gender (male ¼ 1; female ¼ 2). There is no difference between males and females 
with respect to attitudes toward immigration (Davidov and Meuleman 2012). Regarding 
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age we created the following age group (16–30, 31–45, 46–60, 61 and over). Previous 
studies found that older persons who have spent a long time living in a particular kind 
of society may have more difficulty accepting change related to new customs caused by 
migration processes (O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006).

We controlled for attendance of religious services (at least once a week, at least once 
a month, only on special holy days, less often, never). More religious individuals have a 
somewhat lower tendency to reject immigration (Davidov and Meuleman 2012).

Level of educational attainment was included (low< ISCED3, medium¼ ISCED 4/ 
ISCED ¼ 5, high¼ ISCED5/ISCED6). Many studies showed that educated individuals 
have a lower tendency to reject immigration (Semyonov, Raijman, and Gorodzeisky 
2006; Cavaille and Marshall 2019). As for labor force status we created the following 
categories: active ¼ 1, non-active ¼ 2 (unemployed, in education, permanently sick or 
disabled, housework, looking after children), retired ¼ 3.

To measure the political views (ranging from left-wing orientation to right-wing 
orientation) were also included in this set of explanatory variables. We recoded the pol
itical orientation measurement Where would you place yourself on this scale, where 0 
means the left and 10 means the right? in the following way: 0–2 recoded into 1¼ left- 
wing oriented, 3–4 recoded into 2¼ slightly left-wing oriented, 5 recoded into 
3¼ neutral, 6–7 recoded into 4 ¼ slightly right-wing oriented, 8–10 recoded into 
5¼ right-wing oriented. For this variable, the nonresponse rate exceeded 5%. Therefore, 
we defined a separate category for respondents who refused to respond for this item. 
Previous literature found that negative attitudes toward immigration would be more 
pronounced among a right-wing political orientation (Semyonov et al. 2006).

Additionally, we included a variable which was rarely analyzed in previous empirical 
studies; namely, having children (0¼no child 1¼ having one or more). Previous study 
found that childless people have more favorable attitudes toward immigrants (Ceobanu 
and Koropeckyj-Cox 2013).

The sample characteristics for the individual-level variables are summarized in 
Table 1 showing the descriptive statistics of the key variables.

Regarding the social attitudes toward voluntary childlessness there are variances both 
among individuals (the standard deviation is above one at a five-point scale) and cross- 
countries (see Figure A1 in the Appendix). Regarding attitudes toward immigrants, we 
observe differences among individuals (standard deviation is 2.55 in the economic 
dimension and 2.66 in the cultural dimension) and by countries (see Figure A2 in the
Appendix).

Macro-level variables
We include three country-level variables: female childlessness rate, migration rate and 
one question about migration policy which was measured by the MIPEX. The female 
childlessness rate was calculated from the database in the following way: a country’s 
percentage of women aged 40 and older without children. Migration rate was measured 
as international migrant stock as a percentage of the total population (United Nations 
2020). Some studies report that greater numbers of migrants are associated with more 
negative attitudes (Quillian 1995; Semyonov et al. 2006), others fail to find such correla
tions (Semyonov et al. 2004; Hjerm 2007; Sides and Citrin 2007; Pottie-Sherman and 
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Wilkes 2017). While Czymara (2020) found that higher numbers of immigrants are 
associated with less negative attitudes.

The third macro-level variable regarding migration policy measures the immigrants’ 
access to nationality. The index is between 0 and 100 where 100 means that it is very 
easy to become a citizen of the given country and 0 means it is not possible to become 
a citizen of the country. Among the examined countries, it is easiest to become a citizen 
in Portugal (86), Sweden (83), and Ireland (79). While it is most difficult to get citizen
ship in Austria (13), Bulgaria (13), and Estonia (16).

