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ABSTRACT

Visible negative attitudes towards Muslims, especially in the last decade, brought about a need to
analyse anti-Muslim prejudice in detail as a cultural, political and also religious phenomenon. This
article provides a micro-level quantitative analysis for 15 European Union countries using data from the
World Values Survey and the European Values Survey for the period between 1994 and 2009. It is found
that age, nationalism and being male have a positive impact on the predicted probability of displaying
anti-Muslim prejudice while religiosity, education level, happiness in life and the size of the town have a
decreasing impact. The article is expected to complement the scientific need for cross-national analysis
of mass-level attitudes towards Muslims.

Keywords: Islamophobia, World Values Survey, European Values Survey, Intergroup Contact.

AB-15te Miisliiman Karsit1 Onyarginin Bireysel Belirleyenleri

OZET

Ozellikle gectigimiz on yil zarfinda Miisliimanlara karsi olan agik olumsuz tutumlar Islamofobi
konusunun kiiltiirel, politik ve dini bir fenomen olarak detayli bir sekilde incelenmesi ihtiyacini
dogurmustur. Bu makale 1994 ve 2009 yillar1 arasinda Diinya Degerler Aragtirmasi ve Avrupa Degerler
Aragstirmasi sonuglari ele alinarak, 15 Avrupa iilkesi i¢in hazirlanan mikro verinin analizini sunmaktadir.
Ekonometrik analiz sonuglarina gore ilerleyen yas, milliyetgilik ve erkek olmak, Miisliiman karsiti
Onyargiya sahip olma olasiligini arttirirken, dindarlik, artan egitim seviyesi, yasamdan mutluluk ve
yasanilan yerin biiyiikliigii azaltici etkiye sahip oldugu saptanmistir. Makalenin, Miisliimanlara yonelik
davraniglarin ilkeleraras1 karsilagtirmali analizine ve literatiirdeki bu konudaki mevcut eksikligin
giderilmesine katki yapmasi beklenmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Islamofobi, Diinya Degerler Aragtirmasi, Avrupa Degerler Aragtirmast.
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Introduction

The objective of this article is to understand the individual indicators of anti-Muslim prejudice in
Europe since the early 1990s. The main research question to be answered is which individual-level
factors influence European attitudes towards Muslims. In answering this question, we will be exploring
a pooled data of EU-15 countries using data from the World Values Survey and the European Values
Survey for the period between 1994 and 2009. Empirical analysis could not be extended further as the
relevant question on Islamophobia is not available for the waves after 2009. However, we will not only
use the quantitative data, but also provide an extensive review about the relevant literature employing
qualitative methods and individual field research undertaken by different researchers in European
countries since 9/11. Although there are many qualitative studies about anti-Muslim prejudice, its
systematic quantitative analysis is rare in the literature,' and the existing ones particularly present a
cross-sectional analysis.” This article is the first empirical analysis covering EU-15 countries for the
period between 1994 and 2009 with regard to the elaboration of anti-Muslim attitudes apparent in the
European public space.

The structure of this work will be as follows. First, two theories will be discussed in detail to
understand the social and psychological framework of fear, prejudice, rejection and anger between
the members of the majority societies and the Muslim-origin immigrants and their descendants
residing in the EU. In this regard, ethnic competition theory and intergroup contact theory will be brought
into light. Secondly, the concept of Islamophobia is discussed in detail with a particular focus on
the aftermath of September 11 to clarify the difference between the two terms used in this text:
anti-Muslim prejudice and Islamophobia. It will be asserted that the term Islamophobia is actually
a discourse while the term anti-Muslim prejudice refers to the feelings of individuals based on the
ramifications of the intergroup competition and contact, or the lack of such contact. Thirdly, data
and the methodology employed will be explained in detail referring to the World Values Survey
and European Values Survey. Eventually, the findings of the empirical analysis will be presented and
discussed to present the impact of religiosity, education, gender, urban/rural space, nationalism, and the
media on generating anti-Muslim attitudes.

Ethnic Competition Theory and Intergroup Contact Theory

The first question to be asked is how different is anti-Muslim prejudice from a general prejudice
towards out-groups in a population? Is it just a different manifestation of this type of prejudice, or
is there something fundamentally different about anti-Muslim prejudice that we should take into
account? There is a large body of work on prejudice towards out-groups.® This paper reveals that the

1  See, inter alia, Marc Helbling, “Islamophobia in Switzerland: A New Phenomenon or a New Name for Xenophobia’,
Simon Hug/Hanspeter Kriesi (Eds.), Value Change in Switzerland, Lanham, MD, Lexington Press, 2010, p.65-80; Joel
S. Fetzer and J. Christopher Soper, “The Roots of Public Attitudes toward State Accommodation of European Muslims’
Religious Practices before and after September 117, Journal of Scientific Study of Religion, No.42, 2003, p.247-258.

2 Zan Strabac and Ola Listhaug, “Anti-Muslim Prejudice in Europe: A Multilevel Analysis of Survey Data from 30
Countries”, Social Science Research, Vol.37, No.1, 2008, p.268-286.

3 See Gordon W. Allport, The Nature of Prejudice, Reading, Addison-Wesley, 1954; Hubert M. Blalock, “Percent Non-
white and Discrimination in the South”, American Sociological Review, Vol.22, No.6, 1957, p.677-82; Hubert M. Blalock,
Toward a Theory of Minority-group Relations, New York, John Wiley and Sons, 1967; Lincoln Quillian, “Prejudice as a
Response to Perceived Group Threat: Population Composition and Anti-immigrant and Racial Prejudice in Europe”,
American Sociological Review, Vol.60, No.4, 1995, p.586-611; Thomas F. Pettigrew, “Intergroup Contact Theory”,
Annual Review of Psychology, Vol.49, No.1, 1998, p.65-8S.
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need for an engagement with this literature is strengthened by our empirical results, which are very
similar to those reported in this broader literature, such as the positive effects of age, nationalism,
media and masculinity on prejudice, and the negative effects of religiosity, education, satisfaction with
life, and the size of the town. Since various determinants underlying unfavourable attitudes towards
ethnic minorities in general are expected to influence anti-Muslim attitudes,* we want to explore
two general theories: ethnic competition theory and intergroup contact theory. We will test both general
theories and apply them to explain anti-Muslim prejudice in the EU 15.°

The ethnic competition theory is based on two complementary theories, called realistic group
conflict theoryand social identity theory.® The former assumes that competition between social groups
over scarce resources and values fosters conflict of interest between those groups, and eventually leads
to antagonistic inter-group attitudes.” Furthermore, Blalock made an analytical distinction between
actual and perceived competition and linked the group-level phenomenon of intergroup competition
to unfavourable attitudes at the individual-level.® On the other hand, Bobo found another distinction
between perceived competition and perceived threat, showing that the first is a strong predictor of the
latter. According to Bobo, perceived threat is the most direct determinant of unfavourable attitudes
towards ethnic minorities.” Today, perceived threat mostly derives from the representation of social,
political, cultural, religious and economic phenomena by the media.

