
Exposure to foreign cultural goods and people�s
attitudes toward migration

Laura Casi
University of Milan

This version: June 2011

Abstract

This paper discusses the role of cultural factors in shaping people�s
attitudes towards immigration. In particular, it introduces the idea that
a possible channel through which cultural heterogeneity can emerge in
a society is the production and the consumption of cultural goods. It
also analyses the impact that pattern of consumption of di¤erent cultural
goods can have on public opinion over immigration. After presenting a
simple static general equilibrium model in which migration and trade in
cultural goods are complement, the paper provides some empirical evi-
dence on the possibility that, controlling for potential endogeneity, en-
hanced exposure to cultural heterogeneity positively a¤ects attitudes to-
wards immigration. In doing so, it joins data on individual attitudes from
all four rounds of the European Social Survey and data on trade �ows
from UN-Comtrade database.
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1 Introduction

How should European countries manage immigration? Which policies need to
be adopted to handle the phenomenon? These two questions are among the
most debated issues on today�s political agenda. Aside from purely economic
considerations, a growing attention is paid to issues such as national identity
and culture. Recent statements by the German cancellor Angela Merkel about
the death of multiculturalism have put integration strategies at the forefront
of the political debate over immigration. The German leader pointed out that
it had been an illusion to think that Germans and foreign workers could "live
happily side by side". Similarly in the UK, considered a symbol of liberalism,
a debate over national identity is starting and "compared with a decade ago,
the laissez-faire approach to immigration has fewer takers, even on the left." In
fact, "unequivocal defenders of multiculturalism are now hard to �nd; even its
advocates concede the need for newcomers to learn to speak English, and, to a
degree, for values and institutions to bind together a diverse population." (The
Economist, Apr 29th 2010). Many European political leaders thus argue the
failure of multiculturalism, but few of them are making furher e¤ort to elabo-
rate on the nature and causes of this failure. As Mr Cameron recently said at
a conference in Munich, "the doctrine of state multiculturalism had encouraged
Britons to live segregated lives. In its stead, he proposed a muscular liberalism
that confronts extremism and promotes a British identity open to all" (The
Economist, Feb 10th 2011). Multiculturalism is something that needs to be
built and cannot simply happen. An ideal homogeneous society needs not to be
supported to prosper peacefully, while cohabitation of di¤erent cultures in the
same society need reciprocal understanding in order to avoid social tensions.
What if the failure of multiculturalism is just a matter of lack of mutual com-
prehension? What if the biggest obstacle is the lack of means through which
di¤erent cultures can dialogue among each others?
Along with this heated political debate, the scienti�c literature has suggested

the idea that cultural diversity in society can in�uence in a number di¤erent
ways both people�s attitudes towards immigration and people�s propensity to
migrate. Pritchett (2006) points out that �of all ideas that limit migration,
perhaps the most important is the idea that there is a national culture and that
increased labor mobility threatens that culture�.
Ethnic heterogeneity in economics is usually associated with positive e¤ects

on the supply side and negative e¤ects on the demand side of the economy. The
former are usually associated with enhanced productivity while the latter to wel-
fare losses. Alesina & La Ferrara(2005), for example, consider a model where
individual utility depends on the consumption of a public good (i.e. schools,
roads, ecc.): high fragmentation of the society in ethnic groups causes con�ict
of preferences. On the production side, skills of di¤erent individuals are com-
plementary in the production of a private good and thus the presence of a larger
number of ethnic groups enhances productivity1 . Ottaviano & Peri (2006) con-

1At a rate that decreases with the number of individuals�types available.
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sider that cultural diversity could have an e¤ect on agents�utiliy, acting as a
local disamenity in so far as multiculturalism may endanger natives�own cultural
values, or it could have a productivity e¤ect associated with local diversity that
depends on the interplay between intercultural frictions and complementarities.
Kerr and Lincoln (2010) link directly high-skilled immigration and technology
formation in US between 1995 and 2007: they show that increased admissions
of highly skilled workers in US cities raised the total number of innovations and
this happened mainly thanks to the contribution of immigrant inventors.
However, growing empirical evidence highlights the role played by a third

channel through which people�s attitudes toward immigration can be shaped:
cultural factors. Nevertheless, there is no clear discussion about the direction
of the e¤ect of enhanced cultural heterogeneity on those attitudes.
This paper contributes to the existing literature by introducing the idea

that one possible channel through which cultural heterogeneity can emerge is
the production and the consumption of cultural goods. In particular, it dis-
cusses the impact that the pattern of consumption of di¤erent cultural goods
can have on public opinion over immigration. Indeed the simple theoretical
framework introduced by this paper is a static general equilibrium model where
trade and migration are complements to a certain extent. The basic idea of the
model is that consumption of cultural goods can in�uence people�s attitudes
towards immigration depending on di¤erent individual preferences for cultural
hetherogeneity. Ideally it combines a "love-for-variety" feature à-la-Krugman
with the existence of cultural externalities introduced, for example, in Olivier
et al (2008). In the latter, a cultural externality is de�ned in the following way:
agents who share a common cultural identity bene�t from a positive group ex-
ternality when they engage in actions deemed appropriate by their culture (as
in Akerolf & Kranton, 2000). It also exploits the Armington assumption of good
di¤erentiation on the basis of country of origin of production, but in this context
the notion is slightly modi�ed. In particular, since we are talking about cultural
goods it is not the country of origin of the good that matters but the culture
of origin that de�nes di¤erent varieties. Each country thus originates a culture
but the production of its respective cultural good can be located in any country
depending on the availability of factor endowments. Think of any of the cultural
goods mentioned before: from products of the audio-visual industry to books,
from restaurants to works of art. When one thinks about those goods, one can
imagine they are potentially produced anywhere but they will di¤erentiate one
from the other depending on the culture that originated their content. Many
books, for example, can be considered unequivocally the products of a speci�c
culture because, through the main story, they give the reader a small taste of
everyday life in the country the book�s narrative is set. It can tell something
about that country�s habits, values, beliefs, socio-economic context and politi-
cal situation. Everything, from characters�names to the relationship between
parents and children, from food people eat to the value they give to religion
can be very di¤erent between an Italian writer�s story and a Japanese writer�s
one. At the same time, though, this di¤erence has nothing to do with the place
where the book is phisically printed and distributed. From the production point
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of view, indeed, the goods are identical as long as they have the same phisical
characteristics (length, cover size, etc...). However, from the point of view of
the "consumer", i.e. the reader, they can be very di¤erent depending on their
taste for cultural heterogeneity and their ability to appreciate it. Similarly,
individuals when considered as workers are homogeneous but when considered
as consumers can di¤er between two types. In particular "open-minded" in-
dividuals are characterized by love for variety in their utility function while
"closed-minded" individuals are characterized by a cultural externality as de-
�ned above. Open-minded individuals are thus those that like heterogeneity in
consumption and they can appreciate it more the more open-minded individual
(of all cultures) are present in the country they live in. Closed minded indi-
viduals, instead, consume only their own homogeneous cultural good but they
want to consume it with people of their same type and culture. When countries
open to trade, the love for varieties of open-minded people will lead to trade in
ethnic goods. When migration is also allowed, each open-minded individual will
choose whether to migrate or not depending on the balance of two factors. On
the one hand all open-minded individuals will tend to cluster because they will
appreciate more consumption of ethnic goods the more individuals of their type
of all cultures are present in the country they live in, on the other hand they
face instead an idiosincratic cost of relocation that will determine its speci�c
decision. Thus in equilibrium not all open minded individuals will migrate (only
those with lower cost) but all of them will be willing to consume di¤erentiated
varieties and welcome other open-minded people. Closed minded individuals,
instead, will not have any incentives to migrate from the country they were born
in since in equilibirum they will consume only the homogeneous good and they
will cluster with other closed-minded individuals of their same culture.
This model thus proposes an economic channel through which favourable at-

