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Introduction

In this chapter the relationship between national identity and anti-immigrant attitudes is discussed. The data on which this chapter is based come from the national identity survey which was fielded in 1995 and 2003. In comparing responses in 1995 with 2003 it was discovered that the largest variation was in relation to questions about immigrants. The percentage of Irish people who agree with anti-immigrant statements increased significantly between 1995 and 2003. In this paper an attempt is made to explain this change in terms of national identity. To facilitate this explanation the well-established distinction between ethnic and civic dimensions of national identity is employed. It is argued that there is some correlation between national identity and anti-immigrant views, but that there is no clear distinction between the ethnic and civic dimensions. Furthermore, the basic pattern of the correlation between national identity and anti-immigrant views observed in 1995 is also present in 2003 (albeit altered by the increased anti-immigrant views). Considering theories of national identity one would expect there to be some connection between national identity and attitudes toward immigrants. Most such theories contend that national identity is about a sense of belonging of those who are part of that nation and correspondingly is about the exclusion, by default or design, of those, such as immigrants, who are not part of the nation. We will return to this point below, but first we will present the fundamental change which has occurred in attitudes toward immigrants between 1995 and 2003.

Changes in Attitudes Towards Immigrants, 1995-2003.

In the national identity questionnaire a number of statements were made about immigrants. Respondents were asked to agree or disagree with those statements.
 A comparison of the data from 1995 and 2003 illustrates that the largest attitudinal changes were in relation to these statements. This suggests that there was an increase in the negative attitudes of Irish people towards immigrants. 

One set of these statements can be grouped under the heading of ‘cultural diversity’. They deal specifically with whether or not the cultural diversity of immigrants should remain and what contribution immigrants can make, e.g. ‘it is impossible for people who do not share Ireland’s customs and traditions to become fully Irish’. In 2003 a majority of Irish respondents believed that those who do not share Ireland’s customs and traditions cannot become fully Irish. This increased by 7.5 percentage points since 1995. Similarly there has been a significant decrease in the percentage of respondents who believe that the government should assist in the preservation of the customs and traditions of minority groups (down 12.9 percentage points). Furthermore, in terms of whether minority groups should adapt to and blend into the wider society or maintain their own distinct traditions and practices, there has been a slight increase in those who agree that immigrants should adapt to and assimilate into the wider community. In addition, there has been a striking decrease in the percentage of respondents who believe that immigrants make Irish society open to new ideas (of 19.8 percentage points). (See Table 1)

There is another set of statements which can be grouped under the heading of ‘material impact of immigrants’. One such statement is that ‘immigrants increase crime rates’. Over a third of respondents believe that the arrival of immigrants is associated with increased crime rates, a percentage that has risen by 25 points since 1995 (the percentage who agreed in 2003 is three times greater than in 1995). In relation to employment, there has been an increase in the percentage of respondents who believe that immigrants take jobs away from people born in Ireland and a decrease in the percentage of respondents who believe immigrants are good for the Irish economy. 

Finally there is the statement that ‘the number of immigrants in Ireland should be reduced a lot/a little’. More than half of respondents believe that the number should be reduced. This figure is almost three times the percentage of people who shared this view in 1995 (see Table 1). On the other end of the scale, in 1995 one in five Irish respondents believed that the number of immigrants should be increased, but now only one in ten believe so. 

Table 1 Percentage of respondents who agree with statements relating to attitudes to immigrants

	
	1995
	2003
	Change

	It is impossible for people who do not share Ireland’s customs and traditions to become fully Irish
	44.8
	52.3
	+7.5

	Ethnic minorities should be given government assistance to preserve their customs and traditions
	52.2
	39.3
	-12.9

	It is better if minority groups adapt and blend into the larger society
	53.6
	56.7
	+3.1

	Immigrants improve Irish society by bringing new ideas and cultures
	75.6
	55.8
	- 19.8

	Immigrants increase crime rates
	12.9
	38.3
	+25.4

	Immigrants take jobs away from people who were born in Ireland
	38.0
	44.6
	+6.6

	Immigrants are generally good for the Irish economy
	56.7
	39.6
	-17.1

	The number of immigrants to Ireland should be reduced a lot/a little
	21.6
	58.8
	+37.2


Although Irish peoples’ attitudes toward immigrants are considerably more negative and exclusionist in 2003 than they had been in 1995, these developments can be better appreciated in an international context. Employing ISSP data from other countries provides a framework for understanding shifts in Irish anti-immigrant views in a comparative context.

International Comparison of Attitudes to Immigrants

In order to place Ireland in an international context, while also maintaining the longitudinal dimension it was necessary to choose countries where there were data available for 1995 and 2003. At this early stage the only countries from which data were available for 2003 were Sweden, Canada, Hungary, Great Britain, New Zealand and the Philippines. By good fortune this provided a global spread of countries and was not unrepresentative of ISSP members.