The latter, namely social identity theory applies a social and psychological perspective to
explain negative attitudes towards out-groups.'” Gordon Allport earlier argued that prejudices seem
to be ethnocentrically organized. The claim that the making of prejudice reflects a social and national
identity is far from new."’ Nonetheless, there is a lack of empirically based analyses of what exactly
makes sets of prejudices ethnocentrically organized. One of the central mechanisms of social identity
theory is the process of categorization,'” which leads to group identification. Social identity theory
assumes that individuals have a fundamental need to perceive their own in-group as superior to other
out-groups. In order to achieve such a positive group distinctiveness, individuals are expected to
apply favourable characteristics that they perceive among in-group members to themselves, by means
of a mental process labelled “social identification”'> Moreover, they will perceive mainly negative
characteristics among out-group members, and generalize this perception to the whole out-group.

4 Strabac and Listhaug, “Anti-Muslim Prejudice in Europe”.

S Foravery good review of both theories see Michael Savelkoul et al.,, “Anti-Muslim Attitudes in The Netherlands: Tests
of Contradictory Hypotheses Derived from Ethnic Competition Theory and Intergroup Contact Theory”, European
Sociological Review, Vol.27, No.6, 2011, p.741-758.

6 Peer Scheepers, Merove Gijsberts and Marcel Coenders, “Ethnic Exclusionism in European Countries-Public
Opposition to Civil Rights for Legal Migrants as a Response to Perceived Ethnic Threat”, European Sociological Review,
No.18,2012, p.17-34.

7  See Robert Ezra Park et al. The City. London, University of Chicago Press, 1925; Wilhelm G. Austin and Stephen
Worchel, The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations, Monterey, California, Brooks/Cole, 1979.

8  Blalock, Toward a Theory of Minority-group Relations.

9 Lawrence Bobo, “Group Conflict, Prejudice, and the Paradox of Contemporary Racial Attitudes”, P. A. Katz and D. A.
Taylor (Eds.), Eliminating Racism: Profiles in Controversy, New York, Plenum Press, 1988, p.85-114.

10 Allport, The Nature of Prejudice; Henri Tajfel and John Turner, “An Integrative Theory of Intergroup Conflict”, W. G.
Austin and S. Worchel (Eds.), The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations, Monterey, California, Brooks/Cole, 1979,
p-33-47

11 Allport, The Nature of Prejudice.

12 Henri Tajfel, Human Groups and Social Categories: Studies in Social Psychology, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press,
1981.

13 Rupert Brown, Prejudice: Its Social Psychology, Oxford, Blackwell, 1995.
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This process is labelled “social contra-identification”'* Majority suspicion of the Muslim minority
in the wake of 9/11 in the EU could be explained by means of this theory as Islam is often coupled
with extremism, terrorism, suicide bombers, stoning women, honour crimes, fundamentalism and
violence.

The second theoretical tradition that will be used in this work to explain anti-Muslim prejudice
in the EU 18 is intergroup contact theory. Gordon W. Allport stressed that contact between groups
can effectively reduce negative attitudes towards out-groups, if contact takes place under “optimal”
conditions. He proposed four conditions for optimal contact that is likely to reduce prejudice.
According to the model, the contact situation must be structured so that: a) the members of
the two groups hold equal status within the contact situation regardless of the actual distribution
of power in the wider social context; b) they would need to cooperate; c) in an effort to achieve a
shared goal; and d) the contact would be supported by local authorities, customs, and/or norms.'s
Recently, Pettigrew argued that Allport’s conditions are not actually so crucial for intergroup contact
to reduce negative attitudes towards out-groups, though contact under these conditions is likely to
reduce negative attitudes more strongly.' Based on these conditions, several types of contact can be
distinguished. For instance, according to Amir, one of these conditions which may decrease prejudice
between groups is intimate contact.'” McLaren found that negative attitudes towards out-groups
will be reduced, if a contact provides an opportunity to see that beliefs are actually similar, and the
principal type of contact that could provide this opportunity is intimate contact, such as friendship.'®
Eventually, Marilyn Brewer and Rupert Brown conclude that cooperative contact seems to be the key
to improving intergroup relations in the long run and changing the social psychological processes that
underlie prejudice and discrimination.'

Hubert M. Blalock offered an alternative hypothesis with regard to the effect of out-group
size and quality on attitudes towards out-groups bringing the mechanisms of theories together.*’
Similarly, Schneider empirically tested what he calls “familiarization” effect of out-group size
and quality, based on the idea that a society gets used to a certain out-group, in circumstances
of high numbers.”! Therefore, one could argue that there is an effect of familiarization over and
above individual contact. The familiarization effect is based on a dynamic perspective, focusing
on changes of the relative out-group proportion. The familiarization effect assumes a curved
relationship between out-group size and perceived threat, arguing that at relatively low levels of
out-group size, an increase of the out-group size is likely to foster levels of perceived threat in line
with ethnic competition theory, whereas further increases of the out-group proportion will level off
perceived threat. The latter effect is based on intergroup contact theory assuming that people get
used to out-groups due to the inevitable contact with those groups in one’s region. The empirical

14 Jaak Billiet, Rob Eisinga and Peer Scheepers, “Ethnocentrism in the Low Countries: a comparative perspective”, New
Community, No.22, 1996, p.401-416.

1S Allport, The Nature of Prejudice.

16 Pettigrew, “Intergroup Contact Theory”.

17 Yehuda Amir, “Contact Hypothesis in Ethnic Relations,” Psychological Bulletin, No.71, 1969, p.319-342.

18 Lauren McLaren, “Anti-immigrant Prejudice in Europe: Contact, threat perception, and preferences for the exclusion of
migrants”, Social Forces, No.81, 2003, p.913.

19 Marilyn Brewer and Rupert Brown, “Intergroup Relations”, D. T. Gilbert and S. T. Fiske (Eds.), The Handbook of Social
Psychology, Vol. 2 (4th ed.), Boston, MA, Mcgraw-Hill, 1998, p.583.

20 Blalock, Toward a Theory of Minority-group Relations.

21 Silke L. Schneider, “Anti-immigrant Attitudes in Europe: Outgroup size and perceived ethnic threat”, European
Sociological Review, No.24, 2008, p.55.
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analysis shows that it is the size of the minority group, which is the Muslim-origin population in
this article, relative to that of the majority group in the overall, or local, population. There are
two contrasting accounts on this - the “group threat” hypothesis predicts the larger the size of the
minority, the greater the prejudice. In contrast, “inter-group contact” hypothesis predicts reduced
prejudice as a result of a greater minority group population.”

Since the terrorist attacks of September 11, the concept of Islamophobia has also emerged
in psychology literature and is most commonly regarded as an irrational fear and intense dislike of
Islam and Muslims.” Bleich defines this construct as “indiscriminate negative attitudes or emotions
directed at Islam or Muslims.”>* These negative emotions may include aversion, jealousy, suspicion,
disdain, anxiety, rejection, fear, disgust, anger, and hostility. Intense feelings of dread, hostility, hatred,
and fear may also stem from the belief that Muslims pose a threat to the individual, and to Western
society. Cognitive judgements of Muslims as enemies, terrorists, and threats, in addition to widespread
lack of knowledge about Islamic faith, further add to negative emotionality and sentiments toward
Muslims.”® Furthermore, Shryock asserts that Islamophilia, or the “generalized affection for Islam and
Muslims,” also contributes to the reinforcement of binary attitudes of “good Muslims” versus “bad
Muslims”? This differentiation of friends and foes promotes stereotypes of “good Muslims,” those
who are moderate, Sufi, peaceful, friendly, emphasize choice and rationality in deciding whether to
wear the headscarf, against the “bad Muslims” who practice violence and Shari’a law, the oppression
of women, hate Jews, and are Arabic.”’” The combination of ignorance about the religion, distorted
beliefs toward members of the religious group, and negative feelings concerning the religion and its
members, serve as precursors for acts of discrimination.”® This point will also be raised in our work
with reference to the decreasing impact of religiosity of the members of the majority society on their
Islamophobic sentiments.

