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Abstract

The current immigration crisis in Europe has caused varying sentiments among
Europeans. However, determinants of attitudes towards immigrants such as the
national economy or cultural division have fallen short in fully explaining opinions
on immigration. Providing an answer to this puzzle, we argue that factors that
are known to polarize public opinion should work as a function of the geographic
context in which natives and migrants interact. We claim that the system of mi-
grant distribution pursued by the state should significantly influence the geographic
proximity of natives to migrants, and that the number of migrants distributed in
more segregated or diffused migration centers should shape how some communi-
ties support or oppose non-European migration. We focus on the case of Italy to
test our argument. Combining survey responses to new measures of exposure to
migrants through different immigration reception centers, we show that a central
government’s distribution of migrants across the national territory significantly af-
fects public opinion. We find that centralized migration control via large reception
centers causes locals’ negative feelings towards migrants, while diffused migration
control via small structured reception centers can foster more positive feelings,
especially in large urban communities. The results have implications for how gov-
ernments’ policies can affect solidarity towards immigrants in Europe today.
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1 Introduction

The year 2015 marked the peak of a migrant crisis of a scale never observed since World

War II. More than one million migrants crossed European Union (EU) borders between

January and December 2015, at which time the number of non-European asylum seekers

reached half a million.1 Inevitably, the migrant flow into Europe triggered a complex

mixture of sentiments among European residents. However, to date the pattern of Euro-

peans’ attitudes towards immigrants seem rather puzzling. On the one hand, the protests

at railway stations in Hungary and Slovakia and harbors in Belgium and France exposed

deep resentment towards immigration. On the other hand, migrants that successfully

reached Europe found some support in debt-ridden Southern European states and in the

German conservative leadership.2

Such contrasts have stalled EU politics of immigration and challenged cross-national

decisions on how to share the burden of asylum seekers. Moreover, the mixed reactions to

migrants and refugees are also visible within European states. For example, in the United

Kingdom the national government pledged to distribute 20,000 Syrian refugees across the

country. By 2017, while two thirds of refugees were placed in the less affluent North,3

large anti-immigration protests were staged in wealthier Southern counties that expected

to receive less than 100 refugees.4 Similarly unexpected contrasts emerge in countries such

as Italy, which in 2015 experienced the second largest inflow of non-European migrants

after Greece. As the Italian government has increasingly tried to share the burden of

immigration across the nation, Italian communities have reacted in diverging ways. For

instance, while people in Tuscany have shown little resentment to migrants, residents

of regions with similar wealth and employment levels such as Umbria and Liguria have

1Eurostat 2016. Asylum Quarterly Report. http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/

Asylum_quarterly_report.
2In this paper, we use the terms ‘migrants’ and ‘refugees’ interchangeably unless specified. Migrants is the more

encompassing term that includes refugees and illegal aliens entering a country. At the same time, the majority of the
current non-EU migrants who arrive to Europe from Northern Africa, the Middle East and East Asia file requests for
asylum, and at least half have received the status of refugee.

3Channel 4, ‘FactCheck: where in Britain will Syrian refugees live?’ February 2016. http://blogs.

channel4.com/factcheck/factcheck-syrian-refugees-britain-live/22378; and Daily Express, ‘North to bear
brunt of Cameron’s 20,000 Syrian refugees’, September 2015. http://www.express.co.uk/news/uk/604769/

Migrant-crisis-north-England-David-Cameron-Syrian-refugees.
4The Huffington Post. ‘UKIP MEP Tim Aker Claims Refugee Crisis Is To Blame For Unmown Grass Verges In South

Essex’. September 2015. http://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/2015/09/17/ukip-refugees-eu-tim-aker_n_8155590.html.
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shown striking opposition to immigration.5 And even within Italian regions, contrasting

sentiments exist. A case in point is the island of Sicily, often praised as an example of

solidarity to migrants despite its relative poverty,6 but also renown for some of its towns

increasingly resisting immigration.7

These dynamics reveal a general puzzle: classical determinants of attitudes towards im-

migration such as the state of the economy or a country’s cultural homogeneity seem to

fall short in fully explaining the subnational variance of opinions towards immigration in

Europe today. Against this light, in this paper we argue that, to make sense of current

opinions towards immigration, one needs to start from understanding what constitutes

‘politicized’ places (Hopkins, 2010) where opinions may polarize. We claim that economic

motivations – such as competition for jobs – and psychological considerations – such as

humanitarianism or cultural threat – reinforce each other in ways that are conditional

to the local context where natives and migrants reside. So, following works on the ge-

ography of intergroup relations (Citrin et al., 1997; Fetzer, 2000; Wong et al., 2012) and

the political space of public attitudes towards refugees (Dinas et al., 2016; Dustmann,

Vasiljeva and Damm, 2016; Steinmayr, 2016), we focus on geographic proximity to immi-

grants, and contend that the way in which migrants are geographically distributed, i.e.

close to or far from residents on the national territory, critically affects public opinion on

immigration.

Our theory suggests that, if after entry migrants are placed in segregated immigration

centers in proximity to locals, the absence of contact with migrants should exacerbate

natives’ alienation. By contrast, if migrants are integrated among natives in small centers,

then contact should be more likely, and so should be interactions through which natives

feel less threatened by migrants. Key to our argument is understanding how migrants

happen to be located in communities where either of two types of placement operate:

5In 2014, Umbria and Liguria casted historically high votes for the anti-immigration Northern League party at their
respective regional elections. See Archivio Storico delle Elezioni, http://elezionistorico.interno.it/index.php.

6ANSA, ‘Italy spearheading migrant reception’, March 2016. http://www.ansa.it/english/news/politics/2016/03/

03/italy-spearheading-migrant-reception_890ecfff-dc5f-48f0-8371-6076613355e8.html.
7For example, the small island of Lampedusa is domestically renown as the only Sicilian municipality to ever vote an

anti-immigration Northern League candidate into office. See Lampedusa 35 gradi. ‘Maraventano: Lampedusa al Senato’.
April 2008. http://www.lampedusa35.com/lampedusa_notizie/angela-maraventano-eletta-senato-lampedusa.htm.

2



the more segregated one or the more diffused one. We thus focus on the case of Italy,

because the Italian government uses both large and small reception centers to manage

migrants across the national territory. We expect that a large presence of migrants in the

large centers should be associated with opposition for immigration among those who live

in their vicinity, because this type of reception tends to be more isolating. Vice versa,

the presence of migrants in smaller centers should foster more sustainable interactions

and more positive opinions of migrants if the context where the natives live is capable

of absorbing them economically and culturally.

We test our hypotheses with data from two recent Eurobarometer surveys. We combine

these with original observational measures of migrant density in Italian reception centers.

The statistical results show that people geographically closer to migrants in large recep-

tion centers are less supportive of migration, hence confirming that the so-called ‘macro’

management of immigration undermines positive feelings for the out-group. Moreover,

we find that a higher density of migrants in small reception centers is associated with

more support for migration if natives live in larger cities, but not if they reside in small

towns and villages. Instrumental variable estimations and original qualitative interviews

corroborate the findings, further strengthening the main analysis. Hence, the study seeks

to make at least two contributions. For the academic literature, the results suggest to pay

more attention to the geographic distribution of migrants and the role of governments

in shaping public opinion on the immigration issue. For policy makers, the findings im-

ply that the concentration of migrants and refugees in large centers - e.g. the so-called

‘hotspot’ locations in Europe - is unlikely to foster positive sentiments towards the incom-

ers. By contrast, the policy of burden sharing through small diffused centers works better

for constituents as long as the small centers have the capacity to incorporate migrants

into the socio-economic landscape.

2 Subnational Context, Territorial Distribution and

Public Attitudes Towards Migrants

We contend that understanding subnational patterns of public opinion on immigration
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requires getting to know the local contexts where natives and migrants interact. To

understand these local dynamics, we concentrate on two interrelated mechanisms: the

geographic proximity of natives to migrants’ location, and the system of migrant distri-

bution pursued by the state. Our discussion starts by defining how proximity affects the

relation between residents and migrants, and therefore natives’ view of immigrants. We

then move to the role of the government’s distribution of migrants, and discuss how the

relative size of migrants managed via different types of distribution systems may influence

public opinion on immigration.

2.1 The Effect of Proximity on Public Opinion on Immigration

Geographic proximity means living in the same community, participating in the same

economy and engaging in the same social activities. In principle, proximity can stimulate

local intergroup contact, which then fosters civil interactions, facilitates communication,

and reduces out-group categorization (Allport, 1954). At the same time, contact can also

cause negative intergroup experiences that exacerbate stereotypes and foment perceived

threats (Graf, Paolini and Rubin, 2014). We concentrate here on how proximity can lead

to either more positive or more negative contact, trying to discern the in-group versus

out-group dynamics that motivate people’s attitudes towards immigration.

Local residents should be willing to share space with immigrants as long as this does not

negatively affect their self-interest. Living in the same physical space may be conducive

to support for migrants if these become part of the ‘social landscape’ and contribute to

the community (Hopkins, 2015; Sniderman, Hagendoorn and Prior, 2004; Wong, 2007)

– by contrast, in a context of segregation, minorities often feel sidelined and alienated,

while majorities underestimate their contribution and perceive them more ‘distantly’

(Wong et al., 2012). Along these lines, demographic changes may have large impacts

on the perception of space sharing and self-interest: as the size of an out-group grows,

it becomes a more credible contender for resources and political power, and this may

increase opposition.8

8By contrast, an influx of migrants may have the opposite effect in places where there are many migrants at baseline
(Newman, 2013).
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Regarding the link between proximity and public attitudes toward immigration, it is up

to debate whether geographic closeness shapes economic or psychological concerns. Much

of the research on attitudes towards migration has focused especially on the economic

side. For example, a branch of the literature argues that natives associate migrants with

adverse effects on local wages or fiscal burdens (Hanson, Scheve and Slaughter, 2007;

Borjas, 2003; Mayda, 2006). However, other works suggest that this association may not

be straightforward. For the United States, Citrin et al. (1997) report that personal eco-

nomic circumstances play a limited role in influencing public opinion on immigration, and

Hainmueller, Hiscox and Margalit (2015) show that fears about labor market competition

do not affect attitudes toward immigrants. Along similar lines, Dancygier and Donnelly

(2013) claim that when European natives experience an increase in immigrant workers

in their industries, their support for immigration diminishes only when the economy is

under recession, suggesting that threat is conditional on risk of unemployment.

Tackling the explanatory limitations of the economic drivers of immigration attitudes,

some researchers have turned to psychological factors. An early study that addresses the

impact of economic considerations alongside psychological and cultural motivations is

Sniderman, Hagendoorn and Prior (2004), who conclude that economic interests matter,

but concerns over national identity also drive attitudes towards migrants. Malhotra, Mar-

galit and Mo (2013) indicate that economic threat is as sizable of a source of Americans’

attitudes toward immigration as cultural threat, but that the latter is more consistent and

prominent overall. Also in the American context, Hainmueller and Hopkins (2015) suggest

that immigrants’ adherence to national norms and their expected economic contributions

are crucial determinants of whether the ‘native-born’ perceives migrants favorably or

not. Additionally, Newman et al. (2013) and Dinesen, Klemmensen and Nørgaard (2014)

argue that emotions and empathy can condition economic considerations on migrants.