Based on the main concepts, attitudes toward immigrants and attitudes toward volun
tary childlessness, we categorize the country groups according to Merz and Liefbroer 
(2012)’s concept of various attitudes toward voluntary childlessness and reflecting of the 
past migration histories and contemporary (political) discourses on immigration 
(Kunovich 2004; Bail 2008; Heath and Richards 2020). We grouped the 28 countries 
into four groups: Western European countries (Austria, Belgium, Germany, France, 
Great Britain, Ireland, the Netherlands, and Switzerland), Nordic European countries 

Table 1. Variables and summary statistics, ESS Round 9.
Variables % M SD N Minimum Maximum

Economic threat 5.17 2.55 43,954 0 10
Cultural threat 5.41 2.66 43,954 0 10
Gender Men 46.9 20,627 0 1

Women 53.1 23,364
Age group <31 17.3 7605 1 4

31–45 22.3 9794
46–60 26.4 11,597
�61 34 14,958

Attendance at  
religious services

At least once a week 13.1 5753 1 5
At least once a month 9.9 4348
Only on special holy days 23.3 10,221
Less often 19.6 8613
Never 34.2 15,019

Having Children No children 30 13,177 0 1
Having one or more children 70 30,777

Education Low 40 17,557 1 3
Medium 35.5 15,624
High 24.5 10,773

Employment Active 50.9 22,380 1 3
Non-active 22 9685
Retired 27.1 11,889

Political view Left-wing oriented 5.9 2595 1 5
Moderate left-wing oriented 23.1 10,171
Neutral 28.5 12,520
Moderate right-wing oriented 24.8 10,917
Right-wing oriented 5.5 2398
Not answered 12.2 5353

Voluntary childlessness Disagree strongly 9.3 4090 1 5
Disagree 16.9 7417
Neither agree nor disagree 34.4 15,118
Agree 22.2 9760
Agree strongly 17.2 7569

Split design About women 50.7 22,274 1 2
About men 49.3 21,680

Regions Northern 13.6 5972 1 4
Western 34.7 15,264
Southern 12.9 5655
Central and Eastern Europe 38.8 17,063
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(Finland, Denmark, Norway, Sweden), the Southern European countries (Cyprus, Spain, 
Italy, Portugal), and CEE countries (Bulgaria, Estonia, Croatia, Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, Montenegro, Poland, Serbia, Slovakia, and Slovenia).

Analytical models

To assess the association between the individual and contextual characteristics with the 
dependent variables, the analyses are modeled as a two-level structure, with individuals 
nested within countries. Multilevel linear regression also allows estimating how much of 
the total variation in the model is due to the variation at the aggregate level, that is, 
how strong the contextual influence is. This is estimated by the intraclass correlation 
(ICC) (Hayes 2006; Hox, Moerbeek, and Van De Schoort 2017).

We applied several models starting from the less complex (two-level intercept mod
els) to check the robustness of the models and to identify the best fit. The likelihood 
ratio test suggests that the two-level (individual- and country-level) random slope model 
provides the most realistic picture of the actual situation. Hence, we allow the slope to 
vary across individuals and to be predicted by the covariates presented above. We allow 
the attitudes toward voluntary childlessness to vary among countries as we observe con
siderable differences across countries.

We estimated six multilevel models for both dependent variables. First, to estimate 
the ICC, we have conducted an analysis with the random intercept only (empty model). 
Next, we have conducted multilevel regressions including all individual-level control 
variables and the attitudes toward voluntary childlessness variable (model A). In model 
B, we added the country-group variable as well. In model C we included female child
lessness rate, in model D we replaced the female childlessness rate with and migration 
rate and controlled for all individual level variables. In model F we added migration 
policy4 as a country level variable to model A. Finally, in model F we involved all the 
three contextual variables and the individual level variables.

We used the design weight in all the models.

Results

Within Europe there is considerable variation in terms of both attitudes toward volun
tary childlessness and immigrants (see Figures A1 and A2 in the Appendix). The lowest 
average for voluntary childlessness is in Bulgaria, followed by Serbia, Estonia, and 
Lithuania. While individuals in the Nordic countries (Norway, Denmark, Sweden, 
Finland) and the Netherlands are the most accepting of voluntary childlessness. With 
respect to immigration, there is not so much separation between groups of countries. 
Although Eastern European countries are less accepting of migrants, the same is true 
with respect to Cyprus, which belongs to the Southern group. The most accepting coun
tries include Southern and Western European countries, such as Portugal, Switzerland, 
Germany, Ireland, and Spain. Tables 2 and 3 present the results from multilevel models 
predicting respondents’ attitudes toward immigration in two dimensions.
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Attitudes toward voluntary childlessness as predictors of attitudes toward 
immigrants

Model A contains the individual-level control variables including individuals’ attitudes 
toward voluntary childlessness. As expected, attitudes toward voluntary childlessness sig
nificantly predict both dimensions of attitudes toward immigration, that is, the eco
nomic and the cultural dimension. Those who have more unfavorable attitudes toward 
voluntary childlessness are more likely to agree that migration has a negative effect on 
the country’s economy and the country’s cultural life compared to those who have neu
tral attitudes toward voluntary childlessness. On the other hand, those who strongly 
approve that someone chooses to never have children are more likely to agree that 

Table 2. Results of the multivariate analysis: predicting attitudes toward migration in economic 
dimension.