Table 2 contains 5 items which reflect a negative view of immigrants/minorities and 3 items giving a positive view.  Of the seven countries, Ireland ranked middle to lowest in percentages agreeing with negative items in 1995.  By 2003 the ranking had gone higher for three negative items and remained middling for two items.  Two of the three items with positive wording showed a lower ranking of support among Irish respondents in 2003 compared with 1995.  In no case in either 1995 or 2003 were the percentages of Irish expressing negative opinions towards immigrants highest of all countries.  However, for three items (increase crime rates, good for economy and reduce the number of immigrants) the increase in negativity between 1995 and 2003 was the highest of all seven countries and for three other items, Ireland recorded the second highest increase.

The first four items in the table deal with cultural aspects(only one specifically refers to immigrants) and the other four deal with socio-economic aspects.  The overall increased negativity in Ireland is greater in respect of socio-economic than of cultural aspects.  It could be argued that the socio-economic items reflect experience and media coverage of immigrants more than do the cultural items.  In this context it is interesting, also, to compare the Irish and British scores, given the greater travel and media links with Britain than any other country.  Three items show similarity but five do not, which is quite similar to comparisons with Sweden or the Philippines or New Zealand.  Hungary and Canada offer the greatest contrast in view and from very different recent historical experiences – Hungary of invasion/colonisation, Canada of host nation well-served by immigrant labour.

(Table 2  (separate file) about here)

In this comparative international context, it is evident that there was a relatively significant increase in negative attitudes towards immigrants in Ireland. In fact, on almost all of the measurements considered below Ireland appears to have witnessed the greatest increase in anti-immigrant views over the two time points compared with the other countries examined. Although there were increases in negative attitudes to some statements in some of these countries, Ireland was the only one of these five countries in which there was an increase in negative attitudes in relation to all of the statements. For example on the issue of cultural diversity there was a similar increase in Canada to Ireland in the percentage of respondents who believe immigrants must share Canadian customs and traditions to become fully Canadian; and in relation to government assistance for minority traditions neither Canada nor any of the other five countries had as large a decrease in the support as Ireland; and, furthermore, there was a significant decrease in every country – except Hungary - in the percentage of respondents who agree that immigrants make society open to new ideas. The greatest decrease was in Great Britain, followed closely by Ireland, New Zealand, Canada and Sweden. (See Table 2).

The increase in negative attitudes with regards to crime and economics were more consistent in Ireland than in the other countries. There was a greater increase in Ireland than in any other country in the percentage of respondents who believe immigrants increase rates of crime and was a close second to the Philippines in believing that immigrants take jobs from people born in country. In terms of immigrants having a positive economic effect, Ireland experienced the greatest decline of those who agree with this statement. (See Table 2).

Finally, following the same pattern, Ireland experienced the greatest increase of those who agree that the number of immigrants should be reduced.  Most other countries had a decrease in desire for reduction. It should be pointed out that although the consistent pattern of increased negative attitudes toward immigrants in Ireland was not reflected in the other countries, the percentages in Ireland were not consistently the highest or lowest in relation to the other six countries. (See Table 2).

Defining National Identity

It is evident that there has been a clear increase between 1995 and 2003 in the percentage of respondents in Ireland with anti-immigrant attitudes and that this pattern is more apparent in Ireland than the other countries for which data is currently available. In order to search for an explanation it is worthwhile to turn to theories of national identity. 

A clearer understanding of the possible influence of national identity on the changes in attitudes to immigrants in Ireland requires an appreciation of the theoretical debate around national identity, nationalism and the nation. According to many authors a nation is formed as a result of people living together generation after generation sharing a common territory, common economic life, common language and common physiological make-up, which are manifested in a common culture (Connor 1978). Thus, a nation is a group of people with shared characteristics or a belief that they have shared characteristics. According to the well-known definition by Benedict Anderson (1991), a nation is an imagined community. Walker Connor asserted that ‘most groups claiming nationhood do in fact incorporate several genetic strains’ and that ‘what ultimately matters is not what is but what people believe is’ (1978: 380). The notion here is that a nation is a homogeneous and exclusive group.