In light of this evidence, one may argue that economic and psychological concerns com-

plement each other in shaping people’s attitudes towards migrants. Still, this proposition

lacks reference to local context (Newman, 2013). For example, if migrants are located in

a rural village where the baseline immigration level is low and the economy is weak, more
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migrants can have a destabilizing impact vis-à-vis towns where baseline immigration is

higher and the economy is stronger (Dustmann, Vasiljeva and Damm, 2016). At the same

time, if in larger towns migrants are relatively more dispersed, a low frequency of contact

with natives may lead to less sympathy (Fassin, 2011). To draw sharper expectations on

public opinion across heterogenous spaces, we think it is important to focus on the way

migrants are placed in recipient communities. After all, migrants are often constrained

in their choice of location when they access a new country. For example, when refugees

enter a European state, they are usually distributed in a specific location for their status

to be processed, before they can settle in or move on to another country. Depending

on their prospects and status, they may be further allocated in more specific facilities.

Consequently, explaining Europe’s opinions towards immigration requires a discussion of

the role of governmental policies that distribute migrants across subnational territories.

2.2 The Role of Migrants’ Distribution and Reception Centers

We argue that, to understand how national policy may mitigate or exacerbate locals’

concerns with migrants, one should understand the type of migrants’ distribution ap-

proaches countries use to control immigration. Generally speaking, national governments

in Europe can choose from a mix of policy approaches (Boushey and Luedtke, 2006).

In this paper we focus on two that have become more prominent since the immigration

crisis: the centralized approach and the diffused approach.9

Immigration policy is centralized when the central government has exclusive control over

the management - and, thus, the distribution or reception - of migrants on the national

territory. This approach is often preferred if there are high costs associated with immigra-

tion control at sub-central levels. For example, if a government thinks that migrants are

to be quickly included in the labour market, the faster workers can move to respond to

relative demand across the country, the more productive the economy is. Consequently,

a centralized policy can allow the government to efficiently relocate migrants wherever

9As per Boushey and Luedtke (2006), these two policies can be complementary. However, as we discuss with respect
of Italy, centralized and diffused migration reception usually work separately. Thus, in this theoretical discussion we will
mostly treat them as substitutes.
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there is demand for their skills. Alternatively, there are substantive benefits to gain from

diffused immigration control, which is the system where the governments involves ter-

ritorial actors to manage migrants. Economic efficiency may be a reason to opt for a

diffused immigration policy, as subnational officers may possess knowledge of ‘both local

preferences and cost conditions that a central agency is unlikely to have’ (Oates, 1999, p.

1123).

Besides economic efficiency, political incentives may determine why governments choose

a centralized or diffused immigration control policy. For example, when a government

possesses the capacity to handle immigration without involving other authorities, deci-

sion makers may choose the centralized policy, thereby avoiding any clientelistic request

from local actors. Furthermore, with either policy framework the national government

may seek to avoid placing migrants where the electorate is more sensitive or competitive

(Bleich, Caeiro and Luehrman, 2010). For example, as most people in Europe live in

cities, some European governments may try to avoid distributing large numbers of mi-

grants in urban centers, where organized criminality tends to better recruit out-group

members (Dancygier, 2010). So, in sum, both centralized and diffused immigration poli-

cies imply political decisions with direct consequences on resident communities. Thus,

immigrants’ reception via either type of policy approach should affect the public opinion

of communities nearby.

In terms of the direction of the effect these policies may have on public opinion, we

expect that the numbers of migrants hosted by centralized and diffused reception cen-

ters generate systematically different attitudes towards immigration. This is because

the centralized approach usually implies isolating migrants in segregated infrastructures,

therefore separating migrants from natives. Vice versa, the diffused approach purpose-

fully fosters integration and enables more human interaction between migrants and local

actors across the territory. Consequently, a relatively higher number of migrants man-

aged with a centralized approach should lead to more negative opinions on immigration

among the contiguous communities.10 By contrast, more migrants managed via the dif-

10See, for example, the critique of ‘immigration removal centers’ in the United Kingdom or the ‘centres de rétention
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fused immigration approach should not.11

In what follows we elaborate on this logic in order to develop testable hypotheses based on

the Italian case.12 However, it is clear that our argument should account for different ways

in which public opinion may be endogenous to the territorial distribution of migrants.

For example, people may support immigration depending on the effectiveness of the

institutions that deal with migrants. Alternatively, people may support immigration as a

function of the social capital that characterizes their communities. In the next section we

discuss plausible concerns with endogeneity between the systems of allocation of migrants

and citizens’ opinions on immigration, arguing for a measurement of social cooperatives

as an instrument for migration centers.

3 The Case of Italy

We study the link between public opinion and the geographical distribution of migrants

in Italy, one of the countries most affected by the recent European immigration crisis.

Italy is an influential case for testing our argument on public opinion of immigration for

two reasons. First, the country is renowned for its division between the richer North

and the poorer South, and one may expect that this division may influence the spatial

distribution of public attitudes towards immigration. After all, Italy’s North and South

have different resilience to the demographic effects of immigration, so they may think

differently about migrants all together.

Figure 1 shows that the distribution of recent opinions on immigration in Italy is not as

straightforward as this reasoning would suggest. The plot reports the values of public

attitudes towards immigration nested in each of the Italian regions as measured in the

2014-2015 Eurobarometer surveys. Clearly there are substantive differences across the

average regional means. For example, the sentiments towards migrants in Southern re-

admnistrative’ in France (Rudolph, 2003; Fassin, 2011).
11Furthermore, a number of migrants managed via a diffused distribution should face less public opposition than an

equal number of migrants managed by centralized reception.
12We focus on the case of Italy due its centrality in the current immigration crisis and to the policy features described

above. Note that, compared to other European states, Italy seems to have been as efficient at managing migrants as
several other large receiving countries. See http://www.asylumineurope.org/reports and https://www.theguardian.

com/uk-news/2017/mar/01/britain-one-of-worst-places-western-europe-asylum-seekers.
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gions such as Calabria and Sicily is more negative than the national average. However,

these trends do not seem to be explained by these regions’ high unemployment and low

income, as some Northern regions with stronger economies also feature negative opinions

towards immigration. For example, Piemonte and Trentino Alto Adige have comparable

means to Sicily. Furthermore, while regions such as Emilia Romagna show a positive feel-

ing towards immigration, similarly wealthy regions such as Liguria do not. Whether this

puzzling variation may be captured by resentments due to the territorial management of

migrants is what we seek to find out.

We also study Italy because the country presents a combination of centralized and dif-

fused immigration control policies. On the one hand, Italy pursues immigration through

centralized reception, and specifically the so-called Home Office centers.13 The Home

Office centers are divided into three categories: the centri di primo soccorso e accoglienza

(first aid and reception centres, or CPSA), where migrants are assisted with basic needs;

the centri di accoglienza per richiedenti asilo (centres for the reception of asylum seekers,

or CARA), where asylum seekers stay while their application is examined; and the centri

di identificazione ed espulsione (identification and deportation centers, or CIE), where

migrants are held for repatriation or international protection if their asylum application

is submitted after a return order.14 All of these centers are large prefecture-managed

facilities with accommodation capacity up to 2,000 migrants.15

Importantly for our study, the Home Office centers are mainly located in small locations

near major landing sites, for the most part in proximity of communities that are close to

the entry point of migrants. As Italy has historically experienced immigration from the

Mediterranean, the majority of these centers are in Southern regions. In fact, roughly

80 percent of the CPSA, CARA, and CIE centers are located in Sardinia, Calabria,

Sicily and Apulia, with the majority in the latter two (Table 1).16 From a government’s

13BBC. ‘Italy’s immigrants despair at new laws.’ July 2009. http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/europe/8170187.stm
14Italian Council for Refugees. 2015. ‘Italy: Types of Accommodation’. http://www.asylumineurope.org/reports/

country/italy/reception-conditions/access-forms-reception-conditions/types-accommodation.
15WHO, Regional Office for Europe. 2014. ‘Sicily, Italy: Assessing health-system capacity to

manage sudden large influxes of migrants’. http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/262519/

Sicily-Italy-Assessing-health-system-capacity-manage-sudden-large-influxes-migrantsEng.pdf.
16Lazio has these centers because it contains the capital city, Rome. The rest are in the border regions of Marche (sea

border with Balkans), Friuli-Venezia-Giulia (land border with Balkans), and Piemonte (land border with France).
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standpoint, it is efficient to keep migrants in these border areas, which tend to be more

politically contentious places to begin with. At the same time, according to our theory the

placement of refugees in these large centers could cause segregation between the hosting

communities and the migrants. This, we argue, may have implications for local attitudes

towards immigration.17

The Home Office centers have been a pillar of Italian immigration control since the early

2000s. However, recent refugee flows following the Global Recession and the Arab Spring

critically increased migrants’ numbers in the country (Figure 2), and put pressure on

its national policies. The point that drastically changed Italy’s approach to immigration

coincided with the shipwrecks of October 2013, when two boats of migrants sank off the

island of Lampedusa, causing the death of more than 350 people and a few hundreds of

illegal arrivals. A week after the event, the Italian parliament approved modifications

to the immigration law, establishing a new diffused reception plan to complement the

otherwise overwhelmed system of large Home Office centers. Since 2013, this ‘emergency’

plan has become Italy’s second major pillar of migration control.

The characteristics of the 2013 reception policy are strikingly different from the central-

ized reception system. The new policy is based on small centers called centri di accoglienza

straordinaria (emergency reception centers, or CAS), which rely on pre-existing facilities

such as community homes, old hostels, and churches. These reception centers are closely

related to the centers of the sistema di protezione per richiedenti asilo e rifugiati (system

for the protection of asylum seekers and refugees, or SPRAR), which since 2002 provide

migrants with legal guidance, cultural mediation services and support in finding a per-

manent accommodation. After 2013, the CAS centers were often annexed to SPRAR

facilities, although CAS and SPRAR do not perform identical tasks.18 For our purposes,

17Certainly many of the regions where these large centers are placed have historically had weaker institutions and lower
social capital (Putnam, Leonardi and Nanetti, 1993). However, the attitudes for migration in the large-center regions
before the recent immigration crisis were not systematically different to the attitudes in non-border regions. As Figure A.1
shows, according to the European Social Survey (ESS) in 2002 opinions on immigration were rather consistent across most
regions. The 2012-13 ESS responses show much higher non-obvious variation.

18For example, while the SPRAR provides job orientation and professional services through job training programs,
the CAS is a source of migrant assistance based on voluntary work. Moreover, while the Ministry of the Interior has
direct budgeting power over the SPRAR, many CAS operate on donations, therefore representing grass-root entities in
the territory where they are located. Nonetheless, SPRAR and CAS are both scattered on the territory and organized in
medium-sized collective centers, and SPRAR centers represent a ‘second-stage’ reception targeted at integration that can
follow the permanence in CAS centers, which collects people who have just arrived and require primary assistance.
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while we think we can draw similar theoretical implications for both CAS and SPRAR

centers, we will mainly concentrate on the effect of migrants placed in CAS as they are

the most common method of migrant reception in recent years, and therefore the best

measure to juxtapose with the centralized Home Office approach.

