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Abstract 
This master thesis draws on perspectives and concepts from social psychology to interpret 

the impact of political orientation on immigrant-related attitudes in a Norwegian sample 

(n = 6180) between 2008 and 2013. It explores relationships between sociodemographic 

characteristics of respondents, their political orientation and attitudes towards immigrants, 

immigration and cultural diversity. Attitudes are discussed with emphasis on its relation 

to ideologies and values in general, and their potential role in the Norwegian political 

landscape in particular. Perspectives from social identity theory, realistic conflict theory 

and system justification theory constitute an analytical framework in interpreting 

empirical results. Further the thesis relates these theories to potential explanations of the 

importance of political orientation on immigration-related attitudes, serving different 

motivational needs for the individual. 

The study is based on Statistics Norway’s survey «Integration barometer 2005-

2013/14». Extracting 22 questionnaire items for principal component analysis resulted in 

a three-component solution, consisting of a first component (twelve items) encompassing 

attitudes towards contact with immigrants and the magnitude of immigration, a second 

attitude component (seven items) interpreted as attitudes towards religion and cultural 

diversity, and a third attitude component (three items) covering attitudes towards work 

immigration. These attitude clusters demonstrated arguably satisfying internal 

consistency reliability (Cronbach's α = .855, .785 and .609 for the respective 

components).  

Six hierarchical multiple regression models were estimated in order to investigate 

the impact of sociodemographic variables and political orientation in predicting the three 

attitude components. Findings revealed a substantial gap in explained variance for the 

first identified attitude segment (∆R2 = 16.1 percentage points), a moderate gap for the 

second attitude cluster (∆R2 = 6.4 percentage points), and a relatively small increase in 

explained variance for the third attitude component (∆R2 = 3.3 percentage points). These 

changes in explained variance are interpreted by applying social psychological theory. 

The findings suggest support for ideological value systems as a primary force of attitude 

organization, as reflecting the comparatively substantial impact of political orientation to 

sociodemographic predictors on immigration-related attitudes. 

Keywords: immigration, cultural diversity, attitudes, political orientation 
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Sammendrag 
Denne masteroppgaven etterstreber en forståelse av innflytelsen av politisk orientering på 

innvandringsrelaterte holdninger i et norsk utvalg (n=6180) i perioden 2008 til 2013. Ved 

å bygge på teoretiske perspektiver fra sosialpsykologi utforskes forholdet mellom 

sosiodemografiske bakgrunnvariabler, respondentenes politiske preferanser og holdninger 

overfor innvandrerne, innvandring og kulturelt mangfold. Videre diskuteres holdninger i 

lys av konseptene verdier og ideologi, herunder politiske ideologier og verdiprofiler i en 

norsk partipolitisk kontekst. De tre hovedteoriene som anvendes i fortolkningen av de 

empiriske resultatene er sosial identitesteori, realistisk konfliktteori samt teorien om 

system-rettferdiggjørelse. Til sammen utgjør de nevnte teorier og konsepter et analytisk 

rammeverk som vil belyse innflytelsen av politisk orientering på innvandringsrelaterte 

holdninger. 

Det empiriske datamaterialet som brukes er innsamlet av Statistisk Sentralbyrå og 

har tittelen «Integreringsbarometeret 2005-2013/14». Basert på 22 spørsmål fra dette 

datasettet, resulterte en prinsipal komponentanalyse (med ortogonal rotasjon) i tre 

holdningsklynger, bestående av henholdsvis tolv spørsmål, syv spørsmål og tre spørsmål. 

Den første holdningskomponenten dekket holdninger knyttet til kontakt med innvandrere 

og det generelle nærværet av innvandrere i nasjonen, det andre holdningssegmentet 

angikk holdninger til kulturelt mangfold og religion, mens den tredje holdningsklyngen 

dreiet seg om holdninger til arbeidsinnvandring. Tatt i betraktning antall spørsmål på hver 

komponent, utviste de tre holdningskomponentene tilstrekkelig grad av indre konsistens 

(Cronbach's α = .855, .785 og .609 for de respektive komponentene). 

Hierarkisk multippel regresjon ble benyttet i den hensikt å kontrollere for effekten 

av politisk orientering på holdninger til innvandring. Med totalt seks modeller (to for hver 

holdningskomponent) ble utslaget av politiske preferanser estimert å være sterkest for den 

første komponenten (∆R2 = 16.1 prosentpoeng), relativt utslagsgivende for den andre 

komponenten (∆R2 = 6.4 prosentpoeng) og forholdsvis lite betydningsfullt for den siste 

komponenten (∆R2 = 3.3 prosentpoeng). Disse endringene i forklart varians samt nivået 

på spesifikke koeffisientestimater fortolkes i lys av sosialpsykologisk teori. Funnene 

indikerer støtte for betydningen av ideologiske verdisystemer på holdningsprofiler, 

ettersom politisk orientering utviste komparativt sterkest innflytelse blant alle prediktorer. 

Nøkkelord: Innvandring, kulturelt mangfold, holdninger, politisk orientering 
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1. Introduction 
Ethnic diversity challenges the existing social hierarchies and exclusionary conceptions 

of citizenship, but also leads to a new tribalism that threatens democracy and social 

cohesion.                                 

                 —Maykel Verkuyten (2005, p. 1) 

 

Western societies are experiencing fundamental changes due to migration and 

globalization (Einhorn & Logue, 2010; Phelps, Blakar, Carlquist, Nafstad & Rand-

Hendriksen, 2012). In just a few decades Norway has changed from a relatively culturally 

homogenous society into a multicultural society with new ethnic minorities and religions 

(Brochmann & Kjelstadli, 2014; Carlquist, Nafstad & Blakar, 2007; Finseraas, Røed & 

Schøne, 2017; Koopmans, 2013; NOU 2017:2, p. 162; Phelps, 2012).  

Immigration to Norway is socially and culturally heterogeneous. The immigrants 

have different motives for migrating. There are two main categories of immigrants: The 

Asylum seekers, refugees and family reunification represent a relatively substantial 

fraction of the immigration to Norway (NOU 2017:2, p. 138). In addition, work 

immigration related to the EU extension between 2004 and 2007 stood for the largest 

influx of migrant labour ever seen in Norwegian history (NOU 2017:2; p. 12).  

While some Norwegians view immigration as a cultural and economic 

enrichment, others are more sceptically inclined and fear the consequences of these 

societal changes (e.g. Djuve & Friberg, 2004). As Friberg (2016, p. 14) has pointed out, 

there are challenges in a multicultural society, concerning both demographic as well as 

the cultural aspects, to create sufficient levels of solidarity and support for common 

institutions and a collective political community (cf. Einhorn & Louge, 2010; Kymlicka 

& Banting, 2006; Mouritsen, 2016; Putnam, 2007; Verkuyten, 2005).  

An ethnically diverse population of immigrants, consisting of people ranging from 

refugees to work immigrants, meets a native Norwegian population with heterogeneous 

preferences regarding political solutions and with a diversity of values. Some of these 

attitudes are likely to be reflected in voting behaviour and related to both ideological 

convictions and specific issue preferences (Eysenck, 1951; Jost, Frederico & Napier, 

2009; Karlsen & Aardal, 2016; Maio, Olson, Bernard & Luke, 2006). These opinions and 

political preferences are assumedly tightly related to values, moral foundations, 

ideological convictions and other psychological motivations (Graham, Haidt & Nosek, 
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2009; Maio et al., 2006). Attitudes are commonly conceptualized as a multi-dimensional 

psychological construct, with a certain origin and organization. For example, forming 

attitudes can serve various psychological functions (Katz, 1960), such as as offering 

adaptive benefits in times of uncertainty (cf. Elster, 1983).  

 

1.1. Immigration to Norway 
Norway has for decades, with a quite small population in an international context, been 

attracting many immigrants relatively to other countries. This is partly because of the 

country’s many positive attributes, including democracy, generous welfare provisions, 

personal freedom and social mobility (Brochmann & Kjeldstadli, 2014; Friberg, 2016; 

NOU 2017:2, p. 47). Norway has been a net immigration country since 1967, and today 

about 17 % of Norway’s population are classified as immigrants (NOU 2017:2, p. 39; 

Statistics Norway, 2017c), counting for a wide range of ethnic backgrounds (over 200 

countries).  

The cultural composition of immigration has implications for integration and 

opportunities for integration or assimilation, identity construction and intergroup 

dynamics in Norway. In 2010, according to Brochmann & Kjeldstadli (2014), over half of 

the immigrants to Norway came from countries outside OECD, compared to 

approximately 1 % before 1970. In 2005 the proportion of non-Western immigrants in 

Norway was about 5,8 % of the total population (Blom, 2005). This is a kind of 

immigration that is associated with greater needs of public financial support compared to 

other immigrant groups (Holmøy & Strøm, 2013b). 

According to Statistics Norway’s classification, «immigrants are persons born 

abroad of two foreign-born parents and four foreign-born grandparents» (Statistics 

Norway, 2017b). As people may associate the immigrant category with factors outside 

this official definition (concerning country of origin, family history and ethnicity), 

respondents in surveys may produce distorted answers when confronted with different 

immigration-related questions. As there are no indications in this data material 

concerning the immigrants’ particular country of origin, immigration in the context of this 

thesis refers to a general category. Accordingly, as immigration in itself is a 

heterogeneous concept, this category should in order to obtain a higher level of analytic 

precision, be decomposed into many subcategories (see Djuve & Friberg, 2004). Thus, 

addressing immigration as a general analytic category is highly problematic, due to the 
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inherent socially constructed heterogeneity in individual meaning related to the concept 

every subject has of an immigrant. In fact, in the recent 2017 election in Norway, 

immigration was the most important political question for the voters (Statistics Norway, 

2017a).  

 

1.2. Background and aims of the thesis 
Norway, in company with many other Western economies, is today in the grip of 

globalization (Andersen, Holmström, Honkapohja, Korkman, Tson &  

Vartiainen, 2007; Einhorn & Logue, 2010). As a result of immigration the country 

experiences changes in its sociocultural environment, commonly associated with both 

opportunities and risks. Some risks relate to uncertainty in providing sufficient 

employment. Others relate to rising costs and enhanced demand for welfare services 

(Andersen et al., 2007, p. 83; Einhorn & Louge, 2010). Immigration triggers population 

growth and demographic changes (Statistics Norway, 2017c; Du Nann Winter & Cava, 

2006), but also opportunities for intercultural contact as well as potential for intergroup 

conflict (Esses, Jackson & Armstrong, 1998; Simon, 2004).  

New cultural impulses and encounters lead to an increasing amount of cultural 

diversity and complexity in many Western societies (Just, Sandovici & Listhaug, 2014; 

Kymlicka & Banting, 2006; Putnam, 2007; The Directorate of Integration & Diversity, 

2012), partly transforming immigrant receiving countries and resulting in new dynamics 

and tensions between the minority and majority population. In general, emerging ethnic 

diversity imposes challenges on social cohesion, intergroup tolerance and power 

structures in many immigrant receiving countries (Brief, Umphress, Dietz, Burrows, Butz 

& Scholten, 2005; Simon, 2004; Verkuyten, 2005).  

According to Maio et al., (2006), studying the constructs of ideologies, values and 

attitudes, is among the most important research agendas in the social sciences. The search 

for attitude organization is a major concern in psychology and political science (Feldman, 

2003). Verkuyten (2018) argues there is a special advantage of studying immigration 

from a social-psychological perspective through the potential of challenging conventional 

thinking and influencing policy makers. In an era of globalization and migration, there is 

a both public and an academic interest in illuminating the opinions and beliefs people 

have about minority members. Examining and understanding people’s attitudes towards 
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immigration and cultural diversity is important as they contribute to the legitimization of 

political decisions and the potential for peaceful intergroup coexistence.  

In the present paper, an attempt is made to apply social psychological theories in 

interpreting the impact of political orientation and respondent characteristics on 

immigration-related majority attitudes statistically observed in a Norwegian sample 

(n=6180). This thesis has one main objective, which is to explore the psychological 

reasons for the impact of political orientation and social status variables on intergroup 

attitudes in the form of majority views on minority groups.  

 

1.3. Research questions and predictions 
As it is reasonable to assume that political orientations are preceded in time by 

sociodemographic indicators, this particular respondent characteristic can play an 

intermediate role in the relationship between background characteristics and attitudes. 

This chronological structure provides a basis for a causal relationship represented by 

Figure 2 (see p. 6). This does not mean that political preferences are not interacting with 

sociodemographic (or economic) status. However, for the case of simplicity, this causal 

structure is argued to be the case. As the nature of the study in this thesis, is explorative, I 

aim to answer the following two research questions:  

 

1)   To what extent is there evidence for political orientation conveying a cognitive-

ideological mechanism in the relationship between sociodemographic 

characteristics and immigration-related attitudes in a Norwegian sample between 

2008 and 2013? 

 

And if that is the case: 

 

2)   How can social psychological theory shed light on the influence of political 

orientation on immigration-related attitudes in Norway?  
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The conceptual approach in this thesis is presented in Figure 1. This visualization shows 

the suggested role of multiple background variables as predictive elements on the 

generated attitude segments (Figure 1).  

 

 

 

  

Figure 1. The conceptual relationship between predictors and majority attitudes.  

 
 
Figure 2 presents the selected predictors from «The Integration Barometer 2005-

2013/14» that are utilized in the multiple linear regression models (MLRM) and their 

hypothetical influence on the attitude components. The cluster of items that constitutes 

the three principal components that emerged from the PCA (cf. Chapter 3) are also 

presented in Figure 1.  

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

                 

Figure 2. Visualized relationship of «the pool of predictors», i.e. the selected respondent 

characteristics utilized in MLRM, on the PCA-generated attitude segments. 

 

The path diagram below (Figure 3) displays a direct relationship between the independent 

variables (multiple predictors) and the dependent variable consisting of issue-specific 

intergroup attitudes. 

Multiple predictors from 
«The Norwegian 

Integration Barometer» 

Principal components 
as indicators of attitude 

segments  

Immigrants 
nearby 

PC1 

PC2 

PC3 

Education 

Year 

Employment 

Gender 

Political 
orientation 
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Figure 3. Hypothesized direct causal relationship without a psychological and ideological 

mechanism represented by political orientation.  

 

The following path diagram (Figure 4) shows a model suggesting political party 

preference as a psychological-ideological mechanism between various background 

characteristics and immigration-related attitudes. 

 

 

   

  

  

             

 

 

Figure 4. The theorization of causal mechanisms involving a mechanism conveyed by political 

orientation.  

 

Through the methodology of multiple linear regression analyses, the thesis investigates 

some possible associations between variables. Thus, there are some expectations about 

the behaviour of the selected sociodemographic predictors. The gender of the 

respondents, their place of residence, level of education and labour market status are 

expected to be of importance to attitudes. Males are expected to on average be more 

sceptical in their immigration-related attitudes, while women are more positive. I expect 

citizens of the larger urban area, i.e. Oslo and Akershus, to be more positively inclined to 

immigration, as people residing in these places are more used to immigrant contact. With 

regards to employment status, I further generalize, and expect persons on disability 

pensions, labour market measures and unemployed respondents to be more negative 

towards immigration. Correspondingly, working people and students are predicted to be 

more positive towards immigration. One of the strongest assumptions are that people with 

higher educational level (i.e. university or university college), on average, are more 

positively attuned towards immigrants and cultural diversity. Across different years, no 

Background 
characteristics 

 

 Attitudes 

Political 
orientation 

Background 
characteristics 

 

 Attitudes 
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particular predictions are suggested. These expectations about the predictors partly lay the 

foundation for the organization of the predictors (cf. Chapter 3).  
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2. Theoretical underpinnings 
Genocides on the order of millions, the rapid spread of AIDS in Africa, drug abuse, alcoholism, 

political divisions, terrorism and war, all can be linked to attitudes – toward other people, toward 

controlled substances, toward political and religious groups, and so on.  