Added to this homogeneity and exclusivity is the demand contained in nationalist ideology that each nation should have self-determination; that it should have its own state. National identity is often characterised as having served to unite peoples in pursuit of statehood in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. According to Greenfeld (1992) national identity is an identity that arises from membership in a people that is defined as a nation. In this case nationalism situates the source of individual identity within the people, who are perceived as the bearers of sovereignty and the basis of communal solidarity. This has lead to some confusion according to Walker Connor, who claimed that the term nation is often used for a state, perhaps as an abbreviation for the term nation-state (1978: 373). Weber also claimed that ‘a nation is a community which normally tends to produce a state of its own’ (1948: 179). The point of relevance here is that although nation and state are not synonymous they are often presumed or expected to be. Thus the nationalist ideology behind the emergence of the concept of the nation state (in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries) promoted the exclusion of other groups from the nation and from the state. Within this context national identity is sometimes manifested as thinly disguised racism in rejection of immigrants moving from less to more prosperous states. Inability or unwillingness to distinguish between ethnic identity and citizenship is alleged as part of this popular reaction (Delanty 1996).

If a nation is a group of people with shared characteristics or a belief that they have shared characteristics, as discussed above, a question then arises as to what people have in common. One way in which these characteristics have been classified is in relation to ethnic and civic components. Many writers such as Hans Kohn (1944, 1982), Liah Greenfeld (1992), John Hutchinson (1987), Ernest Gellner (1983) and Anthony Smith (1989) have included this distinction in their writings. Usually ethnic elements are associated with nationalism and civic with citizenship. 

Kohn (1944) portrayed Western European nationalism and states as inherently superior to those further east. According to Kohn Western European nationalism in countries such as France and Britain is civic, whereas nationalism in countries from Germany eastward is ethnic. He also made the point that nationalism in Ireland is ethnic (Kohn 1982). In the West, notions of nation and nationalism emerged within pre-existing state structures that encompassed populations with a high degree of cultural homogeneity, or developed simultaneously with these structures.
 Western nationalism equated citizenship with membership of the nation (Schulman 2002). 

In Eastern Europe and Asia, which were perceived as more politically and socially backward, nationalism emerged in politics that corresponded poorly with cultural or ethnic boundaries, for example, Russian, Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman Empires. In the East, nations formed around common heritage of a people and the idea of volk (people), instead of around the notion of citizenship (Schulman 2002). 

However, the civic/ethnic and west/east understandings of national identity are objectivist. Objectivist in the sense that they are definitions made from outside by the social scientist. Yet most of the definitions of the nation are subjectivist, in that they are from the perspective of the subject. The nation is an imagined community, a community of conscience. Even Kohn’s definition of nationalism is subjectivist. He claimed that ‘nationalism is a state of mind’, but then he defined this state of mind objectively. Writing about nationalism in Quebec Richard Handler (1988) argued that the shared identity of the subjectivist position can obscure differences and therefore overcome the objective nation of shared characteristics. Therefore the subjective (shared identity) ‘illusion’ becomes the ‘sine qua non’ of collective existence. 

Although some social scientists have claimed that the national identity of particular countries is ethnic or civic, this is an objectivist perspective. Taking a subjectivist perspective there can be both ethnic and civic elements intertwined, even within the same person. This is the perspective taken here: that each individual’s identification with the nation can contain both ethnic and civic dimensions. Even though our main focus is on the connection between attitudes
, we will present a brief examination of the differences between particular groups’ views of immigrants
. First, however, we will present the context of recent immigration to Ireland.

Immigration in Ireland

Between the fielding of the National Identity modules in 1995 and 2003 Ireland experienced an economic boom which brought a major shift regarding labour supply and immigration. From being a country with chronic underemployment and high levels of unemployment leading to high emigration levels in search of employment in other countries, Ireland became, instead, a country of labour shortages and a host to immigrant workers and asylum seekers. 

The increased level of inward migration changed in composition over the 1990s. Initially, the majority of ‘immigrants’ would appear to have been largely comprised of Irish people who had emigrated in previous years returning to Ireland and often accompanied by spouses and children who had been born abroad. It is estimated that returning Irish formed a majority of all inward migrants in the late 1990s (55% in 1999) but their share had dropped to 38% by 2002 (Immigrant Council of Ireland, 2003: Chart 4).  It is likely that non-Irish immigrants will continue to form the majority of inward migrants and that their origins will also be increasingly diverse (ibid).  The UK, other EU countries and the US provided the majority of non-Irish immigrants up to the year 2000, but the “Rest of World’s” share rose from under 20% in 1996 to form 56% in 2002 (ibid: Chart 5).  In the six years between censuses in 1996 and 2002 the foreign-born population increased fourfold overall, in particular, the non-EU Europeans rose to over seven times their numbers in 1996, Africans increased more than five fold and Asians by 350% in just 6 years (ibid: Chart 7).  The influx of all non-Irish immigrants since 1996, is estimated at 200,000 or just 5% of the population (ibid).  About half of these new residents were born in countries other than the EU or US (CSO, 2002).  The Irish population had been pretty homogeneous in origins, up to the mid-1990s.  In 1991 93.9%had been born in Ireland, this dropped slightly to 93% in 1996, but by 2002 only 89.6% had been born in Ireland.