We leverage the variation in the number of migrants across Italy’s reception centers to test

our argument. All else equal, we expect residents living in close proximity to migrants in

large Home Office facilities to express more negative attitudes toward immigration than

residents that are more distant, i.e. residents in regions with fewer numbers of migrants

in large Home Office centers or with no Home Office center altogether.19 By contrast,

residents living in proximity to migrants in small facilities should have more direct en-

counters with them. This could in principle lead to a greater understanding between

the two groups. Then again, socio-economic dynamics dictated by relative population

sizes (both in terms of the residents and migrants) may condition natives’ perception of

immigration (Dustmann, Vasiljeva and Damm, 2016). If residents in small communities

see large numbers of migrants in small centers, they may expect a greater relative burden

than residents seeing an equally large number of migrants in urban areas, where wages

tend to be higher and cultural views are usually more liberal. In other words, the presence

of migrants in small immigration facilities may generate different feelings among natives

depending on the latter’s demographic context (Bleich, Caeiro and Luehrman, 2010).20

In light of this consideration, whether residents live in large versus small towns could

mediate the inter-group relations when migrants are diffused across small centers (CAS).

A small emergency center that allows refugees to settle in a small resident community

may be perceived as more threatening than a small facility introducing migrants in a

large Italian town. Vice versa, a small facility that introduces refugees in a large and

19Investigative journalists have reported that in these centers migrants are frequently maltreated and often rebel from the
security forces. While we do not directly focus on the media perception nor the security issue here, these are considerations
that may add to the negative perception of migrants in large Home Office centers. See Corriere della Sera, 2014, ‘Lampe-
dusa: Il Centro Accoglienza per gli Immigrati sembra un Lager’, http://www.corriere.it/cronache/14_gennaio_04/

lampedusa-il-centro-accoglienza-gli-immigrati-sembra-lager-b1e26c1a-7530-11e3-b02c-f0cd2d6437ec.shtml;
and Euronews, 2004, ‘Dal CARA di Mineo alla Campania: come funziona il business dei migranti.’ http:

//it.euronews.com/2016/04/08/dal-cara-di-mineo-alla-campania-come-funziona-il-business-dei-migranti/.
20This is in line with Barone et al. (2014), who suggest that while Italy’s immigration in the late 2000s is associated

with more support for anti-immigration parties, residents of large cities are more resistant to anti-immigration rhetorics
despite large numbers of immigration flows.
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economically lively city may have more positive effect on locals’ attitudes. We incorpo-

rate such conditional effects in our analysis, and expect that in geographic proximity to

smaller facilities (CAS) public opinion on immigration will be more positive if the com-

munity is large, which usually implies that it is less economically fragile and more socially

heterogenous. Vice versa, people living in small villages proximate to small migration

centers should have more negative attitudes to migrants. Summing up, we seek to test

the following two hypotheses:

H1: As more migrants are placed in large Home Office centers, Italian residents in prox-

imity of these centers should be less supportive of migration.

H2: As more migrants are placed in small emergency centers, Italian residents in prox-

imity of these centers should be more supportive of migration if residents live in large

cities.

Before moving to the research design of our study, it is worth discussing issues of potential

endogeneity. Evidently, one may argue that people’s opinions on immigration may be in-

terlinked with the allocation of migrants in ways that could make the distribution systems

endogenous to attitudes themselves. We think this is a small concern for the allocation

of migrants in the large Home Office centers, as these centers exist for border security

purposes and particularly because the central government assigns migrants strictly as a

function of bed availability.21 However, endogeneity is a plausible concern especially in

reference to our second hypothesis on small centers, as these are often operated through

donations and staffed by volunteers, so at least in part reliant on the local population’s

friendliness towards migrants (Steinmayr, 2016). To account for these problems with the

distribution of refugees across communities, we should rely on a measurement of prior

civil openness to immigration that may otherwise be omitted in the CAS analysis. To this

end, we exploit the territorial presence of local cooperatives, which are small autonomous

associations of Italians who voluntarily unite to meet common economic, social or cul-

tural needs. We leverage the fact that many cooperatives are necessarily linked to the

21An interview conducted in Sicily in September 2015 indicates that, when boats of migrants are identified on the sea,
the Coastal Guard contacts the Ministry of Interior and is told where to bring them according to basic availability.
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operations of small reception centers but that they existed independently of support of

immigration before 2014 to instrument the presence of migrants in the CAS.22 We expect

the number of Italian cooperatives to mainly affect public opinion on immigration via

the small centers, as these tend to be small-scale projects with no major implications on

the national public debate on immigration.

4 Research Design

4.1 Data

We posit that Italians in proximity of more migrants in large Home Office centers should

have more negative attitudes on immigration, ceteris paribus. Furthermore, we expect

that Italians in proximity of more migrants in small reception centers should have less

negative attitudes on immigration if they live in larger towns. In this section we introduce

observational data we use to test these claims.

As we already described, Italy’s migrant reception policies affect different geographic lo-

cations across the country. The large Home Office centers administered by the centralized

authorities are placed in strategic border regions. By contrast, small emergency centers

are distributed across the entire national territory. Consequently, we need measurements

of two types of migration numbers and, thus, two sources of variation of people’s opinion

towards immigration: the regional level and the local community level.

On the outcome variable side, we measure Italians’ opinions on immigration with the

Eurobarometer survey data as reported in Figure 1.23 While the Eurobarometer has his-

torically included a generic question about immigration, in 2014 the questionnaire was

restructured and now responses regarding EU migration are separate from responses re-

garding non-EU migration.24 We concentrate on the question on non-EU migration, as

responses to the first question should instead reveal opinions on the right of free move-

22Examples of cooperatives include Libera Terra, which is an association that rehabilitates assets freed from Mafia
groups for farming, and L’Aurora Cooperativa Sociale, which is an association that helps young women victims of organized
prostitution.

23We prefer the Eurobarometer over the European Social Survey because Italy was not included in the latest (Wave 7)
ESS battery. We use the ESS Wave 6 data for sensitivity tests.

24This change in the questionnaire occurred after fielding the Eurobarometer version 81.4 in the summer of 2014.
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ment within the EU. We collected the responses to the question “Please tell us whether

the following statement evokes a positive or negative feeling for you: Immigration of peo-

ple from outside the European Union”. The scale of these responses goes from 1 to 4, and

we recode it so that ‘Very positive’ corresponds to 4, ‘Fairly Positive’ corresponds to 3,

‘Fairly Negative’ corresponds to 2, and ‘Very Negative’ corresponds to 1. These responses

are available from the survey wave 82.3 (November/December 2014) and 83.3 (May/June

2015).25 Out of a population-representative sample of 2,044 Italians, 1,874 respondents

provided answers to this question. Importantly for our design, the Eurobarometer geolo-

cates the respondents by the region of residence and records whether respondents come

from small versus large towns. As Table 2 shows, the responses to the question ‘In which

type of community do you live? ’ are coded on three point scales: ‘a village or rural area’

(1), ‘a mid-size town’ (2), and ‘a large city’ (3). The sample is representatively distributed

across regions and local communities, so we can relate regional and local quantities of

migrants to the opinion of each respective respondent.26

Our main explanatory variables are the relative levels of migrants in the centralized

and diffused reception centers, respectively. Data on types and numbers of migrants

are available for each Italian region at the Italian Ministry of the Interior’s statistical

archive.27 As of December 2016 the data are available for the end of the year 2013, the

end of 2014, the end of February 2015, the period of March-December 2015, and then

monthly afterwards. We use the end of 2014 data and the end of February 2015 data

to match, respectively, the opinions from the 82.3 and the 83.3 Eurobarometer surveys.

First, we collected the regional number of migrants in the large Home Office centers. The

Ministry reports the effective numbers for migrants in CARA and CPSA but not CIE,

which we abstain from imputing.28 We then collected the regional number of migrants in

25These are questions Q10.2 and Q11.2 in the two surveys, respectively.
26The Eurobarometer’s primary sampling units are selected from each of the administrative (first-level NUTS) regions

after stratification by the distribution of the national resident population in terms of metropolitan, urban and rural areas.
The choice of respondents is made in a second stage, in which case some members of the smallest regions may be combined
with the closest larger region. In the case of the 2014-2015 surveys, any sampled respondents for Valle D’Aosta, Molise
and Basilicata were combined, respectively, with the samples of Piemonte, Abruzzo and Puglia. Valle D’Aosta and Molise
have populations below 300,000 inhabitants, and Basilicata has roughly 500,000 inhabitants. While we will discuss them
descriptively, we ignore them for the sake of our analyses.

27Ministero deli Interni. ‘Presenze dei migranti nelle strutture di accoglienza in Italia.’ http://www.interno.gov.it/

it/sala-stampa/dati-e-statistiche/presenze-dei-migranti-nelle-strutture-accoglienza-italia.
28Migrants in the CIE are anyway a small portion compared to the total amount. CIE are often placed in the same
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small emergency centers, or CAS. The Ministry also reports the effective regional numbers

of migrants in SPRAR centers, which we will resort to for robustness checks.

We are interested in measures of the relative presence of migrants by type of reception

center. Consequently, for each region we take the ratio of migrants in centralized and

diffused reception centers by the total number of migrants in the region. Because we

expect authorities to assign the numbers of migrants to each territory based on the

number of local residents, we standardize each region’s ratio of migrants. Specifically, we

further divide the forementioned ratio by the total regional population measured with

demographic data for January 1st 2014 and January 1st 2015.29

The top maps in Figure 3 illustrate our measures of migrant density in large Home Office

centers (CARA & CPSA) and small reception centers (CAS) across Italy’s regions for

the end of 2014. Regions with large Home Office centers can have up to 15 out of 100

migrants per 1000 residents. Some of these are precisely the same regions where the

average resident expresses more negative sentiments towards immigration. Note also

that, many but not all the regions with large Home Office centers are poor (see maps of

GDP per capita and rate of foreign citizens in Figure 3).

Moving to the CAS, these are by design more distributed across the regions.30 The

descriptive data does not suggest that the number of migrants in these small centers

directly affects Italians’ attitudes towards immigrants. It is however evident that the CAS

numbers vary across more and less urban areas. As Figure 4 illustrates, some provinces

have higher rates of migrants compared to others. For example, the area around Palermo,

the capital of Sicily, has substantively fewer small centers than the adjacent, more rural

area of Trapani. We explore whether opinions of people living close to small centers

depend on whether they live in small or large towns in the following section.

locations as the regional CPSA or CARA. The only region that has a CIE but no CARA or CPSA is Piemonte.
29Istat, 2016. http://dati.istat.it/.
30The ratio of migrants in CAS varies from less than 5 percent (e.g. Puglia) to more than 50 percent (e.g. Umbria).
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4.2 Estimation Strategy

Sentiments towards non-EU immigration should be nested in different levels, and several

individual-level characteristics could influence people’s feelings about immigration, such

as the respondent’s gender, her years of education, and her age. Furthermore, sociopo-

litical factors such as social class and political orientation as well as one’s employment

status may condition the level of sympathy for migrants (Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2014;

Scheve and Slaughter, 2001).