—Olson & Kendrick (2008, p. 126) 

 

The study of attitudes has been among the most central research topics in social 

psychology. This chapter aims to describe foundational reasons and motives for holding 

various attitudes. It presents theory about attitudes, values and ideology, and outlines 

three theoretical frameworks that underpin the discussion of findings: social identity 

theory, system justification theory and realistic conflict theory.  

As presented in Chapter 1, this master thesis has a two-stage research question. 

Firstly, if one can identify some interesting patterns considering political preferences of 

the respondents, does it make sense to interpret these patterns as an expression of 

ideology? And secondly, to what extent can three selected theories from social 

psychology guide the interpretation of these statistical results?  

An important aim of this thesis is to illustrate how ideology through the 

expression of political orientation may serve various social psychological functions (Jost 

et al., 2009). According to the functional approach to attitudes (Katz, 1960), there are four 

main reasons for holding various attitudes. In this perspective attitudes can have an 

instrumental (utilitarian), value-expressive, ego-defensive or epistemic (knowledge) 

function. Each of these functions may have different relevance in the context of the three 

theories applied in this thesis. Katz’ (1960) framework lays the foundation for many 

motives in holding various political beliefs and moral values. Corresponding to the 

selected theories, I suggest three main motives for holding different attitudes towards 

immigration:  

 

1)   The symbolic motive: The perception of symbolic threats leads to a dislike of 

cultural diversity and the presence of immigrants. Thus, cultural preferences 

may motivate people to be hostile towards minority out-groups (cf. social 

identity theory). On the other hand, people may favour societal changes, 

including immigration and cultural diversity. If a person likes the cultural 

contribution of immigrants, e.g. their new customs, food and forms of social 
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interaction, they will embrace multiculturalism. This motive corresponds to 

the value-expressive functions of attitudes in Katz’ terminology.  

2)   The ideological motive: People organize their attitudes according to their 

worldview. This could lead to an ideological belief system dominated by 

motives of resistance to change which will create a proclivity towards 

conservative voting behaviour. On the other hand, ideological convictions in 

the direction of generosity and openness to diversity and societal change, may 

motivate people to favour out-groups and welcome immigrants regardless of 

origin. In Katz’ terms the ideological motive relates to the knowledge 

functions of attitudes (cf. system justification theory).  

3)   The material motive: Material self-interest and perceived resource conflicts 

(cf. realistic conflict theory) motivate people to have hostile assessments of 

competing out-groups. On the contrary, as wealthy, you may take advantage 

of immigration, due to lowered minimum wages and cheaper services. The 

motive of perceived material threat or benefits matches the instrumental 

motive in Katz’ classification.  

 

To summarize: Until now, I have briefly presented three basic motives that cover the 

whole range of attitudes towards immigration and cultural diversity. By combining the 

suggested motives and three respective theories, one could illuminate the sociocognitive 

processes involved in forming the structure of political preferences and immigration-

related attitudes. 

 

2.1. Social identity theory 
Social identity theory (SIT) suggests that the need for identity and belonging is major 

motivational factors for humans. Thus, SIT can help conceptualize and illuminate how 

cultural affiliation contributes to the formation and structure of attitudes (Huddy, 2001; 

Tajfel & Turner, 2004). As globalization and migration have dominated large parts of 

public discourse the last decades, social psychologists are concerned with the raising 

identity challenges of modern humans (Bauman, 2006; Phelps, 2012; Simon, 2004). 

Attitudes are related and partly grounded in culture, group affiliation and social identities, 

i.e. in the social context of individuals (Smith & Hogg, 2008). By the standards of 

interpersonal relationships, people may hold attitudes in harmony with their dominant 
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group norms. SIT represents a symbolic approach to intergroup dynamics, partly 

detached from material conditions (see Verkuyten, 2018). One can argue that SIT 

represents an idealistic approach to attitude formation.  

Immigration from many corners of the world brings various cultural expressions 

and ethnic diversity to Norway. According to Conover & Feldman (1984), values and 

group memberships can play an important role in structuring political beliefs (see also 

Huddy, 2001). In other words, in-group identification and cultural affiliation is potentially 

a «powerful predictor of intergroup attitudes» (Brown, 2000, p. 748).  

The perspective of SIT can help explain and understand tolerance and 

benevolence towards out-group members, or how people construct antipathies, experience 

fear and perceive threats (see Koopmans, 2015). This may be the case of immigrants from 

salient dissimilar environments compared to the Norwegian cultural climate. An in-group 

bias is likely to be accompanied by ethnocentric preferences (Du Nann Winter & Cava, 

2006). The immigrant category is implicitly an expression of who belongs to the national 

identity (the natives) and who does not. Membership in the in-group defines who are 

worthy recipients of welfare. As Freeman (1986) puts it, this can be grounded in a logic 

where the welfare state creates «boundaries that distinguish those who are members of a 

community from those who are not» (p. 47).  

In a modern pluralistic society as Norway, different cultural identities meet. 

Intergroup categorization, identity and comparison are the three main components of SIT 

(Lancee & Pardos-Prado, 2013), also known as a «us»-versus-«them»-mentality (see 

Blumer, 1958). When social identity is threatened, intergroup differentiation and the 

creation of prototypes are of particular importance (Augoustinos, Nelson & Donague, 

2010). These prototypes give entitativity which makes the groups seem cohesive, 

structured and distinct (Smith & Hogg, 2008, p. 340).  

As Putnam (2007) suggests, diversity might both reduce in-group and out-group 

solidarity as immigration requires adaption from the majority group. Solidarity may rest 

on trust, where interpersonal trust is characterized by having faith in the other, even at the 

risk of loss and failure (Putnam, 2007). Arguably, multiculturalism challenges social 

trust. Attitudes are not subject only to direct social contact, but are also attached to 

abstract idealistic systems.  
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2.2. System justification theory 
There is no reason to suppose that beliefs shaped by social position tend to serve the 

interest of the persons in that position.  

            —Jon Elster (1983, p. 143) 

 

Social identity theory is partly concerned with abstract symbolic mechanisms of attitude 

formation. Relatedly, system justification theory (SJT) argues for the importance of 

ideology for attitude formation. As Jost, Federico & Napier (2013) claim, ideologies and 

political orientations are a motivational device for legitimization (see also Jost et al., 

2009; Jost & Amodio, 2012). They can be derived from preferences for belief consonance 

and a stable self-image (Golman, Loewenstein, Moene & Zarri, 2016). In this way, 

ideologies may serve as a motivational device for rationalization (Elster, 1983). Jost et al. 

(2004) define system justification as «the psychological process by which existing social 

arrangements are legitimized, even at the expense of personal and group interest» (p. 

295). Along these lines, the legitimization basis of the Norwegian welfare state may 

change by increasing multiculturalism and value pluralism in society (NOU 2017:2, 2017, 

p. 166). The presence of multiple coexisting cultures may challenge the citizen’s 

perception of safety and risks in community and society. According to Jost et al. (2013, p. 

242): 

 

Ideology is not merely an ‘organizing device’ or a shortcut for making heuristic judgements about 

politics; it is also a motivational device for justifying or rationalizing the way things are or, 

alternatively, how things should be different than they are. 

 

Ideology is a concept at the core SJT. Another definition of ideology, given by Elster 

(1983) says that ideology «is a set of beliefs or values that can be explained through the 

position or (non-cognitive) interest of some social group» (p. 141). In this context, Elster 

makes a distinction between ideological beliefs and ideological value systems. These 

theoretical considerations can be translated to values and beliefs carried by political 

orientation that could form a basis for holding various attitudes.  

Jost, Nosek & Gosling (2008) report that conservative scores are higher than 

liberals on measures of system justification. On the other hand, liberals in general exhibit 

less resistance to change and diversity, while conservative people are less likely to be 

motivated by compassion, guilt and solidarity (Hirsh et al., 2010). In this way, people 
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with perceptions of guilt may not «blame the victim», and rather be inclined to blame 

either themselves or the whole society (see Augoustinos, 1999). Along these lines, people 

may justify oppressing beliefs as a defence mechanism to legitimize status quo (Jost & 

Amodio, 2012).  Likewise, if a person is critical or dissatisfied with the current situation, 

she may perhaps internalize a preference for out-groups motivated by values or 

ideological convictions. For instance, the person may react to the levels of economic 

inequality in society and by this activate perceptions of injustice. This may result in 

resistance to current policies and openness to diversity. 

Many of the attitude items in the Norwegian Integration Barometer is formulated 

in a normative manner. Some examples are: «Norway should receive more refugees» and 

«my municipality should receive more refugees» (cf. Appendix E). SJT captures an 

individual’s interests in being surrounded by a stable social system, where this may be 

expressed as either preference for the status quo or preferences for change. Typically, the 

left-wing parties are associated with more openness to diversity and endorsement of 

egalitarian values, while right-wing parties often support personal responsibility and 

traditional values (Jost & Amodio, 2012).  

System justifying beliefs may also refer to a preference for belief consonance. 

This belief confirmation may protect values and feelings related to the self. Such a 

cognitive mechanism may serve an ego-defensive function, as it contributes to the 

maintenance of one’s self-image or the need for group distinctions (Golman, 2016; Katz, 

1960). According to SJT, rationalization and cognitive dissonance may be expressed 

through tolerance of economic inequality and cultural diversity, i.e. openness to diversity 

along the whole spectre of inequalities. Quite the contrary, system justifying beliefs may 

also result in resistance to change, even at the expense of current self-interests (see Jost et 

al., 2008).  

 

2.3. Realistic conflict theory 
While social identity theory is idealistically oriented, realistic conflict theory (RCT) is 

oriented towards materialistic aspects of human behaviour. This means that some 

attitudes could be directly rooted in mere physical concerns, and in particular in economic 

self-interest (Feldman, 1982). RCT addresses the aspect of competitiveness in human 

nature regarding the scarcity of material resources (Bornstein, 2003). In other words, it 

emphasizes the importance of competition over power and resources as a source of 
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conflict (Bobo, 1983; Duckitt, 2003; Riek, Mania & Gaertner, 2006; Sherif & Sherif, 

1953). Immigration has an impact on macro variables as employment rates, population 

density, property prices, social and economic inequality and the state finances related to 

social spending (Blom, 2005, 2008, 2010).  

Perceived competition over resources may be an important predictor of immigrant 

hostility: «the combination of resource stress and the salience of a potentially competitive 

out-group lead to perceived group competition for resources» (Esses et al., 1998, p. 702). 

This perceived threat can produce hostility towards a competing out-group, e.g. that 

immigrants depend on welfare benefits (NOU 2017:2, p. 164). Evidence and rumours 

about immigrants abusing or exploiting the social welfare system is a potential source of 

majority or dominant-groups hostility towards minorities (Blumer, 1958; Bobo & 

Hutchings, 1996; Brewer, 1999; Quillian, 1995).  

Quillian (1995) argues that economic circumstances are the most important reason 

for perceived group threat, in addition to «the numerical size of the subordinate group 

relative to the dominant group» (p. 586). He emphasizes the important role of increasing 

population density and changes in the power balance between majority and minority 

groups for the possibility of intergroup tensions. For example, different religious 

preferences, practices of social control and collectivistic group loyalty (tribalism) may be 

considered especially threatening or even unacceptable to Norwegian traditions and 

norms. This is especially relevant in the context of welfare benefits because the 

Scandinavian welfare system is based on universalism (Bay, Hellevik & Hellevik., 2007; 

Esping-Andersen, 1990). In Western societies scholars worry about the clash between 

individualism and collectivism, with a high emphasis on family and relatively low trust 

levels among people from many non-Western countries (Friberg, 2016). Particularism 

manifested by family solidarity or tribalism, is directly challenging universal principles of 

distribution (e.g. Bay, Hellevik & Hellevik, 2007; Riek et al., 2006). According to Bay et 

al. (2007), larger ethnic diversity may undermine the legitimacy of the welfare state. 

Thus, a suggestion in the context of this thesis is that RCT (and threat-sensitivity) can 

motivate conservative voting preferences (see Jost & Amodio, 2012). This will result in 

political preferences towards the right side of the Norwegian political spectrum, even 

among those who are dependent of welfare benefits.  

Finseraas et al. (2017) found that competing with immigrants is a source of 

political polarization. Immigration attitudes are a function of the level of competition 

between respective groups that compete in the labour market (Finseraas, Pedersen & Bay, 
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2014). In fact, the labour economist George Borjas has found that immigration to the US 

reduces the low-skilled native wages (Putnam, 2007). Pressures on minimum wages are 

potentially challenging for the Norwegian working class. Quite the contrary, some 

significant groups of Norwegians may benefit from growing economic inequality and 

cultural diversity. This may provide them with cheaper labour, commodities and services. 

Hypothetically, wealthier segments of the native population may move towards more 

liberal political preferences. These groups are likely to support globalization, increased 

competition and multiculturalism. Another argument for supporting immigration is that it 

can counter-balance the pressure from an ageing Norwegian population. Immigrants 

represent a future labour force reserve in Norway (Calquist et al., 2007; Einhorn & 

Louge, 2010; Holmøy & Strøm, 2013b).  

 

2.4. Attitudes: conceptualizations and definitions 
Some researchers prefer attitude defintions that refer to the potential stability of attitudes, 

for example that they can be understood as «an enduring, stable and consistent cognitive 

response» (Augoustinos et al., 2010, p. 266). Thus, an attitude refers to a coherent, 

relatively stable orientation towards an issue or an object (Burr, 2015). Nevertheless, 

attitudes are likely to be issue specific, which makes it meaningful to address issue 

preferences (Feldman, 2003; Feldman & Johnston, 2014), e.g. in the context of attitudes 

towards immigration. For instance, I assume that there is a distinction between the 

categories of labour immigrants and refugees (cf. Chapter 5).  

On the other hand, some researchers emphasize the potential variability of 

attitudes. Thurstone (1928) claims that there are «an infinite number of attitudes that 

might be represented along the attitude scale» (p. 537). Accordingly, researchers advocate 

values as a more stable entity than attitudes, acknowledging a possible overlap between 

these two concepts (e.g. Feldman, 2003). An important question in this context is whether 

attitudes, as an expression for an evaluative mental process, predict actions. Both 

experience and emotions are also important potential sources of attitudes (see Albarrcín, 

Wang, Li & Nouguchi, 2008; Prislin & Crano, 2008; Schwatz, 1999; Zajonc, 1980). The 

practical aspect of attitudes illustrates their context-dependency, for example related to 

having contact and experience with out-groups (e.g. Finseraas et al., 2014). An appealing 

understanding of attitudes is to define them as individual dispositions to evaluate 

something in a favourable or unfavourable manner (Blom, 2010). Generally, attitudes are 
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assumed to have a motivational basis that can serve psychological functions (Feldman, 

2003; Katz, 1960).  

In the context of this thesis, I will emphasize that attitude definitions also include 

the ideological aspect of these evaluative dispositions: According to Smith & Hogg 

(2008), «attitudes are normative and embedded in wider representational and ideological 

systems attached to social groups and categories» (p. 338). Ideology has its social 

psychological functions (Jost et al., 2013) related to both value systems and motivational 

drives (Jost, Banaji & Nosek, 2004).  

Allport (1929) argues there is a distinction between attitudes and opinions: While 

opinions are the verbal expressions of attitudes, every attitude has beliefs attached to it. 

Together beliefs and attitudes form value systems, which in turn can be argued to 

constitute or be embedded in specific ideologies, for example economic liberalism, 

communism or conservatism (Eysenck & Wilson, 1978; Katz, 1960). These suggested 

relationships will be discussed in more detail later in this chapter. I will now turn to the 

conceptual associations between attitudes, and the more abstract entities of values and 

ideologies.  