Model A Model B Model C Model D Model E Model F

Gender: Female (ref: Male) −0.23��� −0.23��� −0.23��� −0.24��� −0.24��� −0.24���

Age group: 45–60 Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
<31 0.21��� 0.20��� 0.17��� 0.17��� 0.18��� 0.17���

31–45 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.02 −0.02 −0.02
�61 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07

Attendance: At least once a week 0.4��� 0.4��� 0.4��� 0.42��� 0.42��� 0.42���

Attendance: At least once a month 0.25� 0.26� 0.25� 0.27�� 0.27�� 0.27��

Attendance: Only on special holy days 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07
Attendance: Less often 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08
Attendance: Never Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Not having a child (ref: Having children) 0.29��� 0.29��� 0.29��� 0.26��� 0.25��� 0.25���

Education: Low Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Medium (ISCED 3–4) 0.51��� 0.51��� 0.51��� 0.52��� 0.51��� 0.52���

High (ISCED 5–6) 1.26��� 1.26��� 1.26��� 1.27��� 1.27��� 1.27���

Employment: Active Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Not active −0.05 −0.05 −0.05 −0.05 −0.05 −0.05
Retired −0.12 −0.12 −0.12 −0.12 −0.12 −0.12
Political view: neutral Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Left-wing oriented 0.68��� 0.68��� 0.68��� 0.67��� 0.67��� 0.67���

Left-wing oriented but not too much 0.67��� 0.67��� 0.67��� 0.67��� 0.67��� 0.67���

Right-wing oriented but not too much 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
Right-wing oriented −0.73� −0.73� −0.73� −0.73� −0.73� −0.73�

Not answered −0.21� −0.21� −0.21� −0.21� −0.21� −0.21�

Voluntary childlessness: disapprove strongly −0.19� −0.19� −0.19�� −0.19�� −0.19�� −0.19��

Voluntary childlessness: disapprove −0.15� −0.15� −0.15� −0.15� −0.15� −0.14�

Neither approve nor disapprove Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Voluntary childlessness: approve −0.05 −0.05 −0.05 −0.06 −0.01 −0.01
Voluntary childlessness: approve strongly 0.3��� 0.31��� 0.31��� 0.3��� 0.3��� 0.30���

Split: About female (ref: about men) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Northern European −0.21 −0.04
Western European countries Ref. Ref
Southern Europe −0.32 −0.03
Central and Eastern European countries −0.98��� −0.17
Female childlessness rate 0.09��� 0.03
Migration rate 0.06�� 0.04
Access to citizenship 0.01�� 0.01
Random effects
SD residual 5.33 5.32 5.32 5.33 5.33 5.33
SD intercept 0.54 0.35 0.39 0.41 0.45 0.3
SD voluntary childlessness 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002
Akaike information criterion (AIC) 175,583.7 175,578.9 175,577.2 175,844.4 175,603.1 175,575
ICC 0.09 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.05
N (individuals/countries) 43,954/28
�p< .05; ��p< .01; ���p< .001.
Source: European Social Survey Round 9, 2018.
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migration has a positive effect on the country’s economy and the country’s cultural lives 
compared to those who have neutral attitudes toward voluntary childlessness.

In Model B we add the country groups. In line with our expectations, in the CEE 
countries attitudes toward immigration in both dimensions are significantly more nega
tive than in the Western European countries. At the same time, Northern European 
countries and Southern European countries do not differ significantly from Western 
European countries in terms of attitudes toward immigration in either dimension. In 
this model, the country level variance (see ICC) decreased considerably indicating that a 
large part of the variance comes from the country groups.

Table 3. Results of the multivariate analysis: predicting attitudes toward migration in cultural 
dimension.