titudes towards immigration are closely linked to consumption of foreign cultural
goods. In the model just described, indeed, the presence of immigrants ampli-
�es the utility that open minded people can enjoy when consuming varieties of
the di¤erentiated good (ethnic sector). This theoretical framework is supported
by an empirical analysis where "active" exposure to foreign cultural goods2 is
shown to signi�cantly increase the probability of being pro-immigration. This
empirical analysis based on data from the European Social Survey on individual
attitudes towards immigration and data from UN-Comtrade on cultural goods�
imports. Results show that controlling for individual relevant characteristics
and country level unobserved heterogeneity, exposure to higher cultural diver-
sity increases people�s tolerance towards immigration. This e¤ect is stronger
when considering immigrants of a di¤erent race/ethnicity and is shown to de-
pend on immigrants�ability to enrich cultural life in their host country.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows: section 2 brie�y reviews the

existing literature on the link between immigration and culture, section 3 in-

2By using the expression "active" exposure to foreign cultural goods I want to underline
the importance of considering the actual individual speci�c exposure to foreign cultural goods
that may reach a country. In particular I consider the e¤ect mediated by education, following
the econometric strategy proposed by Facchini and Mayda (2009).
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troduces a simple theoretical framework that links cultural heterogeneity and
attitudes toward immigration, section 4 presents some empirical results and
section 5 concludes.

2 Literature review

This paper draws on di¤erent strands of literature. First of all it build on the
debate over cost and bene�ts of increased immigration. Traditionally the impact
of immigration is discussed in terms of labor market outcomes, as immigrants
change the skill composition of the labor force, or in terms of welfare burden.
As far as the labor market impact of immigration is concerned a wide literature
has distinguished di¤erent channels through which host economies can adjust
to immigration. Indeed, immigration in�ows can change wage or employments
level or they can cause an adjustment in the output mix of host economy or
in production technologies adopted (see Dustman et al., 2008, for a review of
existing literature). As far as the public �nance impact of immigration is con-
cerned, instead, the channels usually considered are mainly two: the impact of
immigration on tax burden or its consequences on bene�t adjustment. Empiri-
cal results in this regards are mixed and often depend on the country considered
(see for example Borjas et al., 1996, and Borjas , 1999, for United States and
Boeri et al. 2002 for the case of European Union member states). Considering
more closely the e¤ect of welfare-state considerations on individual attitudes
towards migration, Facchini and Mayda (2009) support the idea that adjust-
ment to immigration is realized through changes in tax rate. More speci�cally ,
they control for labor market determinants and other individual characteristics
and they show in a cross-country analysis that high income individuals oppose
unskilled immigration while favoring skilled one.
This paper, however, focus on the role of cultural impact of immigration.

A growing empirical literature, indeed, tries to distinguish the economic factors
just described from non-economic determinants of attitudes towards immigra-
tion: all these contributions, controlling for labor market and welfare concerns,
introduce an important role for cultural factors, values and beliefs in shaping
attitudes towards immigrants. Citrin, Green, Muste and Wong (1995) use US
data to provide evidence that, conditioning on noneconomic factors, the cor-
relation between attitudes towards immigration and economic chacteristics is
much weaker. Dustmann & Preston (2007) show for UK that preference for
tight immigration policy is more strongly associated with racial prejudice than
job insecurity or tax concerns when considering immigrants of di¤erent ethnicity
from the majority. In a more recent paper (Card et al., 2009), they also broaden
those results developing a reduced form model in which consumers distinguish
between economic e¤ect of immigration on the one side and "compositional
amenities" e¤ect on the other. In particular they identify the latters with char-
acteristics of the society the individual lives in: preferred degree of homogeneity
in customs, traditions, religion and language spoken, as well as percieved impact
of immigrants on cultural life, social tensions and crime. Using answers to 10
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questions from the European Social Survey (ESS), they identify the relative im-
portance of the two channels described above in shaping individual preferences
over immigration policy and they show that cultural e¤ects are far more sig-
ni�cant than economic e¤ects in driving individual concerns over immigration.
Bisin, Patacchini et al. (2010) discuss the idea that immigration�s perceived
impact is not only associated to an economic cost and bene�t analysis, but also
to cultural diversity and to the degree of integration of immigrants in host soci-
eties societies (civic identity, segregation along both economic and geographical
lines & labor market outcomes).
Moreover, a number of recent contributions, concentrate speci�cally on the

crucial role of cultural considerations over national identity and integration costs
in assessing the impact of immigration, de�ning individual attitudes and conse-
quently shaping immigration policies. Hainmueller & Hiscox (2007), for istance,
show that the e¤ect of education on individual attitudes towards immigration
depends on its link to anti-racist inclinations and preferences for cultural di-
versity. Facchini et al. (2009) consider US citizens in 2006 and, controlling
for possible endogeneity and individual speci�c characteristics, they show that
media exposure a¤ects signi�cantly public opinion on illegal immigration. Jain
and Mukand (2010) propose a model that introduces the role of cultural factors
in driving migration policy.The idea they start from is that "what is distinc-
tive about the politics of migration is that in popular perception it has the
potential to a¤ect a country�s culture and identity." They build a dynamic po-
litical economy model where countries di¤er in their ability to culturally assim-
ilate migrants. Countries with poor cultural assimilation will take advantage of
short term foreign workers programs while more culturally diverse and tolerant
countries will rely more on permanent migration. Interestingly, in the model�s
framework migration policy crucially depends on individual attitudes towards
cultural heterogeneity.
This link between attitudes toward cultural heterogeneity and public opinion