An early and perhaps pessimistically attuned definition by Thurstone (1928) sees 

attitudes as «the sum total of a man’s inclinations and feelings, prejudice or bias, 

preconceived notions, ideas, fears, threats, and convictions about any specific topic» (p. 

531). This broad definition emphasizes the potential relation between attitudes, values 

and ideologies (see Maio et al., 2006).  

 

2.5. Attitudes, values and ideologies 
According to Katz (1960), attitudes mainly serve four different functions, and can be 

organized through the dimensions of utility, knowledge, ego-defence and value-

expressiveness. Elster (1983) distinguishes between adaptive and counter adaptive 

preferences to illustrate the difference between favouring status quo and preferring 

something else than the current situation. In this context, attitudes may be linked to 

interests, based on both perceived self-interest and socially constructed beliefs about an 

issue (Wildavsky, 1987). The function of attitudes accompanies an individual’s 

endeavour in making sense of the world, and thus constituting a primary motivational 

factor (Burr, 2015). Following Katz (1960), the value-expressive function of attitudes is 

likely to be closely connected to political preferences. Political attitudes are not 



	   16 

necessarily related to material self-interest, but could also express abstract values 

(Feldman, 2003). However, political attitudes can also be ego-defensive and contribute to 

a stable identity and predicable future (Katz, 1960).  

Ideology has been called «the most elusive concept in the whole social science» 

(McLellan, 1986, p.1, ref. in Jost et al., 2009, pp. 308-309). One conception of ideology is 

that it refers to a constellation of various attitudes and values of which together constitute 

a worldview (Alcock & Sadava, 2014). This perspective is confirmed by Augoustinos et 

al. (2010), who claim that ideology refers to shared social beliefs or shared reality 

perceptions. Values are based on abstract principles and preferences and serve as ideals 

that can function as guiding principles in one’s life (Alcock & Sadava, 2014; Maio et al., 

2006; Conover & Feldman 1984). 

Karlsen & Aardal (2016) found that core political values are an important 

determinant of voting behaviour. Ideological orientation may not be equivalent with 

political preferences, but may guide voting behaviour (Jost et al., 2009). Concerning 

political ideology, conservative ideologies are hypothesized to subsume attitudes and 

values that promote freedom, self-enhancement and resistance to change (see Graham et 

al., 2009), whereas liberal ideologies assumedly support attitudes and values that 

advocate benevolence, tolerance, equality and universal rights (Maio et al., 2006). 

However, there may be some internal inconsistencies regarding issue preferences and 

adherence to these prototypical categories (Jost et al., 2009). For instance, some people 

may vote conservatively but still have liberal attitudes towards minorities. Further, a 

person could simultaneously be liberal towards asylum seekers and illiberal towards work 

immigrants.  

Ideologies are a latent construct often related to value systems and moral 

convictions (Graham et al., 2009; Jost et al., 2008). Political orientations and ideologies 

can be motivated by psychological needs and goals (Jost & Amodio, 2012). Political 

orientation can play a role as an implicit causal effect and an intermediate («mediating») 

variable driving beliefs and value motives constituting attitude formation. 

Figure 5 suggests a causal relationship between ideologies, values and attitudes. It 

outlines a structure for the motivational basis of attitudes, which are embedded in two 

more fundamental concepts. As this model only reflects ideal types, we assume that there 

may be reciprocal influences between the presented constructs. Ideologies can be 

conceptualized as certain value systems which relates directly to attitude sets and issue 

preferences. The model could further be extended integrating issue preferences into 
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different attitude sets. In this perspective, ideologies constitute the most abstract belief 

system corresponding to a fundamental cognitive level of attitude formation.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Illustration of the theoretical model suggesting a relationship between ideologies 

(fundamental beliefs), values and attitudes.  

 

Figure 5 suggests a structural relationship between psychological needs represented by 

attitudes and underlying ideology conveyed by values. Thus, values may unite both 

ideologies and attitudes into a coherent belief system (Conover & Feldman, 1984). While 

preferences and attitudes are endogenous, i.e. coming from inside (Wildavsky, 1987), we 

suggest that ideologies can be conceptualized as an entity that relates to a world-view 

common to many people (Jost et al., 2013).  

 

2.6. Immigration-related attitudes and political orientation in Norway 
People on both the left and the right side of the political spectrum may experience a kind 

of cultural estrangement or alienation as the society changes due to immigration and 

increased cultural diversity. However, people that identify with the left side of the 

political spectrum, maybe in addition those identifying with the Liberal Party, are more 

likely to support and even embrace changes in the ethnic and cultural composition of the 

Norwegian society. Analogously, for those who support the Christian People’s Party 

solidarity is an important value, while the Conservative Party supporters could be 

expected to take an intermediate position in the choice between solidarity and efficiency.  

Solidarity is a relational values or motive than can be motivated by ideological 

convictions (Jost et al., 2009). As Feldman (2003) points out, positive attitudes to social 

welfare may contain values of equality (egalitarianism as ideology) as well as values 

underlining individual autonomy (individualism as ideology). Compassion opposed to 

competition is another value dimension that can characterize left-oriented people versus 

right-wingers, respectively (Alcock & Sadava, 2014; Hirsh et al., 2010). 

Each respondent in the sample is hypothetically positioned on an ideological 

directional continuum or spectrum, emphasizing the left-right axis of Norwegian policy 

(Listhaug, Macdonald & Rabinowitz, 1994). Together all the political parties provide the 

attitudes ideologies values 
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basis for the relevant ideological spectrum or axis (cf. Table 1). For each political party, I 

have suggested some core values that are likely to be a part of their respective supporters’ 

ideological inclinations. My suggestions are inspired by how the parties promote 

themselves on the internet. People may also be more or less indifferent to the ideological 

dimensions of their preferred political party, as they rather choose parties that to some 

extent promote their economic interests (Feldman, 1998).  

 

Table 1. Political parties in Norway with associated political ideologies and value profile 
(relevant for the period 2008-2013, where Red Electoral Alliance existed as an independent 
party).   
Political parties in Norway, including 
abbreviation of party names 

Political ideology Some core values 

Red Electoral Alliance = RV Marxism, communism, 
socialism 

Equality, revolutionary, 
against capitalism, 
collectivism, social justice 

The Socialistic Left Party = SV Democratic socialism Equality, social justice, 
environmentalism, 
collectivism 

The Labour Party = Ap  Social democracy Justice, equality of 
opportunity, moderate 
collectivism, workers 
interests 

The Centre Party = Sp (within reference 
category) 

Agrarianism Farmers’ interests, nation-
state, decentralization 

The Christian People’s Party = KrF Christian democracy Christian traditions, social 
security, family values 

The Liberal Party = V Social liberalism Freedom of choice, 
individualism, 
multiculturalism, 
environmentalism 

The Conservative Party = H Liberal conservatism, 
neoliberalism 

Freedom of choice, 
individualism, business 
interests, Christian values 

The Progress Party = FrP Conservative liberalism, 
neoliberalism 

Freedom of choice, 
individualism, restrictive 
immigration policy, business 
interests, Christian and 
Western values 

Note. The political parties are arranged from left to right on the political spectrum. The core values and 
political ideologies presented in the table are not necessarily representing a consensual classification.  
 

Table 1 shows a list of significant political parties in Norway within the time range 2008–

2013. In the table some core values are suggested. Along the parties’ political ideologies, 

respective value profiles are assumed to predict some tendencies concerning attitudes 

towards immigration and cultural diversity. With some exceptions, the degree of liberal 

attitudes towards immigration is expected to run from left to right in the classification of 

political parties (see Graham et al., 2009). But, in the case of Norway, there may be some 

violations to the political classification based on the left-right dimension. Political parties 
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in Norway (such as the Conservative Party and the Progress Party) are only moderately 

conservative, while some parties on the left (e.g. the Socialist Left Party) have clear social 

democratic inclination. Naturally, there is heterogeneity in issue preferences across 

political affiliation.  

Needs to reduce uncertainties is typically associated with conservatism (Jost et al., 

2008; Jost & Amodio, 2012). The uncertainty-reducing function of ideology is associated 

with system justification and thus, is likely to be accompanied by conservative views. 

This security-driving or threat-avoiding motive for attitude formation can be argued to be 

driven by ideology, or more precisely by political ideologies advocated by the different 

political parties. These ideologies represent a set of values which further are constituted 

by a multitude of attitudes and specific issue preferences. 

The ideology of multiculturalism is standing in contrast to the adaption strategy of 

assimilation (Berry, 1997, 2001) and thus constitute two «conflicting ideological 

positions» (Verkuyten, 2005, p. 185). These ideological positions can be referred to as 

diversity ideologies (Verkuyten & Yogeeswaran, 2017). Following this logic, liberal 

multiculturalism is a potential leftist reaction to the process of right-wing-supported 

nationalism (see Žižek, 1997) promoting requirements of assimilation of immigrants. 

Liberal oriented people are more likely to be open to new experiences, including 

being more open to unfamiliar cultural expressions (see Hirsh, DeYoung, Xu & Peterson, 

2010). This would predict that respondents favouring political parties on the left should 

be more likely to promote multiculturalism policies. Out-group-motivated benevolence or 

universality of rights is in this context potentially driving more pro-immigration 

ideologies (e.g. multiculturalism).  

Conservative people are on the other hand often associated with having a more 

pessimistic view of human nature than liberals, i.e. believing in the more selfish and less 

altruistic model of man (Graham et al., 2009). If a person perceives the Norwegian 

society to develop into a more multicultural direction, and dislikes this transformation, 

she would be likely to support conservative oriented parties (in particular the 

Conservative Party and The Progress Party). Following this reasoning, leftist oriented 

voters contrary to conservative voters, are more likely to perceive the current capitalist 

system as less redistributive and fair than preferable. This political categorization is not 

unproblematic, but it has been shown to capture important patterns (Conover & Feldman, 

1984b). The liberal-conservative (or left-right) continuum showed predictive validity 

regarding a multitude of opinions and voting behaviour in the US (Graham et al., 2009), 
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but ideological self-identification is perhaps even a stronger predictor than the left-right 

affiliation in politics (Jost et al., 2009).  
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3. Methods  
This chapter presents data and methods for analyzing data, utilized in this thesis. Principal 

component analysis (PCA) is a statistical tool to reduce complexity of data. The items 

clustering together may indicate which questions that cover associated attitudes, 

potentially constituting a distinct segment of attitudes. Furthermore, linear regression 

approaches are appropriate when one wants to find out how different variables perform in 

predicting an indicator variable (Field, 2013), in this case a cluster of attitudes and issue 

preferences generated by PCA.  

 

3.1. About the data material 
The integration barometer 2005-2013/14 is an integrated data set based on Statistic 

Norway’s surveys conducted seven years between 2005 and 2013 (except 2007 and 

2011). In the survey a sample of the Norwegian population (from 15 years old) are 

interviewed each year (IMDi, 2012). The design thus combines cross-sectional data with 

time-series and aims to capture changes and trends over time for different data units 

(respondents) each year. Before 2012, randomly assigned Norwegian citizens from the 

national registry were withdrawn and sent a questionnaire by post (IMDi, 2012). In 2012 

digital questionnaire responding became the new procedure.  

The sample can be argued to be representative based on the observation that it 

corresponds to the general Norwegian population’s geographical distribution, gender and 

age (see IMDi, 2012; see also Appendix E). There is however a sample tendency to 

underrepresentation of younger people compared to the age distribution in the Norwegian 

population. Another potential bias is a tendency of people to over-report their educational 

level and the gender distribution is biased towards women. An additional observation 

concerning this sample, is an underrepresentation of people on disability pensions (7.5 % 

in the sample) compared to the Norwegian population (see Appendix E). 

Since 2005, peoples’ attitudes towards immigration and integration have been 

relatively stable (IMDi, 2012). However, between 2005 and 2010 respondents had less 

favourable views on immigration and were more sceptic about how the integration 

worked, compared to 2012. The respondents answered many of the questions on a Likert 

agreement scale. All the 22 items extracted in this study correspond to a 5-point scale. In 

order to obtain the maximum sample size possible (e.g. Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988), the 
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«no-response» alternative where given average value (i.e. 2.5). For more details, the 

items’ distributions and question formulations are presented in Appendix D.  

For the sake of avoiding potential tautologies, i.e. measuring the same construct 

over multiple items, the correlation between the 22 questions selected for analysis was 

investigated (see Table 4A and Table 5A in Appendix A for Pearson correlations). 

Despite three relatively high correlations (three questions on the first attitude dimension), 

the different questions seemingly addressed distinct phenomena. The results showed that 

most correlations between the items where moderate or low. The highest correlation was 

0.76 (between items q18_6 and q18_5, see Appendix A).  

In general, the sample of Norwegians was prone to answer positively towards the 

immigration-related question, where the majority generally speaking was in favour of 

immigrants and cultural diversity (see Appendix D for a detailed presentation of item 

distributions). Even though there are many respondents in the sample with immigrant 

background (just below 1,000 people in the total sample), this variable did not contribute 

to the explanatory power in the models. Therefore, this variable was taken out of the 

analysis. Due to this identified lack of systematic contribution in a regression model, and 

for the sake of simplicity, some potential predictors where excluded. This also includes 

age categories.  

Totally 22 items where selected from the data set The Integration Barometer 2005 

– 2013/14. From this survey, data from respondents in the time span from 2008 to 2013 

where analysed (with the exception of 2011, where the survey was not conducted). The 

reason for this choice is that some of the items of interests were not available before 

2008. The items were ordered, in accordance with Blom (2005), such that increasing 

values mean that attitudes become more positive. To obtain consistency in answers 

among the items in the questionnaire, some items where recoded (i.e. the distribution was 

reversed).  

 

3.2. Principal component analysis  
Principal component analysis (PCA) is an exploratory technique to reduce complexity in 

data. Based on the correlation matrix, items are grouped into orthogonal components 

(latent variables), in such a way that the correlation between items and the components 

they group according to, maximizes (Bordens & Abbott, 2014; Skog, 2009). In other 

words, PCA is a statistical technique that identifies variable clusters (Field, 2013), and 
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transforms the original set of variables into new latent variables that count for the highest 

possible variance. The resulting components constitute «weighted sums of the original 

items» (DeVillis, 2012, p. 148). The emerging linear components can be used as 

dependent variables in predictive models. The aim of running a PCA is in this present 

study, to extract attitude clusters that can be used as indicator variables in subsequent 

multiple linear regression models. When conducting PCA, one makes no assumptions 

about an underlying causal structure within the data (Ulleberg & Nordvik, 2000; DeVillis, 

2012). This means that PCA establishes linear components that exist within the data 

through reconfigurations of the information in the data set, and shows how specific 

variables may contribute to that particular component.  

Selection of components rests on the possibility of interpretation. If it is not 

possible to provide a substantial interpretation of the components of PCA, PCA is a pure 

mathematical exercise. Interpretation is done according to the principle of parsimony or 

simplicity and suggests that «a problem should be stated in the simplest possible terms 

and explained with the fewest postulates possible» (Bordens & Abbott, 2014, p. 47). This 

implies that the easiest interpretation of the emerging structure of the components is the 

most attractive to consider. The items that are highest correlated with the component after 

rotation, have the greatest influence on the interpretation of the component. 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test for sample adequacy (KMO) 

are used to substantiate a PCA analysis, and eigenvalues (scree-plot) of components and 

Cronbach’s alpha are utilized to decide the number of components extracted from PCA. 

Components extracted by PCA are not correlated. To investigate the statistical robustness 

of these components, we have supplemented with an analysis based on oblique rotation of 

components (pattern matrix, cf. Field, 2013). Do the two rotational principles provide 

similar solutions? 