Model A Model B Model C Model D Model E Model F

Gender: Female (ref: Male) 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04
Age group: 45–60 Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
<31 0.36��� 0.36��� 0.35��� 0.34��� 0.34��� 0.34���

31–45 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05
�61 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

Attendance: At least once a week 0.33� 0.33� 0.34� 0.35� 0.35� 0.35�

Attendance: At least once a month 0.17 0.17 0.02 0.18 0.18 0.18
Attendance: Only on special holy days 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Attendance: Less often 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
Attendance: Never Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Not having a child (ref: Having children) 0.28��� 0.28��� 0.25��� 0.24��� 0.24��� 0.24���

Education: Low Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Medium (ISCED 3–4) 0.47��� 0.47��� 0.46��� 0.47��� 0.47��� 0.47���

High (ISCED 5–6) 1.29��� 1.29��� 1.3��� 1.3��� 1.3��� 1.3���

Employment: Active Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Not active 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Retired −0.02 −0.02 −0.23 −0.23 −0.23 −0.23
Political view: neutral Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Left-wing oriented 1.01��� 1.05��� 0.99��� 0.99��� 0.99��� 0.99���

Left-wing oriented but not too much 0.82��� 0.82��� 0.82��� 0.82��� 0.82��� 0.82���

Right-wing oriented but not too much −0.26�� −0.26�� −0.26�� −0.26�� −0.26�� −0.26��

Right-wing oriented −1.04��� −1.04��� −1.03��� −1.03��� −1.03��� −1.03���

Not answered −0.18� −0.18� −0.19� −0.19� −0.19� −0.19�

Voluntary childlessness: Disapprove strongly −0.28�� −0.27� −0.27��� −0.27��� −0.27��� −0.27���

Voluntary childlessness: Disapprove −0.25��� −0.25��� −0.24��� −0.25��� −0.25��� −0.25���

Neither approve nor disapprove Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Voluntary childlessness: Approve 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Voluntary childlessness: Approve strongly 0.42��� 0.42��� 0.42��� 0.41��� 0.42��� 0.42���

Split: About female (ref: about men) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Northern European 0.44 0.71��

Western European countries Ref. Ref.
Southern Europe −0.31 0.24
Central and Eastern European countries −1.06��� 0.39
Female childlessness rate – 0.11��� 0.08�

Migration rate 0.06� 0.05�

Access to citizenship 0.02��� 0.02��

Random effects
SD residual 5.75 5.75 5.76 5.76 5.76 5.76
SD intercept 0.7 0.39 0.49 0.46 0.31 0.31
SD voluntary childlessness 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006
AIC 178,606.7 178,596.9 178,607.2 178,611.9 178,606.1 178,591.8
ICC 0.11 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.04
N (individuals/countries) 43,954/28
�p< .05; ��p< .01; ���p< .001.
Source: European Social Survey Round 9, 2018.
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In Model C, we included female childlessness rate and, in both models, we find that 
the higher the female childlessness rates the higher the acceptance of immigration in 
both dimensions.

In Model D we included the migration rate instead of female childlessness rate. 
Regarding migration rate, there was a significant effect. We found that the high migra
tion rate links to more favorable attitudes toward immigrants in both the economic and 
in the cultural dimensions. This positive association coincides with the result of a previ
ous study (see, e.g. Czymara 2020).

In Model E we included the third contextual variable: Access to citizenship. We found 
a significant relationship between access to citizenship attitudes toward immigrants in 
both dimensions. In those countries where access to citizenship is easier, people are 
more likely to agree that immigration is good for the country’s economy and enriches 
the country’s culture.

Finally, in Model F we involved all the three contextual variables and the country 
groups, as well. The associations of individual variables did not change, in fact, they 
seemed very robust. The country groups are not significant in either of the models. At 
the same time, the three contextual variables are not significant in the economic dimen
sion models while they are significant in the cultural model.

Observations on control variables

With respect to the covariates some important observations are revealed in Tables 2 and 3. 
The target group, gender, age, attendance of religious service, parental status, education, 
employment, and left-right political view predicts attitudes toward immigrants.

Men hold more positive views on migration in the economic dimension compared to 
women. However, if we examine immigration-related attitudes in the cultural dimension 
there is no significant differences between men and women. This is consistent with 
Dustmann and Preston’s (2000) research who found that women are more hostile 
toward immigrants in the economic dimension of attitudes toward immigrants because 
women’s position in the labor market is, in general, more vulnerable than that of men 
(OECD 2021). Therefore, women are more likely to express concern over the impact of 
an immigrant labor force on the job market.