The majority of non-EU immigrants have work permits and were partly drawn in by special recruitment of particular skilled workers in e.g. nursing (Philippines) and Information Technology (India) to cover labour shortages in those fields (Farrell and Watt, 2001). Other categories that were drawn in by employers on short-term work permits include construction workers (South Africa) and agricultural labourers (Eastern Europe). In 2000 a total of 18,000 work permits were granted and the first 11 months of 2001 saw another 32,000 permits issued (The Irish Times, 21 December 2001). Also the numbers of Chinese learning English in Dublin increased the existing tiny community to approximately 40,000. Many of the low-skill, low-paid and often informal economy jobs in the service sector, such as cleaning, are now filled mainly by young Chinese people. Various other nationalities also take up such employment while awaiting validation of credentials.

People who fall within the specific category of asylum-seekers are mainly of African and East European origins. Nigeria and Romania provided the largest numbers of asylum-seekers in the first eight months of 2001 (Dept of Justice, Equality and Law Reform statistics). A ban was imposed on taking employment while waiting for a decision on leave to remain (which sometimes took years). This prompted tabloids to unfairly characterise asylum-seekers as ‘welfare-spongers’ (see e.g. Lentin 1998). The State responded by withdrawing cash payments, apart from pocket money and instead, paying for direct provision in special hostels, dispersed around the country (Fanning 2002). In 1999 the ban on working was lifted in the case of asylum seekers who had been present for over 12 months, but one year later only one third had managed to find work (Dept of Social, Community and Family Affairs).

The suddenness of the influx of asylum-seekers, the lack of experience in dealing with them and the often inefficient modes of provision and administration by the State all contributed to what has been characterised as a ‘moral panic’ encouraged by media treatments (Fennell 2003). Reports of racially motivated physical and verbal abuse of (mainly) non-white people in Ireland have become more frequent (Lentin 1998).

A question on nationality was included in the census for the first time in 2002. A higher percentage claimed Irish nationality than were actually born in Ireland. Automatic entitlement to citizenship applied to anyone born in Ireland or with an Irish parent or anyone who can prove at least one grandparent was born in Ireland. An amendment to the Constitution, offering citizenship to anyone born on the island was made subsequent to the 1998 Good Friday/Belfast Agreement, which provided a political settlement to the ‘troubles’ and divisions in Northern Ireland. This Amendment was designed to allow anyone born in Northern Ireland to choose to claim Irish Citizenship because it declared that anyone who was born on the ‘island of Ireland’ qualified. This change, in turn, opened up the possibility of non-citizens planning to have Irish-born children as a means of obtaining leave to remain in Ireland or any other European Union (EU) country. However, the Supreme Court decision, in the case of D.L., A.O. and Ors versus the Minister for Justice, Equality and Law Reform 2003, removed this as a certain ground of successful appeal against deportation. The maternity hospitals also reported a significant number of pregnant non-citizens, arriving in Ireland shortly before the due date and departing soon after the birth, complete with EU passport for the newborn. As a result of a referendum held on 11 June 2004, the power to decide on the rights of citizenship of children of non-Irish citizens was transferred to the legislature. During the debate leading up to the referendum there were worries about possible increased racism. An overwhelming four-to-one majority passed the referendum.

Although the questions in the ISSP module on national identity were not designed to examine racism, as such, it is quite likely that much of the negative comments about immigrants refer to non-white people in particular. Evidence of such attitudes was uncovered by Mac Gréil (1977 and 1996) in his research in the 1970s and again in the 1990s. One of the key myths that justify the exclusion of immigrants is the idea that a homogeneous society underpins the nation state (Quinn 2001). Concerns about immigrants articulated in the media include fears of increased criminal activity, threats to job security and worries about cultural incompatibility, all of which are covered in the ISSP questionnaire.

Dimensions of National Identity-

In this paper, two dimensions of national identity, civic and ethnic, are employed. It is important to note that individuals can view their own national identity on both of these dimensions. That is to say, the argument is not that one set of people thinks about themselves only in terms of a civic identity while another set only think of themselves in terms of an ethnic identity. The reality of this complex concept of national identity is that single individuals will consider a variety of dimensions.

Civic Aspects of National Identity

As outlined above, many authors have discussed national identity in terms of being either ethnic or civic. In this chapter it is argued that identification with the Irish nation contains both ethnic and civic dimensions. The civic aspect of national identity focuses on the importance of where a person is born, that they have the legal status of a citizen of a particular country and that they have lived in that country for most of their lives. Support for a civic conception of nationhood is measured in this survey by assessing the importance respondents attach to these items for being truly Irish.