 

3.3. Operationalization of political orientation 
Operationalization is about defining a variable in order to make it empirically measurable 

(Bordens & Abbott, 2014). The predictor called «political orientation» is operationalized 

based on the self-reported political party preference in a hypothetical government election 

the coming Monday. This construct can be interpreted as overlapping with the concept of 

political identity or political ideological affiliation, such as being conservative, liberal, a 
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social-democrat, etc. (see Huddy, 2001). Thus, I assume some information of a political-

ideological proclivity within this variable.  

As Feldman (2003) states: «If most people do not think about politics in 

ideological terms, values may allow people to organize their political evaluations in a 

relatively consistent manner» (p. 491). While extensive research suggests that people do 

not strictly organize their beliefs ideologically, political beliefs relate to party 

identification and preferences for liberal versus conservative political solutions (Conover 

& Feldman, 1984). Anyway, to some extent ideologies provide a basis for the 

organization of political parties (Feldman, 2003), and political orientation can be 

considered as a measure of respondent’s ideological beliefs and cognitive style (e.g. 

epistemic needs, uncertainty reduction and rationalization; Jost et al., 2004).  

 

3.4. Presentation of predictors  
The interpretation of the other predictors is less complicated. Some of the predictors were 

combined into dichotomies (dummies) in order to reduce complexity. The combined 

predictors were 1) being unemployed, home-staying and retired, 2) having disability 

pensions or being on labour market measures, and 3) living in areas where more than half 

of the population are immigrants. Furthermore, some counties where combined in order 

to make interpretation easier: Akershus and Oslo, as this region are known for a relatively 

high density of immigrants, and because it constitutes the majority of the Greater Oslo 

Region. Sogn and Fjordane and Hordaland formed a hybrid predictor, in order to 

construct a category exclusively contain counties in the west. Lastly, Agder (both the 

western and eastern part) and Rogaland constitutes a separate dichotomous variable. This 

choice was made as it is traditionally an area with a relatively high proportion of its 

population is religious (cf. the so-called Norwegian «Bible Belt»). This phenomenon (and 

bias) traditionally also concerns the whole western part of Norway. 

In order to avoid multicolinearity, the variance inflation factors for each predictor 

were investigated. Colinearity did not seem to represent a threat to validity (see Appendix 

C for colinearity diagnostics). Potential predictors, such as age and having immigrant 

background were neglected to simplify the analysis. Data inspection showed that these 

variables did not have a particularly influence on the variation in attitudes. Nevertheless, 

young people are associated with more positive attitudes compared to pensioners (Blom, 

2010).  
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In total, 13 predictors were included in Model 1a, Model 2a and Model 3a, while 18 

predictors were included in Model 1b, Model 2b and Model 3b (i.e. including political 

orientation). Thus, the «b-models» controls for the impact of political orientation, while 

the «a-models» only account for the selected sociodemographic conditions. An overview 

of all the predictors used in this thesis, are presented in detail in Appendix E. 

 
Table 2. Overview of original (not recoded) predictors in the MLRM, with parallel translation 
into Norwegian.  
Variable 
number 

Number of 
observations  

Question formulation or specification of variable structure (Norwegian 
formulations in brackets)  

v161 
 

8703 About how large fraction of the people that live in your neighbourhood have 
background from a foreign country? [Omtrent hvor stor andel av de personer 
som bor i ditt boligområde har utenlandsk bakgrunn?] 

v162 8708 What is your main employment? [Hva er din hovedsakelige sysselsetting]? 
v165 8705 If it had been parliament election the coming Monday, which party would 

you vote for? [Hvis det hadde vært stortingsvalg kommende mandag, hvilket 
parti ville du stemt på?] 

v166 8705 What is your highest obtained education? [Hva er din høyeste avsluttede 
utdanning?] 

v167 8705 Are you a man or a woman? [Er du mann eller kvinne?] 
v179 8709 In which county do you live? [Hvilket fylke bor du i?] 
Note. These predictors are numerically coded into multiple categories.  
 
 
Table 3. Overview of recoded independent variables in comparison with their respective 
reference categories 
Predictors Content of the reference category 
Male Female, unspecified sex, no response 
Akershus & Oslo All other counties except Agder & Rogaland and 

Sogn & Hordaland 
Agder & Rogaland                        All other counties except Agder & Rogaland and 

Sogn & Hordaland 
Sogn & Hordaland                  All other counties except Agder & Rogaland and 

Sogn & Hordaland 
>50% imm. res. area <50% immigrants in residential area 
No imm. res. area Some immigrants in residential area 
Unemp., home & ret. Working people, students, disability pension 

receivers, on labour market measures  
Dis.pen. & lab. mea.    Working people, students, unemployed, home 

staying, retired 
Higher education Education below university or university college 
Year 2008-2013 Year 2010 
Political orientation (RV, SV, Ap, KrF, V, H, FrP) The Centre Party, The Coastal Party, non-voters, no 

party preference, neutral vote 
 

The different predictors used in this thesis are presented in detail in Appendix E. 

 

3.5. Multiple linear regression models  
Regression analysis is an important statistical estimation technique to explore causal 

questions (Skog, 2009). By conducting multivariate analyses one can explore the 
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combined effect of multiple predictors on a dependent variable. In this case we have a 

model where political orientation represents an intermediate variable (partial mediator) in 

the relationship between sociodemographic variables and attitudes generated by PCA. 

The same set of predictors where applied across the three different principal components, 

i.e. the dependent variables in the models. In total, the six multiple linear regression 

models (MLRM) are specified:  

 

1)   Model 1a = The MLRM with PC1 (component 1) as dependent variable, without 

controlling for political orientation 

2)   Model 1b = The MRLM with PC1 as dependent variable, when controlling for 

political orientation 

3)   Model 2a = The MRLM with PC2 (component 2) as dependent variable, without 

controlling for political orientation 

4)   Model 2b = The MRLM with PC2 as dependent variable, when controlling for 

political orientation 

5)   Model 3a = The MRLM with PC3 (component 3) as dependent variable, without 

controlling for political orientation 

6)   Model 3b = The MRLM with PC3 as dependent variable, when controlling for 

political orientation  

 

As we assume a causal order in this case, hierarchical regression is the appropriate 

procedure. Hierarchical regression can be defined as «a method of multiple regressions 

where the order in which predictors are entered into the regression model is determined 

by the researcher on previous research» (Field, 2013, p. 876). In other words, one has a 

particular order of the predictors in the models. Further, this requires a «well-developed 

theory or model suggesting a certain causal order» (Bordens & Abbott, 2014, p. 473). 

Estimating two models for each principal component, makes it possible to control for the 

impact of political party preference on immigration-related attitudes.  

 

3.6. Reliability and validity 
There are multiple statistical uncertainties related to empirical investigations, also in the 

case when utilizing survey data. Taking this into account, I will now present some central 

objections towards this particular research design. The relatively large amount of items 
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and predictors analysed in this thesis, raises important questions about the generalizability 

and the consistency of findings. One challenge concerning generalizability (or external 

validity) is to cope with unobserved heterogeneity. This means that there are variables not 

included in the analysis that have large influence on the respondents. Media information, 

family relations and sector of employment (public versus private) are examples of factors 

that probably would have contributed substantially in explaining variation in the data 

material.  

Confounding elements as the above mentioned, can to a great extent distort 

various predictor estimates, without the researcher being able to calculate the impact of 

potential spurious associations between variables. It should be allowed to simplify, but 

excessive simplification may lead to specification errors in the model. There are two 

major sources of specification errors in this analysis, omitted 3. variables and the fact that 

the model has an additive structure. As Skog (2009) emphasizes, interaction between 

variables is a natural consequence of social conditions to be context sensitive.  

Another threat to external validity is a biased sample. This is partly the case for 

The Integration Barometer, as a disproportionally large part of the sample is registered 

with higher education compared to the general Norwegian population (see Appendix E 

for distributions). However, when using education as control variable in the models, this 

problem is reduced. 

Further, sampling bias as a form of selection bias is a potential problem in the 

dataset from Statistics Norway, where people that are mostly motivated initially are more 

likely to answer the questionnaire than the less motivated. There is a documented 

tendency that people with higher education are more likely to respond to survey 

questionnaires. In addition, other biases are the tendency of non-Western immigrants to 

live in urban areas, with a particular high representation on the East side in Oslo. In 

general, this group is also expected to have a higher degree of contact with immigrants 

than the majority population (Blom, 2005), which are the attitudes that this study in 

particular addresses. However, control of immigrant status does not contribute to the 

explanatory power of the models. 

Alongside sample bias, there are problems of self-reporting associated with survey 

design. One challenge is potential social desirability bias, where people are prone to be 

self-favouring and exhibiting positive self-assessments in order to sustain one’s self-

esteem (Schwarz & Strack, 1991). Misrepresentation of one’s real attitudes on 

controversial questions may be convenient for the respondent. This bias can lead to 
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exaggerated positive evaluations of out-groups, as people may associate immigration 

hostility with unpleasant feelings (see Forgas, 2008). Social desirability bias represents a 

common validity threat in self-reporting measures motivating the respondents to conform 

to a normative standard (Albarracín et al, 2008, p. 23). It is not possible to correct for this 

form of bias here. 

Yet, another potential bias is of the semantic kind: When people read statements, 

they may misinterpret or ignore some significant details. The phenomenon of 

misperceiving syntactic structures or semantic details has been named The Moses illusion 

(Song & Schwarz, 2008). Thus, potential measurement errors in surveys relate to context 

sensitivity (see Schwarz & Strack, 1991), understanding of questions, interpretation and 

question framing effects. Another threat to valid findings is «question order effects» 

(Schwarz, 2008, p. 44). In order to avoid «yes-saying» (Hellevik, 2006) or possibly «nay-

saying», questions are phrased in a varied way, which is the case in The Integration 

Barometer.  

Furthermore, the personal familiarity with the concept of an immigrant is likely to 

distort answers. For instance, confirmation bias, or answering analogously with previous 

knowledge, is also an important potential distortion. The (internal) validity of findings 

relates in part to the meaning the respondent’s attach to the concept of immigrants. As 

interpreters we do not have direct information about the respondents «inner picture» 

(internal representation), which includes their cognitions and emotions (Oppenheim, 

1992, p. 121). This also concerns the meaning respondent’s associates with the various 

questions (see Schwarz & Starck, 1991). There are many conceptualizations of the 

immigrant population, where an everyday understanding may depart in meaning from 

conventional statistical definitions. The immigrant category contains many symbolic 

expressions and references (Phelps, 2012), referring to both a symbolic category and a 

material reality (Augoustinos et al., 2010).  

Political influence from the media and selective information exposure can distort 

the answers (see Bay & Pedersen, 2006; Finseraas & Listhaug, 2013; Jost et al., 2009). 

As Schwarz (2008) recognizes, in a representative sample survey we assume that «people 

have introspective access to their attitudes and are aware of what they like and dislike» 

(p. 42). As a consequence of biased self-presentation, context dependency makes it harder 

to generalize from surveys (Schwarz, 2008). Potter & Wetherell (1987) address the 

problems of uncertainty between «participants’ terms» and «analysts’ categories» (p. 53). 

They claim that «the variability in people’s discourse cannot be explained merely as a 
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product of more complex multi-faceted attitudinal structure which a more complex scale 

can assess, because the views expressed vary so radically from occasion to occasion» 

(Potter & Wetherell, 1987, p. 53). A key issue is therefore the degree of coherence in 

comprehension between the researcher and the respondents. Billig (1991) argues that 

attitudes should be analysed discursively or in a social context where the attitudes can be 

expressed. Does a questionnaire response format capture people’s true intentions and 

evaluations? Along these lines, Augoustinos et al. (2010) argues that evaluations 

organized in a rhetorical manner may serve functions to justify, explain and defend 

various conditions. As Augoustinos et al. (2010) put it, surveys are «not designed to 

answer questions about the representation that shape and underlie ambivalent responses to 

questionnaire items» (p. 46).  

Finally, an obvious advantage of survey based self-reported attitude measures is 

that this kind of research ensures the respondent anonymity, and anonymity is a good 

starting point for daring to express your real opinions, beliefs and what you really feel 

about various topics.  
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4. Results 
This chapter presents the empirical results from the PCA and the hierarchical multiple 

regression models. It starts with interpreting the component structure from the PCA and 

further interprets the influence of predictors on the respective principal components 

(PCs), emphasizing the role of political orientation in predicting the different attitude sets.  

 

4.1. Results from PCA  
The orthogonally rotated PCA generated a relatively clear structure: Twenty-two items 

clustered in three components. Thus, it clearly satisfied the principle of parsimony. 

However, there were some items that loaded quite strongly on more than one component 

(loadings over .4 are marked in red in Table 4). The empirical PCA results are presented 

in Table 4.  
 
Table 4. Component loadings for PCA with orthogonal (Kaiser normalized) varimax rotation. 
N=6180, rotation converged in 7 iterations. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant 
(p=0.0000)  
Item Component 

1 
Component 
2 

Component 
3 

1. Asylum centre nearby (q18_6)  .764  .204  .274 
2. My municipality should settle more refugees (q18_5)  .762  .218  .328 
3. Avoid school with high immigrant proportion (q20_1) -.691 -.125 -.054 
4. Norway should receive more refugees (q18_4)  .676  .194  .347 
5. Difficult to live in an area with many immigrants (q20_4) -.659 -.294 -.143 
6. No more immigrants in Norway (q6_2) -.632 -.357 -.216 
7. Immigration threats the Norwegian welfare state (q4_2) -.624 -.498 -.170 
8. Easier family reunification (q18_3)  .594  .205  .343 
9. Language requirements for citizenships (q2_1) -.548 -.193  .046 
10. Immigrant fraction unimportant if school is good (q20_2)  .508  .211  .298 
11. Immigration benefits the Norwegian economy (q22_4)  .475  .391  .464 
12. More immigrants in the workplace (q22_2)  .437  .282  .435 
13. No incompatibility of religion (q4_5)  .181  .705  .248 
14. Cultural diversity and integration in harmony (q2_3)  .177  .676  .290 
15. Cultural diversity is good (q2_4)  .337  .626  .377 
16. Sceptical towards Muslims (q8_3) -.485 -.582  .020 
17. Same rights regardless of origin (q2_5)  .238  .524  .399 
18. Better minority-majority relationships (q6_3)  .382  .478  .277 
19. I am generally sceptical towards religious people (q8_1) -.270 -.438  .419 
20. Free language training to work immigrants (q22_8)  .109  .129  .628 
21. Positive work immigrants from Eastern Europe (q22_7)  .226  .201  .586 
22. If you work you are welcome (q22_6)  .233  .268  .582 
Note. Most item formulations where abbreviated and rephrased to make the table more readable (the 
parentheses display the items question number in The Integration Barometer). The strongest loadings on the 
respective components are marked in bold, while closeness and polarity in loadings (above .4) are marked 
in red (where the dominant loading is marked in bold as well as red). 
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Table 5 shows the results of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test for sampling adequacy. 

The KMO statistic captures the potential common variance by estimating proportion of 

variance among variables. A value close to one, as in this case, indicates that PCA are 

likely to generate distinct and reliable components (Field, 2013). Bartlett’s test of 

spericity captures the degree to which variance is equal across samples. This test is 

sensitive to sample size, and large samples, as in this case, tend to generate significant 

Bartlett’s tests. If this test is significant it tells that variables are significantly different 

from zero (Field, 2013). This test was significant and indicates the case for conducting a 

PCA.  

 
Table 5. KMO and Bartlett’s test for the PCA 
KMO                                                                                                       .964 
Bartletts test                    Approx. Chi-square                              63663.095 
                                        df.                                                              231 
                                        Sig.                                         .000 
Note. Test criterions for justifying the PCA. Both the KMO and the Bartlett’s test yield sufficient 
indications for conducting a PCA.  
 