As for the age groups we found that the younger age group (15–30) have more favor
able attitudes toward immigrants in both dimensions than the 45–60-year-olds (refer
ence group). However, those who belong to the oldest age group do not have 
significantly more negative attitudes than the reference group. It might be due to the 
fact that we involved the pensioner category in the employment status, and it absorbs 
some of the significant association. Interestingly the religious individuals (those who 
attend the church at least one a week) report more favorable attitudes toward immigra
tion than less religious ones in both dimensions. The role of religiosity on attitudes 
toward immigrants are very mixed in previous studies. Since previous research has 
found religiosity to play a positive effect on attitudes to immigration (Bohman and 
Hjerm 2014). On the other hand, religiosity is often linked to conservativism, right- 
wing political views and even pronatalism, thus less positive attitudes toward 
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immigration, as well as, on the contrary, others who find that greater religiosity leads to 
more prejudice toward immigrants (Scheepers, Gijsberts, and Coenders 2002).

Education level is significant in both models. In line with the literature, higher-edu
cated respondents have more supportive attitudes toward immigrants than lower- 
educated individuals. The activity status is not significant.

Furthermore, those who have right-wing attitudes have the least favorable attitudes 
toward migration than those who placed themselves at the neutral scale in both cultural 
and economic dimensions. At the same time those who belong to the left-wing political 
orientation have more favorable attitudes toward immigration than those who are neu
tral in both dimensions. This coincides with previous literature (Dra�zanov�a 2022).

These results are robust across the different models and consistent with previous 
empirical research.

Robustness checks

To verify the robustness of the above results, we have carried out several sensitivity 
analyses. The most important ones are reported here. First, we have estimated Ordinary 
Least Squares (OLS) (Tables A1 and A2 in the Appendix) and fixed effect models 
(Table A3 in the Appendix); the results for the micro level variables differ only slightly 
from what we found above. Women have a more favorable attitude toward immigration 
than men in the cultural dimension, meanwhile in the multilevel model this association 
was not significant. The other difference is that those who belong to the oldest age 
group have more favorable attitudes toward immigration than the reference category in 
the economic dimension. However, in the model, individuals who are retired have less 
favorable attitudes than those who are active in the labor market.

As for the contextual variables, we found that not only did CEE countries exhibit sig
nificant differences from the reference category, but Northern and Southern countries 
also have less favorable attitudes toward immigration in the economic dimension. 
Meanwhile, the Northern countries have more favorable attitudes than Western 
European countries in the cultural dimension. When the three contextual variables were 
included step by step, we observed the same relationship as in the multilevel model. 
However, in the full model, the female childless rate became negative which may indi
cate some collinearity among the variables in the OLS model.

As for the fixed effect model, we found significant differences among genders in the 
cultural dimension: women held more favorable attitudes toward immigration than 
men. Furthermore, in the cultural models, employment status was significant: those 
who were inactive had more favorable attitudes toward immigrants than those who 
were active in the labor market. This is probably because students are involved in this 
category, and they showed more favorable attitudes. While retired individuals were 
more likely to have unfavorable attitudes toward immigrants in this dimension.

We also conducted multilevel linear random effect models in which we did not 
include two independent variables that are probably closely linked to not only the atti
tudes toward immigration but also to attitudes toward childlessness: political views and 
religiosity. Our results showed that, the with the exclusion of these variables, the associ
ations with the other variables remain the same (results are not shown).
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Overall, the sensitivity analyses indicate that the results are robust over several model 
specifications although the coefficients for the country groups are more pronounced in 
the OLS regressions.

Conclusion

Across Europe, population aging is a pressing issue, which is mainly due to low fertility 
rates (Sobotka 2004) and a rising proportion of individuals choosing not to have children 
(Kreyenfeld and Konietzka 2017). Despite the absence of consensus on how to address 
population aging, at least two scenarios have been proposed (Gietel-Basten et al. 2022).