An Ambiguous Concept: Islamophobia

In several European countries, labour immigration was halted in 1974 due to economic recession and
electoral choices. The decision was taken as a result of the 1973 oil crisis and growing unemployment,
which lessened the need for foreign labour. As the immigrants were perceived to be temporary by the
hosting states, western European governments did not see any problem in delegating the needs of the
immigrants for religious facilities and schooling to their home countries, the oil-rich Gulf States as well
as the other migrant-sending states. This move did not help immigrants integrate into their countries
of settlement; on the contrary, it prompted their countries of origin, dependent on the remittances
of immigrants, to take an active role in working against their integration. Ultimately, both European

22 Lee Sigelman and Susan Welch, “The Contact Hypothesis Revisited: Black-white Interaction and Positive Racial
Attitudes”, Social Forces, Vol.71, No.3, 1993, p.781-95.

23 Erik Bleich, “Where do Muslims Stand on Ethno-racial Hierarchies in Britain and France? Evidence from Public
Opinion Surveys, 1988-2008”, Patterns of Prejudice, Vol.43, No.3/4, 2009, p.379-400.

24 Erik Bleich, “What is Islamophobia and how much is there? Theorizing and measuring an emerging comparative
concept’, American Behavioral Scientist, Vol.5S, No.12,2011, p.1585.

2S5 Sheerman Lee et al., “The Islamophobia Scale: Instrument Development and Initial Validation”, International Journal for
the Psychology of Religion, Vol.19, No.2, 2009, p.92-10S.

26 Andrew Shryock, Islamophobia/Islamophilia: Beyond the Politics of Enemy and Friend, Bloomington, Indiana University
Press, 2010, p.9.

27 Shryock, Islamophobia/Islamophilia.

28 Lee et.al, “The Islamophobia Scale”.
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governments and the migrant-sending states purposely worked against their integration for decades
by the maintenance of distinct religious and cultural identities that did not result in a harmonious
set of intergroup relations.” Furthermore, a growing proportion of Muslim origin immigrants and
their descendants were prompted to socially, politically, culturally and even economically mobilize
themselves within their own ethno-religious frameworks by means of constructing isolated parallel
communities due to the failure of both republican and multiculturalist policies of integration.*’
Construction of isolated paralle] communities has brought about two very important consequences
in many European countries. On the one hand, it has reinforced ethno-religious boundaries between
majority societies and migrant-origin groups leading to different forms of ethnic competition in the
urban space. On the other hand, it has strengthened the process of alienation between groups leading
to the decline of intergroup contact.

In such a context, Islamophobia is a much used but little understood term, which is believed
to have become popular after the report by the Runnymede Trust’s Commission on British Muslims
and Islamophobia (CBMI) entitled Islamophobia: A Challenge for Us All.>' In this report it is asserted
that the first usage of the term was by an American newspaper reporter in 1991. “Islamophobia” was
defined by the CBMI as “an unfounded hostility towards Islam, and therefore fear or dislike of all or
most Muslims”. There is currently no legally agreed definition of Islamophobia, and the social sciences
have not developed a common definition, policy, or action to combat it either. Besides, there are a
number of other possible terms to refer to negative feelings and attitudes towards Islam and Muslims,

» o« » o« ” e

such as “anti-Muslimism’, “intolerance against Muslims”, “anti-Muslim prejudice’, “anti-Muslim

» «

bigotry”, “hatred of Muslims”, “anti-Islamism”, “anti-Muslimism”, “Muslimophobia”, “demonization
of Islam” and “demonization of Muslims”** Recently, Kaya has coined the term Islamophobism to
claim that Islamophobia has become an ideology exploited by neo-liberal right-wing populist political
groups to conceal social-economic and political aspects of existing problems of poverty, exclusion,
unemployment, inequality and injustice.’® These different terms may be used to distinguish between
various manifestations of the phenomena under discussion. Whether it takes the shape of daily forms
of racism and discrimination or more violent forms, Islamophobia is a violation of human rights and

a threat to social cohesion.

The Need for Cross-national Analysis of Mass-level
Attitudes towards Muslims

What Fetzer and Soper observed in the early 2000s still remains unchanged: “[a] methodologically
sophisticated, cross-national analysis of mass-level attitudes towards Muslims is virtually non-
existent.’* Despite being a highly controversial and debated issue, there has been very little

29 Esra Ozyﬁrek, Being German, Becoming Muslim: Race, Religion and Conversion in Contemporary Germany, Princeton,
Princeton University Press, 2014.

30 Ayhan Kaya, “Backlash of Multiculturalism and Republicanism in Europe”, Philosophy and Social Criticism Journal,
No.38, 2012, p.399-411.

31 Runnymede Trust, Islamophobia: A Challenge for Us All, London, Runnymede Trust, 1997.

32 Robin Richardson, Countering Intolerance against Muslims through Education, 2012, Paris, UNESCO. http://www.insted.
couk/countering-intolerance.pdf (Accessed on 8 August 2016).

33 Ayhan Kaya, “Islamophobism as an Ideology in the West: Scapegoating Muslim-Origin Migrants”, Anna Amelina,
Kenneth Horvath, Bruno Meeus (eds.), International Handbook of Migration and Social Transformation in Europe,
Wiesbaden, Springer, 2015, p. 281-294.

34 Fetzer and Soper, “The Roots of Public Attitudes”, p.248.
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systematic work on the quantitative analysis of attitudes towards Muslims in Europe. Besides, all
the empirical works conducted so far analyse either cross-sectional data, or several surveys for a
small group of countries.*® Helbling, for example, analyses Islamophobic behaviour in Switzerland
and its evolution through time by employing two waves of the World Values Survey (in 1996 and
2007) with the same “Islamophobia” variable as we use in this article.’® He argues that although
both Islamophobia and xenophobia depend on the same factors, there are higher levels of the
former than of the latter. Fetzer and Soper analyse the data for Britain, France and Germany and,
argue that the tolerance level decreased in these countries after the September 11 attacks.’” Strabac
and Listhaug investigate anti-Muslim prejudices in 30 European countries by analysing the 1999-
2000 wave of the European Values Study and argue that Muslim immigrants were more exposed to
prejudices than immigrants in general in the majority of western-European countries.*® They have
also found that an increase in education level decreases anti-Muslim prejudice while an additional
decade of age increases it by 12%. In terms of religiosity, their analysis showed little or no evidence
on the level of anti-Muslim prejudice. Strabac et al. analyse attitudes towards Muslim immigrants in
Norway, Sweden, the USA and the United Kingdom and, they argue that there is a negligible impact
of the media on anti-Muslim attitudes due to a relatively stronger “knowledge effect”** Moreover,
their empirical analyses show that effects of individual indicators have the same direction on anti-
immigrant and anti-Muslim prejudice although their effects are stronger for the latter one. They
argue that increase in age has a positive effect however, being female and higher-educated has a
lessening impact on the anti-Muslim prejudice.