 
The unrotated component solution resulted in three PCs. After orthogonal rotation, the 

variance is distributed more evenly across the extracted PCs. Three components catch 

approx. 53 percent of the variance in the 22 items, and that is a satisfactory result (see 

Table 6). 

 
Table 6. Total explained variance for unrotated and rotated component solution  

Initial eigenvalues Rotation sums of squared loadings 
Component Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 
Total % of 

Variance 
 Cumulative % 

1 9.298 42.266 42.266 5.453 24.788 24.788 
2 1.341 6.097 48.363 3.460 15.729 40.518 
3 1.063 4.833 53.195 2.789 12.678 53.195 
4 .939 4.267 57.462    
 

Adequate approaches to the naming of the PCs demands emphasizing items with the 

highest loadings (correlations) on each PC. The two dominant items on PC1 concerned 

the local presence of a hypothetical asylum centre and having more refugees in one’s 

municipality. On the fourth place on this component, one finds another question about 

refugees, but in a national context. Thus, this component is clearly about the acceptance 

of having people of immigrant background (in many different forms) present in both the 

local community and the wider society. Lower on the list, one can identify two items 

concerning economic aspects of immigration. The item addressing the Norwegian welfare 
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state (number seven on the list) loads quite highly on both PC1 and PC2. Furthermore, 

item number eleven and twelve are not predominantly loading on PC1, but almost to the 

same extent on PC3. This indicates polarity, which means that these two questions can 

say something about attitudes towards work immigration as well as attitudes concerning 

the presence of immigrants. This is not surprising, but rather intuitive with regards to the 

content of these questions. Item 19 also loaded relatively high (but in the opposite 

direction) on PC3, while the last three items uniquely loaded comparatively high on PC3. 

This may indicate that these items almost solely relate to issues concerning work 

immigration.  

The first PC seems to address aspects of contact with immigrants and minorities in 

general along aspects concerning the size of the immigrant population, e.g. having an 

asylum centre in neighbourhood and more refugees in one’s municipality. It also relates 

to economic aspects of immigration and the welfare state. Naming the first PC was 

somewhat problematic, as it seemed to encompass questions that are heterogeneous in 

nature as well as containing twelve questions in total. However, item number six on this 

scale is explicitly about not having more immigration in Norway. The second and third 

PC, on the other hand, was easier to comprehend and interpret. By combining semantic 

intuition and the arguments outlined, I will adhere to the following names of the 

respective PCs: 

 

1)   PC1: Attitudes towards contact with immigrants and the magnitude of 

immigration  

2)   PC2: Attitudes towards cultural diversity and religion 

3)   PC3: Attitudes towards work immigration 

 

All the three components showed a satisfying degree of internal consistency (i.e. 

reliability measured by Cronbach’s alpha, see Appendix B). By choosing orthogonal 

rotation (which assumes statistical independence among the components), the emerging 

component pattern indicated three attitude components. This means that 22 attitude items 

are clustered into a three-dimensional space. Each component and their respective 

residuals displayed a good approximation to the normal distribution (see Appendix D), 

which makes them eligible as dependent variables in regression modelling.  

The three principal components that emerged from the PCA was used in 

subsequent hierarchical multiple regression to predict the impact of sociodemographic 
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background characteristics in the absence of political orientation (Model 1a, 2a and 3a), 

and in models controlling for political orientation on self-reported attitudes (Model 1b, 2b 

and 3b).  

We test the statistical robustness of the components by changing the rotation 

principle (Se Table 2A in Appendix A). An oblique (oblimin) rotation (DeVillis, 2012) 

also provides three components. The first component is identical to the first component of 

the orthogonal rotation, while the other two components are not completely independent 

of the rotational principle. This means that the second and third components in the PCA-

analysis are less statistically robust than the first component.  

Another method to determine the numbers of component is Horn’s (1965) parallel 

analysis (ref. in Field, 2013). In this approach eigenvalues are randomly generated on the 

basis of the same number of observation and items. In this case, parallel analysis 

generates nine components of eigenvalues below one, which made interpretation difficult 

(see Table 3A in Appendix A). The parallel analysis criterion for component extraction 

tells us that sufficiently high initial eigenvalues are the case for all three components. 

There is a potential in this method of creating an excessive amount of components. In this 

case, the parallel analysis extracted too many components in order to interpret them 

meaningfully as different attitude domains (see Appendix A, Table 1A). Thus, the 

screeplot criterion together with orthogonal rotated PCA-solution, are the basis for the 

decision to keep three components (see Appendix A, Figure 1A for scree-plot).  

 

4.2. Results from multiple hierarchical regression 
Now, I will somewhat selectively present and emphasize various contributions of the 

predictors in the models. In particular, I will discuss the impact of political orientation 

and try to interpret the content of these observed tendencies. 

Comparing standard deviations around the mean for each party on the three 

components showed that the standard deviation is very similar. This indicates a similar 

distribution of attitude responses around the mean across all parties over the three attitude 

components. However, the isolated individual coefficient estimates must be interpreted 

with some carefulness. 

To simplify the interpretation, I assume that the respondent’s self-reported party 

affiliation indicates voting-behaviour during the constitutional election. Figure 8 
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illustrates how the different parties (mostly represented as individual predictors in the 

model estimates) are positioned on the political spectrum from left to right.  

 
Figure 8. This graph presents the coefficient size (y-axis) of the respective parties (x-axis) across 

the three PCs. The reference group for the predictor political orientation consists of the Coastal 

Party, other parties, the respondents who do not know which party they prefer, and the non-voters, 

see Figure 5.  

 

From Figure 8, we can see how the political parties show a relatively high degree of 

consistency across the spectrum (except the Liberal Party and the Christian People’s 

Party, KrF). This figure somehow constitutes the gravitational point of the objective of 

this study, namely comparing attitude profiles across political orientation. It indicates the 

disposition among respondents related to political party preferences and the degree of 

«liberal versus non-liberal» attitudes towards immigration. Figure 8 can be interpreted as 

an «axis of ideology» (Žižek, 1997) in a Norwegian political context. Apparently, there is 

a tendency of having higher coefficient estimates from the left to the right side of the axis. 

Political orientation displayed some internal variation along the suggested 

spectrum of ideological positions. In general, there are some turning points on the 

respective graphs. The Centre Party (Sp) seems to represent a quite neutral position 

compared to most other parties. The centre of gravity in the Centre Party's voters 

corresponds with the centre of gravity in the Norwegian population. The Centre Party 

appears in this connection with voters located in the centre of Norway's political opinion. 
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A more striking deviation from the norm is found for the Christian People’s Party (KrF). 

In the case of PC3, Krf voters, traditionally classified as bourgeois voters, violates the 

norm of a strict political left-right continuum.  

Why does KrF show a deviation from the norm on this particular attitude cluster? 

Despite being a party localized at the centre-right of the political spectrum, supporters of 

KrF are, other things equal, more negative towards work immigration than voters of the 

Progress Party (FrP), opposing the intuition that FrP-supporters should have the most 

critical attitude towards immigration in general. The observed divergence of the KrF 

coefficient estimate, reflected in the biased point on PC3 of Figure 8, suggested the strict 

left-right ideological axis is violated in this case. I suggest compensatory motives based 

on core values of solidarity can contribute to this pattern. The Liberal Party (V) 

seemingly displays more positive attitudes towards work immigration than The Labour 

Party (Ap) and the Centre Party (Sp). The Conservative Party (H) displayed similar 

coefficient estimates as Ap and Sp on this dimension.   

Preferring The Socialist Left Party (SV) and Red Electoral Alliance (R) was 

strongly associated with positive attitudes towards contact with immigrants and openness 

and generosity towards asylum seekers and refugees (PC1), while supporting FrP 

indicated the opposite relationship. Preferring KrF and V were in general associated with 

tolerant attitudes towards multiculturalism and religion (PC2), while supporting V 

together with SV and RV were associated with liberal attitudes towards work 

immigration (PC3). KrF showed an exception on the latter attitude dimension as 

supporting this party was associated with negative attitudes towards work immigration. 

Respondents preferring of FrP, other things equal, were found to be the most negative, on 

average, across the first two attitude dimensions.  

Figure 9, Figure 10 and Figure 11 show some tendencies towards a more liberal 

stand over time concerning PC1- and PC2-related attitudes (i.e. contact, magnitude and 

multiculturalism), but a decline in liberal stand concerning PC3-related attitudes (i.e. 

work immigration, see also Blom, 2010). The following graphs present trends in attitudes 

across the relevant time span for the respective models. This gives an impression of 

changes in the «temperature» of attitudes towards immigration in Norway during this 

period (see IMDi, 2012). These figure-representations indicate some of the volatility in 

attitudes for the respective PCs during the time interval 2008-2013.  
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Figure 9. Line graph presenting changes in attitudes towards contact with immigrants and the 

magnitude of immigration, 2008-2013. The y-axis displays the coefficient size for respective 

years in Model 3a and Model 3b. 

 

 

 
Figure 10. Line graph presenting changes in attitudes towards cultural diversity and religion, 

2008-2013. The y-axis displays the respective years’ coefficient size for Model 2a and Model 2b. 
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Figure 11. This line graph present changes in attitudes towards work immigration, 2008-2013. 

The general trend is downward-sloping. The y-axis shows the coefficient size for the time-related 

variables in Model 3a and Model 3b.  

 

4.2.1 Predicting attitudes towards contact with immigrants and the magnitude of 

immigration 

The first principal component (consisting of 12 items) was called «positive attitudes 

towards contact with immigrants and the magnitude of immigration». A substantial gap in 

explained variance was found comparing Model 1a and Model 1b. Political orientation 

stands out as the most important predictor bringing a 16.1 percentage points increase in 

explained variance when controlled for in hierarchical regression modelling (Model 2a).  

Table 4 shows the multiple linear regression results with PC1 as dependent 

variable. There is no support for a «gender differential» in predicted attitudes related to 

PC1. In predicting PC1-related attitudes, RV forms the contrast to FrP on this attitude 

dimension. This particular difference in coefficient estimates can be interpreted as an 

almost two standard deviations difference between an «average» supporter of RV and the 

prototypical supporter of FrP. SV-voters seems, on average, to hold strongly favourable 

attitudes towards the PC1 attitude spectrum. While respondents preferring V and Krf 

showed a positive association with PC1-related attitudes, Ap and H are «moderately» 

positioned on each side of the reference group (Sp). This means that Ap-supporters show 

moderately positive attitudes while H-supporters show moderately negative attitudes 

towards contact with immigrants and the magnitude of immigration.  
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Table 7. Model summary with respective parametres for PC1 («attitudes towards contact with 

immigrants and the magnitude of immigration») as criterion  

Unstandarized Coefficients Unstandarized Coefficients 

Model 

1 

B  Model 

2 

  B  

 (Constant)        -.002ns (.036)  (Constant)             .003ns (.038) 

 Male -.167*** (.025)  Male -.073** (.023)             

 Akershus & Oslo -.265*** (.032)  Akershus & Oslo -.253*** (.029)                      

 Agder & Rogaland .022ns (.040)  Agder & Rogaland                        .084* (.036)                 

 Sogn & Hordaland .161*** (.039)  Sogn & Hordaland                  .157*** (.036)    

 >50% imm. res. area .321*** (.090)  >50% imm. res. area .225** (.082)   

 No imm. res. area -.170*** (.039)  No imm. res. area -.135*** (.035)           

 Unemp., home & ret. -.029ns (.036)  Unemp., home & ret. .013ns (.032) 

 Dis. pen. & lab. mea.    -.085* (.041)  Dis.pen. & lab. mea.    -.033ns (.037) 

 Higher education .242*** (.026)  Higher education .118*** (.024) 

 Year 2008 .077ns (.039)  Year 2008 .091* (.036) 

 Year 2009 -.067ns (.038)  Year 2009 -.073* (.035) 

 Year 2012 .046ns (.040)  Year 2012 .028ns (.036) 

 Year 2013 .174*** (.039)  Year 2013 .136*** (.035) 

    Red El. Alliance (RV) 

Sosialistic L. P. (SV) 
.962*** (.048)  

.839*** (.051)               

    Labour Party (Ap) .261*** (.033) 

    Christian P. P. (KrF) 

Liberal Party  (V)               

.368*** (.064) 

.340*** (.358)         

    Conservative P. (H) -.275*** (.035)                   

    Progress Party (FrP)            -.698*** (.037)                

Note: *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. n = 6180. Adj. R2 = .046 (Model 1a). Adj. R2 = .217 (Model 

1b). (∆R2 = 16.1 percentage points). Respective standard errors are reported in the parentheses.  

 

4.2.2. Predicting attitudes towards cultural diversity and religion 

On the second attitude component, which measures attitudes towards cultural diversity 

and religion (PC2), the differences across the political parties was not as large as in the 

case of the first attitude component (PC1). The increase in explained variance counted for 

6.4 percentage points in the case of PC2.  
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Table 8. Model summary with respective parametres with PC2 («attitudes towards cultural 

diversity and religion») as criterion 

Unstandarized Coefficients Unstandarized Coefficients 

Model 

1 

Variable name B Model 2 Variable name B 

 (Constant)        .049ns (.036)  (Constant)             .053ns (.039) 

 Male -.274*** (.025)  Male -.230*** (.024)                     

 Akershus & Oslo .252*** (.031)  Akershus & Oslo .241*** (.030)                       

 Agder & Rogaland .048ns (.039)  Agder & Rogaland                        -.058ns (.038)                       

 Sogn & Hordaland .022ns (.039)  Sogn & Hordaland                  .003ns (.037)    

 >50% imm. res. area -.052ns (.088)  >50% imm. res. area -.065ns (.086)    

 No imm. res. area -.204*** (.038)  No imm. res. area -.186*** (.037)           

 Unemp., home & ret. -.139*** (.035)  Unemp., home & ret. -.124*** (.034) 

 Dis. pen. & lab. mea.    -.192*** (.040)  Dis. pen. & lab. mea.    -.165*** (.039) 

 Higher education .213*** (.026)  Higher education .179*** (.025) 

 Year 2008 -.140*** (.039)  Year 2008 -.100** (.037) 

 Year 2009 -.097** (.037)  Year 2009 -.065ns (.036) 

 Year 2012 .140*** (.039)  Year 2012 .113** (.038) 

 Year 2013 -.072ns (.038)  Year 2013 -.102** (.037) 

    Red El. Alliance (RV) 

Sosialistic L. P. (SV) 

.073ns (.104) 

.224*** (.054) 
    Labour Party (Ap) .149*** (.035) 

    Christian P. P. (KrF) 

Liberal Party  (V)               

.306*** (.067) 

.412*** (.060) 

    Conservative P. (H) .079* (.037)                       

    Progress Party (FrP)            -.538*** (.039)                

Note: *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. n = 6180. Adj. R2 = .079 (Model 1b). Adj. R2 = .143 (Model 

2b). (∆R2 = 6.4 percentage points). Respective standard errors are reported in the parentheses.  

 

One this attitude dimension, there is some evidence supporting a «gender differential» in 

predicted attitudes. Other this being equal, males are more sceptical towards 

multiculturalism and religion than women. Being on disability pension and labour market 

measures do seem to have an impact on PC2-attitudes in the negative direction. This was 

seemingly to a great extent independent of political orientation, as the coefficient 

«survived» the hierarchical regression procedure. Concerning political orientation, RV 

was not significantly different from the reference group, while SV, Ap and KrF where 

were all positively associated with this attitude component (PC2). On this attitude-cluster, 

V and FrP constitute a polar opposite, with the former in the direction of positive attitudes 
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towards cultural diversity and religion, and the latter party-supporters associated with 

holding negative attitudes, ceteris paribus. There is not an equally clear left-right profile 

in the attitudes on PC2 as on PC1. 