One approach is the concept of pronatalist policies, where family policies emphasize 
the necessity for and encourage fertility growth based on the assumption that the popu
lation’s size is insufficient, posing a risk to the population. This perspective is particu
larly popular in CEE countries (Kotzeva and Dimitrova 2014; Melegh 2016; Ha�skov�a 
and Dudov�a 2021). In this scenario, voluntary childlessness is often perceived as a 
breach of societal norms (Harrington 2019; Mccutcheon 2020). In many CEE countries, 
this perception is intensified by the fact that while the fertility rate is low, the childless
ness rate also remains low due to the social expectation that each couple should have at 
least one child (Zeman et al. 2018). An alternative concept is replacement migration, 
which gained popularity following the publication of a UN report in 2000 (United 
Nations 2000). According to this report, replacement migration is deemed necessary to 
sustain the overall population size and the size of the working-age population. 
Therefore, it is crucial to understand individuals’ attitudes toward these two phenomena 
and to explore the relationship between them. Previous studies have predominantly 
focused on socio-demographic variables to explain negative attitudes toward immi
grants. Ceobanu and Koropeckyj-Cox (2013) research was pioneering in examining atti
tudes toward replacement migration and they found that childless individuals are 
consistently more likely than others to endorse replacement migration. Our study 
affirms that childless individuals have more favorable attitudes toward immigrants in 
both the cultural and economic dimensions. In addition, we also scrutinized attitudes 
toward immigrants in terms of economic and cultural dimensions, as well as attitudes 
toward voluntary childlessness, revealing a positive association between both dimensions 
of acceptance of immigration and acceptance of voluntary childlessness.

At the macro level, we also observed that higher childlessness rates are linked to more 
favorable attitudes toward migration in both the economic and cultural dimensions. 
Additionally, migration rates are positively associated with acceptance of immigrants in 
both dimensions. Higher levels of immigration can lead to increased public support for 
immigration. This finding contradicts some previous studies (e.g. Quillian 1995; Scheepers 
et al. 2002; Semyonov et al. 2006) but aligns with recent research that also identified a posi
tive association between migration rates and attitudes toward immigrants (Czymara 2020). 
The mixed evidence could stem from methodological issues, such as the specific operational
ization of contextual variables or the inclusion of different countries in the studies. 
Nevertheless, our results align with Czymara’s (2020) assumption that during the migration 
crisis of 2015, immigrants tended to go to countries where they were more readily accepted, 
explaining the observed positive correlation. Until now, the scientific literature has seldomly 
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delved into individual attitudes toward pronatalist policies and replacement migration. With 
this study, we contribute to a better understanding of individuals’ attitudes in this area by 
examining the factors that influence the acceptance of immigration through the lens of atti
tudes toward voluntary childlessness. We define the rejection of voluntary childlessness as 
one of the dimensions of pronatalism. In the future, family lives will be more diversified, 
including increasing numbers of voluntarily childless couples and individuals. Moreover, 
across Europe, there will likely be an increase in immigration from less developed countries, 
which implies an increasing cultural distance between natives and immigrants (Coleman 
2006). Therefore, policies that stress that cultural diversity does not pose a threat to a 
nation’s cultural identity, and voluntary childlessness is not equal to endangering the 
nation’s survival are crucial. The formal education sector, but also the media, could contrib
ute to the promotion of knowledge of foreign and different cultures and the value they 
bring. The introduction of awareness policies regarding accepting cultural diversity and 
reproductive autonomy is especially crucial in the CEE countries where the cultural threat 
and survival of the nation discourse are most pronounced.

Despite its contributions, this research has some limitations. One is that we have only 
one variable to measure attitudes toward voluntary childlessness, which is based on a 
general question. However, individuals may give different answers to slightly different 
attitude questions such as their attitudes toward voluntary childlessness if it takes place 
in their own environment or if they are asked whether having children is a duty toward 
our society or not. The attitude measures concerning immigration also yield limited 
information since the data source did not allow us to take where the immigrants come 
from into account. Future data collections ought to be enhanced to avoid these limita
tions. Given the evidence we found regarding attitudes toward voluntary childlessness 
and attitudes toward immigrants in various dimensions, it would be worthwhile to con
duct further analyses using qualitative and mixed methods. This approach would con
tribute to a better understanding of the underlying mechanisms.

Notes
1. Frejka et al. (2016) included the following CEE countries in their analysis: Belarus, Bulgaria, 

Czechia, Croatia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, 
Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Ukraine.