At the same time, following our theoretical argument, there should be substantive vari-

ation across contexts where respondents live. On the one hand, the type of local Com-

munity should capture whether people who live in small villages versus large cities feel

differently about immigration. On the other hand, the territorial management of mi-

grants should influence the view that Italians have of immigration. Here we focus on

the regions’ relative number of migrants in large Home Office centers (Regional Rate of

Migrants in CARA & CPSA) and migrants in small diffused centers (Regional Rate of

Migrants in CAS ).

Regional variation of opinions in Italy may also be determined by structural factors

we need to control for. As already noted, economic wealth varies widely across Italian

regions, and it is reasonable to expect that rich and poor regions have different ways to

manage immigration that could ultimately affect residents’ opinions on this issue. For

example, richer regions can better reinsure residents who feel threatened by incoming

migrants through compensation and adaptation programs, but also through introducing

migrants in the working economy, therefore allowing them to quickly contribute to the

labour market and the common welfare (Dustmann and Preston, 2007). To control for the

impact of regional wealth on individuals’ sentiments towards immigration, we employ the

logged measure of Regional GDP per capita for 2014 and 2015, which we collected from

the Istat archive. Alternatively, we substitute this regional wealth measure with regional

Unemployment rates, which have a high negative correlation with GDP per capita.31

31Italian Statistics. 2016. http://dati.istat.it/
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Feelings towards immigration may also be clustered across regional units because regions

have substantively different patterns of foreign residents. Many European residents reside

in regions because of economic or cultural reasons. For example, minorities of German

and French Europeans live in Northern regions where their languages are spoken. Simi-

larly, some regions have higher communities of non-European migrants due to historical

ties. Along these lines, the trade ties between Northern Africa and Sicily are a reason

why Tunisians and Moroccans are the first foreign minority in the island.32 A higher

presence of foreign residents may indicate a higher propensity of regional population to

accept migrants, or alternatively a resistance to further migrants. We control for these

characteristics with a measure of Regional Level of Foreign Residents, which is the Istat

value of foreign residents divided by the total regional population as of January 2014 and

January 2015, respectively.33

Leveraging these individual- and region-level variables, we estimate two hierarchical (ran-

dom intercept) linear models of opinions towards immigration. The first model follows

the equation:

Feeling for Immigration ij = γ00 + γ10Xij + γ20Community ij + γ01Zj + γ02Migrants in

CARA & CPSAj + γ03Migrants in CAS j + εij + δ0j (1)

In equation (1), i refers to individuals and j refers to Italian regions. Here γ00 is the

‘grand’ mean across individuals and regions, the level-1 error term εij indicates how an

individual’s opinion deviates from the mean in the region in which she resides, and the

level-2 error term δ0j shows how the mean evaluation in a particular state deviates from

the grand mean. The vector X refers to the individual demographic indicators of Gender

(Male or Female), Education (High [above high school level] or Low [below high school

level]), Age (lower than 30, between 30 and 50, or older than 50), Social Class (Low,

Medium or High), Political Ideology (Left, Center or Right), and Employment (0-1). We

also estimate the effect of Community at the individual level, which goes from Small

32Ministero degli Interni. 2014. ‘Dati Statistici dell’Immigrazione in Italia dal 2008 al 2013 e Aggiornamento 2014’.
http://ucs.interno.gov.it/FILES/AllegatiPag/1263/Immigrazione_in_italia.pdf.

33Italian Statistics. 2016. http://dati.istat.it/
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Village to Large City. All of these indicators come from the Eurobarometer datasets.

Furthermore, the vector Z refers to the regional indicator of Regional GDP per capita or,

alternatively, Regional Level of Foreign Residents. In addition to these parameters, we

estimate the variance components at the individual level, Var(εij) = σ2, and at the region

level, Var(δ0j) = τ00. We also add a survey wave dummy to control for time effects.34

The variables of interest that, following our theory, should account for significant variation

in the regional level intercepts are (Rate of) Migrants in CARA & CPSA and (Rate of)

Migrants in CAS. Following our theoretical discussion, we expect the former to have

a more negative effect on sentiments towards immigrants than the latter. However, our

argument also specifies the conditional effect that CAS facilities may have on individuals’

support for migrants based on the community where they reside. Consequently, we also

run a second model that follows equation (2):

Feeling for Immigration ij = γ00 + γ10Xij + γ20Community ij + γ01Zj + γ02Migrants in

CARA & CPSAj + γ03Migrants in CAS j + γ22Community ij × Migrants in

CARA & CPSAj + γ23Community ij × Migrants in CAS j + εij + δ0j (2)

where we allow for a cross-level interaction term between the type of community and

the regional number of migrants in each respective type of centers. Our hypothesis here

is that residents will be less threatened and, in fact, potentially supportive of migra-

tion through small facilities (CAS) if communities are larger. So, assuming that this

mechanism hinges especially on the diffused system of migrant reception, the joint term

Community ij × Migrants in CAS j should have a positive effect on the feelings towards

non-EU immigration of residents of large cities vis-à-vis residents of small villages.

A concern with this empirical strategy is the possibility that migrants may not be assigned

to reception centres at random and that the selective politics of migrant assignment may

spur our findings. Selection would of course cloud our inference that proximity to migrants

causes certain sentiments towards immigration. We tackle this problem specifically for

34See the summary statistics and correlation matrix in Table A.1 and Table A.2 in the Appendix.
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the small centers, which are said to rely on bottom-up social networks in the territory

where they operate. A proxy for social networks could be the level of cooperatives present

in the territory where CAS are in place. We then use this measure as an instrument for

the rate of migrants placed in the CAS centers in the following two-stage linear estimation

framework:

Feeling for Immigration ij = β0 + β1Community ij + β2Migrants in CAS j

+ β3Community ij × Migrants in CAS j + γXij + κj + uij (3a)

Migrants in CAS j = π0 + π1Cooperativesj + πXij + κj + vj (3b)

where Cooperatives is a regional indicator of the aggregate number of groups officially en-

rolled in the national board of cooperatives according to the Italian Ministry of Economic

Development.35 To standardize, we divide this aggregate number of cooperatives by the

total regional population. Because we concentrate here on an instrumental variable esti-

mation without random intercepts, we also control for regional effects through regional

dummies (κ). Note that for our instrumental variable to be valid we need to assume that

cooperatives are not correlated with the error term u. While our instrument may not

completely fulfill this exclusion restriction assumption, it is reassuring that historically

cooperatives in Italy were created for purposes that are not related to immigration and

that they were equally incentivised across the country - in other words, they are not

selectively clustered on any specific region (Figure 4). This provides more confidence for

the use of our instrument for our purposes (Keele and Morgan, 2016).

5 Analyses

5.1 Statistical Findings

We first calculate a random intercept model without contextual and regional covariates

to establish the baseline estimations. Model 1 in Table 3 presents the partial correlations

35Data retrieved from here: http://dati.mise.gov.it/index.php/lista-cooperative.
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between the level-1 covariates and the outcome variable. We find that an individual’s

gender and social class have no significant effects on opinions on non-EU immigration.

Contrastingly, higher levels of education and being employed have significant positive

effects on support for immigration, while older people and right-wing voters are more

opposed. These findings are consistent with previous studies of individual determinants of

public opinion towards immigration (Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2007; Scheve and Slaughter,

2001). However, the individual-based variables do not capture regional differences across

sentiments on immigration, as evinced by the variance component parameter which is

statistically significant at the 95% level.

It is also informative to evaluate the empirical Bayes estimates of the random intercepts

across the Italian regions. As Figure 5 illustrates, the spread in intercept is considerable

and ranges within more than one standard deviation of the outcome variable. The level-

2 intercepts that capture the lowest levels of support for immigration correspond to

individuals in Calabria, Piemonte and Sicily – all regions with CPSA, CARA (Sicily

and Calabria) and CIE (Piemonte). By contrast, the higher intercepts correspond to

individuals in Emilia Romagna and Lombardia, two regions without any Home Office

centers but with relatively more CAS.

The results remain similar if we add more contextual variables to the model (Model 2 in

Table 3). With respect to the variable Community, we find that residents in large cities

are more sensitive to non-EU immigration, and that their feelings are significantly more

negative than residents in small towns. This evidence suggests that, everything else equal,

large cities may foster segregation between migrants and natives, causing the latter to

feel more threatened by migration. At the same time and following expectations, we find

that individuals in regions that are more wealthy are more likely to support migration

compared to residents of poorer regions.

To evaluate the cross-regional patterns of immigration opinions along the lines of our

theory, we proceed with estimating the full model described in equation (1). Models 3

through 6 report the results where the regional control variables for Model 3-4 and 5-6

are, respectively, Regional GDP per capita and Regional Rate of Foreign Residents – both
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of which have positive though weakly significant correlations with the outcome variable.

Keeping everything else constant, we find that a higher proportion of migrants placed in

large Home Office centers (Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA) has a strong

negative effect on feelings for non-EU immigration. This result supports our expectation

that migrant reception through large centers is more likely to catalyze negative feelings

towards the issue of migration. By contrast, the effect of migrants in CAS is virtually

null, as we do not find evidence that residents of regions with large numbers of migrants

placed in small centers have statistically different opinions on migration than residents of

regions with fewer CAS. This inference is also supported by the coefficient of the regional

variance component τ00, which is substantively larger for Models 3 and 5, to indicate that

the variable of migrants in CARA & CPSA captures much more cross-region variation in

the evaluation of immigration.36

The evidence from Table 3 lends support to our first hypothesis that Italians living in

close proximity to large Home Office facilities express more negative opinions toward non-

European migration inflows than resident in places that have no exposure to migrants

through Home Office facilities. However, the null finding for the CAS model urges us

to test whether reception centers may be linked to sentiments on immigration through

other local mechanisms. Especially in the context of diffused migration, it is possible that

the community where residents live condition the effect of reception facilities. Thus, we

estimate the parameters in equation (2), which are reported in Table 4. Once again, we

present results for two sets of models: one with the interaction between Community and

Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA, and one with the interaction between Community

and Rate of Migrants in CAS. We present results where we control for regional variation

with GDP per capita and, alternatively, level of foreign residents.

Model 1 in Table 4 reports a negative but statistical insignificant interaction between

the size of the community where a resident lives and the regional number of migrants

in large facilities. In other words, we do not find systematic evidence that, given more

36Along these lines, the intra-class correlation (ICC) for Model 3 is 0.13/(0.74+0.13) = 0.15, which means that around
15 percent of the variance in the outcome variable is due to differences across regions. By contrast, the ICC for Model 4
is 0.02/(0.55+0.02) = 0.03.
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immigrants in CARA & CPSA, people in small versus large towns show more opposition

towards immigration. This is interesting in light of the fact that the coefficient for Com-

munity remains negative and statistically significant. Evidently, the negative sentiments

of residents in large cities is not exacerbated by regional numbers of migrants, possibly

because it is the region as a whole that is opposed to migrants in these centers. This

result is graphically illustrated in Figure 6. The effects of Home Office centers are neg-

ative across types of communities, and while cities may be relatively more sensitive the

difference with small towns is not significant.

