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Abstract
Immigration is a growing topic of concern in Dutch politics. Due to these growing immigration concerns, an alteration in the Dutch political landscape is likely to happen. Right-winged-Political parties are gaining more support because of the negative perceived impact of immigration. Countries that showed a more negative view towards immigration were deemed as being selfish. However, whether these differences in attitude towards immigration are related to different levels of altruism is unclear. This paper investigates the extent to which altruism affects views towards immigration. A survey was conducted to collect data, which was further analyzed using multiple regression models, a Two-way ANOVA and post-hoc paired sample T-tests. The sample existed majorly of students, which was not very representative for the Dutch population. Different results were found; altruism measured through statements showed a significant effect on views towards immigration but measured through the dictator game, the result was not significant. Thus, there might be a weak relationship between altruism and views on immigration. Timing of payoff did not seem to make a difference, but the type of recipient did. Immigrant recipients received higher payoffs. Furthermore, subjects showed to differentiate in levels of altruism and trust towards immigrants compared to these levels towards fellow Dutch people. Future research is necessary to further investigate the relationship between altruism and views on immigration. 
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In recent years immigration has become an important and growing topic in Dutch politics. Estimated is that 186 thousand immigrants arrived in the Netherlands in the first three quarters of 2018, making immigration the largest contributor to population growth in the Netherlands (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 2018). Inevitably, this large-scale immigration in the Netherlands raised concerns among some of its inhabitants. 
As a consequence, it seems that right-winged-populistic political parties are on the rise due to these growing immigration concerns. In a growing number of countries around the world, right-winged-populistic parties have become the ruling party (Elshout, 2018). This is also the case in the Netherlands, where a right-winged-populistic party has won the most votes in the provincial council elections and is leading in the polls to become the new ruling party (Dokter, 2019).  Therefore, chances are that a sweeping alteration in the Dutch political landscape is about to occur. 
Immigration concerns also played a vital role in the outcome of the Brexit referendum, in which the majority of British voters opted to leave the European Union (EU). Immigration and its perceived negative effect on Britain were central in explaining the outcome of this referendum (Goodwin & Milazzo, 2017). The outcome of the Brexit referendum illustrates the importance and impact of these growing immigration concerns in Europe over the recent years. Growing concerns and the potential changing political landscape could have significant consequences for the EU and its members in the years to come. 
 The European commission’s proposal for a centrally agreed share of refugees is running into resistance in countries in Eastern Europe. This resulted in Western European media calling Eastern European countries selfish (Zaborowski, 2017). Salience of immigration partially predicts the support for anti-immigration parties (Dennison & Geddes, 2018). However, whether these differences in attitude toward immigration of these countries are caused by differences in their degree of altruism is yet to be proven. Nevertheless, concerns about immigration appear to be increasing in many European countries. Whether these growing concerns can be explained by levels of altruism is uncertain.
Research on the possible role of altruism on immigration preferences already has been done by Hansen & Legge (2017). They found that altruism has a sizeable impact on preferred levels of immigration. However, their research was done using data from the year 2014 and didn’t focus on one specific country. Growing support for right-populistic parties in the Netherlands since then shows the relevance of a new study focused on the Netherlands. Views towards immigration have changed over the recent years along with immigration politics. The outcome of the Brexit shows the importance of these changes for the EU.  
Hanssen & Legge (2017) investigated the role of altruism in immigration decision-making, whereas this research will also investigate the possible role of intertemporal altruism on immigration decision-making. Intertemporal altruism is the measured tolerance of altruism for temporal delays (Sparrow & Spaniol, 2018). Thus, intertemporal altruism is likely to represent altruism on this topic in a more realistic way because consequences of immigration decision-making are not immediate. 
This thesis seeks to examine the role of altruism and intertemporal altruism in decision making on immigration politics in the Netherlands. This is the first study to investigate the potential role of altruism/intertemporal altruism of the Dutch population in decision making on immigration politics. To investigate this topic the following research question is set up: 
‘To what extend does Dutch people’s degree of altruism affect their decision making on immigration politics?’
To test this research questions three hypotheses have been formulated. The first hypothesis is: ‘People in the Netherlands who are more altruistic have more open views towards immigration’.  Altruism reflects the extent to which people show concern for other people their well-being.  The second hypothesis that is formulated is: ‘People in the Netherlands who show more intertemporal altruism have more open views towards immigration’.  Intertemporal altruism may be a better reflection of altruism in immigration decision-making, because policy implementations are not immediate. Lastly, the third hypothesis formulated is: ‘People in the Netherlands are more altruistic towards fellow Dutch people than they are to immigrants’
The novelty of this is study is in the fact that here been few studies on this topic and no research is done in which the focus is on the Netherlands. Furthermore, this research also investigates the possible role of intertemporal altruism on immigration decision-making which has not been investigated before.