 

4.2.3. Predicting attitudes towards work immigration 

Concerning attitudes towards work immigration (PC3), political orientation did not stand 

out as a particularly important predictor. This predictor seemingly only conveyed some 

additional information to the background characteristics (counting for 3.3 percentage 

point’s increase in explained variance). Although not negligible, its predictive capacity is 

considerably smaller than for the other two attitude components.  

Somewhat surprisingly, the occupation-related variables indicating more 

«vulnerable» groups, did not predict negative attitudes towards work immigration 

compared to relevant reference groups. As mentioned, KrF also represented an exception 

in this context. The largest difference regarding the role of political orientation in 

predicting PC3-attitudes was between SV (and RV) compared to KrF. These respective 

parties were positively associated with holding favourable views on labour immigration, 

while political preferences towards KrF on average predicted negative attitudes compared 

to the reference group.  
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Table 9. Model summary with respective parametres with PC3 («attitudes towards work 

immigration») as criterion 

Unstandarized Coefficients Unstandarized Coefficients 

Model 

1 

B  Model 

2 

B  

 (Constant)        -.282*** (.036)  (Constant)             -.360*** (.040) 

 Male .019ns (.025)  Male .039ns (.025)                     

 Akershus & Oslo .094** (.031)  Akershus & Oslo .075** (.031)                        

 Agder & Rogaland -.032ns (.039)  Agder & Rogaland                        .004ns (.039)                       

 Sogn & Hordaland .032ns (.039)  Sogn & Hordaland                  .033ns (.038)    

 >50% imm. res. area -214* (.089)  >50% imm. res. area -.228* (.088)   

 No imm. res. area -.088* (.039)  No imm. res. area -.067ns (.038)           

 Unemp., home & ret. .125*** (.035)  Unemp., home & ret. .137*** (.035) 

 Dis. pen. & lab. mea.   .085* (.040)  Dis. pen. & lab. mea.    .111** (.040) 

 Higher education .213*** (.026)  Higher education .156*** (.026) 

 Year 2008 .468*** (.039)  Year 2008 .490*** (.038) 

 Year 2009 .399*** (.038)  Year 2009 .406*** (.037) 

 Year 2012 -.118** (.040)  Year 2012 -.141*** (.039) 

 Year 2013 -.054ns (.038)  Year 2013 -.075* (.038) 

    Red El. Alliance (RV) 

Sosialistic L. P. (SV) 

.430*** (.106) 

.451*** (.055)                    

    Labour Party (Ap) .220*** (.035) 

    Christian P. P. (KrF) 

Liberal Party  (V)               

-.275*** (.068) 

.308*** (.062)                   

    Conservative P. (H) .148*** (.038)                       

    Progress Party (FrP)            -.187*** (.040)                

Note: *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. n = 6180. Adj. R2 = .066 (Model 1c). Adj. R2 = .099 (Model 2c). 

(∆R2 = 3.3 percentage points). Respective standard errors are reported in the parentheses.  

 

To sum up, the left-right axis of the political spectrum captures important aspects of 

attitudes towards immigration, but there are exceptions in this classification which 

indicates that in the discussion of attitudes towards different types of immigration, there 

is a need to operate with more dimensions than the classic left-right division in politics. 
  

 

 



	   42 

5. Discussion 
If an intolerant sect appears in a well-ordered society, the others should keep in mind the inherent 

stability of their institutions. The liberties of the intolerant may persuade them to a belief in 

freedom. This persuasion works on the psychological principle that those whose liberties are 

protected by and who benefit from a just constitution, other things equal, acquire an allegiance to 

it over a period of time. 

            —John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (1999, p. 192) 

 

The empirical results raise several questions. For example: Why are some groups, 

considered vulnerable to immigration and cultural diversity, seemingly associated with 

more positive attitudes than its reference groups? The groups consisting of unemployed 

people, home staying and retired persons, as well as the group of respondents on 

disability pensions and labour market measures, displayed on average positive attitudes 

concerning work immigration (PC3) compared to reference groups. This observation may 

partly violate the predictions from RCT, but still may find some support in SJT. An 

example of a symbolic threat of multiculturalism as a demographic condition is value 

pluralism, namely the risk that people from different groups do not agree on fundamental 

values (cf. SIT). This is a theme in Kymlicka & Banting (2006) who argues that 

multicultural development may erode the traditionally robust welfare state (cf. Freeman, 

1986). In turn, more diversity and immigrants may undermine trust and a sense of 

common national identity (Putnam, 2007. Following this logic, multiculturalism may 

create a deficit in the levels of solidarity necessary for sustaining a robust welfare state 

(Bay et al., 2007; Einhorn & Louge, 2010; Kymlicka & Banting, 2006). 

As the theoretical underpinnings in this thesis suggest, I argue that the variation in 

attitude profiles can be related to values and ideology (see Chapter 2), and in particular 

the value profile of each political party (see Table 2 in Chapter 2). For instance, the 

symbolism of holding revolutionary views, and excessively embracing change, could 

predict the positive association between Red Electoral Alliance (RV) and PC2 (i.e. the 

symbolic motive related to SIT).  

Counter to preliminary expectations, being unemployed, home staying or retired 

was not associated with negative attitudes towards work immigration, but quite the 

contrary. I cannot either find a convincing explanation for why males seem more negative 

towards cultural diversity and religion, than women. One suggestion for this variation is 

that females are more likely to vote for socialist oriented parties and thus being more 
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solidaric, benevolent and tolerant (and perhaps optimistic) in their attitudes towards 

immigrant out-groups and minorities. For the first component, gender and labour market 

status could be to be partly mediated by political orientation, as hierarchical regressions 

leads to a decline in these coefficient estimates. Living in the counties Akershus and 

Oslo, on average (and compared to reference group), predicted comparatively negative 

attitudes towards immigration. A similar finding has been reported by Blom (2010). 

Further, having no immigrants in one’s residential area was associated with negative 

attitudes concerning PC1 and PC2, but did not seem to be important regarding PC3.  

For example, being unemployed or on disability pension (working people and 

students as reference group), ceteris paribus, is on average associated with a .108 higher 

score on attitudes towards work immigration. This empirical result is not harmonizing 

with RCT. People with higher education, is on average, more positive towards work 

immigration compared with people without education or people not reporting their 

amount of education. People in relatively privileged positions may perceive immigration 

as beneficial by being able to utilize cheap labour. The «exceptionality» of KrF regarding 

attitudes towards work immigration could be attributed to social security (and solidarity) 

as one of the party’s core values.  

Males did not seem more restrictive than women regarding work-related issues of 

immigration. This tendency is not necessarily confirmed by earlier investigations for 

particular years of The Integration Barometer (see Blom, 2010). The acceptance of 

immigration is relatively higher among the well-educated (see Blom, 2013). Further, 

there is a relatively greater degree of positive attitude tendencies among people with few 

immigrants in the neighbourhood compared to those who live in areas where immigrants 

are a majority. This is the case on work-related issues, which could be taken as a sign of a 

potential hostility towards work immigrants in areas where people are competing for jobs, 

housing, space, and the like (cf. RCT). With regards to geographic region, Oslo and 

Akershus-residents are apparently (but marginally) more liberal towards work 

immigration.  

The results of Model 2a and Model 2b (regarding PC2) show, ceteris paribus, that 

residing in Oslo and Akershus are positively associated with being in favour of cultural 

diversity and tolerance towards religion, but negatively associated with having contact 

with immigrants and favouring having more immigrants to the country (PC1). Compared 

to reference groups, this geographical variable did not stand out regarding attitudes 

towards work immigration, where this region is representing high immigrant density. The 
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citizens of Oslo and Akershus, are thus seemingly (and perhaps paradoxically) positively 

inclined towards cultural diversity but not necessarily the presence of minority groups in 

itself. This could be argued to be a motivated by a combination of the symbolic and the 

material motive of attitude formation.  

 

5.1. The impact of political orientation 
The gap in explained variance between Model 1a and Model 1b (∆R2 = 16.1 percentage 

points) suggest that political orientation is strongly influencing attitudes concerning 

contact with immigrants and the magnitude of immigration. Hypothetical voting 

behaviour showed relatively strong associations across all the multiple regression 

estimations, while the effect of party preference (political orientation) was smaller in the 

case of attitudes towards cultural diversity and religion (Model 2a and Model 2b; ∆R2 = 

6.4 percentage points) as well regarding attitude towards work immigration (Model 3a 

and Model 3b; ∆R2 = 3.3 percentage points).  

In general, the labour party and the Liberal party has most stable profile across the 

three PCs.  As expected, the Progress Party voters are on average associated with being 

the most critical in terms of PC1-related attitudes and PC2-related attitudes, and 

interestingly, KrF-supporters has the strongest negative propensity on attitude towards 

work immigration (PC3). It is possible to distinguish between political belief systems that 

are conservatively oriented and those that are liberal oriented. Further on the political 

spectrum in Norway (as a stable social democracy), left-wing parties are oriented towards 

socialistic political solutions, which may not be the international norm.  

In this section I briefly comment on the impact of ideological beliefs and 

cognitions (reflected in political orientation) on immigration-related attitudes. Due to the 

multiplicity of possible interpretations, there were some clear associations among 

variables in the 6 different multiple linear regression models (MLRM). Nevertheless, the 

estimation only displays the isolated effect of a specific predictor on the principal 

components. PC3 was unique in the sense that the three items loaded (without polarity) 

only highly on this component. This suggests that labour immigration questions constitute 

a separated attitude domain among the representative sample of Norwegians.  

This analysis showed a clear impact of political orientation on the three attitudes 

components. In order to properly interpret the results from the MLRM estimations, one 

should have in mind the ground of comparison, i.e. the reference categories. Concerning 
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the challenge of communal values (Mouritsen, 2016), third world-immigration may 

challenge traditional conformity and norms, e.g. on equality, norms of reciprocity and 

equality of opportunity that forms the welfare societies legitimacy (NOU 2017:2; p. 17), 

which also may motivate scepticism.  

Across all the three attitude components, having higher education predicted being 

more positively attuned towards immigration. This is the general finding, as seen in for 

example Blom (2013). This inclination can be understood as an expression of tolerance, 

knowledge and optimism accumulated over the years of acquiring more human capital, 

partly serving the knowledge function of attitudes. As expected, having higher education 

was associated with being more positive towards immigration and cultural diversity.  

The prediction suggesting that people on disability pensions and labour market 

measures are more negative towards immigration-related issues than other groups was 

partly supported by evidence. However, this was not the case regarding work 

immigration, where this particular association was positive (which violates RCT 

assumptions). To a varying degree, the impact of immigrants in residential area, predicted 

the attitude components. Political orientation, ceteris paribus, stands out as the most 

important predictor of attitudes. The isolated influence of political party preferences 

indicates an important role of ideology in conveying value expressive motivational forces 

of attitude formation.   

In line with SIT and SJT, a motive to defend one’s own «cultural worldview» 

(Jost et al., 2004, p. 268), can be an important motivating force behind anti-immigration 

sentiments. These theoretical frameworks are mutually compatible and can address 

fundamental motivations concerning different attitudes and preferences towards 

immigration-related issues.    

Building on social psychological perspectives, the empirical investigations from 

this thesis show a particular important role of political party preference in predicting 

attitudes towards immigration and cultural diversity. The explorations suggest a particular 

importance of the role of ideology or political belief systems for the prediction of 

attitudes. The basic idea is that world views are relatively persistent to change, 

compatible with common sense assumptions and in harmony with one’s personal 

narrative, i.e. familiar and intuitively fast processed. Such cognitive processes of though 

and emotion facilitation may enhance the perception of question credibility. Nevertheless, 

to call this predictor ideology is somehow speculative as it is not explicitly understood 

how the respondent’s political sympathies are formed from various sources. As the 
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ideology construct is difficult to catch in practical terms, this elusiveness and abstract 

nature makes a conclusion of causal relations speculative.  

The basic argument is that people that finance the welfare state may be fed up 

with the relatively low contributions of certain groups of particular vulnerability. 

Sympathy for the relatively poor may lead people to moderate these antagonisms. Fear of 

economic deprivation is one motivation to be sceptic towards having more people relying 

on the state finances. Predictions based on RCT where supported for the first attitude 

component. People that live in more immigrant dense areas, such Oslo and Akershus 

where found to be less positive towards immigrants, while people that can be argued to be 

in a more vulnerable position such as on labour market programs and dependent on 

financial support, also was more negative.  

Counter to prior expectations, people in the category combining disability 

pensions and labour market measure were, on average, not hostile towards work 

immigration and contact with immigrants (i.e. PC3 and PC1, respectively). A primary 

suggestion is that ideological convictions, values and beliefs may serve as a motivational 

cognitive and social mechanism in explaining how people form attitudes towards various 

out-groups, people of different cultures or minority groups in general (Jost, 2013).  

Among the sociodemographic variables, women and people with higher 

education, ceteris paribus, was initially expected to be more positive towards immigration 

in general (see Blom, 2010). On the contrary, people that are assumedly in a 

socioeconomic challenging position were expected to be more critical of immigration. 

People that are in vulnerable positions in society, e.g. living in relative poverty, are likely 

to be more concerned about a generous social policy that includes immigrants. Thus, 

according to RCT, attitudes towards immigrants are predicted to be less positive for 

people that competitive with the same resources as immigrants. According to Feldman & 

Johnson (2014), increasing education relates to both more economic conservatism and 

social liberalism.  

In the case of PC1, there were no strong violations of the expectations outlined by 

the «axis of ideology». Thus, these types of attitudes were indicated to be consistent with 

predictions from SJT.  

An exception was perhaps the proclivity of respondents supporting The Christian 

People’s Party (Krf) to disfavour work immigration (PC3). I claim this may indicate an 

important role of the symbolic attitude motive, corresponding to SIT. Restrictive views 

on work immigration, but a positive stand on multiculturalism, may be a product of the 
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core values of solidarity and benevolence. The resource motive (corresponding to RCT) is 

arguably important in interpreting the negative association between Akershus & Oslo and 

PC1. On the other hand, contrary to initial expectations, respondents residing in Akershus 

& Oslo did not stand out as negative in their PC2-related attitudes, suggesting an 

importance of experience in attitudes towards multiculturalism. The association between 

having higher education and holding positive attitudes could be understood as an value 

expressive function of tolerance (cf. SIT) or optimistic would views (cf. SJT), but also as 

a product of being distanced from the resource competitive aspects of immigration (cf. 

RCT).  

Another important observation is that the expectations that people in suggested 

vulnerable positions were likely to be more negative, other things equal, towards 

immigration. This was not the case for PC1, and could in this way be argued to violate 

RCT-predictions. However, people on disability pensions and labour marked measures 

were more negative compared to its reference group on PC2, but not concerning PC3. On 

the contrary, this could be taken as a sign of valid RCT-predictions and illustrates how 

people may be positive towards work immigration but negative towards multiculturalism. 

This is also an argument for a meaningful distinctions represented by the attitude 

components in this study.  

Generally, the present findings indicate that political orientation predicts a 

substantial amount of the variation in immigration-related attitudes. This self-reported 

political party preference was taken as an indicator of political orientation, and further 

assumed to reflect ideological beliefs and value systems. This assumption cannot be 

proved to be valid, but was argued for on the basis of various theoretical claims. 

Important limitations regarding the generalizability of findings encompass the conceptual 

ambiguity related to the immigrant category, the perception and context sensitivity of 

respondents when answering the survey and various biases, such as social desirability 

bias.  

An essential point of this endeavour was to extrapolate observed associations 

between political orientation and immigration-related attitudes in Norway. Theoretical 

reflections over empirical results suggest that motivations may arise from both symbolic 

and material concerns alongside ideology. Three main theories were applied to shed light 

on complex origins of attitudes and their functions in a multicultural Norwegian context. 