Moving to the interaction of community with numbers of immigrants in CAS facilities,

Model 2 reports these results. Here we find that, at higher regional levels of migrants

located in the small emergency centers, there are significant differences between the sen-

timents of residents in large cities vis-à-vis small villages. Consistent with our line of

thinking, Italians living in urban places exposed to migrants in small emergency centers

appear more supportive of immigration than Italians in rural places exposed to the same

level and type of migrants. Once again, the results can be illustrated with interaction

plots. Figure 7 shows the divergence between the increasingly negative opinions of rural

residents confronted with CAS and the increasingly positive opinions of urban residents.

We interpret this as evidence that Italy’s diffused model of migrant reception has fos-

tered more sympathy to migrants in contexts where residents feel less economically and

culturally threatened by migration to begin with.37

The observational evidence supports our theoretical propositions, however it is up to de-

bate whether it can be interpreted causally. In particular, the regressions of the numbers

of migrants in small centers may result from a mix of compositional effects and the effect

of the presence of refugees in a community. To address this concern, we use instrumental

variable estimations to gauge the exogenous effect of migrants in small reception centers

(CAS). Table 5 reports the results. Firstly, for our instrument to be valid, we need to

make sure it is correlated with the endogenous variable, Rate of Migrants in CAS. In

37The results are virtually unchanged if we control for proportions of foreign residents instead of per capita GDP.
Moreover, the models where we simultaneously estimate the effect of both sets of variables (Rate of Migrants in CARA &
CPSA and Rate of Migrants in CAS) report qualitatively identical results to the ones presented thus far.
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the first column we show the first stage of the two-step estimation, which indicates that

the level of cooperatives is indeed significantly and positively related to the number of

migrants placed in small emergency centers, as expected. More importantly for our pur-

poses, in the second and third columns we show the second stage of the estimation. For

the unconditional model we find that, even after clearing up the effect of social networks

from the error term, the coefficient for the number of migrants in CAS is negative but

not statistically significant. However and in line with our theory, the interaction Regional

Rate of Migrants in CAS × Community is positive and statistically significant, and the

coefficient is even higher than for the original models.38

It is worth highlighting that the results are robust to a number of sensitivity tests re-

ported in the Appendix. We find that the models that employ the regional numbers

of migrants in SPRAR facilities show similar patterns to the CAS models. These have

no unconditional effects on sentiments towards immigration, but the SPRAR migrants’

numbers interact significantly with community type, and urban residents exposed to more

migrants in SPRAR show more sympathetic feelings.39 Our results are also robust if we

control for other determinants of individuals’ opinions on non-EU immigration, such as

respondents’ access to internet (a first-hand source of information on immigration), the

total regional numbers of migrants across all centers, and alternative measures of level-2

variation based on regions’ unemployment rates and debt levels.40 Fixed effect linear and

logit estimations do not alter the implications of the findings.41 Finally, to evaluate our

results outside the Eurobarometer framework, we used a separate dataset based on Wave

6 of the European Social Survey (official marked as a 2012 survey, although responses

were collected also in 2013), to which we match 2013 migration data from the Ministry of

the Interior. The models run on these data confirm our finding that residents of regions

with migrants in large Home Office centers are less supportive of migration.42 Moreover,

38The results are virtually identical if we break up the cooperatives by type. We find that the aggregate numbers of
social and work cooperatives are positively and negatively correlated with migrants in CAS, respectively. However, after
instrumenting them for migrants in CAS we find that their effect on public opinions is only significant if interacted with
the community where respondents live. The same results emerge if we use the growth rate of cooperatives between 2013
and 2014 instead of the aggregate number of cooperatives. See Appendix for these additional estimations.

39Tables A.3 and A.4.
40Tables A.5, A.6, and A.7.
41Tables A.8 and A.9.
42Table A.12.
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this data suggests that numbers of migrants in CAS is positively correlated with support

for migrants independent of community type, possibly because as of early 2013 the crisis

had only started hitting the country, the diffused policy was still not fully operative, and

the national burden sharing did not yet polarize urban versus rural centers.

5.2 Mechanisms

Our statistical results provide evidence for how governments’ migration control and the

distribution of migrants across different subnational contexts can affect public support

for immigration. However, these findings are contingent on specific measurements and

identification assumptions. To provide further robustness that our interpretation has

substantive grounds, we discuss information gathered in September 2015 in Sicily where

we conducted structured qualitative interviews with actors involved in the management

of the immigration crisis. Sicily is a crucial case in which to explore the link between

reception centers and public attitudes towards migrants because the island is a central

hub of Mediterranean migration that in 2013 received roughly 60 percent of all migrants

entering Italy. Consequently, the central government operates many Home Office centers

in the region, but the constituents have also mobilized to manage the crisis. As Figure 8

shows, as of 2015 all the nine Sicilian provinces are involved in the reception of migrants,

although some have more Home Office centers than others, while they all have CAS

centers. To understand what these centers mean for the local population, in September

2015 we interviewed a number of mayors and members of local organizations involved in

the reception of migrants in the provinces of Palermo, Trapani, Agrigento and Ragusa.

In regard to our first hypothesis, we inquired how local citizens view the large Home

Office centers and whether these are in any way conducive to contact with migrants. Our

interviews clearly indicate that the contact is minimal, and that even the heads of local

institutions have little interaction with CARA and CPSA. The Lampedusa Mayor made

explicit that ‘the citizens of Lampedusa do not interact with the center nor with the people

within. They donate toys, clothes and other small things when local organizations mobilize

for new arrivals, but there is no direct interaction with the center, and [Lampedusians]
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are not in touch with the migrants.” Furthermore, the Mayor noted that ‘the island is

mainly concerned with issues that are much more domestic. Immigration is the biggest

global problem of modern days, but it is not at the heart of the work of the Mayor of

Lampedusa - nor is it a priority policy issue of the locals.’43

One may wonder whether the fact that Lampedusa is a small community with roughly

5,000 Italians affects this view of immigration and the Home Office centers. An anony-

mous interviewee (a politician) confirmed that this sentiment of distance between the

citizen and the migrant is present also in Trapani, a town of roughly 450,000 inhabitants.

In his words, the operations of assistance to migrants in the large centers are mostly ‘in

the hands of the national authority.’44 The city is only involved in the management of

migrants by providing basic security and services, such as bus shuttles that connect the

city center of Trapani with the local CARA, which is in the suburbs. However, people

in Trapani only have sporadic encounters with these migrants. For example, the asylum

seekers in the CARA are allowed to visit the city only at certain times together. Accord-

ing to the interviewee, ‘when the migrants aggregate in larger groups, then you can see the

social annoyance.’ Similarly, a representative of a non-profit organization in the small

town of Pozzallo stressed that ‘racism is caused by the setup of Italy’s large reception

policy [which takes into] little consideration the characteristics of the territory where the

migrants should theoretically be managed.’45

In regard to our second hypothesis, we investigated whether the reception of migrants

through small emergency centers may have spurred more interactions and different sen-

timents towards migrants. Our interviews consistently indicate that the contact through

CAS and SPRAR is overall more conducive to empathy towards migrants. However,

the support for migration seems to emerge if these centers operate in large cities where

the local population can more easily absorb small quantities of migrants. In the anony-

mous interview with the politician in Trapani, our interviewee stated that ‘as long as

few migrants congregated in small centers, there were never problems or complaints.’

43Interview with Giusi Nicolini, Lampedusa, 08/09/2015 (authors’ translation).
44The interviewee requested anonymity. The interview occurred in Trapani on 14/09/2015 (authors’ translation).
45Interview with Lucia Borghi, Borderline Sicilia, Ragusa 21/09/2015 (authors’ translation).
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Nonetheless, ‘Trapani is smaller than cities like Palermo and Catania. This means that

migrants are more visible in Trapani than in larger cities.’

In the city of Palermo, which has no large Home Office center but a sizeable number of

CAS/SPRAR, the head of a non-profit organization made clear that ‘citizens are ready

to support a few migrants of all kinds and all races as long as the numbers are sustainable

for the resources of their community.’46 The manager of a SPRAR added that ‘quarters

of large cities where migrants have been around for a long time have no problem assisting

migrants, but it is more difficult for small localities.’47 In sum, our interviews indicate

that Italy’s small immigration centers have catalyzed more positive sentiments towards

non-European migration in Sicily, but their strongest effect seems to be in contexts where

natives do not feel economically threatened nor socially overwhelmed. Consequently, as

in the words of the Palermo Mayor, ‘[the system of] diffused migration induces more

solidarity ’ than concentrated reception.48

6 Conclusion

As the immigration crisis in Europe evolves, migration control and management have

become critical political issues across the continent, motivating nationalistic movements

on the one hand and humanitarian campaigns on the other. The immigration debates

in the European Parliament and national legislative chambers have become increasingly

contentious. Still, in seeking to explain these attitudes, the literature on public opinions

towards migration has been limited and classical distinctions between economic and psy-

chological motivations do not fully explain the public divisions that have recently emerged

in European states.

In this paper we argue that factors that are known to polarize public opinions should work

in function of the context in which natives and migrants interact. We presented a theory

that takes into account geographic proximity of natives to migrants and the system of

migrant distribution pursued by the state, which we believe to be crucial explanations

46Interview with Maurizio Artale, Centro di Accoglienza Padre Nostro, Palermo 07/09/2015 (authors’ translation).
47Interview with Alfonso Cinquemani, Centro Astalli, Palermo 16/09/2015 (authors’ translation).
48Interview with Leoluca Orlando, Palazzo delle Acquile, Palermo 11/09/2015 (authors’ translation).
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for why some subnational contexts today support non-European migration while others

oppose it. We contend that geographic proximity to migrants should channel economic

and psychological concerns. So, if migrants are kept distant from residents, residents will

develop fear due to the segregation that prevents structured contact with the migrants.

By contrast, if migrants are systematically placed in proximity of natives in numbers that

do not overwhelm the community either economically or culturally, then contact should be

more likely, and so should be interactions through which natives feel less threatened and

rather more empathic to migrants. We also argued that understanding the way contact

or its absence may influence the feeling of proximity to migrants requires an analysis of

governmental policies that distribute migrants across the territories where residents live.

The case of Italy is useful to test our theory, because the country has been exposed to

large inflows of migrants that the government has managed with reception in different

localities across the country. Furthermore, the Italian government has resorted to two

types of reception approaches: large Home Office centers that are clustered in specific

regions, and small centers managed by civil society that are diffused across the country.

Our research design leverages, on the one hand, Italy’s Eurobarometer responses to the

question on attitudes toward non-EU immigration, and on the other hand new measures

of local exposure to migrants through immigration reception centers. Our econometric

models account for across-region variations and show that a central government’s ‘macro’

management of migrants is significantly associated with negative feelings towards immi-

gration among people who reside close to large Home Office centers. By contrast, the

diffused method of migration control via small reception centers can foster positive feel-

ings if residents live in large urban communities, where people are exposed to migrants

within centers that foster contact and integration.