Similarly, Wike and Grim also analysed a cross-national survey, conducted in Britain, France,
Germany, Spain and the U.S,, to understand the western views towards Muslims.*’ They conclude that
security threats are the primary driving force of anti-Muslim attitudes rather than perceived cultural
threats.* Their conclusion complies with the premises of the ethnic competition theory, which tends
to explain fear and hatred towards out-groups by means of real threats rather than perceived threats. In
terms of individual indicators, they found that high levels of religiosity, age and dissatisfaction with the
country’s direction have positive association with anti-Muslim prejudice although people with higher
socio-economic status are found to be more tolerant towards Muslims. Accordingly, the principal
aim of this article is to understand the general characteristics of individuals with a higher fear and/or
intolerance towards Muslims. We are therefore mainly interested in the link between individual-level
predictors and Islamophobia and, in accordance with the literature on prejudice and earlier empirical
research on anti-Muslim prejudice discussed above, we test the following hypotheses using pooled
survey data for the EU-15:

35 The work of Strabac and Listhaug is an exception. Their study is cross-sectional and the data they use cover period before
the 9/11 attacks which, as they also point out, makes their results “highly time-specific”. See Strabac and Listhaug, “Anti-
Muslim Prejudice’, p.269.

36 Helbling, “Islamophobia in Switzerland”.

37 Fetzer and Soper, “The Roots of Public Attitudes”, p.247-258.

38 Strabac and Listhaug, “Anti-Muslim Prejudice”.

39 Zan Strabac et al,, “Attitudes towards Muslim Immigrants: Evidence from Survey Experiments across Four Countries”,
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, Vol.40, No.1, 2014, p.108.

40 Richard Wike and Brian J. Grim, “Western Views toward Muslims: Evidence from a 2006 cross-national survey’,
International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 2010.
41 Ibid.
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HI: Older individuals are more likely to have anti-Muslim prejudice;
H2: Higher educated individuals are less likely to have anti-Muslim prejudice;

H3: Individuals who have more satisfaction in life and happiness are less likely to have anti-
Muslim prejudice;

H4: Nationalist people are more likely to have negative views towards immigrants and
Muslims;

HS: Anti-Muslim prejudice is more likely to be at lower levels in high-populated areas
(intergroup contact theory) ;

H6: More religious members of the majority society are less likely to have anti-Muslim
prejudice;

H7: The higher the size of the Muslim population, the lower will be the level of anti-Muslim
prejudice (intergroup contact theory);

HS8: The higher the size of the Muslim population, the higher will be the level of anti-Muslim
prejudice (ethnic competition theory); and

H9: The September 11 terrorist attacks are more likely to increase anti-Muslim prejudice
(ethnic competition theory).

Data and Methodology

In this work, we use integrated data of the World Values Survey (WVS) for three waves* and the
2008 wave of the European Values Survey (EVS) for EU-15 countries. For the empirical analysis we
constructed the dependent variable “anti-Muslim attitude” from a question about the preferences of
neighbourhood. The question asks whether the respondent would like to have a Muslim neighbour,
or not.* Thus, the constructed dummy variable is equal to 1 if the respondent does not want Muslims
as neighbours. This dummy variable is used as an indicator for anti-Muslim attitude of individuals
because neighbouring is very much related with trust and confidence; and if someone does not want
to see a specific group of people in her/his neighbourhood it implies that s/he does not want those
people in her/his surroundings, probably due to prejudice, intolerance or other negative feelings
towards the particular group at stake. Bobo and Zubrinsky argue that prejudice appears to be an
important element of how respondents form their views on residential integration.* Moreover, given
the definition of Islamophobia by Bevelander and Otterbeck, the question to be analysed is also useful
to understand Islamophobic behaviour, as it signals the attitude of the respondent towards Muslims
in their everyday contacts.* Besides, the question analysed is not directly related to Islam as a religion,
but it is rather about Muslim-origin individuals. Therefore, the answers given to the question include
all of the dimensions of Islamophobia described in the previous section. Furthermore, being an

42 Descriptive information about the waves is provided in the Appendix.

43 For the further discussion on assessing bias in cross-cultural research see Ype H. Poortinga, “Equivalence of Cross-
cultural Data- an overview of basic issues’, International Journal of Psychology, No.2S, 1989, 5.737-756; Fons van der
Vijver and Norbert K. Tanzer, “Bias and Equivalence in Cross-cultural Assessment: an overview’, Revue Europeenne de
Psychologie Appliquee, No.54, 2004, p.119-135.

44 Lawrence Bobo and Camille L. Zubrinsky, “Attitudes on Residential Integration: perceived status differences, mere in-
group preference, or racial prejudice’, Social Forces, No.74, 1996, p.903.

45 Pieter Bevelander and Jonas Otterbeck, “Young People’s Attitudes towards Muslims in Sweden’, Ethnic and Racial
Studies, Vol.33, No.3, 2010, p. 404-425.
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indirect way of learning of prejudices towards ‘others’, the neighbouring question decreases the risk of
having reluctance to openly express negative views on Muslims.

In the empirical analysis, we aim to find out the impact of individual level indicators on the
probability of having anti-Muslim prejudice. Those variables of concern are age, gender, education
level, religiosity, confidence in the press, size of the town of residence, the degree of nationalism
in one’s political views, and happiness. Some variables, such as the confidence level, education
level and the size of town, have particular importance due to their potential policy implications.
One needs to further analyse some of the explanatory variables since they are of special interest
due to their assumed relationship with anti-Muslim attitudes in the literature. The variable
“confidence in the press” is especially important, because it will roughly show us the impact of
the media representation of Islam on anti-Muslim attitudes in the EU. Two surveys conducted in
2007 and 2008 reveal that the biased and often irresponsible media coverage of events towards
Muslims has become a breeding ground for anti-Muslim sentiments and acts in Western societies.*
These surveys also show that media coverage in European countries about political and violent
conflicts in Islamic countries is more than that of the coverage about other issues. In the “Annual
Report on the State of Dialogue 2008”, this coverage is found to be even ten times more than that
of the issues discussed on other topics. Moreover, Cherribi in his paper on Islamophobia in the
Netherlands, Austria, and Germany finds that the Dutch media, in addition to far-right parties, had
a crucial impact on the rise of anti-Muslim attitudes in Germany and Austria after 2000.*” Thus, we
expect to find a positive effect of confidence in the media, assuming that each media instrument
has on average the same level of media coverage on Islam and Muslims. Following the argument of
Cherribi, one could also expect to have a similar effect of the variable “nationalist”, which tells us
whether a person defines herself as a nationalist person or not. In other words, the higher would be
the probability of having an anti-Muslim attitude for a nationalist, as in-group favouritism may lead
to negative attitudes towards out-groups.*

Focusing on the young population in Sweden aged between 14 and 18, Bevelander and
Otterbeck found that individual characteristics are of importance for attitudes towards Islam.* For
example, they have revealed that socio-psychological factors such as “aggressiveness and restlessness”
have a crucial impact on anti-Muslim behaviours. In our estimations, we analyse the importance of a
general socio-psychological state of mind such as happiness in life. When Bevelander and Otterbeck
summarize the general findings of quantitative studies on attitudes towards Muslims in Sweden, they
argue that younger individuals living in larger cities, people with relatively higher levels of education,
the ones who are more established in the labour market, and women in general are more tolerant
towards Muslims compared to those who live in less densely populated areas, lower educated, older,

46 One of them is a survey named “Islam and the West: Annual Report on the State of Dialogue 2008” which was conducted
in 24 countries in 2007, and the other survey results are derived from “Images of Islam and the West in German Media”
for the German case. For further detail see Kai Hafez, “Images of Islam and the West in German Media: A Reappraisal’,
Kerem Oktem and Reem Abou-el-Fadl (eds.), Mutual Misunderstandings: Muslims and Islam in the European Media,
Europe in the Media of Muslim-majority Countries, Oxford, European Studies Center, 2009, p.28-50.