2. Complete information on the survey, including questionnaires, is available from http://www. 
europeansocialsurvey.org.

3. Based on advice obtained via personal communication with the ESS team we deleted the 
missing cases instead of using imputation methods.

4. We did not want to involve migration rate and migration policy macro-level variables in the 
same models, since they are correlated.
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Appendix

Figure A1. Means and medians of attitudes toward voluntary childlessness by country. 
Source: Own calculation based on ESS 2018.
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Figure A2. Means of attitudes toward immigrations in two dimensions by country. 
Source: Own calculation based on ESS 2018.
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Table A1. Results of the OLS regression models: predicting attitudes toward migration in economic 
dimension.

Model A Model B Model C Model D Model E Model F

Gender: Female (ref: Male) −0.19��� −0.16��� −0.17��� −0.18��� −0.18��� −0.16���

Age group: 45–60 Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
<31 0.19��� 0.19��� 0.21��� 0.19��� 0.18��� 0.19���

31–45 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04
�61 0.08� 0.08� 0.12�� 0.11� 0.1� 0.07

Attendance: At least once a week 0.19��� 0.24��� 0.14��� 0.16��� 0.16��� 0.25���

Attendance: At least once a month 0.13�� 0.21��� 0.11� 0.16��� 0.14��� 0.19���

Attendance: Only on special holy days −0.02 0.09� 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.09��

Attendance: Less often 0.07� 0.09� 0.05 0.07� 0.07� 0.09��

Attendance: Never Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Not having a child (ref: Having children) 0.17��� 0.17��� 0.14��� 0.17��� 0.18��� 0.18���

Education: Low Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Medium (ISCED 3–4) 0.29��� 0.43��� 0.36��� 0.35��� 0.28��� 0.4���

High (ISCED 5–6) 1.19��� 1.17��� 1.17��� 1.14��� 1.08��� 1.15���

Employment: Active Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Not active 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01
Retired −0.17��� −0.13�� −0.15�� −0.13�� −0.15��� −0.12���

Political view: Neutral Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Left-wing oriented 0.28��� 0.37��� 0.27��� 0.32��� 0.32��� 0.37���

Left-wing oriented but not too much 0.52��� 0.48��� 0.49��� 0.53��� 0.51��� 0.49���

Right-wing oriented but not too much 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.01
Right-wing oriented −0.52��� −0.41��� −0.53��� −0.45��� −0.51��� −0.39���

Not answered −0.52��� −0.37��� −0.51��� −0.43��� −0.48��� −0.36���

Voluntary childlessness: Disapprove strongly Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Voluntary childlessness: Disapprove −0.76��� −0.42��� −0.63��� −0.63��� −0.63��� −0.41���

Neither approve nor disapprove 0.51��� 0.22��� −0.39��� −0.41��� −0.41��� −0.22���

Voluntary childlessness: Approve 0.03 0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01
Voluntary childlessness: Approve strongly 0.31��� 0.18��� 0.28��� 0.28��� 0.24��� 0.18���

Split: About female (ref: about men) 0.05� 0.04 0.05� 0.05� 0.05� 0.03
Northern European −0.19��� −0.13�

Western European countries Ref. Ref.
Southern Europe −0.37��� −0.15���

Central and Eastern European countries −0.94��� −0.66���

Female childlessness rate 0.05��� −0.01�

Migration rate 0.06��� 0.03���

Access to citizenship 0.01��� 0.01���

R square 0.09 0.11 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.11
N 43,954
�p< .05; ��p< .01; ���p< .001.
Source: European Social Survey, 2018.
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Table A2. Results of the OLS regression models: predicting attitudes toward migration in cultural 
dimension.

Model A Model B Model C Model D Model E Model F

Gender: Female (ref: Male) 0.05� 0.09��� 0.05� 0.05� 0.06� 0.09��

Age group: 45–60 Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
<31 0.3��� 0.26��� 0.29��� 0.26��� 0.27��� 0.26���

31–45 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.05
�61 0.04 −0.02 0.03 0.03 −0.01 −0.05