Our study has implications for the current debate on immigration and for the political

dynamics of immigration policymaking in Europe today. Our findings suggest that pol-

icymakers should be careful about distributing migrants in ‘hotspots’ – a strategy that

European leaders have been exploring. According to our results, the policy of burden

sharing through small diffused centers works better for constituents as long as the small
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centers have the capacity to incorporate the migrants in the socioeconomic landscape.

Consequently, while diffused migration policy may be expensive in the short-run, it may

pay off and, if well organized, generate greater trust in the institutions that manage the

crisis.
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Figures

Figure 1: Average Feeling About Non-EU Immigration by Italian Region (2014-15)
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Source: Eurobarometer, within-region average based on 82.3 and 83.3 surveys.
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Figure 2: Number of Migrants Who Applied for Asylum in Italy, 2000-2015
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Source: Ministero deli Interni, “Quaderno Statistico 1990-2015.”
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Figure 3: The Distribution of Migrants by Reception Centers, Wealth and Foreign Resi-
dents Across Italian Regions (2014)

Source of migrant data (top maps): Ministry of the Interior. Source of GDP and number of foreign
residents (bottom maps): Istat. Notes: The CARA & CPSA map does not include CIE numbers because,
while the nominal capacity is known, the effective number of migrants is not reported in the Ministry’s
data. The CAS map reports Valle D’Aosta and Molise in white because their values are artificially high
due to their very low indigenous populations (they are also excluded from the Eurobarometer surveys).
All measures are standardized by regional population (Istat data).
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Figure 4: Migrants in Small Centers and Cooperatives Across Italian Provinces (2014)

See text for data sources. Units in white are missing due to changes to the definition of provinces and
the eventual incorporation or division with other provinces (effective January 1st 2014).
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Figure 5: Caterpillar Plot of Random Effects at Regional Level
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The graph shows the empirical Bayes estimates and the 90% confidence intervals of the random effects
at the regional level calculated from Model 1 of Table 3.
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Figure 6: The Effect of Large Home Office Centers (CARA & CPSA) on Public Opinion
on Immigration Conditional on Local Community

●

●

●

●

●

●

−4

−2

0

2

Small Village Middle Town Large Town

E
ffe

ct
 fo

r R
at

e 
of

 M
ig

ra
nt

s
in

 L
ar

ge
 H

om
e 

O
ffi

ce
 S

tr
uc

tu
re

s

1.
0

2.
0

3.
0

Ef
fe

ct
 o

f R
es

po
nd

en
t's

 S
m

al
l V

ill
ag

e
on

 H
er

 N
eg

 v
s P

os
 F

ee
lin

g 
ab

ou
t N

on
-E

U
 Im

m
ig

ra
nt

s

1.
0

2.
0

3.
0

Ef
fe

ct
 o

f  
Re

sp
on

de
nt

's 
La

rg
e T

ow
n

on
 H

er
 N

eg
 v

s P
os

 F
ee

lin
g 

ab
ou

t N
on

-E
U

 Im
m

ig
ra

nt
s

0 .05 .1 .15 .2
 Rate of Migrants in Home Office Centers 

.2
 Rate of Migrants in Home Office Centers 

.05 .1 .150

These figures show the interaction plots where the moderator is the type of community (upper plot)
and the rate of migrants in Italy’s large reception centers (lower plots). The estimates correspond to
the results of Model 1 in Table 4 and report 95% confidence intervals. The line on the bottom graphs
correspond to the overall mean of individuals’ opinions towards non-EU migration (1.93).

37



Figure 7: The Effect of Small Emergency Centers (CSA) on Public Opinion on Immi-
gration Conditional on Local Community
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These figures show the interaction plots where the moderator is the type of community (upper plot)
and the rate of migrants in Italy’s small reception centers (lower plots). The estimates correspond to
the results of Model 2 in Table 4 and report 95% confidence intervals. The line on the bottom graphs
correspond to the overall mean of individuals’ opinions towards non-EU migration (1.93).
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Figure 8: Home Office Reception Centers and Emergency Centers in Sicily (2015)NAME_2
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The map illustrates the Home Office centers (red asterisk) and a selected number of CAS facilities (blue
triangle) across the provinces of the region of Sicily. In gray the provinces where the authors conducted
qualitative interviews in September 2015.
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Tables

Table 1: Italy’s Home Office Centers: Location and Region (2015)

Centri di primo soccorso e accoglienza (CPSA)

Elias (CA) Sardegna

Otranto (LC) Puglia

Lampedusa (AG) Sicilia

Pozzallo (RG) Sicilia

Centri di accoglienza per richiedenti asilo (CARA)

Gradisca d’Isonzo (GR) FVG

Arcevia (AN) Marche

Castelnuovo di Porto (ROMA) Lazio

Palese (BA) Puglia

Restinco (BR) Puglia

Borgo Mezzanone (FG) Puglia

Don Tonino Bello (LC) Puglia

Sant’Anna (CR) Calabria

Lampedusa (AG) Sicilia

Salina Grande (TR) Sicilia

Mineo (CT) Sicilia

Pian del Lago (CL) Sicilia

Pozzallo (RG) Sicilia

Centri di identificazione ed espulsione (CIE)*

Torino (TO) Piemonte

Ponte Galeria (ROMA) Lazio

Palese (BA) Puglia

Milo (TR) Sicilia

Pian del Lago (CL) Sicilia

* No effective number of migrants reported for CIE in the reports of the Ministry of the Interior.

Source: Ministero degli Interni, http://www.interno.gov.it/it
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Table 2: Individuals’ Feeling for Non-EMU Immigration and Type of Community

Small Village Midsize Town Large City

Very Negative Feeling for Non-EU Immigration (1) 93 356 144

Fairly Negative Feeling for Non-EU Immigration (2) 134 587 154

Fairly Positive Feeling for Non-EU Immigration (3) 69 228 50

Very Positive Feeling for Non-EU Immigration (4) 8 44 5

Source: Eurobarometer, 82.3 and 83.3 surveys.
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Y: Feeling for Non-EU Immigration (1-4)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Gender: Female -0.006 -0.003 -0.004 -0.003 -0.004 -0.003

(0.039) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038)

Education: High 0.16∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗

(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.087 -0.095 -0.095 -0.095 -0.095 -0.097

(0.064) (0.063) (0.063) (0.063) (0.063) (0.063)

Age: above 50 years old -0.12∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗

(0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061)

Social Class: Middle to High 0.012 0.021 0.019 0.021 0.019 0.022

(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) -0.097∗∗∗ -0.10∗∗∗ -0.10∗∗∗ -0.10∗∗∗ -0.10∗∗∗ -0.10∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Employed 0.18∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗

(0.045) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045)

Community: Middle-Size Town 0.020 0.024 0.020 0.024 0.021

(0.054) (0.054) (0.054) (0.054) (0.054)

Community: Large Town -0.22∗∗∗ -0.22∗∗∗ -0.22∗∗∗ -0.22∗∗∗ -0.22∗∗∗

(0.070) (0.069) (0.070) (0.070) (0.070)

Regional GDP per capita (log) 0.24∗ 0.06 0.24∗

(0.14) (0.16) (0.14)

Regional Rate of Foreign Residents 0.54 2.30∗

(1.52) (1.24)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA -1.91∗∗ -1.89∗

(0.96) (0.95)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS -0.02 -0.02

(0.22) (0.23)

Survey Waves: Time Effects 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Constant -0.32 -3.09 -1.23 -3.10 -0.63 -0.81

(3.13) (3.41) (3.53) (3.42) (3.12) (3.12)

τ00 0.02∗∗∗ 0.02∗∗∗ 0.13∗∗∗ 0.02∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ 0.03∗∗∗

(0.01) ( 0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01)

N 1608 1608 1608 1608 1608 1608

Regions 17 17 17 17 17 17

χ2 82.2 107.4 111.7 107.4 111.6 108.0

BIC 3738.3 3736.0 3739.5 3743.4 3739.6 3743.8

Table 3: The Effects of Large and Small Migration Centers on Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration.
The table reports the coefficients from a random-intercept linear model (standard errors in parentheses).
The reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education: Low, Age: 18-30 years old, Social Class: Working
Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and Community: Small Village. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *
p<0.1.
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Y: Feeling for Non-EU Immigration (1-4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Gender: Female -0.003 -0.002 -0.003 -0.002

(0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038)

Education: High 0.16∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗

(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.093 -0.099 -0.093 -0.10

(0.063) (0.063) (0.063) (0.063)

Age: above 50 years old -0.12∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.14∗∗

(0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061)

Social Class: Middle to High 0.007 0.014 0.008 0.015

(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) -0.099∗∗∗ -0.098∗∗∗ -0.099∗∗∗ -0.097∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Employed 0.18∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗

(0.045) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045)

Community (Small Village → Large Town) -0.09∗∗ -0.21∗∗∗ -0.09∗∗ -0.21∗∗∗

(0.038) (0.056) (0.039) (0.056)

Regional GDP per capita (log) 0.05 0.20

(0.16) (0.13)

Regional Level of Foreign Residents 0.35 1.87

(1.46) (1.19)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA 0.61 0.59

(2.18) (2.21)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA × -1.15 -1.15

Community (1.04) (1.04)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS -1.21∗∗ -1.21∗∗

(0.59) (0.60)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS × 0.64∗∗ 0.64∗∗

Community (0.28) (0.28)

Survey Waves: Time Effects 0.003 0.004 0.003 0.004

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Constant -1.13 -3.05 -0.57 -1.05

(3.52) (3.40) (3.14) (3.12)

τ00 0.13∗∗∗ 0.02∗∗ 0.13∗∗∗ 0.02∗∗

(0.03) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01)

N 1608 1608 1608 1608

Regions 17 17 17 17

χ2 100.1 100.7 100.0 101.0

BIC 3763.0 3762.1 3763.1 3762.9

Table 4: The Conditional Effect of Community Size on Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration by Large
and Small Migration Centers. The table reports the coefficients from a random-intercept linear model
(standard errors in parentheses). The reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education: Low, Age:
18-30 years old, Social Class: Working Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and Community:
Small Village. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Y: Regional Rate of Y: Feeling for

Migrants in CAS Non-EU Immigration

(1) (2) (3)

Gender: Female -0.000 -0.010 -0.0061

(0.000) (0.039) (0.039)

Education: High -0.000 0.17∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.049) (0.049)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.000 -0.087 -0.094

(0.000) (0.064) (0.064)

Age: above 50 years old -0.000 -0.12∗ -0.12∗∗

(0.000) (0.062) (0.062)

Social Class: Middle to High 0.001∗∗∗ 0.0081 0.014

(0.000) (0.025) (0.025)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) 0.000 -0.098∗∗∗ -0.097∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.022) (0.022)

Employed 0.000 0.17∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.046) (0.045)

Community (Small Village → Large Town) 0.0002 -0.11∗∗∗ -0.22∗∗∗

(0.0002) (0.033) (0.053)

Regional GDP per capita (log) -0.65∗∗∗ 0.58∗∗∗ 0.70∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.17) (0.17)

Regional Level of Cooperatives 0.057∗∗∗

(0.010)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS -0.27 -1.53∗∗∗

(0.20) (0.55)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS × 0.76∗∗∗

Community (0.27)

Survey Waves: Time Effects 0.000 0.004 0.004

(0.000) (0.004) (0.004)

Region Fixed Effects yes yes yes

Constant 6.72∗∗∗ -7.19∗∗ -8.42∗∗

(0.16) (3.64) (3.66)

N 1734 1608 1608

χ2 1530347 129.2 136.2

Table 5: Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration and Small Migration Centers: Instrumenting with the
Presence of Cooperatives. Column 1 reports the first stage coefficients (standard errors in parentheses)
from a linear panel regression where the regional aggregate level of cooperatives is correlated with the
regional rate of migrants in small centers (CAS). By contrast, columns 2-3 report the second stage
coefficients (standard errors in parentheses) from an unconditional and a conditional two-stage model,
respectively, where the regional aggregate level of cooperatives is the instrument to the endogenous
regional rate of migrants in small centers (CAS). The reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education:
Low, Age: 18-30 years old, Social Class: Working Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and
Community: Small Village. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Appendix

Figure A.1: Average Feeling About Non-EU Immigration by Italian Region (ESS data)
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Source: European Social Survey, within-region average based on Survey Wave 1 (2002) and Wave 6
(2012).
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Figure A.2: Map of Unemployment by Italian Region (2014)

Source: Istat.