47 Sam Cherribi, “An Obsession Renewed: Islamophobia in the Netherlands, Austria, and Germany”, J. Esposito and I. Kalin
(eds.), Islamophobia: The Challenge of Pluralism in the 21¢ Century, New York, Oxford University Press, 2011, p.47-63.

48 Helbling, “Islamophobia in Switzerland”.

49 Bevelander and Otterbeck, “Young people’s attitudes towards Muslims in Sweden”.
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have weaker ties to the labour market, and men in general.*® Using the data described above, we also
test the impacts of these similar characteristics on anti-Muslim prejudice.

Furthermore, a dummy variable for religiosity is included in the model to see if religious people
see Muslims as a threat to their established religious groups, or observe them as another religious
group with similar problems and therefore approach them with sympathy. In other words, this variable
enables us to check if Muslims are considered as “a cultural, or a religious threat”*' There are some
studies which found a negative association between religiosity, and tolerance toward out-groups.**
Wike and Grim specifically check the relationship between religiosity and anti-Muslim views, and
they found negative, though weak, association between the two.** As it is explained below, contrary
to the common belief, we found that religious people, compared to seculars, have more tolerance
towards Muslims.

Besides, two other important variables are included in the full model explained below in order
to test the group threat and group contact hypotheses: a dummy for the September 11 terrorist attacks
and the percentage shares of Muslim population in each EU-15 country. Year dummies are dropped
from the analysis when we test the effect of September 11 on the anti-Muslim prejudice. The data
on percentage shares of the Muslim population are obtained from the PEW Forum on Religion and
Public Life for 2010 estimates. Binarylogit model is used as the method to explore the effect of various
covariates on the probability of displaying anti-Muslim prejudice. The full model of the analysis is as
follows:

Pr (anti — Muslim prejudice = 1)
= F(B, + fymale + B,age + fzmiddle education level
+ Byupper education level + Bsreligiosity + fSqhappiness level
+ B,dummy for confidence in press + fgdummy for nationalists

+ fosize of the residence area + ,odummy for Sept 11
25
+ f11Muslim population share + Z B; country dummy
i=12
30

+ z B; year dummy

i=26

This model aims to explain the probability of anti-Muslim behaviour with respect to the
explanatory variables listed on the right-hand side of the equation. Thus, the variables of interests are
gender, age, education level, religiosity, happiness in life, confidence in the press, dummy for nationalists,
size of the residency area, September 11 dummy, size of Muslim population, country and year fixed

50 Pieter Bevelander and Jonas Otterbeck, “Islamophobia in Sweden: Politics, Representations, Attitudes and Experiences”,
Marc Helbling (ed.), Islamophobia in the West: Measuring and Explaining Individual Attitudes. London, Routledge, 2012,
p.70-82.

51 Helbling, “Islamophobia in Switzerland”

52 Inter alia see Kathleen Beatty and Oliver Walter, “Religious Preferences and Practice: Re-evaluating their impact on
political tolerance”, Public Opinion Quarterly, No.48, 1984, p. 318-329; Clyde Wilcox and Ted J. Jelen, “Evangelicals and
Political Tolerance”, American Politics Quarterly, No.18, 1990, p.25-46.

53 Wike and Grim, “Western Views toward Muslims”.
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effects. Education levels of individuals are categorized into three levels according to their years of
education, namely low, middle and upper education levels which are incorporated into the empirical
model as dummy variables. Therefore, the low education level dummy variable (education level 1) is
excluded from the model and used as a reference category. The variables of religiosity and nationalists
are the dummy variables, which take the value of 1 if the individual states that s/he is religious and
nationalist, and take the value of 0 otherwise. Moreover, confidence in the press is also measured with
a dummy variable, which is equal to 1 if the respondent reports to have confidence in the press. Last
but not least, we have added country and year dummies in order to capture unobserved effects on anti-
Muslim prejudice stemming from country and year fixed effects. Those dummies are also important to
include in the model, as the data is not available for each country at each data point. Further details about
the independent variables and their coding can be found in Table 10 in the Appendix.

Findings
Individual-level Predicted Probabilities®

Table 1 Individual-level Predicted Probabilities of Anti-Muslim Prejudice

Variables Modell Model2  Model 3 Model 4 Model § Model 6 Model7
Male .018%** .017%* .018%** .018%** 017+ .016™* .016™*
Age .001%* .001%* .001%** .001%* .001%** .001%* .001%**
Upper Educ. level -.081*** -.080%** 079 -Q77%* 074 -075% -075%%
Middle Educ. level -.028*** -.028%** -027%** -.026™** -.024%** -.026*** -.026***
Religiosity -012%* -.012** -.014%** -016™* -.014%* -014%**
Happiness -.046*** -.045%** -.048*** -.048** -.049%%* -.049%%*
No confidence in press -016** 017 -016** -.018*** -.018**
Nationalist 027 027 L0247 .024***
Size of town 005 -.005***
Sept 11 -005%** 040" 040%*
Muslim Population 0417
Country FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year FE YES YES YES YES YES NO YES
Obs. N 34952 34952 34952 34952 34952 34952 34952
LR 125(42'2;3 132(12'2()) 133&72'2[)‘ 1359.74 (27) 138(82'33 1326.46(24) 1388.99 (28)
Prob>LR 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pseudo R? 0.040 0.042 0.042 0.043 0.044 0.042 0.044
BIC -1014.240 -1059.859 -1065.337 -1077.278 -1096.057 -1075.379 -1096.057

*p<0.1, *p<0.05, **p<0.001

Table 1 shows that the predicted probability of displaying anti-Muslim behaviour decreases
for women and younger people when everything else is kept constant. The finding on the effect
of age confirms the previous findings in the literature and also validates our hypothesis 1(H1).
For example, Keeter and Kohut also found that younger people have more positive views of