The questions on citizenship evaluate the importance of respondents’ attachment to state-sanctioned membership. Membership of the civic nation derives from attachment to a common territory and citizenship. Criteria for citizenship can be difficult to meet because it depends not on the choice of the prospective member of the nation but of the state. Attachment to territory can be difficult for outsiders to attain. 

Smith (1991) explains how territory is a fundamental component of a civic state; ‘“living together” and being “rooted” in a particular terrain and soil become the criteria for citizenship and the bases of political community’ (quoted in Schulman 2002: 567). This has been called ius soli (the law of the soil) in opposition to ius sanguinis (the law of the blood). Those who have resided for a long time in a state or who have been born there are more rooted in the territory and are more ‘authentic’ members than new residents such as immigrants. Territory, as a criterion of national membership, is inclusive in that those born there or who have lived there for a long time meet this criterion irrespective of their ethnicity, class or race. However, it is exclusive in that immigrants who are newly resident are not considered fully part of the national community. What is of importance here is not so much the connection with the land, but the fact of having been born within the jurisdiction of a particular state. The relationship is between the individual and the state. According to Clifford Geertz ‘to an increasing degree national unity is maintained not by calls to blood and land but by a vague, intermittent, and routine allegiance to a civil state’ (1963; 110).

Testing the hypothesised link between ‘ethnic’ national identity and attitudes to immigrants. Not clear how this section is about ethnic

We have seen that in Ireland, in comparison to any other comparator country, although negativity towards immigrants increased between the two studies at a faster rate , there is still more tolerance on several items.  The literature suggests that the search for an explanation of the extent to which negativity escalated in Ireland, should include an exploration of the way (if any) in which national identity might be implicated and what bearing socio-demographic variables might have on any such relationship.

(a) A scale of attitudes to immigrants?

The eight items were given initial factor analysis to look for possible dimensions to the attitudes which could form the basis of a scale.  Three items dealing with the material impact of immigrants, proved adequate for this purpose:

Table 3:  Items dealing with the material impact of immigrants, 1995 and 2003 – factor loadings









1995

2003



Immigrants increase crime rates



.705

.741


Immigrants take jobs from Irish born



.705

.744


Immigrants are generally (not) good for the economy
.734

.747





Cronbach’s Alpha


.5324

.5968

While the alpha values do not reach the ideal value of .7 or greater, they show sufficient reliability to form a composite measure.

It is proposed to use this measure and two other items – ‘Not fully Irish if don’t share culture’ and ‘Number of immigrants should (not) be increased’ – in exploring possible correlates of attitudes to immigrants.

Socio-demographic Variables and Attitudes to Immigrants
Initially a broad range of socio-demographic variables was tested by both correlation analysis and inspection of cross-tabulations to identify whether attitudes to immigrants varied by categories of these variables.  Sex, age-group, educational level, residence in rural or urban area, employment/unemployment status, political affiliation, religious denomination, frequency of attendance at religious services were the variables tested.  While there was a low significant correlation between some of the ‘traditional/conservative’ (?) categories and negative attitudes, this was mainly reduced to non-significant levels when educational level or age-group were introduced as control variables.  The overall pattern of links between the demographic variables and negative attitudes to immigrants were mainly confined to those with low levels of education, the pattern with age-group as the control was less clear-cut, in most instances.

(Check all of above with 1995 and 2003 output)?

Table 4: Negative attitudes to immigrants by sex, age, educational levels, 1995 and 2003 

	
	Share customs and traditions to be fully Irish
	Reduce the number of immigrants
	Negative attitudes towards immigrants*
	Min N

	
	1995
	2003
	1995
	2003
	1995
	2003
	

	Total
	44.8
	52.3
	21.6
	58.8
	19.2
	39.2
	925

	Male
	44.3
	51.7
	20.6
	59.5
	21.0
	42.6
	421

	Female
	45.3
	52.9
	22.5
	58.2
	17.5
	  36.5
	466

	18-24 years
	 33.0*
	51.1*
	17.1
	53.3*
	19.4
	36.6*
	81

	25-34 years
	42.9
	42.9
	15.4
	54.4
	14.8
	32.2
	142

	35-44 years
	42.3
	43.3
	14.9
	53.7
	17.1
	33.0
	183

	45-54 years
	40.7
	56.5
	23.8
	58.4
	17.7
	39.6
	175

	55-64 years
	52.9
	60.6
	28.8
	67.1
	23.7
	47.8
	130

	65+ years
	55.9
	58.6
	30.7
	65.0
	25.0
	44.9
	145

	Low
	50.2*
	56.7*
	25.8*
	68.7*
	24.4*
	50.7*
	411

	Middle
	37.3
	51.6
	17.4
	57.3
	12.9
	33.9
	298

	High


	40.4
	43.1
	10.6
	34.7
	11.9
	23.3
	93


*precedes first category of variables significantly related to attitudes Chi-square of .02 or less.  Education variable:‘low’ refers to highest educational qualification is Junior or Intermediate Certificate; ‘middle’ refers to Leaving Certificate and some tertiary qualification but not a degree; and ‘higher’ refers to at least a degree.