Figure A.3: Map of Migrants in SPRAR by Italian Region (2014)

Source: Ministry of the Interior.
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Table A.1: Summary statistics

Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. N

Feeling for Non-EU Immigration 1.929 0.787 1 4 1874

Gender 1.527 0.499 1 2 2044

Education 1.658 0.475 1 2 1928

Age: 30-50 years old 1.403 0.491 1 2 2044

Age: above 50 years old 1.448 0.497 1 2 2044

Social Class 2.508 0.883 1 5 1973

Political Ideology 1.856 0.864 1 3 1897

Employment 1.515 0.5 1 2 2044

Community 2.009 0.601 1 3 2041

Regional GDP per capita (log) 10.15 0.298 9.691 11.21 2044

Regional Level of Foreign Residents 0.081 0.036 0.025 0.12 2044

Regional Level of Unemployment 12.93 5.546 5.297 23.41 2044

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA 0.025 0.043 0.000 0.153 2044

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS 0.182 0.153 0.056 0.739 2044

Regional Rate of Migrants in SPRAR 0.072 0.059 0.016 0.398 2044
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Y: Feeling for Non-EU Immigration

(1) (2) (3)

Gender: Female -0.004 -0.005 -0.004

(0.038) (0.038) (0.038)

Education: High 0.15∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗

(0.048) (0.048) (0.048)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.096 -0.093 -0.096

(0.063) (0.063) (0.063)

Age: above 50 years old -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗

(0.061) (0.061) (0.061)

Social Class: Middle to High 0.011 0.012 0.011

(0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) -0.099∗∗∗ -0.099∗∗∗ -0.099∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Employed 0.17∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗

(0.045) (0.045) (0.045)

Community: Middle-Size Town 0.032 0.033 0.032

(0.053) (0.053) (0.053)

Community: Large Town -0.22∗∗∗ -0.23∗∗∗ -0.23∗∗∗

(0.070) (0.069) (0.070)

Regional GDP per capita (log) 0.058 0.55 0.064

(0.16) (0.16) (0.16)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA -1.93∗∗ -1.87∗∗ -1.89∗

(0.97) (0.94) (0.97)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS 0.034

(0.22)

Regional Rate of Migrants in SPRAR -0.49

(0.52)

Regional Rate of Migrants in SPRAR & CAS 0.028

(0.16)

Survey Waves: Time Effects 0.003 0.003 0.003

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Constant -1.46 -1.38 -1.55

(3.51) (3.50) (3.50)

τ00 0.02∗∗ 0.02∗ 0.02∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

N 1608 1608 1608

N Regions 17 17 17

χ2 111.7 112.8 111.7

Table A.3: Migrants, Centers and Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration: Migrants in SPRAR Fa-
cilities. The table reports the coefficients from a random-intercept linear model (standard errors in
parentheses). The reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education: Low, Age: 18-30 years old, Social
Class: Working Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and Community: Small Village. *** p<0.01,
** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Y: Feeling for Non-EU Immigration

(1) (2) (3)

Gender: Female -0.002 -0.003 -0.002

(0.038) (0.038) (0.038)

Education: High 0.15∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗

(0.048) (0.048) (0.048)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.098 -0.097 -0.100

(0.063) (0.064) (0.063)

Age: above 50 years old -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗

(0.061) (0.061) (0.061)

Social Class: Middle to High 0.012 0.011 0.012

(0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) -0.098∗∗∗ -0.098∗∗∗ -0.098∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Employed 0.18∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗

(0.045) (0.045) (0.045)

Community (Small Village → Large Town) -0.19∗∗∗ -0.19∗∗∗ -0.19∗∗∗

(0.060) (0.058) (0.061)

Regional GDP per capita (log) 0.039 0.025 0.040

(0.16) (0.16) (0.16)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA -0.071 1.87 0.50

(2.21) (2.29) (2.19)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA × -0.82 -1.80 -1.10

Community (1.05) (1.10) (1.04)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS -1.09∗

(0.60)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS × 0.60∗∗

Community (0.29)

Regional Rate of Migrants in SPRAR -3.24∗

(1.75)

Regional Rate of Migrants in SPRAR × 1.44∗

Community (0.85)

Regional Rate of Migrants in SPRAR & CAS -0.90∗

(0.46)

Regional Rate of Migrants in SPRAR & CAS × 0.47∗∗

Community (0.22)

Survey Waves: Time Effects 0.003 0.003 0.003

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Constant -1.11 -0.81 -1.14

(3.54) (3.53) (3.53)

N 1608 1608 1608

N Regions 17 17 17

χ2 104.8 103.9 104.5

Table A.4: Migrants, Centers and Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration: Conditional Effects of
Community on Migrants in SPRAR Facilities. The table reports the coefficients from a random-intercept
linear model (standard errors in parentheses). The reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education:
Low, Age: 18-30 years old, Social Class: Working Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and
Community: Small Village. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.6



Y: Feeling for Non-EU Immigration (1-4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Gender: Female -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.001

(0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039)

Education: High 0.14∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ 0.13∗∗

(0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.084 -0.084 -0.082 -0.087

(0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064)

Age: above 50 years old -0.098 -0.096 -0.093 -0.097

(0.065) (0.065) (0.065) (0.065)

Social Class: Middle to High 0.0002 0.002 -0.002 0.004

(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) -0.10∗∗∗ -0.10∗∗∗ -0.099∗∗∗ -0.097∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Employed 0.15∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗

(0.046) (0.046) (0.046) (0.046)

Internet Access 0.019∗ 0.019∗ 0.018 0.018∗

(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Community: Middle-Size Town 0.027 0.023

(0.054) (0.054)

Community: Large Town -0.23∗∗∗ -0.23∗∗∗

(0.071) (0.071)

Community (Small Village → Large Town) -0.10∗∗∗ -0.21∗∗∗

(0.039) (0.057)

Regional GDP per capita (log) 0.077 0.25∗ 0.072 0.21

(0.16) (0.14) (0.15) (0.13)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA -1.86∗ -0.12

(0.95) (2.23)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA × -0.73

Community (1.07)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS -0.035 -1.20∗∗

(0.22) (0.59)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS × 0.62∗∗

Community (0.28)

Survey Waves: Time Effects 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.003

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Constant -0.93 -2.78 -0.96 -2.70

(3.53) (3.42) (3.53) (3.41)

N 1582 1582 1582 1582

N Regions 17 17 17 17

χ2 112.8 108.5 101.0 102.3

Table A.5: Migrants, Centers and Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration: Controlling for Internet
Access. The table reports the coefficients from a random-intercept linear model (standard errors in
parentheses). The reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education: Low, Age: 18-30 years old, Social
Class: Working Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, No Internet Access and Community: Small
Village. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Y: Feeling for Non-EU Immigration (1-4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Gender: Female -0.004 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003

(0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038)

Education: High 0.16∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗

(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.095 -0.094 -0.092 -0.096

(0.063) (0.063) (0.063) (0.064)

Age: above 50 years old -0.13∗∗ -0.13∗∗ -0.12∗∗ -0.13∗∗

(0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061)

Social Class: Middle to High 0.012 0.015 0.008 0.016

(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) -0.10∗∗∗ -0.10∗∗∗ -0.099∗∗∗ -0.098∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Employed 0.17∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗

(0.045) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045)

Community: Middle-Size Town 0.034 0.031

(0.053) (0.053)

Community: Large Town -0.22∗∗∗ -0.21∗∗∗

(0.069) (0.070)

Community (Small Village → Large Town) -0.091∗∗ -0.20∗∗∗

(0.038) (0.056)

Regional Rate of Migrants in All Centers -0.083 -0.15∗∗ -0.085 -0.13∗∗

(0.070) (0.061) (0.067) (0.059)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA -1.51∗ 0.90

(0.90) (2.15)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA × -1.07

Community (1.04)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS -0.097 -1.20∗∗

(0.21) (0.58)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS × 0.60∗∗

Community (0.28)

Survey Waves: Time Effects 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.004

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Constant -0.69 -0.82 -0.68 -1.15

(3.12) (3.12) (3.14) (3.12)

N 1608 1608 1608 1608

N Regions 17 17 17 17

χ2 113.3 110.4 102.2 103.6

Table A.6: Migrants, Centers and Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration: Controlling the Total
Regional Levels of Migrants in All Centers. The table reports the coefficients from a random-intercept
linear model (standard errors in parentheses). The reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education:
Low, Age: 18-30 years old, Social Class: Working Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and
Community: Small Village. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Y: Feeling for Non-EU Immigration (1-4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Gender: Female -0.029 -0.029 -0.029 -0.029

(0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038)

Education: High 0.19∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ 0.20∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗

(0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.048)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.009 -0.008 -0.002 -0.006

(0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.059)

Age: above 50 years old -0.11∗ -0.11∗ -0.10∗ -0.11∗

(0.061) (0.061) (0.061) (0.061)

Social Class: Middle to High 0.024 0.026 0.021 0.028

(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) -0.10∗∗∗ -0.10∗∗∗ -0.099∗∗∗ -0.098∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Community: Middle-Size Town 0.039 0.038

(0.054) (0.054)

Community: Large Town -0.23∗∗∗ -0.23∗∗∗

(0.070) (0.070)

Community (Small Village → Large Town) -0.095∗∗ -0.21∗∗∗

(0.039) (0.056)

Regional Rate of Unemployment 0.002 -0.009 0.002 -0.007

(0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012)