on immigration is the focus of my paper. In particular I want to analyse the pos-
sibility that one channel through which cultural heterogeneity can emerge is the
production and the consumption of cultural goods and that enhanced cultural
heterogeneity may positively a¤ect attitudes towards immigrants. Indeed, the
consumption of cultural goods is likely to represent one of the so much needed
bridges between di¤erent cultures because it could indirectly a¤ect people�s at-
titudes towards immigrants. Thus, an other fundamental strand of literature
this paper draws on is trade in cultural goods. Ethnic (or cultural) goods and
services are de�ned as the products of those sectors that embody habits and
values from a speci�c culture/society, such as, for example: the art sector, the
audiovisual industry (music, movies, television programs) or the publishing sec-
tor (newspapers, books), the food industry (restaurants) or education (private
language and culture schools). Disdier et al. (2010a) analyse the importance
of trade in cultural goods in overall trade arguing that the speci�city of this
type of trade �ows lies in its ability to impact values and perceptions in the im-
porting country. The existence of a link between cultural goods and individual
preferences on the one side and between immigration in�ows and diversity of
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production on the other side is also supported by two recent papers. The �rst
is a contribution by Disdier et al. (2010b) that investigate whether exposure to
foreign media a¤ects naming patterns as a proxy national cultural traditions.
The second is a paper by Mazzolari & Neumark (2010) that studies the e¤ect
of immigration on the diversity of consumption choices. This paper draws form
all these di¤erent strands of literature. Its novelty lies in the introduction of a
di¤erent perspective to look at non purely economic determinants of individu-
als�attitudes. The mechanism through which exposure to cultural goods a¤ects
individual opinions over immigration is explained providing a simple theoretical
framework and it is sustained with some empirical evidence.

3 The model

The simple theoretical framework that will be presented in this section and
gives scope for the subsequent empirical analysis is a static general equilibrium
model. The basic idea of the model is that trade in cultural goods and migra-
tion are complements to a certain extent and consumption of cultural goods can
in�uence both attitudes toward immigrants and people�s propensity to migrate,
depending on di¤erent individual preferences for cultural heterogeneity. More
precisely, consider a world where there exist M di¤erent countries indexed by
z = 1; :::M . Each country originates a culture and consequently a population
that share that culture. In each country there exist two sectors in which cultural
goods are produced: an homogenous good sector (i.e. local culture) character-
ized by perfect competition and constant returns to scale and a (horizontally)
di¤erentiated good sector that is characterized by monopolistic competition and
increasing returns to scale. This sector can be thought as representing ethnic
production, where each variety is de�ned on the basis of the country of origin
of the culture it represent. Each of the two sectors requires only one production
input: labor. Labor is mobile across sectors and across countries. As already
mentioned, individuals, when considered as workers are homogeneous, but when
considered as consumers can di¤er between "open-minded" individuals Loand
"closed-minded" individuals Lc:

3.1 Closed Economy

3.1.1 Demand side of the economy

In each country, each open-minded individual k = 1; :::; Lo wants to maximize
a quasi-linear untility function of the form:

Uokz = q
H
k +

X
qik �

1

2

X
q2ik �

1

2�oz

�X
qik

�2
� �(ck) (1)

subject to a budget constraint

pHqHk +
X

piqik = I
o
k
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where k = 1; :::; Lo indexes individuals, i = 1; :::; n � M indexes varieties
and z = 1; :::M indexes countries. Moreover:

� qHk is the quantity consumed by individual k of the homogeneous good H

� qik is the quantity consumed by individual k of the single variety i of the
di¤erentiated good, with i = 1; :::; n �M ;

� � 1
2

X
q2ik is a term that penalizes uneven distribution of consumption

across varieties;

� � 1
2�oz

�X
qik

�2
is a term that penalizes eccessive consumption of the

di¤erentiated good with respect to the homogeneous good;

� �oz is a parameter that de�ne the substitution pattern between the ho-
mogenous good and the di¤eretiated varieties by determining the size of
the penalty for excessive consumption of di¤erentiated good in "open-
minded" individuals utility function. This parameter depends directly on
the cultural externality as described below, so indirectly on the number
of open minded individuals living in country z;

� �(ck) is a function of the form �(ck) =
�
ck if individual k emigrates from its origin country

0 otherwise ;
where ck is the individual speci�c cost (disutility) of migration. This cost
can be tought as embodying both the economic cost of relocation and the
psicological cost of leaving family and friends behind;

� pH is the price of the homogeneous good;

� pi is the price of the di¤erentiated good;

� Iok is the income of an open-minded individual k.

Each closed-minded individual of culture z: j = 1; :::; Lcz wants to maximize
a quasi-linear untility function of the form:

Ucjz = �czq
H
j (2)

subject to a budget constraint

pHqHj = Icj

where

� qHj is the quantity consumed by individual j of the homogeneous good H;

� �cj is a parameter that embodies the so called "cultural externality" as
explained below, so it depends on the number of closed minded individuals
of culture z;
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� pH is the price of the homogeneous good;

� Icj is the income of a closed minded individual j.

At this point, to capture the main mechanism at work in this model, I need
to introduce the concept of cultural externality and endogenize �oz and �cj .
Considering the easiest case of closed-minded people, as in Olivier et al (2008),
let�s assume that agents derive utility not only from individual consumption,
but also from social exchange with other agents of their same type. Social ex-
change is de�ned as in Olivier et al (2008): within each country a matching
process takes place. As far as closed-minded agents are concerned, social ex-
change is possible only if the two closed-minded individuals matched together
share the same culture. For open-minded individuals, instead, a social exchange
takes place only if they match with other open-minded individuals, regardless of
their culture. In this alternative case, social exchange modi�es the substitution
pattern between the homogenous good and the di¤eretiated varieties by shaping
the importance of the di¤erentiated good in "open-minded" individuals utility
function. In particular, consider that for ethnic cultural goods consumers must
learn how to appreciate them and develop their taste (as an example, one can
think expecially to the case of di¤erent art, but also for istance to books and
movies)3 .
For all individuals matching is random, thus people match with certain prob-

abilities xo and xcjthat depend on the number of individuals of each type and
culture living in the country and on their distribution in space. In general, if in-
dividual are homogenously distributed within countries the probabilities will be
de�ned as follows: xo = Lo

L and xci =
Lcjz
L :Consequently, the cultural external-

ities can be de�ned as �oz =
�
1 + Loz

L (SE � 1)
�
and �ci =

h
1 +

Lcjz
L (SE � 1)

i
,

where SE > 1 is the so called "social excange coe¢ cient" (Olivier et al.,2008).
Setting the price of the homogeneous cultural good as numeraire ( pH = 1)

and solving the two maximization problems de�ned above, leads to the following
demand system:

� for the open-minded individuals

(
qik = 1� pi � n

1+n +
n
_
p

1+n

qHk = Iok �
X

piqik

where
_
p =

X
pi

n

� for the closed minded individuals �
qij = 0
qHj = Icj

3See Brito & Barros (2005) for a detailed discussion of this special feature characterizing
cultural goods.
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Thus the total demand of each good will be:8<: qi = Lo

h
1� pi � n

1+n +
n
_
p

1+n

i
qH = LcI

c + Lo

�
Iok �

X
piqik

�
3.1.2 The supply side of the economy

The homogeneous good is produced in a perfectly competitive sector with a
production technology that exhibits constant returns to scale. As a result pro�t
maximizing �rms face a market price that equals their marginal cost. The latter
coincides with wages given that labor is the only production input: pH =MC =
w = 1 (given that the price of the homogeneous cultural good is taken as the
numeraire, i.e. pH = 1).
As for the di¤erentiated good sector, it is characterized by monopolistic

competition and technology exibiting increasing returns to scale as in Krugman
(1980). Firms are perfectly symmetric and technology is described by the fol-
lowing total cost equation: TCi = (F +bqi)w. This means, as in Krugman, that
each �rm in this sector incurs in a �xed cost of production F and a marginal cost
of production b that depends on the quantity produced4 . Pro�t maximization
in this case involves equating marginal revenue and marginal cost, thus leading
to the following optimal price for any di¤erentiated variety:

pi =
b+ 1

2
(3)