Findings suggest that the symbolic, material and ideological motives are all important. 

The symbolic motive (social belonging; SIT), the resource motive (material conflict; 
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RCT) and the ideology motive (e.g. based on situation-confirming preferences; SJT) 

together forms strong psychological basis in linking various sociodemographic predictors 

to immigration-related attitudes. Thus, one can argue there are ideological beliefs and 

value systems that drive the attitude formation concerning immigration. The ways people 

(in this case respondents) structure their attitude are a function of the abstract entity’s 

origins.   
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6. Conclusion 
The studies conducted in this thesis indicated an important role of political orientation on 

immigration-related attitudes. The main aim was to interpret the influence of political 

orientation on the attitudes towards immigration and cultural diversity. Empirical 

evidence suggest that political orientation play a particular important role in predicting 

attitudes towards contact with immigrants and the magnitude of immigration (PC1). On 

the second attitude dimension, capturing attitudes towards cultural diversity and religion 

(PC2), also a substantial amount of the explained variance was counted for by political 

orientation. In the case for attitude towards work immigration (PC3), a lower proportion 

of variance was seemingly due to political orientation. The three attitude components 

arguably showed a satisfying level of internal consistency (reliability).  

Overall, findings suggest a particular role of ideology on attitude formation. This 

claim is grounded in the observed importance of political party preferences. However, 

based on findings in this study, one can not explicitly attribute or determine a particular 

(confounding) cause in explaining majority members’ attitudes towards immigrants. As 

attitudes towards minorities are predicted with multiple variables operating at the same 

time, one can only reason on the isolated contribution of each separate predictor.  

Combined, the theoretical applications and conceptual approaches outlined in this 

thesis emphasized a particular importance of ideology in attitude formation. System 

justifying beliefs could lead to both conservative and liberal political orientations 

(ideology), serving different motives for rationalizing status quo or preferring societal 

changes. The ideological motive, indicated by political orientation, arguably played a 

particular important role in these empirical investigations. Nevertheless, this claim does 

not count for the interactions between symbolic and ideological motives of attitudes 

formation, and the possibility that attitudes may reflect mere material self-interest. A 

materialist will argue that the respective respondent’s values and symbolic motive 

profiles (value-expressive functions) also reflect economic self-interests. 
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Appendix A 

Principal component analysis 
 
 

 
Figure 1A. The scree-plot from the PCA (based on unrotated solution). 
 
 
Table 1A. Parallel analysis  
Component           Mean Eigenvalue  Percentile Eigenvalue 
1  1.103821  1.119495 
2                                                     1.089346            1.102547 
3 1.076184  1.086572 
4 1.065676  1.074765 
5 1.055218  1.062936 
6 1.046045  1.052121 
7 1.036725  1.044319 
8 1.027880  1.036622 
9 1.019153  1.025954 
10 1.011077  1.016789 
11 1.002839  1.009802 
12 0.994385  1.009802 
13 0.986652  0.992783 
Note. The function «Parallell Analysis Engine to Aid Determining Number of Factors to Retain»  
(https://analytics.gonzaga.edu/parallelengine/) reveals that (according to the specifications) one could keep 
more than three components.  

 
 
Table 2A. Original eigenvalues after orthogonal rotation 
Component           Total   
1  5.082   
2                                                     3.581   
3 1.353   
Note. The eigenvalue criterion suggests keeping three components.  
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Table 3A. Pattern matrix showing component loadings for PCA with oblique (Kaiser normalized) 
direct oblimin rotation. N=6180, rotation converged in 11 iterations. Bartlett’s test of spericity 
was significant (p=0.0000)  
Item Component 

1 
Component 
2 

Component 
3 

1. Asylum center nearby (q18_6)  .855  .062  .043 
2. My municipality should settle more refugees (q18_5)  .848  .108  .014 
3. Avoid school with high immigrant proportion (q20_1) -.793  .103 -.153 
4. Norway should receive more refugees (q18_4)  .754  .148  .000 
5. Difficult to live in an area with many immigrants (q20_4) -.684  .078  .085 
6. No more immigrants in Norway (q6_2)  .648  .152 -.050 
7. Immigration threats the Norwegian welfare state (q4_2) -.626  .028  .189 
8. Easier family reunification (q18_3)  .586  .199 -.026 
9. Language requirements for citizenships (q2_1) -.558  .119  .343 
10. Immigrant fraction unimportant if school is good (q20_2)  .540  .121 -.087 
11. Immigration benefits the Norwegian economy (q22_4)  .425  .215 -.356 
12. More immigrants in the workplace (q22_2)  .425  .234 -.235 
13. No incompatibility of religion (q4_5) -.130  .595  .317 
14. Cultural diversity and integration in harmony (q2_3)  .095  .521 -.241 
15. Cultural diversity is good (q2_4)  .206  .437 -.266 
16. Sceptical towards muslims (q8_3)  .186  .408 -.342 
17. Same rights regardless of origin (q2_5) -.075 -.057 -.823 
18. Better minority-majority relationships (q6_3) -.066 -.007 -.798 
19. I am generally sceptical towards religious people (q8_1)  .154  .068 -.683 
20. Free language training to work immigrants (q22_8)  .076  .141 -.610 
21. Positive work immigrants from Eastern Europe (q22_7) -.342  .309  .478 
22. If you work you are welcome (q22_6)  .270  .023 -.463 
Note. Most item formulations where abbreviated and rephrased to make the table more readable (the 
parentheses displays the items question number in The Integration Barometer). The strongest loadings on 
the respective components are marked in bold. 
 
 
Table 4A. Total explained vairance for unrotated and rotated component solution (oblique 
rotation) 

Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Component Total % of 

Variance 
Cumulative 

% 
   Total 

1 9.298 42.266 42.266                         8.346 
                       1.727 
                       7.087 

2 1.341 6.097 48.363  
3 1.063 4.833 53.195  
4 .939 4.267 57.462  
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Table 5A. Inter-item Pearson correlation matrix for items 1-11 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 1.0 
2  .760 1.0 
3 -.482 -.446 1.0 
4  .631  .748 -.369 1.0 
5 -.551 -.520  .555 -.453 1.0 
6 -.571 -.602  .398 -.526  .509 1.0 
7 -.576 -.607  .458 -.537  .539  .626 1.0 
8  .523  .591 -.379  .573 -.408 -.454 -.493 1.0 
9 -.370 -.369  .299 -.321  .336  .380  .419 -.303 1.0 
10  .441  .429 -.470  .389 -.468 -.376 -.409  .383 -.221 1.0 
11  .536  .561 -.356  .504 -.451 -.530 -.583  .463 -.289  .395 1.0 
12  .472  .504 -.319  .464 -.383 -.423 -.444  .428 -.249  .363  .550 
13  .386  .402 -.273  .376 -.372 -.401 -.456  .340 -.239  .351  .437 
14  .381  .407 -.272  .387 -.377 -.396 -.452  .359 -.234  .321  .423 
15  .483  .514 -.357  .484 -.478 -.494 -.556  .444 -.254  .422  .543 
16 -.463 -.465  .384 -.401  .472  .457  .537 -.371  .291 -.358 -.422 
17  .403 .419 -.273  .402 -.358 -.371 -.454  .421 -.224  .340  .416 
18  .442 .452 -.342  .407 -.412 -.418 -.520  .408 -.245  .356  .470 
19 -.178 -.182  .152 -.169  .172  .195  .242 -.183  .149 -.084 -.133 
20  .255 .281 -.175  .276 -.234 -.226 -.254 -.254  .307 -.112  .233 
21  .357 .360 -.195  .315 -.294 -.343 -.340  .299 -.168  .281  .463 
22  .364 .375 -.258  .379 -.316 -.339 -.348  .355 -.168  .351  .428 
Note. The numbering corresponds to the items presented in Table 5A and 6A. Each correlation was 
significant on a p < .000 level. Correlations above .6 are marked in bold, which indicates that three items 
are standing out as correlating high another item.  
 
Table 6A. Inter-item Pearson correlation matrix for items 12-22 
 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
1  .472  .386  .381  .483 -.463  .403  .442 -.178  .255  .357  .364 
2  .504  .402  .407  .514 -.465  .419  .452 -.182  .281  .360  .375 
3 -.319 -.273 -.272 -.357  .384 -.273 -.342  .152  .175 -.195 -.258 
4  .464  .376  .387  .484 -.401  .402  .407 -.169  .276  .315  .379 
5 -.383 -.372 -.377 -.478  .472 -.358 -.412  .172 -.234 -.294 -.316 
6 -.423 -.401 -.396 -.494  .457 -.371 -.418  .195 -.226 -.343 -.339 
7 -.444 -.456 -.452 -.556  .537 -.454 -.520  .242 -.254 -.340 -.348 
8  .428  .340  .359  .444 -.371  .421  .408 -.183  .307  .299  .355 
9 -.249 -.239 -.234 -.254  .291 -.224 -.245  .149 -.112 -.168 -.168 
10  .363  .351  .321  .422 -.358  .340  .356 -.084  .233  .281  .351 
11  .550  .437  .423  .543 -.422  .416  .470 -.133  .311  .463  .428 
12 1.0 .349  .363  .462 -.352  .369  .387 -.135  .288  .334  .373 
13  1.0  .487  .527 -.427  .404  .421 -.134  .238  .294  .341 
14   1.0 .569 -.359  .407  .403 -.116  .251  .284  .310 
15    1.0 -.415  .503  .472 -.131  .295  .338  .405 
16     1.0 -.323 -.373  .319 -.179 -.250 -.274 
17      1.0  .371 -.112  .299  .290  .345 
18       1.0 -.117  .251  .282  .301 
19        1.0 -.014 -.059 -.057 
20         1.0  .315  .315 
21          1.0  .413 
22           1.0 
Note. The numbering corresponds to the items presented in Table 5A and 6A. Each correlation was 
significant on a p < .000 level.  
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Appendix B  

Reliability analysis 
 
 

Table 1B. Reliability analysis for the variables included in «attitudes towards contact with 
immigrants and the magnitude of immigration» 
Cronbach's α                               .855 
Cronbach’s α based 
on standardized items            .856 
No. of items                12   
 
 
Table 2B. Cronbach’s α if item deleted for the principal component «attitudes towards contact 
with immigrats and the magnitude of immigration» 
Item                                                     Cronbach’s α if item deleted 
v096/q18_6                           .826 
v095/q18_5                                                             .823  
v103/q20_1                                                             .912 
v094/q18_4                                  .829 
v106/q20_4                          .838 
v035/q6_2                          .831 
v025/q4_2                          .830 
v093/q18_3                          .836  
v005/q2_1                          .849 
v104/q20_2                          .845 
v112/q22_4                          .833 
v110/q22_2                          .840 
 
 
Table 3B. Reliability analysis for the variables included in «attitudes towards cultural diversity 
and religion» 
Cronbach’s α                                     .785 
Cronbach’s α based 
on standardized items            .799 
No. of items                  7   
 
 
Table 4B. Cronbach’s α when item deleted for the principal component «attitudes towards 
cultural diversity and religion» 
Item                                          Cronbach’s α if item deleted 
v028/q4_5    .744 
v007/q2_3                                                    .745  
v008/q2_4                                                    .731 
v054/q8_3    .742 
v009/q2_5    .753 
v036/q6_3    .755 
v052/q8_1                                         .823 
 
 
Table 5B. Reliability analysis for items included in the principal component «attitudes towards 
work immigration» 
Cronbach’s α                      .609 
Cronbach’s α based 
on standardized items           .613 
No. of items                          3  
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Table 6B. Cronbach’s α if item deleted for the principal component «attitudes towards work 
immigration» 
    Item                                    Cronbach’s α if item deleted 
v116/q22_8  .575 
v115/q22_7                                                 .479  
v114/q22_6                                                 .475 
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Appendix C  

Colinearity diagnositics 
 
 
Table 1C. Colinearity diagnostics for Model 1b, Model 2b and Model 3b.  

                Colinearity Statistics 
 Tolerance VIF 
Male  
Akershus & Oslo 

.974 

.850 
1.026 
1.177 

Agder & Rogaland                        .900 1.112 
Sogn & Hordaland                  .911 1.098 
>50% imm. res. area .971 1.030 
No imm. res. area .972 1.029 
Unemp., home & ret. .946 1.057 
Dis.pen. & lab. mea.    .941 1.063 
Higher education .898 1.113 
Year 2008 .652 1.533 
Year 2009 .634 1.578 
Year 2012 .661 1.513 
Year 2013 .650 1.539 
Red Electoral Alliance  .951 1.051 
Socialist Left Party  .825 1.212 
Labour Party  .635 1.574 
Christ. People’s Party  .878 1.139 
Liberal Party  .857 1.167 
Conservative Party  .641 1.561 
Progress Party  .678 1.474 

Note: Colinearity did not seem to be a problem in the models (e.g. based on criterion VIF < 5).  
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Appendix D  

Response distribution and descriptive statistics for PCA items 
 
 
Table 1D. Overview for items included in PC1 («attitudes towards contact with immigrats and 
the magnitude of immigration») 

Shortened and reformulated variable names Statements related to respective items 
«Asylum center nearby» q18_6  It would have been positive to the 

establishment of an asylum center nearby where I 
live [Jeg ville stilt meg positiv til at det ble etablert 
et asylmottak i området der jeg bor]. 

«More refugees in muncipality» q18_5 My municipality should settle more refugees 
[Min kommune bør bosette flere flyktninger]. 

«Not chosen school with many immigrants» q20_1 I would not have chosen a school with a high 
proportion of pupils with immigrant background for 
my children [Jeg ville ikke valgt en skole med høy 
andel elever med innvandrerbakgrunn til mine 
barn]. 

«More refugees to Norway» q18_4 Norway should receive more refugees [Norge 
bør ta i mot flere flyktninger]. 

«Difficult to live with many immigrants» q20_4 It would have been difficult for me to live in 
an area with many immigrants [Det ville være 
vanskelig for meg å bo i et område med mange 
innvandrere]. 

«Not more immigrants to Norway» q6_2 We should not give entrance to more 
immigrants in Norway [Vi bør ikke slippe inn flere 
innvandrere i Norge]. 

«Immigration threats welfare state» q4_2 Immigration is a threat to the Norwegian 
welfare state [Innvandringen er en trussel mot den 
norske velferdsstaten]. 

«Easier family reunification» q18_3 It should be easier for refugees that are 
settled in Norway to be reunited with their family, 
so that their spouse and minor children also can 
arrive [Det bør bli lettere for flyktninger som er 
bosatt i Norge å bli gjenforent med sin familie ved 
at deres ektefelle og mindreårige barn også får 
komme hit].  

«Required language skills» q2_1 Immigrants should prove their knowledge of 
Norwegian through a language test before they are 
granted citizenship [Innvandrere bør bevise sine 
kunnskaper i norsk gjennom en språktest før de får 
innvilget statsborgerskap].  

«Immigrant fraction irrelevant if good school» q20_2 The fraction of pupils with immigrant 
background has no influence on choosing a school 
for my children, on the premise that the school’s 
results are good [Andelen elever med 
innvandrerbakgrunn har ingen betydning for hvilken 
skole jeg ville valgt for mine barn, dersom skolens 
resultater er gode]. 

«Immigration is economically beneficial» q22_4 Immigration is positive for the Norwegian 
economy [Innvandring er positivt for norsk 
økonomi]. 

«More immigrants in the labour market» q22_2 Every workplace should pursue having more 
immigrants among its employees and leaders [Alle 
arbeidsplasser bør strebe etter å ha innvandrere blant 
sine ansatte og ledere]. 
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Figure 1D. Distribution of component scores compared to normal distribution for PC1.  
 