54 Model specification tests are performed before the individual-level predictors.
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Muslims.** Wilson, however, argues that these findings do not necessarily tell us that one becomes
more intolerant as s/he gets older, but it is rather something related with cohorts, or generational
differences.* Women having more positive views towards Muslims are of special concern, because
Islam is usually represented as a religion oppressing women and our finding suggests that this
representation is not transformed into higher prejudice among women. Furthermore, individuals
with higher levels of education have around 8% less probability of revealing anti-Muslim prejudice.
Thus, our hypothesis 2 (H2) is not rejected. This finding is supported by the wide range of empirical
research on the effect of education on out-group prejudice and political tolerance. Concerning
the specific effect of education on anti-Muslim prejudice, Fetzer and Soper also found that higher
education results in more tolerance towards Muslims in Britain, France and Germany.*” Strabac et
al. also found that higher educated individuals have more tolerance towards Muslims in Norway,
Sweden, the USA and the UK.*® Our finding also confirms what Keeter and Kohut found analysing
the USA data. Moreover, religious people are found to be more tolerant toward Muslims as in line
with our hypothesis 6 (H6).% This finding confirms the marginality argument of Fetzer that people
who practice their religion belong to marginalized groups in Western societies, because of which
they can act in solidarity with Muslims.® It is important to note that the variable we used in the
analysis asks people whether they are religious or not. Thus, it does not give us information about
traditional religiosity (regularly attending church, etc.), which is found to have a negative impact on
anti-Muslim prejudice in the literature, but it rather shows that “unconventional religiosity” seems
to better reflect the values of tolerance of religious people due to the ascribed state of their values.
Similarly, Helbling also found that “religious people, independently of whether one belongs to a
majority or minority religion and even if they are hostile towards immigrants in general, show some
solidarity towards members of another religion”*'

Another finding is that general happiness has a negative effect on anti-Muslim prejudice which
confirms our hypothesis 3 (H3) which argued that satisfaction in life makes people more tolerant
toward minorities. Interestingly, unconfidence in the press has a minor but negative effect (-1.6%)
on displaying anti-Muslim behaviour. Furthermore, the nationalist people are found to show about
3% more anti-Muslim prejudice than people who state that they are not nationalist, holding all other
variables constant. This finding is in line with our hypothesis 4 (H4). Moreover, the increase in the
size of the residency area has a negative and statistically significant impact on anti-Muslim prejudice
(-0.5%). Thus, our finding confirms that residents of urban areas have lower levels of anti-Muslim
prejudice as the literature suggested.®® This result is also in line with our hypothesis 7 (H7) which
aimed to test the ‘inter-group contact’ hypothesis. Furthermore, the size of the Muslim population

55 Scott Keeter and Andrew Kohut, “American Public Opinion about Muslims in the U.S. and Abroad”, P. Strum and D.
Tarantolo (eds.), Muslims in the United States, Washington, DC, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars
2003, p.185-202.

56 Thomas C. Wilson, “Trends in Tolerance towards Rightist and Leftist Groups, 1976-1988: Effects of attitude change
and cohort succession”, Public Opinion Quarterly, No.58, 1994, p.539-556.

57 Fetzer and Soper, “The Roots of Public Attitudes”

58 Strabac et al,, “Attitudes towards Muslim Immigrants”.

59 Keeter and Kohut, “American Public Opinion”

60 Joel S. Fetzer, Public Attitudes toward Immigration in the United States, France, and Germany, Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 2000.

61 Helbling, “Islamophobia in Switzerland’, p.16.

62 Scheepers et al., “Ethnic Exclusionism in European Countries”.
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is incorporated into the regression model and its results are presented in Model 7. As it can be seen
from Table 1, there is a positive association of a higher Muslim population size on the anti-Muslim
prejudice, keeping all other variables constant. This finding is in line with our hypothesis 8 (H8),
which confirms the ‘group threat’ hypothesis, however it enables us to reject hypothesis 7 (H7) in
this context as it suggested just the opposite. However, one should note that this variable here only
captures the average association between the number of Muslims living in a particular place and the
anti-Muslim prejudice at the individual-level due to unavailability of the data about the percentage of
Muslims in the respective neighbourhood.

Lastly, year dummies are important to analyse as they show the development of anti-Muslim
prejudice. The effect of the September 11 attacks is already discussed in the literature and its positive
effects on the increase in anti-Muslim attitudes are presented. Fetzer and Soper found that the
September 11 attacks decreased tolerance in Britain, France and Germany.®® Sheridan and Gillet,
for example, found that anti-Muslim prejudice in the UK increased after 9/11.% Our analysis also
confirms these findings and thus, supports hypothesis 9 (H9). It seems that terrorist attacks have
a statistically significant impact on the increase in anti-Muslim prejudice. It is found that the odds
of having anti-Muslim prejudice decreased by 39.2% in 2000 compared to 1995. However, it rises
sharply by 64.6% in 2006, holding all other variables constant. If we put a dummy for the September
11 attacks into our regression model (considering Model 6 in Table 1), we observe that the percentage
change in odds of anti-Muslim prejudice in EU-15 is 35.8%. However, one should keep in mind that
this dummy also covers the effect of all the events after 2001, including the 2005 bombings mentioned
earlier. Therefore, it is a total effect of terrorist events on anti-Muslim prejudice after 2001. When we
look at the coefficients for the year dummies, Table 8 in the Appendix clearly shows that there was a
decrease in anti-Muslim prejudice in 2000 but it seems that September 11 had a negative impact on
the anti-Muslim prejudice as time dummy coefficients turned around to be again positive until 2009.
Unfortunately, we are not able to see what happens after 2009 as this is the final year in the dataset.
Table 8 also presents the coefficients for country fixed effects and, interestingly, we see that the most
anti-Muslim prejudice exists in Belgium, Finland and Germany compared with other countries in the
sample, when all other controls are held constant.

Although Table 1 presents the generalized effects of the control variables for the overall sample,
we can also run the same model for each country separately in order to see if there is any interesting
deviation from the findings in Table 1. Thus, Table 7a and 7b in the Appendix present probability
coefficients for the country specific regression analysis. The finding in general confirms what we had
already discussed. For example, all the significant coefficients for the variable age show that older
people or older cohorts are havingless tolerance towards Muslims. Moreover, education dummies have
a negative effect on the anti-Muslim prejudice whenever it is statistically significant and higher level
of education is found to be the most significant factor to reduce anti-Muslim prejudice. Furthermore,
we find that religious people have more tolerance towards Muslims in general with an exception of
Greece where we observe a positive association between religiosity and anti-Muslim prejudice. The
effect of confidence in media on the anti-Muslim prejudice is also similar and negative in each country
whenever we find it to be statistically significant. The densely populated regions have a decreasing

63 Fetzer and Soper, “The Roots of Public Attitudes”
64 Lorraine P. Sheridan and Raphael Gillett, “Major World Events and Discrimination’, Asian Journal of Social Psychology,
No.8, 2005, p.191-197.
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effect on the level of anti-Muslim prejudice, as we have found for the pooled sample. Last but not least,
the September 11 dummy is found to be positive for all the countries except for Belgium, France and
Greece. It seems to decrease the anti-Muslim prejudice when we control for other covariates in those
countries.

Even though Table 1, Table 7a and Table 7b provide us with predicted probabilities for each
variable separately; those values are not so useful since they are calculated using the mean value
for each continuous covariate that is described in the Data and Methodology Section. Therefore,
imaginary® individuals and their corresponding predicted probabilities for displaying anti-Muslim
behaviour are presented in Table 2. When the first two rows are compared, it can be seen that
education level is a key factor to determine anti-Muslim behaviour. It reduces the probability
of anti-Muslim prejudice by 8% for young males with an unconfidence in the press. The effect
of education on the probability of outcome can also be seen clearly in Graph 1. The higher the
education level, the lower is the probability of anti-Muslim prejudice in all age categories. Besides,
for a given education status, the elderly persons have higher probabilities of Islamophobic discourse
compared to the younger ones.