National Identity - dimensions and correlates 

Six statements, covering both ethnic and citizenship aspects of what it meant to be truly Irish were fielded in 1995 and again in 2003.

Table 5:  Percentages who viewed the following as ‘very important’ for being Irish: 








1995

2003
% Difference

Citizenship

To have been born in Ireland



58.1%

52.9%
    -5.2%

To have Irish citizenship



65.3

60.1
    -5.2

To have lived in Ireland most of one’s life

49.3

39.8
    -9.5


Ethnicity

To be able to speak Irish



14.5

13.2
     -1.3

To be a Catholic




32.1

30.1
     -2.0

To feel Irish





66.7

50.1
    -16.6

In all cases, the percentages who viewed these as very important to being truly Irish showed a decline.  There was a decline also in the overall percentages viewing such items as important/very important.  At initial inspection, this would not offer a very encouraging prospect of explaining the increased negativity towards immigrants.  However, the 1998 Belfast/Good Friday Agreement, which set terms for a peaceful settlement of the British-Irish conflict, which had continued sporadically over several centuries, intervened between the two fieldings.  It might be projected that nationalists might seek a new out-group against which to define their identity, and that the timing of the influx of immigrants might provide a new focus.  Therefore, it seemed plausible that although there had been a decline in intensity of endorsement regarding national identity items between 1995 and 2003, there might be an increased correlation between national identity and negative attitudes to minorities and immigrants over this period.

In relation to the six comparator countries in both 1995 and 2003 Irish respondents had higher levels of endorsement of civic items and lower on ethnic items than other countries - except the Philippines which was higher on all, Hungary and New Zealand which were higher on one civic item in 1995, and all other countries were higher on the language item.  The labelling of Irish national identity as ‘ethnic’ by Kohn (1942, 1982) is not supported by the data.

In accordance with the theoretical model of ethnic and civic styles of National Identity, initial factor analysis was carried out separately on the two sets of civic and ethnic variables and this resulted in two scales with adequate loading and alpha reliability scores.  There was little change in the strength of the loading of items and the reliability of scales between 1995 and 2003.  The civic scale was of greater reliability than the ethnic on both occasions, although both were acceptable.

Table 6:  Civic dimensions of National Identity in 1995 and 2003 – factor loadings

1995

2003


Very Important to be born in Ireland




.851

.824

Very important to have Irish citizenship



.857

.807

Very important to have lived most of life in Ireland


.793

.789



Cronbach’s Alpha reliability score


(.7798)

(.7317)

Table 7: Ethnic dimensions of National Identity in 1995 and 2003 – factor loadings

1995 2003

Very important to be able to speak Irish




.714

.649

Very important to be a Catholic




.775

.751

Very important to feel Irish





.698

.735



Cronbach’s Alpha reliability score


(.5543)

(.5119)

The composite variables ‘Ethnic Identity’ and ‘Civic Identity’ were computed as follows: High scores were assigned if two or three items were ‘very important’ and low scores were assigned to all others.  The resulting variables showed a small decline in high scores between 1995 and 2003.

Table 8: Ethnic Identity and Civic Identity Scores in 1995 and 2003

1995 2003

Ethnic Identity
 (Nn= 963, 1019)

       %

       %


High 




32.1

27.8





Low




67.9

72.2

Civic Identity (Nn=984, 1036)

High




59.5

51.9

Low




40.5

48.1


Although a decline in intense endorsement of ethnic and civic aspects of national identity between 1995 and 2003 is observed, the differences were quite small overall.  The greatest decline was in relation to civic identity (7.6%).  These variables were then used to explore the hypothesised link between high scores on national identity (particularly ethnic) and negative attitudes to immigrants:



Table 9:  Percentages expressing negative attitudes to immigrants by those scoring high 

     on ethnic and civic scales of national identity.