.
As in Krugman(1980), exploiting the free entry condition, pro�ts must equal

zero, thus the optimal quantity produced will be

qi =
2F

1� b (4)

:
The balance of demand and supply instead will de�ne the number of varieties

produced in equilibrium:

nz =
Lo
F�oz

�
1� b
2

�2
� 1

�oz
(5)

3.1.3 Autarkic equilibrium

In autarky, open-minded people�s indirect utility will thus be de�ned in the
following way:

4The idea that ethnic production face higher costs than local cultural sector is quite real-
istic. This can be due to di¢ culty of "creating" a consumer base for products that are not
well known in the host country since they belong to a di¤erent culture (i.e. marketing cost)
or to the di¢ culty of �nding the right production inputs.
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Vokz = 1 +
1

2�oz

"�
1� b
2

�2
� F

Lo

#
� ck (6)

Welfare of open minded individuals will thus increase with the total number
of open minded individuals present in the country Lo5 ,because they will consti-
tute a larger demand for the di¤erentiated good that in its turn will determine
a higher number of varieties to be produced in equilibrium. At the same time
it will increase also through the term �oz;that directly depends on Loz, i.e. the
number of open-minded individuals living in the country z since �ozdirectly
depends on Loz6 .
Closed minded people�s indirect utility will be de�ned instead as:

Vcj = Lcj (7)

thus it will be higher the higher is the number of individuals of their own
type and culture in the country where they live.

3.2 Open economy

The extension of this closed economy model to the case of countries perfectly
integrated through trade and where costly migration can take place is straight
forward since the only di¤erence between the two cases is that the balance
between supply and demand will not need to be achieved within each single
country but considering the world as a whole. Free trade will thus correspond
to an increase in market size for �rms that will consequently lead to an increase
in the number of varieties and an increase of welfare for open-minded people.
Costly migration, instead, as anticipated, will lead to movement of only those
individuals that bear a lower cost of displacement. Consequently, in equilibrium,
not all open minded individuals will migrate but all of them will be willing to
consume di¤erentiated varieties and welcome other open-minded people to the
country they�re living in. Closed minded individuals, instead, will not enjoy any
welfare improvement from opening of the economy, since they neither consume
di¤erentiated varieties nor they have incentives to migrate from the country they
were born in. Indeed, they want cluster with other closed-minded individuals
of their same culture.
Consider an initial situation in which all individuals of both types live in

the country their culture originates form. When economies open to trade and
migration individuals can make two choices: their consumption choice and their
location choice. Consumption choices will be the same as in autarky, except
for the fact that in open economy the number of varieties produced depend on
the total number of open minded individuals alive, Lo and not on the speci�c

5Note that in autarky Loz = Lo because production vector and consumption vector must
coincide within each country.

6This is true as long as
�
1�b
2

�2
> F

Lo
. This condition is satis�ed as long as the �xed cost

of production are su¢ ciently amortized or marginal costs are closed to 1
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presence in one country, so the following analysis will concentrate on the location
choice. Assume for simplicity that the decision to migrate is taken once and
forever observing the initial distribution of the population before countries open
to migration. Given this assumption the choice of each individual will depend
on initial conditions: Loz and Lcz, where z = 1; :::;M . Let�s consider �rst the
case of closed minded individuals: those individuals�level of welfare, see eq. (7),
depends entirely on the presence in the country they live in of closed minded
people belonging to their same culture. For this reason they have no incentives
to change the initial situation where they are perfectly clustered by cultural
group.
Considering instead the location choice of open minded individuals, it is im-

portant to take into account the interplay between the cost of migrating and the
possible bene�t given by the cultural externality. Consider the simplest case in
which M=2, i.e. there exist only two countries: z = 1; 2: Note that open minded
people will leave their own country only if the additional utility they can obtain
in the other country is higher than their idiosincratic cost of migration. Note
that all individuals of the same type have symmetric preferences, increasing in
the number of open minded individuals living in the country they reside in. For
this reason migration will occur only in one direction, i.e. from the country
endowed with lowest number of open minded individuals to the country with
the highest. Assume for istance that in autarky country 2 has the largest pop-
ulation of open minded individuals. Then its inhabitants will have no incentive
to migrate since they cannot enjoy any higher level of welfare. Some people
originating from country 1, instead, will decide to move to country 2 (call them
LFo2 = people living in country 2 that are foreigners

7) because their increase in
utility from migration is higher then their cost.
In particular there exist a treshold level of cost c�k for which individuals that

are natives in country 1 will be indi¤erent between leaving or staying:

Vok1 = Vok2

Individuals whose idiosincratic cost of migrating is above this treshold will not
move from their origin country 1, the others will migrate.

c�k =
L(Lo2 � Lo1)(SE � 1)

[L+ Lo2(SE � 1)] [L+ Lo1(SE � 1)]
1

2

"�
1� b
2

�2
� F

Lo

#

Now, given this treshold c�k of migration costs
8 , assume that individuals are

7Note that Lo2 = LNo2 +L
F
o2, i.e. the �nal population of open minded individuals living in

country 2 will be the sum of natives and foreigners that migrated from country 1.
8 In the symmetric case in which country 1 has a higher initial endowment of opn minded

individuals, the treshold level of costs for individuals that were born in country 2 and want
to migrate is:

c�k =
L(Lo � 2Lo2)(SE � 1)

[L+ (Lo � Lo2)(SE � 1)] [L+ Lo2(SE � 1)]
1

2

"�
1� b
2

�2
� F

Lo2

#
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indexed by their idiosincratic cost of migrating. Assume also that the migration
cost ck has a uniform distribution over the interval [o; cmax] : It is thus easy to
de�ne the number of individuals from country 1 that leave:

LFo2 = Lo1 �
c�k
cmax

=

=
L(Lo2 � Lo1)(SE � 1)

[L+ Lo2(SE � 1)] [L+ Lo1(SE � 1)]
Lo1
2cmax

"�
1� b
2

�2
� F

Lo

#

The number of individuals from country 1 that stay:

L1o1 = Lo1 �
cmax � c�k
cmax

=

= Lo1 �
L(Lo2 � Lo1)(SE � 1)

[L+ Lo2(SE � 1)] [L+ Lo1(SE � 1)]
Lo1
2cmax

"�
1� b
2

�2
� F

Lo

#

Note that initial conditions are given, i.e. Lo1 and Lo2 are known, and cmax
is observed. Moreover Lo = Lo1 + Lo2:

4 Empirical analysis

The model just described thus predicts is that production and the consumption
of cultural goods, driven by di¤erent tastes for cultural heterogeneity, can posi-
tively a¤ects attitudes towards immigrants because the presence of immigrants
and consumption of cultural goods in a country are complementary. In particu-
lar, open minded individuals favour immigration precisely because immigrants
can make them achieve higher welfare through the consumption of cultural
goods. Thus open minded individuals in the model want more immigration to
their country the more cultural goods they can consume. This mechanism high-
light therefore the importance of cultural goods, which can represent one of the
so much needed "bridges" linking di¤erent cultures: the pattern of consumption
of cultural goods can enhance reciprocal understanding and favour cohexistence
of di¤erent cultures in the same society,i.e. the multiculturalism that politicians
claim to be dead.
To inspect the potential of cultural goods and investigate the role of this

channel in shaping attitudes towards immigrants in European countries, I link
data on individuals� attitudes toward migration to trade �ows data on some
speci�c cathegories of goods identi�ed in existing literature as "cultural goods"
(see for example Mayer et al., 2010), based also on UNESCO classi�cation. More
speci�cally I consider data from all 4 waves of the European Social Survey
(ESS): 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008. The resulting pooled sample includes overall
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individuals born in 32 european countries9 . Aside from a number of individual-
speci�c characteristics, the survey provides individual answers to two questions
which are relevant for the analysis that follows:

1. "To what extent do you think [country] should allow people of the same
race or ethnic group as most [country] people to come and live here?"

2. "How about people of a di¤erent race or ethnic group from most [country]
people?"

Following the approach of Facchini & Mayda (2009), on the basis of answers
to these questions I built two dummy variables de�ned as follows:

� pro_immig1 is a dummy variable that equals 1 if the answer to question
1 is either "allow many" or "allow some" and 0 otherwise10

� pro_immig2 is a dummy variable that equals 1 if the answer to question
2 is either "allow many" or "allow some" and 0 otherwise

I will use those two variables as dependent variables in the analysis that
follows as a measure of attitudes towards immigrants in the speci�c context of
this paper. Moreover I restrict the sample to natives only, excluding from the
analysis immigrants of �rst and second generation11 . Following previous lit-
erature on attitudes towards immigration (O�Rourke & Sinnott, 2006; Mayda,
2006; Facchini & Mayda, 2009), a number of individual speci�c charactristics
and controls have been included in the regressions, considering in particular de-
mographic and economic variables for each respondent. First of all I considered
the age of the respondent, on the basis of the consideration that on average
the older a person is, the more adverse to immigration it is likely be. I also
considered some demographic controls such as a dummy that equals 1 is the
respondent is married and 0 otherwise, a dummy that equals 1 if she/he has
children and 0 otherwise and one indicating gender. For these controls I do not
have a prior, but it may be important to include them in order to take into
account sistematic di¤erences for di¤erent groups. As for the economic vari-
ables, I considered the income of the household the individual belongs to and
a dummy that equals 1 if the respondent is unemployed (actively looking for a
job) and 0 otherwise. On the basis of existing literature, as discussed in section
2, I expect that individuals with higher income are more pro-immigration and
those unemployed are instead oppose immigrants. I �nally include a variable
that indicates political preferences of the respondent on a left-right scale, where

9The countries considered are: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Switzerland, Cyprus, Czech
Republic, Denmark, Germany, Spain, Finland, France, Greece, Croatia, Hungary, Iceland,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Netherland, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania,
Russian Federation, Sweden, Slovenia, Slovakia, Turkey, Ukraine and United Kingdom
10 i.e. pro_immig 1=0 if the answer is either "allow few" or "allow none" and the same

criterion applies to pro_immig2
11 Indeed, note that I focus my analysis on the sample of people that are born in the country

of interest and whose parents are both natives of that country.
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0 means the left and 10 means the right. What I expect, considering also the
results of existing literature, is that the higher this variable, the higher the ad-
version towards immigration since right parties are usually associated to more
conservative policies. Country dummies and year �xed e¤ects are also included.
Data from the ESS have been merged with an "index of exposure to foreign

cultural goods" build as an extensive margin of imports of cultural goods. In
particular the paper uses data from UN-Comtrade database to build an index
de�ned as the mean number of trading partners from which the country of
interest imported cultural goods over the 3 years preceding the interview12 .
In particular the following sectors have been identi�ed: HS-9701 (Paintings,
drawings and pastels, executed entirely by hand), HS-9703 (Original sculptures
and statuary),HS-9706 (Antiques of an age exceeding one hundred years), HS-
4902 (Newspapers, journals and periodicals) and HS-490199 (Printed reading
books, excluding dictionaries). In order to build a counterfactual case also two
non cultural goods has been take into account: HS-2702 (Lignite, except jel)
and HS-2712 (petroleum in jelly, petroleum wax and other mineral waxes).

12Averaging over 3 years I want to mitigate the e¤ect of possible time-speci�c shocks.
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Table 1:Descriptive statistics

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
country 186752 17 10 1 36
region 182957 191 109 1 383
year 186721 2005 2 2002 2008
pro_immig1 186677 1 0 0 1
pro_immig2 186677 0 0 0 1
pro_immig3 186677 1 0 0 1
pro_immig4 186677 0 0 0 1
married 186708 1 0 0 1
children 186708 0 0 0 1
uemployed 186677 0 0 0 1
female 186677 1 0 0 1
age 185667 47 18 12 123
income 131103 6 3 1 12
left/right 158739 5 2 0 10
education 184427 12 4 0 56
extensive
margin_2702 151542 5 2 2 10
extensive
margin_2712 186708 23 7 7 41
extensive
margin_9701 186705 50 27 2 114
extensive
margin_9703 156208 29 22 3 79
extensive
margin_9706 152174 22 19 2 78
extensive
margin_4902 186677 40 17 16 85
extensive
margin
_490199 186677 73 23 33 122