Attendance: At least once a week 0.08� 0.15��� 0.15��� 0.16��� 0.14��� 0.14���

Attendance: At least once a month −0.02 0.05 −0.05 0.01 0.01 0.04
Attendance: Only on special holy days −0.09� 0.01 −0.09�� −0.06 0.01 0.03
Attendance: Less often 0.09� 0.05 0.08� 0.08� 0.08� 0.05
Attendance: Never Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Not having a child (ref: Having children) 0.09�� 0.12��� 0.09�� 0.09�� 0.12��� 0.14���

Education: Low Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Medium (ISCED 3–4) 0.37��� 0.49��� 0.43��� 0.43��� 0.34��� 0.42���

High (ISCED 5–6) 1.25��� 1.27��� 1.31��� 1.28��� 1.19��� 1.21���

Employment: Active Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Not active 0.17�� 0.16��� 0.17��� 0.17��� 0.12��� 0.12���

Retired −0.16��� −0.13��� −0.14�� −0.13� −0.14�� −0.11��

Political view: Neutral Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Left-wing oriented 0.6��� 0.69��� 0.59��� 0.63��� 0.65��� 0.69���

Left-wing oriented but not too much 0.64��� 0.57��� 0.6��� 0.64��� 0.62��� 0.59���

Right-wing oriented but not too much −0.11��� −0.18��� −0.12��� −0.08�� −0.13��� −0.15���

Right-wing oriented −0.62��� −0.55��� −0.59��� −0.53��� −0.59��� −0.53���

Not answered −0.47��� −0.3��� −0.45��� −0.47��� −0.39��� −0.29���

Voluntary childlessness: Disapprove strongly Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Voluntary childlessness: Disapprove −0.85��� −0.45��� −0.7��� −0.7��� −0.6��� −0.42���

Neither approve nor disapprove −0.59��� −0.26��� −0.41��� −0.41��� −0.39��� −0.25���

Voluntary childlessness: Approve 0.12��� 0.1��� 0.13��� 0.13��� 0.11�� 0.08��

Voluntary childlessness: Approve strongly 0.69��� 0.39��� 0.56��� 0.56��� 0.56��� 0.39���

Split: About female (ref: about men) 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.01
Northern European 0.48��� 0.5���

Western European countries Ref. Ref.
Southern Europe −0.29��� 0.11��

Central and Eastern European countries −0.95��� −0.28���

Female childlessness rate 0.05��� −0.02���

Migration rate 0.06��� 0.06���

Access to citizenship 0.02�� 0.01���

R square 0.12 0.15 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.16
N 43,954
�p< .05; ��p< .01; ���p< .001.
Source: European Social Survey, 2018.
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Table A3. Results of the fixed effect multilevel regression models: predicting attitudes toward volun
tary childlessness (Country is the panel variable so we can only run Model A).

Economic dimension Cultural dimension
Model A Model A

Gender: Female (ref: Male) −0.18��� 0.09���

Age group: 45–60 Ref. Ref.
<31 0.18��� 0.24���

31–45 0.05 0.06
�61 0.04 −0.06

Attendance: At least once a week 0.18��� 0.06
Attendance: At least once a month 0.15��� −0.02
Attendance: Only on special holy days 0.06� −0.02
Attendance: Less often 0.08 0.01
Attendance: Never Ref. Ref.
Not having a child (ref: Having children) 0.19��� 0.15���

Education: Low Ref. Ref.
Medium (ISCED 3–4) 0.42��� 0.43���

High (ISCED 5–6) 1.12��� 1.18���

Employment: Active Ref. Ref.
Not active 0.02 0.08�

Retired −0.05 −0.1�

Political view: Neutral Ref. Ref.
Left-wing oriented 0.45��� 0.71���

Left-wing oriented but not too much 0.52��� 0.59���

Right-wing oriented but not too much 0.04 −0.13���

Right-wing oriented −0.35��� −0.51���

Not answered −0.31��� −0.25���

Voluntary childlessness: Disapprove strongly −0.31��� −0.4���

Voluntary childlessness: Disapprove −0.18��� −0.23���

Neither approve nor disapprove Ref. Ref.
Voluntary childlessness: Approve −0.02 0.01
Voluntary childlessness: Approve strongly 0.24��� 0.35���

Split: About female (ref: About men) 0.3 0.01
Sigma_u 0.74 0.81
Sigma_e 2.35 2.39
Rho 0.09 0.1
N (individuals/countries) 43,954/28 43,954/28
�p< .05; ��p< .01; ���p< .001.
Source: European Social Survey, 2018.
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