Ethnic



Civic





   1995

2003

    1995
2003

Negative attitudes to material 

Impact of immigrants

      25.5%
  51.7%
     22.4%
46.9%

Not fully Irish if don’t share

Culture



      53.0
  63.3  

      50.1
60.2

Number of Immigrants should

(not) be increased

       27.7
  67.6

       24.9
63.3

(Chi-square Significance levels <=.002)

The link to negative attitudes to material impact of immigrants has increased between 1995 and 2003 for those scoring high on the ethnic and also on the civic dimension – the percentage endorsing these views almost doubled for those scoring high on each dimension.  By contrast, only a small increase is noted regarding the view on shared culture and this is similar for ethnic and civic.   Those endorsing a reduction in the number of immigrants to Ireland increased between the two fieldings and while the percentages in favour were slightly greater for ethnic than for civic on both occasions, the differences are not significant.  Respondents scoring high, on either ethnic or civic, take a more negative attitude to immigrants than do those with lower scores.  However, the significant finding is that there is no substantive difference between those with ‘ethnic’ views as compared with those with ‘civic’ views.  This indicates that the theoretical model of separate ethnic and civic dimensions of national identity is not supported in these studies.  To confirm this, the six items were tested by factor analysis and found to form a single dimension of national identity:

Table 10: Combined civic and ethnic items of National Identity in 1995 and 2003

(very important/other) - factor loadings

1995 2003

Very Important

To be born in Ireland




.766

.736

To have Irish citizenship



.776

.717

To have lived in Ireland most of life


.758

.779

To be able to speak Irish



.500

.449

To be a Catholic




.618

.637

To feel Irish





.638

.665


Cronbach’s Alpha reliability score

(.7698)

(.7561)

To explore the similarity of ethnic and civic in greater detail, it was decided to combine these into a single variable – ‘national identity’.  Those scoring high on both ethnic and civic were classified as ‘high’, those scoring high on one were ‘moderate’ and those scoring low on both were labelled ‘low’ on National Identity.

Table 11:  National Identity scores in 1995 and 2003

1995 2003

High on both ethnic and civic


27.9%


22.7%

High on one




35.3


34.1

Low on both ethnic and civic


36.8


43.2





Total

(957)


(1012)

This variable showed only a small decline in high scores and increase in low scores between 1995 and 2003.  

The variables measuring attitudes to immigrants were cross-tabulated by National Identity scores for both 1995 and 2003.

Table 12:  Percentages expressing negative attitudes to immigrants by scores on 

      ‘National Identity’ 1995 and 2003

1995                           2003

         High  Moderate Low     High  Moderate  Low

Negative attitudes to material 

impact of immigrants


26.9
18.7
13.9
43.3
  32.0      24.5
     

Not fully Irish if don’t share

Culture




52.7
49.0
35.5
60.4
   51.9
   33.3

Number of Immigrants should

(not) be increased


28.8     20.4     15.8
65.3
   56.3
   40.4

(Chi-square significance levels <=.001 for all; Kendall’s tau-b ranges .14 to .17) 


In line with the hypothesis, those who score high on national identity express more negative attitudes to immigrants in both 1995 and 2003, than do those scoring moderate, who in turn are more negative than those scoring low.  The cultural variable is the one which showed the smallest change, overall and only the ‘high’ and low scorers on National Identity are significantly more negative in 2003 than in 1995 (isn’t the low score less negative? 35.5 down to 33.3).  In relation to negative attitudes to material impact of immigrants, this percentage more than doubled across all three categories.  The question on increasing the number of immigrants was the one in which greatest increase overall occurred in negative responses.  While high scorers are still the most negative in 2003, the level of increase was even higher for both moderate and low scorers (20-59% and 15.8-51.2%).  The rise in negativity towards immigrants was, therefore, even more marked in 2003 by comparison with 1995, among those with moderate and lower National Identity scores.

Does controlling for Socio-Demographic variables affect the link between National Identity Perspectives and Attitudes to Immigrants?

Before drawing conclusions about the implications of these findings it is important to check if socio-demographic factors intervened in any significant way.  It is necessary to look at the patterns of responses, by age-group and educational level, to national identity.  Where significant differences are found these can be introduced as control variables to test if the links shown in the above table are affected.

As discussed above age-group and educational level were the socio-demographic variables with the strongest correlation with attitudes to immigrants, therefore, it was decided to explore whether these were also linked to National Identity.  If so, it would be important to see if their introduction as control variables impacted on the observed links between National Identity scores and attitudes to immigrants.  Tables 13 and 14 (where is table 14?) show that there was an association between high scores on national identity and low educational level, and that high scores increased with age:

Table 13: National Identity scores by educational level in 1995 and 2003

1995 2003

High  Medium  Low

High  Medium   Low

Educational level

Low 


34.6
36.5
28.9

31.3
32.9
   35.8

Medium

22.6
33.1
44.3

17.4
38.1
   44.5

High


  9.8
36.3
53.9

14.6
25.8
   59.6

(Chi-square significance
.000


.000

Kendall’s tau-b

.197


.17

It is clear that while age-group and educational level were associated with National Identity scores in both 1995 and 2003, the extent to which they were correlated has declined over the period.