Graph 1 The Probability Distribution of anti-Muslim Prejudice by Age and Education Level
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Another group of interest is middle-aged, low educated males in large towns who also define
themselves as nationalistic. It is found that these types of people have 19% probability of displaying
anti-Muslim behaviour. If middle-aged, low-educated males living in large towns have unconfidence
in the press, then they are likely to have a lower probability of anti-Muslim prejudice than the former
type of people. Interestingly, the effect of nationalism and confidence in the press found to be similar
to middle-aged, low-educated males who live in a large residency area. This could also be explained
by the fact that many Muslims are still seen as a threat to national and/or European identity in many
European countries, and the media coverage about Muslims or Islam could be biased using national
sentiments. Table 2 presents some other types which enable us to see the overall effects of various
characteristics together.

65 Since people are composed of various characteristics, we thought it would be more interesting to construct some
individual types to demonstrate the cumulative effect of those characteristics on the probability of Islamophobia instead
of only presenting the effect of a specific characteristic as in Table 1.
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Table 2 Predicted Probabilities of Outcome for Specific Types

Type Probability of Anti-
P Muslim Prejudice

Young, low-educated males without confidence in the press 17%

Young, high-educated males without confidence in the press 9%

Old, low-educated male who is religious and happy 22%

0ld, low-educated male who is non-religious and happy 24%

Old, low-educated male who is non-religious and unhappy 31%

Middle-aged, low-educated, nationalist male in a large residency area 19%

Middle-aged, low-educated, nationalist male in a small residency area 23%

Middle-aged, low-educated male in a large residency area without confidence in the press 17%

Middle-aged, low-educated male in a large residency area with confidence in the press 19%

Young, low-educated, nonreligious, unhappy, nationalist male in a large residency 21%

without a confidence in the press

Young, low-educated, nonreligious, unhappy, nationalist male in a small residency 26%

without a confidence in the press

Young, low-educated, religious, happy, non-nationalist male in a small residency are 15%

without confidence in press

Young, low-educated, religious, happy, non-nationalist male in a large residency are 12%

without confidence in press

An “average” individual 15%

Moreover, from Table 3 below it can be seen that the higher level of unconfidence in the press
has a negligible effect on the probability of anti-Muslim prejudice; it decreases the probability by
around 1%. However, this variable should be taken with caution as it does not inform us about the type
of media source, or whether the media source that is followed by the respondent has an Islamophobic
coverage. Similarly, Strabac et al. argues that negative and biased media representation of Muslims
does not translate into much higher levels of anti-Muslim prejudice, as education and solid knowledge
of current affairs may work like a filter toward those negativities.®

Another interesting finding is that the greater the size of the residency area, the lower the
probability of the outcome. This finding could be attributed to the higher probability of having
interaction with the Muslim population in larger, and probably cosmopolitan, areas that might lead
to a reduction in the Islamophobic discourse. Thus, one can argue that perceptions are important in
determining anti-Muslim behaviours.

Table 3 Predicted probabilities of positive outcome for anti-Muslim prejudice

Unconfidence in press

“« 2 «

town size no yes”

< 2,000 0.178S 0.1608
2,000-5,000 0.1732 0.1559
5,000-10,000 0.1680 0.1511
10,000-20,000 0.1629 0.1464
20,000-50,000 0.1579 0.1419
50,000-100,000 0.1531 0.1374
100,000-500,000 0.1483 0.1331
500,000 and more 0.1437 0.1289

66 Strabac et al,, “Attitudes towards Muslim Immigrants”.
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From Table 4, it can be observed that the probability of being Islamophobic for high-skilled
individuals decreases from 11% to 8% as the size of residency area increases, and this fall is even
slightly greater for low-educated individuals, which is 3.7 percentage points. The impact of the town
size can also be seen from Graph 2 below. The greater the size of residency area, the lower is the
probability of outcome, which can be because of high rates of interaction with Muslims in everyday
life, and thus resulting in a decrease in prejudices and/or misperceptions. What we found here is in
line with the ‘familiarization” effect of out-group size and quality, which means that a society is more
likely to get used to a certain out-group in circumstances of high numbers.*’

Graph 2 Predicted Probabilities of Outcome by Town Size and Age group
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Another important issue is the impact of higher education in different town sizes. Although
it has a generally lessening impact, Table 4 shows that the decrease in the probability of anti-Muslim
prejudice is larger for low-educated individuals for a change in the town size from category 1 to
category 8 (around 4% points) compared to a decrease of 2.3% points for highly-educated individuals.
Thus, one may claim that having a higher possibility of interaction with Muslim population has a
stronger impact on the lower educated than on the higher educated individuals.®®

Table 4 Predicted Probabilities of Positive Outcome for anti-Muslim Prejudice

High Education
size “no” “yes”
< 2,000 0.1926 0.1111
2,000-5,000 0.1870 0.1076
5,000-10,000 0.1814 0.1041
10,000-20,000 0.1760 0.1007
20,000-50,000 0.1707 0.0974
50,000-100,000 0.1656 0.0942
100,000-500,000 0.1605 0.0911
500,000 and more 0.1556 0.0881

67 Schneider, “Anti-immigrant attitudes in Europe”, p.SS.

68 This negative spillover effect of the town size on anti-Muslim prejudice level is also confirmed for upper educated people
compared with the lower educated (the effect on the middle educated people is not statistically significant) when we
add an interaction term between the size of town and education level into the regression analysis. The results can be
provided upon request.
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There is also a gender difference in the predicted probability of displaying anti-Muslim
prejudice. Females have lower probability when all other characteristics are held constant. Graphs 3-5
show that females have higher predicted probability of outcome when age groups, nationalism and
religiosity levels are held constant. As it can also be observed from the graphs below, nationalism and
religiosity have inverse effects on the predicted probabilities. The higher the level of nationalism, the
higher the probability of having anti-Muslim behaviour is. This could be due to the fact that Islam and
the increasing visibility of Muslims in European countries are perceived as a threat to national values
by populist extreme right-wing political parties and their supporters. Besides, the probability of anti-
Muslim prejudice decreases as the level of religiosity increases. More respect and tolerance towards
members of other religions by the religious Christians could be an explanatory factor for this finding.

Graph 3 Predicted Probabilities of Outcome by Gender and Age group

3//

///.//-
*’*’*’*’—0—""/‘_’*’*’*”‘
///

T T
.8 1

16
1

Pr(Islamophobia)

14

A2

T T
o 2 .4 .6
gender (1=male; O=female)

—o—— Age 30 —&—— Age 40
—e—— Age 50 —=—— Age 60

Graph 4 Predicted Probabilities of Outcome by Nationalism and Gender
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Conclusion

Visible negative prejudices towards Muslims, especially in the last decade, have brought about a need
to analyse anti-Muslim prejudice in detail as a cultural, political and also religious phenomenon. Until
this time there have been many academic studies and public surveys about Islamophobia, however
there is little systematic analysis of the issue. Referring to the major social and psychological theories
such as ethnic competition theory and inter-group contact theory, the aim of the article was to address
a few important questions by exploring a pooled data of EU-1S5 countries for the years between 1994
and 2009: Which individual-level factors influence the European attitudes towards Muslims? How
did anti-Muslim prejudice evolve through time in the EU-152 Which countries have more negative
views of Muslims? How did the 9/11 terrorist attacks affect the European attitudes towards Muslims?
We argued that one could eclectically use both theories to explain the determinants of anti-Muslim
prejudice in the EU-18.