Note that the pooled sample is coposed by 186752 individuals living in 36
di¤erent countries. The majority of individuals are favourable to immigrants
of the same race/ethnicity as the majority of the population but oppose immi-
gration of di¤erent races/ethnicities. Moreover the larger part of public opinion
believes that immigrants enrich the cultural life of the hosting country, but make
the quality of life lower. Most individuals included in the sample are married
but without children and they are employed or outside the labor force. Moreover
note that females are more represented than females. The average individual
belonging to the sample is middle-aged and it has completed 12 years of educa-
tion. Considering more closely the case of education however, there is a large
variation among individuals considered: there are 1876 people who have no ed-
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ucation at all and 45 that completed more than 30 years of education13 .As far
as the trade indeces are considered, �rst of all note that classical goods are char-
acterized by a much smaller number of importing countries than the cultural
goods. This �rst evidence already suggest the importance of the origin country
for the latters. In the case of books in particular, on average countries import
from 73 di¤erent partners with a peak of 122 in the case of United Kingdom in
2008.
Note that this trade index, which varies at country/year level only, has been

interacted with the level of education of the individuals to obtain a proxy of
the individual-level of exposure to foreign cultural goods. All cultural goods
considered, indeed, require a signi�cant level of cultural literacy and interest in
order to be appreciated. Moreover I believe that a person�s education per-sè is
not able to determine her/his attitudes towards immigrants. On the contrary,
education is a tool through which knowledge and awareness of the phenomenon
can be gained and this crucially determines a person�s opinion. One of the chan-
nels through which this knowledge is adquired is the consumption of cultural
goods. For this reason, the variable of interest for the analysis that follows will
be the change in the impact of education on attitudes induced by the individual
exposure to cultural goods. From the econometric point of view, this e¤ect (call
it ) is identi�ed as the interaction e¤ect derived from the a probit model where
the conditional mean of the dependent variable is de�ned as follows (for each
individual i living in country c):

pr(pro_immigicjxic) = �[�+�t+�c+�1parentsic+�2femaleic+�3ageic+
+ �4incomeic + �5lr_scaleic + �6educationic+

+ �7(educationic � extensive_m arg inc) + �8(extensive_m arg inc)]

The interaction e¤ect, following Ai and Norton (2003), can thus be de�ned
as:

 =
@2�(:)

@educationic@extensive_m arg inc
=
@ [@�(:)((�6 + �7extensive_m arg inc))]

@extensive_m arg inc

Testing the sign and signi�cance of this e¤ect will answer to the question of
wether exposure to foreign cultural goods can positively a¤ects attitudes towards
immigrants. As for all other variables, average marginal e¤ects are computed in
the usual way. In particular, using the command margins available in STATA11,
it is possible to compute average marginal e¤ects and related elasticities for
each variable included in the regression. In particular in the case of education
it is possible to take into account of both its direct e¤ect and its indirect e¤ect
through the interaction term. Standard errors and statistics are then computed
both using the delta method and using a linearization method. The latter

13The latter belong mainly to the 2006 round of the ESS and they live in The Netherlads,
Germany or United Kingdom.
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allows for heteroskedasticity or other violations of distributional assumptions
and for correlation among the observations belonging to the same cluster14 .
For this reason, inference is robut to model misspeci�cation and corrects for
possible clusters in the data at regional level. Moreover, the estimation takes
into account both design and population size weights.
The equation de�ned above has thus been estimated for di¤erent speci�-

cations of the dependent variable and considering separately di¤erent cultural
goods. Tables 2 and 3 below reports elasticities15 of the response variable to
di¤erent regressors and the interaction e¤ect as de�ned above. In the case of
the extensive margin the interaction e¤ect is reported16 . All estimations include
country dummies and year �xed e¤ects.

Table 2:Pro_immig1 (immigrants form the same race/ethnicity as the majority)

9701 9703 9706 4902 490199 2702 2712
married 0.00194 0.001664 0.000456 0.00162 0.0022 0.003852 0.00109

0.38 0.29 0.08 0.32 0.43 0.85 0.22
children 0.01066 ** 0.01512 *** 0.01519 *** 0.01065 ** 0.01091 ** 0.00798 * 0.01041 **

2.28 2.85 2.85 2.27 2.34 1.74 2.23
unemployed 0.00367 *** 0.004 *** 0.00378 *** 0.00364 *** 0.00366 *** 0.00234 ** 0.00352 ***

3.01 2.81 2.68 2.99 3.02 2.24 2.91
female 0.00869 ** 0.0083 ** 0.00766 ** 0.00893 *** 0.00869 ** 0.00895 ** 0.00841 **

2.59 2.07 1.92 2.66 2.58 2.56 2.53
age 0.07098 *** 0.07723 *** 0.07465 *** 0.07125 *** 0.07129 *** 0.06211 *** 0.07252 ***

4.93 4.76 4.54 4.91 4.97 4 5.01
income 0.065331 *** 0.046023 *** 0.056393 *** 0.063589 *** 0.065114 *** 0.07212 *** 0.062283 ***

4.72 3.34 4.35 4.56 4.71 4.82 4.5
left/right 0.08842 *** 0.08246 *** 0.08229 *** 0.08904 *** 0.08835 *** 0.10438 *** 0.08955 ***

6.46 5.67 5.59 6.52 6.46 7.79 6.53
education 0.326363 *** 0.326613 *** 0.3223 *** 0.329692 *** 0.330834 *** 0.338362 *** 0.330564 ***

16.54 16.12 15.67 16.81 17.16 17.02 16.85
extensive
margin*educ
ation 0.185269 * 0.140731 ** 0.123672 *** 0.238645 ** 0.388241 ** 0.114779 0.212694

1.84 2.19 2.35 2.18 2.36 1.03 5.76
extensive
margin 0.067773 0.101593 ** 0.135462 ** 0.070138 ** 0.04606 0.17358 *** 0.29085 ***

1.03 2.37 2.43 2.02 0.65 4.94 1.64
R_squared 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.07
Obs 114204 94898 94898 114204 114204 95193 114204

t-statistics are reported below coe¢ cients. *=signi�cant at 10% level; **=signi�cant at 5% level: ***=signi�cant at 1% level

14Regional unit
15 In general the elasticity if y with respect to x is de�ned as eyex() = (dy/dx)*(x/y). Its

economic interpretation will be discussed below.
16De�ning the interaction e¤ect as above, i.e.

@[@�(:)((�6+�7extensive_m arg inc))]
@extensive_m arg inc

;the re-

spective elasticity will be de�ned as
@[@�(:)((�6+�7extensive_m arg inc))]
@�(:)((�6+�7extensive_m arg inc))

extensive_m arg inc
@extensive_m arg inc

:Its

economic interpretation will be discussed below.
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Table 3: Pro_immig2 (immigrants form a di¤erent race/ethnicity as the majority)

9701 9703 9706 4902 490199 2702 2712
married 0.02092 *** 0.01728 * 0.018 * 0.02049 ** 0.02168 *** 0.0127 0.02005 **

2.66 1.78 1.89 2.59 2.73 1.62 2.54
children 0.00749 0.01201 * 0.01166 * 0.00741 0.00813 0.00312 0.00714

1.27 1.82 1.76 1.26 1.4 0.54 1.22
unemployed 0.00246 * 0.00265 * 0.00254 * 0.00242 * 0.00245 * 0.00215 * 0.00228 *

1.92 1.82 1.71 1.89 1.92 1.74 1.78
female 0.00842 0.01269 * 0.012 * 0.00877 0.00829 0.01008 *** 0.00779

1.43 1.91 1.82 1.49 1.4 1.62 1.33
age 0.19454 *** 0.19801 *** 0.19656 *** 0.19504 *** 0.19508 *** 0.18272 *** 0.19675 ***

8.84 8.39 8.23 8.83 8.92 8.06 8.94
income 0.112947 *** 0.090784 *** 0.096776 *** 0.110088 *** 0.113578 *** 0.116312 *** 0.109833 ***