Given that the socio-demographic variables of age-group and educational level are significantly correlated with both attitudes to immigrants and to National Identity scores, it is important to test whether the findings in Table 12 are sustained when the possible impact of age-group and educational level are eliminated.  In other words, could it be the case that the link between high scores on national identity and negative attitudes to immigrants are simply a reflection of the fact that both attitudes are more frequently found among older respondents and those with lower levels of education?  

To test this possibility, both cross-tabulation and correlation analyses were employed.

Table 15:  Bivariate and Partial Pearson’s Correlation Coefficients between Attitudes to 

                  Immigrants and National Identity Scores, controlling for Age-group and 

                  Educational Level in 1995 and 2003






      1995


     2003

National Identity
   
National Identity


Negative to material impact

.130** (.1148**)

.211**(.1845**)

Unless share culture


.141**(.0972**)

.173**(.1506**)

No to increase numbers

.125**(.0987**)

.137**(.0998**)

**All significant (2-tailed) at .005 or above

The correlation analysis provides a summary which identifies that the low but significant relationship between high scores on national identity are only partly reduced when the impact of age-group and educational level is removed, in both 1995 and 2003.  Inspection of cross-tabulations found that age-group and educational level categories mainly reflected the trend of increased negativity among high scorers on national ndentity.  This was sometimes curvilinear and even reversed in both 1995 and 2003.




Conclusion
Irish peoples’ attitudes toward immigrants have altered considerably between 1995 and 2003, becoming progressively exclusionary on every level measured. In an international context, although not the most exclusionary on each item, Ireland appears to have witnessed a considerable increase in anti-immigrant attitudes compared to the other countries examined. 

A nation is a group of people with shared characteristics or a belief that they have shared characteristics. The concept of the nation is exclusionary. One would expect that people who identify strongly with the nation would also have quite negative attitudes toward immigrants. One would also expect this exclusion to be reinforced when the national identity is ethnic. Ethnic characteristics tend to be inherited or at least not easily achieved. This is not necessarily the case, especially within multinational states.  However, when nation and state are expected to coincide, immigration implies not only entering the jurisdiction of the state, but also entering the nation. In contrast, one would expect civic national identity to be more inclusive, given its close association with citizenship and its language of rights and entitlements; however, this is also not necessarily the case. To a certain extent this dimension of national identity is dependent on the state e.g. for citizenship. The approach used in this research was more subjectivist than objectivist. Rather than claiming that Irish national identity can be defined objectively as either ethnic or civic, the position taken here was that each individual’s identification with the nation can contain ethnic and civic dimensions. 

It was argued above that the attitudes toward immigrants of those who identify strongly with the nation are only slightly more negative than is evident in the overall sample. One might expect that there would be a difference between ethnic nationalists and civic nationalists, but the differences here were very slight. Furthermore, a close examination of changes in respondents’ perceptions of national identity during the interval 1995 to 2003 indicates that there was relatively little change in the distributions of both the civic and ethnic aspects of national identity. Thus, the civic and the ethnic dimensions of national identity cannot be claimed to be the determining factor in the increase in anti-immigrant views nor do these dimensions explain the increase in the number of people who hold this view in the 1995 and 2003 data. Although there is a correlation between national identity and anti-immigrant views, there is no clear distinction between the ethnic and civic dimensions. National identity in Ireland was never part of an imperialist project – as in some other countries, hence the hypothesis that ethnic national identity is more exclusionary towards immigrants than is civic national identity, may need to be modified to take historical factors into account.  On the other hand, it should be borne in mind that those who do not identify with the national (on ethnic or civic grounds) are less likely than the average of the sample to express anti-immigrant attitudes.

Overall the pattern observed in 1995 has remained in 2003 – people who identify with the nation (whether the ethnic or civic dimension) are more anti-immigrant than those who do not identify with the nation. The difference between 1995 and 2003 is that a higher percentage of the Irish population agreed with the more negative statements about immigrants. This increased negative attitude toward immigrants is universally evident – regardless of age, educational level, sex or identification with the nation.
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� Here we have combined strongly agree with agree and strongly disagree with disagree.


� In most cases the populations of Western European countries were ‘homogenised’ prior to the emergence of the modern nation state.


� We examine the connection between attitudes to national identity and attitudes to immigration.


� We examine the attitudes to immigrants of the basic demographic groups (sex, age, educational level).


� Unlike the comparator countries whose question named majority languages, only a minority of the population are Irish speakers. There is, however, a broad positive attitude to the Irish language.  
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