 
Figure 2D. Normal P-P plot of regression standardized residual for PC1.  
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Table 2D. Frequency table for the item «I would have been positive to the establishment of an 
asylum center nearby where I live» (q18_6) 
Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all 2353 35.9 
2.0     Fits quite bad 1803 27.5 
2.5     No response     90   1.4 
3.0     Fits quite well 1759 26.9 
4.0     Fits completely   545   8.3 
Total 6550 100 
 

 
Figure 3D. Histogram for item q18_6. 
 
 
Table 3D. Frequency table for the item «my municipality should settle more refugees» (q18_5) 
Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all 2001 27.1 
2.0     Fits quite bad 2291 31.0 
2.5     No response   135   1.8 
3.0     Fits quite well 2295 31.1 
4.0     Fits completely   668   9.0 
Total 7390 100 
 

 
Figure 4D. Histogram for item q18_5. 
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Table 4D. Frequency table for the item «I would not have chosen a school with a high proportion 
of pupils with immigrant background for my children» (q20_1) 
Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all   703 11.0 
2.0     Fits quite bad 1880 29.4 
2.5     No response     95   1.5 
3.0     Fits quite well 2135 33.4 
4.0     Fits completely 1581 24.7 
Total 6394 100 
 

 
Figure 5D. Histogram for item q20_1. 
 
Table 5D. Frequency table for the item «Norway should receive more refugees» (q18_4) 
Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all 1263 17.0 
2.0     Fits quite bad 2096 28.2 
2.5     No response   124   1.7 
3.0     Fits quite well 2836 38.2 
4.0     Fits completely 1109 14.9 
Total 7428 100 

 
Figure 6D. Histogram for item q18_4. 
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Table 6D. Frequency table for the item «it would have been difficult for me to live in an area with 
many immigrants» (q20_4) 
Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all   947 14.7 
2.0     Fits quite bad 2519 39.0 
2.5     No response   106   1.6 
3.0     Fits quite well 1914 29.7 
4.0     Fits completely   967 15.0 
Total 6453 100 
 

 
Figure 7D. Histogram for item q20_4. 
 
 
Table 7D. Frequency tables for the item «we should not give entrance to more immigrants in 
Norway» (q6_2) 
Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all 1245 14.3 
2.0     Fits quite bad 3136 36.0 
2.5     No response   102   1.2 
3.0     Fits quite well 2461 28.3 
4.0     Fits completely 1757 20.2 
Total 8701 100 
 

 
Figure 8D. Histogram for item q6_2. 
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Table 8D. Frequency table for the item «immigration is a threat to the Norwegian welfare state» 
(q4_2) 
Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all 1000 15.3 
2.0     Fits quite bad 2483 38.0 
2.5     No response     77   1.2 
3.0     Fits quite well 2068 31.6 
4.0     Fits completely   910 13.9 
Total 6539 100 
 

 
Figure 9D. Histogram for item q4_2. 
 
Table 9D. Frequency table for the item «it should be easier for refugees that are settled in 
Norway to be reunited with their family, so that their spouse and minor children also can arrive» 
(q18_3) 
Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all 1012 15.4 
2.0     Fits quite bad 1575 24.0 
2.5     No response     90   1.4 
3.0     Fits quite well 2828 43.2 
4.0     Fits completely 1048 16.0 
Total 6553 100 
 

 
Figure 10D. Histogram for item q18_3. 
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Table 10D. Frequency table for the item «immigrants should prove their knowledge of 
Norwegian through a language test before they are granted citizenship» (q2_1) 
Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all   361   4.1 
2.0     Fits quite bad 1075 12.4 
2.5     No response   120   1.4 
3.0     Fits quite well 3281 37.7 
4.0     Fits completely 3865 44.4 
Total 8702 100 
 

 
Figure 11D. Histogram for item q2_1. 
 
Table 11D. Frequency table for the item «the fraction of pupils with immigrant background has 
no influence on choosing a school for my children, on the premise that the school’s results are 
good» (q20_2) 

Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all   717 10.9 
2.0     Fits quite bad 1511 23.1 
2.5     No response   117   1.8 
3.0     Fits quite well 2572 39.2 
4.0     Fits completely 1638 25.0 
Total 6555 100 

 

 
Figure 12D. Histogram for item q20_2. 
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Table 12D. Frequency table for the item «immigration is positive for the Norwegian 
economy» (q22_4) 
Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all   807 10.8 
2.0     Fits quite bad 2104 28.1 
2.5     No response   206   2.7 
3.0     Fits quite well 3239 43.2 
4.0     Fits completely 1137 15.2 
Total 7493 100 

 

 
Figure 13D. Histogram for item q22_4. 
 
 
Table 13D. Frequency table for item «Every workplace should pursue having more immigrants 
among its employees and leaders» (q22_2) 

Response Frequency Percent 
1.0     Does not fit at all 1148 13.2 
2.0     Fits quite bad 2679 30.8 
2.5     No response   117   1.3 
3.0     Fits quite well 3667 42.2 
4.0     Fits completely 1089 12.5 
Total 8700 100 

 

 
Figure 14D. Histogram for item q22_2 
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Table 14D. Overview for items included in PC2 («attitudes towards cultural diversity and 
religion»). 

Shortened and reformulated variable names Statements related to respective items 
«Sharing values» q4_5 It is totally possible to share a collection of 

fundamental values despite different religious 
affiliation [Det er fullt mulig a dele et sett av 
grunnleggende verdier til tross for ulik religøs 
tilknytning]. 

«Integration with tradition kepts» q2_3 Immigrants can be integrated into the 
Norwegian society and can simultaneously keep 
their traditions [Innvandrere kan passe inn i det 
norske samfunnet og samtidig beholde sine 
tradisjoner]. 

«Intercultural contact is good» q2_4 It is good for Norway that people from 
different cultures are socializing [Det er bra for 
Norge at mennesker fra ulike kulturer omgas 
hverandre]. 

«Scepticism towards muslims» q8_3 I am sceptical towards individuals with a 
muslim faith [Jeg er skeptisk til personer med 
muslimsk tro]. 

«Same rights regardless of background» q2_5 All immigrants with permanent residence in 
Norway must be given the same rights as 
Norwegians [Alle innvandrere med varig opphold i 
Norge må gis samme rettigheter som nordmenn] 

«Better intergroup relationships» q6_3 The relationship between Norwegians and 
immigrants will be better [Forholdet mellom 
nordmenn og innvandrere kommer til å bli bedre]. 

«Scepticism towards religious people» q8_1 I am generally sceptical towards religious 
people [Jeg er generelt skeptisk til religiøse 
personer]. 

 
 
 

 
Figure 15D. Distribution of component scores compared to normal distribution for PC2.  
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Figure 16D. Normal P-P plot of regression standardized residual for PC2. 
 
 
 
Table 15D. Frequency table for the item «it is totally possible to share a collection of 
fundamental values despite different religious affiliation» (q4_5) 

Response Frequency % 
1.0     Does not fit at all   297   4.5 
2.0     Fits quite bad 1096 16.7 
2.5     No response     78   1.2 
3.0     Fits quite well 3380 51.6 
4.0     Fits completely 1701 26.0 
Total 6552 100 

 

 
Figure 17D. Histogram for item q4_5. 
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Table 16D. Frequency table for the item «immigrants can be integrated in the Norwegian society 
and simultaneously keep their traditions» (q2_3) 

Response Frequency % 
1.0     Does not fit at all   531   6.1 
2.0     Fits quite bad 1490 17.1 
2.5     No response   117   1.3 
3.0     Fits quite well 4415 50.7 
4.0     Fits completely 2149 24.7 
Total 8702 100 

 

 
Figure 18D. Histogram for item q2_3. 
 
 
Table 17D. Frequency table for the item «it is good for Norway that people from different 
cultures are socializing» (q2_4) 
Response Frequency % 
1.0     Does not fit at all   308   3.5 
2.0     Fits quite bad   887 10.2 
2.5     No response   112   1.3 
3.0     Fits quite well 4252 48.9 
4.0     Fits completely 3143 36.1 
Total 8702 100 
 

 
Figure 19D. Histogram for item q2_4. 
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Table 18D. Frequency table for the item «I am sceptical towards individuals with a muslim faith» 
(q8_3) 
Response Frequency % 
1.0     Does not fit at all 1499 17.2 
2.0     Fits quite bad 2937 33.7 
2.5     No response   155   1.8 
3.0     Fits quite well 2618 30.1 
4.0     Fits completely 1496 17.2 
Total 8705 100 
 

 
Figure 20D. Histogram for item q8_3. 
 
 
Table 19D. Frequency table for the item «all immigrants with permanent residence in Norway 
must be given the same rights as Norwegians» (q2_5) 
Response Frequency % 
1.0     Does not fit at all   351   4.0 
2.0     Fits quite bad   777   8.9 
2.5     No response   120   1.4 
3.0     Fits quite well 3493 40.1 
4.0     Fits completely 3962 45.5 
Total 8703 100 
 

 
Figure 21D. Histogram for item q2_5. 
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Table 20D. Frequency table for the item «the relationships between Norwegians and immigrants 
will be better» (q6_3) 
Response Frequency % 
1.0     Does not fit at all   571   6.6 
2.0     Fits quite bad 2563 29.5 
2.5     No response   128   1.5 
3.0     Fits quite well 4777 54.9 
4.0     Fits completely   659   7.6 
Total 8698 100 
 

 
Figure 22D. Histogram for item q6_3. 
 
 
Table 21D. Frequency table for the item «I am generally sceptical towards religious people» 
(q8_1) 
Response Frequency % 
1.0     Does not fit at all 1116 14.9 
2.0     Fits quite bad 2190 29.2 
2.5     No response     92   1.2 
3.0     Fits quite well 2355 31.4 
4.0     Fits completely 1747 23.3 
Total 7500 100 
 

 
Figure 23D. Histogram for item q8_1. 
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Table 22D. Overview for items included in PC3 («attitudes towards work immigration») 

Shortened and rephrased variable names Statements related to respective items 
«Language training to permanent immigrants» q22_8  Norwegian authorities should offer free 

training in Norwegian language to work immigrants 
that are planning to hold permanent residence in 
Norway [Norske myndigheter bør tilby gratis 
norskopplæring til arbeidsinnvandrere som 
planlegger å bli boende i Norge]. 

«East-European workers are productive» q22_7 Work immigrants from Eastern Europe make 
an useful effort in the Norwegian working life 
[Arbeidsinnvandrere fra Øst-Europa gjør en nyttig 
innsats i norsk arbeidsliv]. 

«Work immigrants welcome regardless of origin» q22_6 People that are offered employment in 
Norway must be given the opportunity to arrive and 
work regardless of their home country [Personer 
som er tilbudt ansettelse i Norge må få komme hit 
for å arbeide uansett hvilket land de kommer fra]. 

 
 
 
 

 
Figure 24D. Distribution of component scores compared to normal distribution for PC3. 
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Figure 25D. Normal P-P plot of regression standardized residual for PC3. 
 
 
Table 23D. Frequency table for the item «Norwegian authorities should offer free training in 
Norwegian language to work immigrants that are planning to hold permanent residence in 
Norway» (q22_8) 
Response Frequency % 
1.0     Does not fit at all   368   5.6 
2.0     Fits quite bad   744 11.4 
2.5     No response     89   1.4 
3.0     Fits quite well 2789 42.6 
4.0     Fits completely 2559 39.1 
Total 6549 100 
 

 
Figure 26D. Histogram for item q22_8. 
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Table 24D. Frequency table for the item «work immigrants from Eastern Europe make a useful 
effort in the Norwegian working life» (q22_7) 
Response Frequency % 
1.0     Does not fit at all   332   4.4 
2.0     Fits quite bad 1087 14.5 
2.5     No response   180   2.4 
3.0     Fits quite well 4241 56.6 
4.0     Fits completely 1651 22.0 
Total 7491 100 
 

 
Figure 27D. Histogram for item q22_7. 
 
 
Table 25D. Frequency table for the item «people that are offered employment in Norway must be 
given the opportunity to arrive and work regardless of their home country» (q22_6) 
Response Frequency % 
1.0     Does not fit at all   580   6.7 
2.0     Fits quite bad 1307 15.0 
2.5     No response   161   1.9 
3.0     Fits quite well 4079 46.9 
4.0     Fits completely 2570 29.6 
Total 8697 100 
 

 
Figure 28D. Histogram for item q22_6. 
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Appendix E  

Predictors and their descriptive statistics 
 
 
Table 1E. Immigrant density in residential area: «About how large fraction of people that live in 
your residential area have foreign background?» (v161/q39)  
Response Frequency % 
1        None  1217 14.0 
2        Few 
3        Less than half 
4        About half 
5        More than half 
6        Almost all 
7        All 
8        No response 

5497 
1373 
  281 
  101 
    27 
    86 
  121 

63.2 
15.8 
  3.2 
  1.2 
    .3 
  1.0 
  1.4 

Total 8709 100 
 
Table 2E. Occupation: «What is your main occupational activity? (v162/q40) 
Response Frequency % 
1        Working  5273 60.6 
2        Studies 
3        Looking for work 
4        On labour market programs 
5        On social security 
6        Retired 
7        At home 
8        Unemployed 
9        Other 
10      No response 

  849 
    53 
  154 
  547 
1247 
  119 
  103 
  223 
    30 

  9.7 
    .6 
  1.8 
  7.5 
14.3 
  1.4 
  1.2 
  2.6 
    .3 

Total 8708 100 
 
 
Table 3E. Political orientation: «If it had been parliament election the coming Monday, which 
party would you vote for?» (v165/q43) 
Response          Frequency % 
1        Red Electoral Alliance/Red                132   1.5 
2        Socialist Left Party 
3        Labour Party 
4        Centre Party 
5        Coastal Party 
6        Christian People’s Party 
7        Liberal Party 
8        Conservative Party 
9        Progress Party 
10      Other party 
11      Do not know 
12      Do not want to reveal 
13      Do not want to vote 
14      No response 
15      Missing 

               559 
             2103 
               376 
                 21 
               346 
               418 
             1565 
             1422 
                 97 
               800 
               505 
               212 
               125 
                 28 

  6.4 
24.2 
  4.3 
    .2 
  4.0 
  4.8 
18.0 
16.3 
  1.1 
  9.2 
  5.8 
  2.4 
  1.4 
    .3 

Total              8709 100 
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Table 4E. Sex: «Are you man or woman?» (v167) 
Response Frequency % 
1        Man 4256 48.9 
2        Woman 
3        No response 

4415 
    34 

50.7 
    .4 

Total 8705 100 
 
Table 5E. Education: What is your highest completed educational degree? (v166/q32) 
Response Frequency % 
1        Primary school    1502  17.3 
2        High school 
3        University (college) 
4        No response 
5        Other 

  3178 
  3842 
      59 
    124 

 36.5 
 44.1 
     .7 
   1.4 

Total   8705 100 
 
 
Table 6E. County: «Which county do you live in?» (v170)  
Response          Frequency % 
1        Finnmark                100   1.1 
2        Troms 
3        Nordland 
4        Nord-Trøndelag 
5        Sør-Trøndelag 
6        Møre og Romsdal 
7        Sogn og Fjordane 
8        Hordaland 
9        Rogaland 
10      Vest-Agder 
11      Aust-Agder 
12      Telemark 
13      Vestfold 
14      Buskerud 
15      Oppland 
16      Hedemark 
17      Østfold 
18      Akershus 
19      Oslo 
20      No response 

               297 
               442 
               200 
               509 
               375 
               173 
               910 
               689 
               272 
               166 
               281 
               441 
               461 
               339 
               329 

454 
929 

            1132 
              216 

  3.4 
  5.1 
  2.3 
  5.8 
  4.3 
  2.0 
10.4 
  7.9 
  3.1 
  1.9 
  3.2 
  5.1 
  5.3 
  3.9 
  3.8 
  5.2 
10.6 
13.0 
  2.5 

Total              8709 100 
 
 