7.59 5.96 6.74 7.29 7.56 7.22 7.39
left/right 0.24902 *** 0.22591 *** 0.22517 *** 0.24992 *** 0.24847 *** 0.26134 *** 0.25046 ***

10.1 8.56 8.42 10.19 10.13 10.63 10.18
education 0.493109 *** 0.485426 *** 0.485859 *** 0.502236 *** 0.501245 *** 0.537956 *** 0.507783 ***

15.15 14.61 14.92 15.47 16.02 18.49 15.82
extensive
margin*educ
ation 0.300294 *** 0.307021 *** 0.181898 *** 0.336062 *** 0.590002 *** 0.08558 0.17418

3.13 4.75 2.96 2.64 3.75 0.75 0.93
extensive
margin 0.11607 0.123305 ** 0.06072 0.105784 ** 0.005638 0.19928 *** 0.245483 ***

1.44 2.3 0.77 2.42 0.06 4.92 4.71
R_squared 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08
Obs 114204 94898 94898 114204 114204 95193 114204

t-statistics are reported below coe¢ cients. *=signi�cant at 10% level; **=signi�cant at 5% level: ***=signi�cant at 1% level

First of all it is important to clarify the interpretation of the average elastici-
eties reported in Table 2 and 3. Consider that, if the elasticity of y to x was equal
to 1, then y would increase with x at a rate such that, if the rate were constant,
y would double if x doubled. Having said that it is important to notice that all
coe¢ cients are of the expected sign in both groups of regressions. In particular,
as far as economic variables are concerned: being unemployed slightly decrease
the probability of being favourable to immigrants of any race/ethnicity, while
having higher income , on average, increase the probability of approving immi-
grants. Both results are in line with previous studies, highlighting the perceived
competition between immigrants and natives on the labor market. The di¢ -
culty in �nding a job strengthens this perceived threat, while high income easen
it.
The e¤ect of political preferences also con�rms the prior: since the higher

the score on this variable, the lower the probability of favouring immigration.
As explained before this could be explained by the fact that right parties are
usually associated to more conservative policies.
As far as demographic variables are concerned, as expected, increasing age is
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associated with adversion towards immigration and the other controls indicate
that being married or having a child, when signi�cant, increases the probability
of opposing immigration.
Finally increasing education by 1% increases on average the probability of the

respondent being favourable to immigration by more than 3% when considering
foreign people of the same race/ethnicity as the majority of host country popula-
tion and by around 5% when considering immigrants of di¤erent race/ethnicity.
The impact of education, however, can be ampli�ed by individual exposure

to cultural goods, as it is clear form the interaction e¤ect reported at the end
of tables 2 and 3. Indeed, considering all cultural goods previously described,
an increase of 10% in the variety of cultural goods respondent are exposed to
(i.e. the number of trading partners form whom those goods are imported) can
increase between 1.2 % and 3.8 % the e¤ect of education on preferences over
immigration. The latter e¤ect is stronger when considering attitudes towards
immigrant of a di¤erent race/ethnicity.
Given that the model previously outlined predicts that the positive e¤ect

of exposure to cultural goods on attitudes towards migration depends directly
on its ability to promote multiculturalism, is important to understand whether
the positive opinion toward immigrants is actually mediated by the belief that
they may enrich the cultural of the host country and increase its level of life�s
quality. For this reason I estimate the same equation as above considering two
new dependent variables. In particular the survey provides individual answers
to two additional questions which can be relevant in this perspective:

3. "Would you say that [country]�s cultural life is generally undermined or
enriched by people coming to live here from other countries?"

4. "Is [country] made a worse or a better place to live by people coming to
live here from other countries?"

On the basis of these two questions I build two additional dummy variables
de�ned as follows:

� pro_immig3 is a dummy variable that equals 1 if the answer to question
3 is >5 and 0 otherwise17

� pro_immig4 is a dummy variable that equals 1 if the answer to question
4 is >5 and 0 otherwise18

Tables 4 and 5 below reports elasticities of the two new response variables to
the same regressors as de�ned above and the interaction e¤ect of interest. Also
in this case all estimations include country dummies and year �xed e¤ects.

17 In a scale ranging from 0 to 10 where: 0=Cultural life undermined and 10=Cultural life
enriched
18 In a scale ranging from 0 to 10 where: 0=Worse place to live and 10=Better place to live
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Table 3: Pro_immig3 (immigrants enrich cultural life in host country)

9701 9703 9706 4902 490199 2702 2712
married 0.02504 *** 0.0279 *** 0.02722 *** 0.02561 *** 0.02609 *** 0.02145 *** 0.02425 ***

3.7 3.49 3.4 3.78 3.8 3.15 3.56
children 0.00079 0.00212 0.00053 0.00051 0.00239 0.00066 0.0005

0.15 0.41 0.1 0.1 0.47 0.14 0.1
unemployed 0.00026 0.000788 0.000858 0.00019 0.00014 0.00066 4.9E05

0.18 0.5 0.54 0.13 0.1 0.56 0.03
female 0.002445 0.002608 0.003342 0.002114 0.002839 0.000577 0.003739

0.37 0.38 0.48 0.32 0.42 0.08 0.56
age 0.04643 *** 0.03719 ** 0.03786 ** 0.04542 *** 0.04933 *** 0.06076 *** 0.0471 ***

2.75 1.97 2.04 2.67 2.87 3.26 2.78
income 0.120486 *** 0.103993 *** 0.102414 *** 0.118309 *** 0.121059 *** 0.108544 *** 0.117288 ***

7.15 5.92 5.78 6.92 7.22 5.99 7
left/right 0.23065 *** 0.20898 *** 0.20778 *** 0.23122 *** 0.23113 *** 0.24753 *** 0.23147 ***

10.63 8.96 8.85 10.72 10.73 10.21 10.73
education 0.48872 *** 0.480329 *** 0.490545 *** 0.51357 *** 0.518103 *** 0.611737 *** 0.517882 ***

12.35 11.56 11.75 13.39 13.61 15.7 13.22
extensive
margin*educ
ation 0.664056 *** 0.562382 *** 0.44392 *** 0.71321 *** 1.608714 *** 0.105718 0.10393

4.57 5.53 5.66 3.94 3.28 0.88 0.48
extensive
margin 0.00312 0.000219 0.01162 *** 0.037508 0.02658 0.10706 *** 0.140559 ***

0.05 0 0.17 1.16 0.39 3.09 2.96
R_squared 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.09
Obs 114204 94898 94898 114204 114204 95193 114204

t-statistics are reported below coe¢ cients. *=signi�cant at 10% level; **=signi�cant at 5% level: ***=signi�cant at 1% level
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Table 4: Pro_immig4 (immigrants make the host county a better place to live)

9701 9703 9706 4902 490199 2702 2712
married 0.00756 0.0014 0.00169 0.00761 0.00914 0.00778 0.00663

0.82 0.13 0.16 0.82 0.99 0.83 0.71
children 0.00205 0.00224 0.00078 0.0016 0.00472 0.00268 0.00073