It is found out that increasing age, nationalism and being male has a positive impact on the
predicted probability of anti-Muslim behaviour. On the other hand, religiosity, education level and the
size of town have a decreasing impact on the predicted probability. The probability effect of upper
level education on decreasing the anti-Muslim prejudice found to dominate the effects of all other
coefficients in the empirical model which signals the importance of higher education in making
people more tolerant towards Muslims. Another interesting finding is the positive impact of having
confidence in the press. Considering the prevailing prejudices about Islam and Muslims in the media of
European countries, it is not surprising to see that the press does negatively affect individuals. It seems
that education cancels out the presumed negative effect of the media. However, this finding should
be elaborated further, because we do not have detailed information about the type of press followed
by people, or about what kind of news attracts the attention of the people in the sample. As far as the
negative implications of media are concerned, we found that the ethnic competition theory is relevant
to explain the negative impact of perceived threat, which mostly derives from the representation of
social, political, cultural, religious and economic phenomena by the media.

Moreover, it is found that the Muslim population in the EU-15 has a positive impact on the
anti-Muslim prejudice as the “group threat” hypothesis suggests although the positive effect of size
of town supports the “familiarization” hypothesis. Hence, our analysis has supported the premises of
the inter-group theory, which predicts that contact between groups can effectively reduce negative
attitudes towards out-groups, if contact takes place under “optimal” conditions. The net probability
effects of Muslim population and size of town show that the overall increase in the anti-Muslim
prejudice is around 4% as the “group threat” effect is found to be far larger than the “familiarization”
effect. Considering the empirical findings discussed in detail, it can be argued that an efficient short-
run policy action should be towards the elderly people, nationalists and males in order to reduce the
anti-Muslim behaviour and destructive tensions in European societies that are increasingly becoming
common. And in the long run, higher educated, the young, women and religious people could be asked for
help in encouraging a flourishing dialogue between immigrant-origin Muslims and the mainstream
society in Europe.

Going back to the questions raised earlier in the beginning of the article, our answer to the
question whether anti-Muslim prejudice is different from a general prejudice towards out-groups in
a population, is yes, it is. There are different determinants contributing to the construction of anti-
Muslim prejudice in the EU-15: lack of education, growing mediocracy, lack of inter-group contact,
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essentialization of stereotypes by mainstream media, growing sense of insecurity, growing age,
gendered differences, and growing populist forms of governance.
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Appendix
Table S. Mean values for the Covariates
Variable Mean (Std. Dev)
Islamophobia 167 (.373)
male 480 (.500)
age 46.80 (18.02)
educ_level3 223 (.416)
educ_level2 469 (.499)
religiosity .603 (.489)
happiness .889 (.315)
confidence in press 403 (.490)
nationalism .881 (.324)
Town size 4.647 (2.361)
Table 6. Number of Observations® for each country and wave
Country / Waves No of Obs.
Austria 2,661
Belgium 2,913
Denmark 2,098
Finland 1,851
France 2,861
Germany 4,867
Greece 2,297
Ireland 1,356
Italy 1,837
Luxembourg 1,312
Netherlands 2,364
Portugal 2,317
Spain 4,694
Sweden 1,515
United Kingdom 668
1994-1999 1,120
1999-2004 16,899
2005-2007 2,556
2008 15,036
Table 7a: Predicted Probabilities for Each Country
Variables Austria Belgium Denmark Finland France Germany Greece
Male 013 020 045 033" 018 030™ 015
Age .001*** .002%** .003*** .000 .001%** .001** .001
Upper Educ level - 116 -.091** -.140%** -.085%** -.073%** -.094%** -.103***
Middle Educ level -.059*** -.023 -.053*** -.010 -013 045 -076***
Religiosity -.089*** -.010 -.023 -.060*** -.030** -071%* .078***
Happiness -.032 -.069** .009 -.052* -.052%* 074 -.015
No Conf in press -.035* -.037*** .006 -.068*** 024 -.000 -.015
Nationalist .045* -.022 051* .058* -018 075 .058**
Size of town -012%%* -.004 .002 .00S -.006*** -.003 -.005
Sept 11 173 -055%* .00S .083*** -.081*** 145 -.084**
Obs. N 2628 2907 1896 1826 2843 722 2290
Prob>LR 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pseudo R? 0.059 0.044 0.079 0.029 0.071 0.053 0.032
Predicted Prob. 21 .17 12 20 .10 21 .18

69 These numbers are calculated using the benchmark model. Missing values are dropped from the sample.
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Table 7b: Predicted Probabilities for Each Country

Variables Ireland Italy Luxembourg Netherlands Portugal Spain  Sweden UK
Male .021 .007 064 045+ .010 -011 .034** .053*
Age 0027 .002*%** .001 002+ .001 001% .002%** .001
Upper Educ level -.045  -.066™** -079*** - 113%* -.026 -.00S -.041** -.0SS
Middle Educ level 003 -.042** -061*** -.034* -.002 -011 -.005 .024
Religiosity .033 -.040* -.00S -.007 -.019 -019*  -.039***  -088"**
Happiness -.087 -.031 -151% -.057 -.030 -.013 -.064 -.082
No Confin press .022 .019 .001 -.045%* -010 -021** 015 .014
Nationalist -.187 .010 .016 011 -.004 -.009 .030* .108**
Size of town -.007 -.008* -.008 -005  -.007**  -.008*** .001 .008
Sept 11 152 -- 065 043" 068"+ 021%* -.001 .016
Obs.N 1268 1837 1296 2331 2278 4667 1515 648
Prob>LR 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pseudo R? 0.0583 0.035 0.033 0.059 0.029 0.063 0.051 0.049
Predicted Prob. .18 .16 .17 1S A1 .09 .08 .16

Table 8: Fixed Effect Probability Coefficients for Model 5 in Table 2

FEs Probability Coeffs
Country FEs

(Reference Category: Austria)

Belgium .020*
Denmark -051***
Finland .089%**
France -075%
Germany -019%*
Greece -023%*
Ireland -.020™*
Ttaly -022
Luxembourg -.030%**
Netherlands -035%*
Portugal -091%*
Spain -067***
Sweden -.097%%*
Great Britain -.039%**
Time FEs

(Reference Category:1995)

1999 .004
2000 -056***
2006 074
2008 047
2009 -025*
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Table 10: Survey Questions and Coding for Independent Variables

Variables Survey Question Coding Recoding if any
Mal

e Sex of respondent Male=1; Female=0 Same coding

Education Level Highest Education Level . Three different dummies are

] ) Lower, middle and upper

Dummies Attained (recoded) created

Reliciosit Are you a religious A religious person; not a religious The last two categories are merged

glosty person? person; a convinced atheist to have a dummy

Verv ha ite ha ot ver The first two and the last two

r ; qui ; not v
Happiness Feeling of happiness Y happyi g PPY; v categories are merged to have a

Confidence in
press

Nationalist

Size of town

Do you have confidence
in press?

How proud of
nationality?

happy; not at all happy

A great deal; quite a lot; not very
much; none at all

Very proud; quite proud; not very
proud; not at all proud

Size oftown From 1 (2,000 and less) to 8 (500,000

and more)

dummy
The first two and the last two

categories are merged to have a

dummy
The first two and the last two

categories are merged to have a
dummy

Same coding is used
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