Regional Debt Level -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11

(0.098) (0.11) (0.09) (0.10)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA -1.62∗ 1.05

(0.97) (2.18)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA × -1.23

Community (1.04)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS -0.11 -1.27∗∗

(0.23) (0.60)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS × 0.63∗∗

Community (0.28)

Survey Waves: Time Effects 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.004

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Constant -0.82 -0.04 -0.74 -0.55

(3.26) (3.26) (3.27) (3.26)

N 1608 1608 1608 1608

N Regions

χ2 99.6 96.7 86.6 87.8

Table A.7: Migrants, Centers and Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration: Controlling for Regional
Unemployment and Debt. The table reports the coefficients from a random-intercept linear model (stan-
dard errors in parentheses). The reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education: Low, Age: 18-30
years old, Social Class: Working Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and Community: Small
Village. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Y: Feeling for Non-EU Immigration (1-4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Gender: Female -0.006 -0.007 -0.005 -0.006

(0.038) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039)

Education: High 0.17∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗

(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.085 -0.090 -0.082 -0.094

(0.062) (0.062) (0.063) (0.063)

Age: above 50 years old -0.12∗∗ -0.12∗∗ -0.11∗ -0.12∗∗

(0.060) (0.060) (0.060) (0.060)

Social Class: Middle to High 0.020 0.024 0.017 0.027

(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) -0.10∗∗∗ -0.10∗∗∗ -0.098∗∗∗ -0.097∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Employed 0.17∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗

(0.044) (0.044) (0.044) (0.044)

Community: Middle-Size Town 0.030 0.024

(0.054) (0.054)

Community: Large Town -0.21∗∗∗ -0.21∗∗∗

(0.064) (0.065)

Community (Small Village → Large Town) -0.088∗∗ -0.22∗∗∗

(0.035) (0.053)

Regional GDP per capita (log) 0.57∗∗∗ 0.63∗∗∗ 0.53∗∗∗ 0.70∗∗∗

(0.20) (0.20) (0.19) (0.20)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA -1.60∗∗∗ 1.26

(0.55) (2.01)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA × -1.51

Community (0.99)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS -0.092 -1.53∗∗∗

(0.13) (0.52)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS × 0.76∗∗∗

Community (0.26)

Survey Waves: Time Effects 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.004

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Constant -6.91∗ -7.47∗∗ -6.29∗ -8.42∗∗

(3.75) (3.74) (3.73) (3.79)

N 1608 1608 1608 1608

N Regions 17 17 17 17

Regions Fixed Effects yes yes yes yes

Table A.8: Migrants, Centers and Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration: Fixed Effect OLS Estima-
tion. The table reports the coefficients from an OLS model (robust standard errors in parentheses). The
reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education: Low, Age: 18-30 years old, Social Class: Working
Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and Community: Small Village. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *
p<0.1.
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Y: Feeling for Non-EU Immigration (1-4)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Gender: Female -0.027 -0.029 -0.023 -0.023

(0.096) (0.096) (0.096) (0.096)

Education: High 0.44∗∗∗ 0.43∗∗∗ 0.45∗∗∗ 0.41∗∗∗

(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.23 -0.25 -0.23 -0.27∗

(0.16) (0.15) (0.16) (0.16)

Age: above 50 years old -0.31∗∗ -0.32∗∗ -0.29∗∗ -0.33∗∗

(0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15)

Social Class: Middle to High -0.0025 0.0058 -0.012 0.011

(0.063) (0.063) (0.062) (0.063)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) -0.27∗∗∗ -0.27∗∗∗ -0.27∗∗∗ -0.26∗∗∗

(0.056) (0.056) (0.056) (0.056)

Employed 0.39∗∗∗ 0.39∗∗∗ 0.41∗∗∗ 0.42∗∗∗

(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11)

Community: Middle-Size Town 0.077 0.059

(0.14) (0.14)

Community: Large Town -0.50∗∗∗ -0.49∗∗∗

(0.16) (0.17)

Community (Small Village → Large Town) -0.21∗∗ -0.57∗∗∗

(0.088) (0.14)

Regional GDP per capita (log) 1.49∗∗∗ 1.65∗∗∗ 1.35∗∗∗ 1.82∗∗∗

(0.51) (0.51) (0.49) (0.53)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA -3.42∗∗ 4.98

(1.46) (5.73)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA × -4.11

Community (2.83)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS -0.065 -3.83∗∗∗

(0.31) (1.36)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS × 2.00∗∗∗

Community (0.68)

Survey Waves: Time Effects 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.011

(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

N 1608 1608 1608 1608

N Regions 17 17 17 17

χ2 144.3 133.6 136.8 129.0

Table A.9: Migrants, Centers and Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration: Ordinal Logit Regressions.
The table reports the coefficients from an OLS model (robust standard errors in parentheses). The
reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education: Low, Age: 18-30 years old, Social Class: Working
Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and Community: Small Village. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *
p<0.1.
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Y: Regional Rate of Y: Feeling for

Migrants in CAS Non-EU Immigration

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Gender: Female -0.000 -0.011 -0.0061 -0.011 -0.0061

(0.000) (0.053) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039)

Education: High -0.0000 0.16∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.077) (0.049) (0.049) (0.049)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.000 -0.087 -0.094 -0.087 -0.094

(0.000) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064)

Age: above 50 years old -0.000 -0.12∗ -0.12∗∗ -0.12∗ -0.12∗∗

(0.000) (0.063) (0.062) (0.062) (0.062)

Social Class: Middle to High 0.0005∗∗∗ 0.0085 0.014 0.0083 0.014

(0.0001) (0.027) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) 0.0001 -0.098∗∗∗ -0.097∗∗∗ -0.098∗∗∗ -0.097∗∗∗

(0.0001) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Employed -0.000 0.17∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.081) (0.045) (0.046) (0.045)

Community (Small Village → Large Town) 0.000 -0.12 -0.22∗∗∗ -0.12∗∗∗ -0.22∗∗∗

(0.000) (0.15) (0.053) (0.034) (0.053)

Regional GDP per capita (log) -0.46∗∗∗ 0.58∗∗∗ 0.70∗∗∗ 0.58∗∗∗ 0.70∗∗∗

(0.025) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17)

Regional Level of Social Cooperatives 0.46∗∗∗

(0.038)

Regional Level of Work Cooperatives -0.046∗∗∗

(0.017)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS -0.39 -1.53∗∗∗ -0.33 -1.53∗∗∗

(3.64) (0.55) (0.21) (0.55)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS × 0.76∗∗∗ 0.76∗∗∗

(0.27) (0.27)

Survey Waves: Time Effects -0.000 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.004

(0.000) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

Region Fixed Effects yes yes yes yes yes

Constant 4.88∗∗∗ -7.21∗ -8.42∗∗ -7.20∗∗ -8.42∗∗

(0.22) (3.69) (3.66) (3.65) (3.66)

N 1734 1608 1608 1608 1608

χ2 1640459 127.1 136.2 129.8 136.2

Table A.10: Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration and Small Migration Centers: Instrumenting with
the Presence of Social and Work Cooperatives. Column 1 reports the first stage coefficients (standard
errors in parentheses) from a linear panel regression where the regional aggregate level of social and
work cooperatives is correlated with the regional rate of migrants in small centers (CAS). Columns 2-4
report the unconditional and conditional models where the regional aggregate levels of social and work
cooperatives are the instrument to the endogenous regional rate of migrants in small centers (CAS),
respectively. The reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education: Low, Age: 18-30 years old, Social
Class: Working Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and Community: Small Village. *** p<0.01,
** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 12



Y: Feeling for Non-EU

Immigration (1-4)

(1) (2)

Gender: Female -0.017 -0.0061

(0.054) (0.039)

Education: High 0.15∗ 0.16∗∗∗

(0.080) (0.049)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.087 -0.094

(0.065) (0.064)

Age: above 50 years old -0.12∗ -0.12∗∗

(0.064) (0.062)

Social Class: Middle to High 0.010 0.014

(0.028) (0.025)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) -0.099∗∗∗ -0.097∗∗∗

(0.023) (0.022)

Employed 0.16∗ 0.18∗∗∗

(0.084) (0.045)

Community (Small Village → Large Town) -0.14 -0.22∗∗∗

(0.16) (0.053)

Regional GDP per capita (log) 0.59∗∗∗ 0.70∗∗∗

(0.17) (0.17)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS -1.01 -1.53∗∗∗

(3.79) (0.55)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS × 0.76∗∗∗

(0.27)

Survey Waves: Time Effects 0.0040 0.0039

(0.0043) (0.0038)

Region Fixed Effects yes yes

Constant -7.30∗ -8.42∗∗

(3.74) (3.66)

N 1608 1608

χ2 123.7 136.2

Table A.11: Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration and Small Migration Centers: Instrumenting
with the Growth of Cooperative. Columns 1-2 report the unconditional and conditional models where the
growth rate of cooperatives (between 2013 and 2014) is the instrument to the endogenous regional rate
of migrants in small centers (CAS), respectively. The reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education:
Low, Age: 18-30 years old, Social Class: Working Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and
Community: Small Village. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Figure A.4: Caterpillar Plot of Random Effects at Regional Level: ESS 6 Data (2012)
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The graph shows the empirical Bayes estimates and the 90% confidence intervals of the random effects
at the regional level calculated from Model 1 of Table A.12.
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Y: Immigrants make Italy a worse or

better place to live (0 [worse] - 10 [better])

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Gender: Female 0.23 0.23 0.22 0.23 0.24

(0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16)

Education: High 0.19∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ 0.18∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021)

Age: 30-50 years old -0.41∗ -0.40∗ -0.40∗ -0.37∗ -0.35

(0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21)

Age: above 50 years old -0.22 -0.24 -0.21 -0.21 -0.19

(0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21)

Political Ideology (Left → Right) -0.71∗∗∗ -0.69∗∗∗ -0.72∗∗∗ -0.70∗∗∗ -0.71∗∗∗

(0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16)

Community (Small Village → Large Town) 0.089 0.11 0.086 0.12 0.093

(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11)

Regional GDP per capita (log) 0.17 -0.079 0.41 0.54 0.36

(0.33) (0.34) (0.46) (0.39) (0.41)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CARA & CPSA -0.43∗ -0.65∗∗∗ -0.77∗∗∗

(0.25) (0.23) (0.24)

Regional Rate of Migrants in CAS 2.04 5.92∗∗ 4.89∗

(2.90) (2.60) (2.69)

Regional Rate of Migrants in SPRAR -0.42

(0.26)

Constant 1.52 4.16 -1.03 -2.37 -0.27

(3.35) (3.49) (4.80) (4.08) (4.28)

N 881 881 881 881 881

N Regions 18 18 18 18 18

χ2 125.2 130.9 126.7 145.7 148.0

Table A.12: Migrants, Centers and Opinions towards Non-EU Immigration: European Social Survey
Data #6. The table reports the coefficients from an OLS model (robust standard errors in parentheses).
The reference categories are: Gender: Male, Education: Low, Age: 18-30 years old, Social Class: Working
Class, Political Ideology: Left, Unemployed, and Community: Small Village. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *
p<0.1.
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