0.3 0.31 0.11 0.23 0.68 0.38 0.1
unemployed 0.000346 0.001064 0.001213 0.000443 0.000485 0.000672 0.000609

0.2 0.58 0.67 0.26 0.28 0.4 0.35
female 0.01733 ** 0.0156 * 0.01416 0.0177 ** 0.01718 ** 0.02368 *** 0.01558 *

2.08 1.77 1.6 2.13 2.03 2.67 1.87
age 0.07447 *** 0.08965 *** 0.08815 *** 0.07298 ** 0.07942 *** 0.10707 *** 0.07395 ***

2.63 2.96 2.95 2.56 2.76 3.48 2.62
income 0.119197 *** 0.101375 *** 0.107017 *** 0.113569 *** 0.120797 *** 0.128314 *** 0.113462 ***

4.89 4.05 4.35 4.64 4.98 4.86 4.73
left/right 0.24045 *** 0.2076 *** 0.20601 *** 0.2419 *** 0.24097 *** 0.29573 *** 0.24239 ***

6.88 5.81 5.67 6.97 6.97 7.51 6.95
education 0.490828 *** 0.4411 *** 0.443692 *** 0.514528 *** 0.524219 *** 0.60917 *** 0.517937 ***

9.16 7.97 8.03 10.18 10.13 12.2 10.36
extensive
margin*educ
ation 1.000158 *** 1.037387 *** 0.660332 *** 0.950714 *** 2.253503 *** 0.32472 * 0.08385

3.27 2.62 3.49 3.33 7.28 1.82 0.24
extensive
margin 0.084363 0.111974 0.07836 0.127674 *** 0.02227 0.18572 *** 0.239132 ***

0.95 1.49 0.75 2.85 0.18 4.04 3.69
R_squared 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.05
Obs 114204 94898 94898 114204 114204 95193 114204

t-statistics are reported below coe¢ cients. *=signi�cant at 10% level; **=signi�cant at 5% level: ***=signi�cant at 1% level

Considering more closely the cultural dimension and more generally the qual-
ity of life results are clearly con�rmed. The positive role of education very
similar in its importance as when considering attitudes towards immigrants of
di¤erent race/ethnicity. This result suggesting the idea that tolerance towards
ethnic diversity is linked to perceived cultural distance. Moreover, note that the
interaction e¤ect is much stronger in the latter two cases, especially when con-
sidering imported reading books. As far as the other variables are considered,
demographic controls loose their importance, while age and political prefer-
ence still signi�cantly foster the probability of having a negative opinion about
immigration. Higher income increases the probability of appreciating cultural
enrichment brought by immigrants in their host countries, probably signalling
that �nancial wealth is required to be able to take advantage of those potential
bene�ts, given that they do not represent primary needs.
A �nal consideration needs to be made about the couterfactual case. When

analysing the results on the interaction e¤ect of trade in mineral fuels and
derivatives (i.e. 2702 and 2712) there is no clear pattern. More precisely, the
e¤ect of the interaction is almost never signi�cant and the e¤ect of the extensive
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margin alone has no stable sign.

5 �Conclusions
This paper o¤ers a unique theoretical and empirical contribution to the litera-
ture discussing attitudes towards immigration. In particular it focuses on the
role of culture in shaping those attitudes. The basic idea of the paper is that,
depending on di¤erent individual preferences for cultural heterogeneity, pat-
terns of consumption of foreign cultural goods can in�uence attitudes toward
immigrants. Cultural goods, ideed, can constitute one of the so much needed
"bridges" linking di¤erent cultures: they can enhance reciprocal understanding
and favour coexistence of di¤erent cultures in the same society, building the so
called multiculturalism that recently has been claimed to be dead. Theoretical
and empirical evidence support this view, showing that increasing interactions
between cultures and fostering a greater exposure to foreign cultural goods can
have a positive e¤ect on attitudes towards immigrants because hetherogeneity
in consumption patterns can lead to higher tolerance towards a more heteroge-
neous population.
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7 Appendix

7.1 Consumers�maximization problem

Open minded individuals�maximization problem lead to the following Lagrangian:

L = qHk +
X
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from which to derive to the following FOCs:

1. @L
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= 1 � �pH = 0 ) normalizing pH = 1 (numeraire) this
condition leads to � = 1
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applying summation operator to both sides of the equation:
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substituting 9 into 8 it is possible to write: pi = 1�qik� 1
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This is thus the demand of each open minded individual k for variety i:In or-
der to obtain total demand for variety i ?? must be multiplied by the total num-

ber of open minded individuals Lo : Qi = Loqik = Lo
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Closed minded individuals�maximization problem is trivial since their utility
function is linear and increasing in qH thus they will simply spend all their
disposable income to buy the homogeneous good. The problem becomes more
interesting in open economy as if they can choose where to live they�ll prefere
to cluster with other closed minded individuals of their same culture.

7.2 Firms�maximization problem

Let�s consider �rst the homogeneous good sector. The latter is characterized
by perfect competition and constant returns to scale, with labor as the unique
production factor. Technology will be thus described by a simple total cost
function of the form: TCH = wQH . In the optimum price will equal marginal
cost thus: MCH = w = pH(= 1 by normalization)
Thus wages are de�ned in this sector as w = 1:
As far as the di¤erentiated good sector is conserned, instead, the structure is

the same as the seminal work by Krugman (1980). The sector is characterized by
perfect competition and increasing returns to scale. Each �rm produces 1 variety
and they are perfectly symmetric with technology of the form: TCH = (F +
bQi)w: Pro�t maximization leads to equate marginal revenues with marginal
costs, i.e. MR=MC , pi +

@pi
@Qi

Qi = bw

Assuming symmetric �rms/varieties pi =
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Thus @Qi
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and the expression form marginal revenues is MR =

pi +
@pi
@Qi

Qi = p� Lo
1+ n

�oz

�
Lo(1�p)
1+ n

�oz

�
) MR = 2p� 1 .

Equating marginal revenues and marginal costs (2p�1 = bw) will thus lead
to de�ne the price as

p =
b+ 1

2

thus price of the di¤erentiated variety is higher if the marginal cost of pro-
duction is higher or if the di¤erentiated good in open minded people�s utility
function has a higher weight (lower substitutability with respect to the homo-
geneous good).
Free entry will drive pro�ts down to zero: �i = 0 ) (p�bw)Qi�Fw = 0

) Qi =
Fw
p�bw ) Qi =

F
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thus each �rm need to produce more if it faces higher �xed costs and if the
di¤erential between its market power and the marginal cost it faces is lower.
Finally in equilibrium demand 13 must equal supply 14 and from this con-

dition the number of varieties produced in each country is de�ned:
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Thus the number of varieties is higher if the consumer base is larger (Lo), if
�xed costs are lower and if love-for-varieties feature of open minded individuals�
utility function is stronger.

7.3 Derivation of the treshold level of costs (migration
decision)

The treshold level of cost c�k for which individuals that are natives in country 1
will be indi¤erent between leaving or staying is derived as follows:
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