[bookmark: _Toc11685499][bookmark: _Toc12797193][bookmark: _Toc12806022]
Methodology
The hypotheses formulated to answer the research question are tested using an experimental design. This experimental design consists of an online survey in which subjects were asked to fill in questions concerning the topics of interest to this research. 
[bookmark: _Toc11685500][bookmark: _Toc12797194][bookmark: _Toc12806023]Survey
An online survey was conducted using Qualtrics. The survey was distributed among family, friends and other social contacts through the WhatsApp service, Facebook and or LinkedIn. The survey is in Dutch for the reason that the target population is people from the Netherlands.
The survey conducted consists of four parts each measuring specific variables or subjects of interest. A total of 27 questions are asked in the survey, as can been seen in appendix B. The survey starts off with a small introduction, in which the goal and specifics of the survey are mentioned. This introduction also mentions the fact that the survey is anonymous and that the data gathered will be handled confidentially. Mentioning this in the introduction will likely yield more honest filled in surveys, considering that subjects are less obliged to fill in answers that are socially accepted instead of their own true answers. Furthermore, subjects are asked to completely fill in the survey and are specifically asked to fill in answers that match their own preferences. 
[bookmark: _Toc11685501][bookmark: _Toc12797195][bookmark: _Toc12806024]Dictator games
Following the introduction, the questions of the first section in the survey are Dictator game questions. These are questions in which the subjects are asked to divide a monetary amount they receive between themselves and another person. In the Dictator games performed in this survey the monetary amount to be divided is 100 euros. The subjects have full control in dividing this sum of money between both parties. A total of four dictator games are performed by each subject in the survey. The first Dictator game is between themselves and a random Dutch person in which the payoff is immediate. In the second dictator game, the payoff of the sum of money is not immediate but on a later point in time. This second dictator game has a payoff which is postponed to the last day of 2019. Differentiating in when the payoff of the dictator game takes place, allows to measure possible differences in payoff due to time inconsistent behavior. Considering that the implantation and the actual results of immigration policies also differ in when they take place in time, it is interesting to investigate whether people differentiate in their decisions. 
After the first two dictator games in which the recipients both were a random Dutch person, the next two dictator games are played with an immigrant recipient. The third dictator game in the survey asks the subject to divide a sum of money between themselves and an immigrant who recently moved into the Netherlands. The size of the sum of money to be divided is the same as in the previous dictator games (100 euros). The only difference between this dictator game and the first one is the nature of the recipient. Differentiating between different kinds of recipients allows to check whether the subjects differ in their payoff towards these different types of recipients. Seeing that the only difference between these dictator games is the recipient, this should give an accurate representation of altruism towards different types of recipients. The fourth and last dictator game in the survey also has an immigrant as recipient, however the payoff of this dictator game is on a later point in time, similar as with the second dictator game mentioned above. This last dictator game only differs in sort of recipient compared to the second dictator game, allowing to compare the payoffs between these two dictator games on the basis of having different recipients.

Table 1 Experimental design dictator game questions (2*2)
	
	Time when pay off takes place:

	
	Immediate payoff
	Payoff later

	Recipient:
	Dutch person
	Dutch person immediate payoff
	Dutch person payoff later

	
	Immigrant
	Immigrant immediate payoff
	Immigrant payoff later




As shown in table 1, the four dictator game questions utilize a 2*2 design. These questions have two factors each with two levels on which they differentiate from each other. The first factor is recipient, which has the levels ‘Dutch person’ and ‘Immigrant’. These levels resemble the different possible recipients in the Dictator games. The other factor in this design is timing of payoff which has the levels ‘now’ and ‘later’. The factor timing of payoff relates to the different times of payoffs in the Dictator games. A total of four treatment combinations are possible using this 2*2 design.
[bookmark: _Toc11685502][bookmark: _Toc12797196][bookmark: _Toc12806025]Views towards immigration
Following the four dictator games mentioned above, the second section in the survey contains eight multiple choice questions, in which subjects are asked to fill in the answers that match their own believes and preferences the best. These multiple-choice questions utilize a 7-point Likert-scale allowing to use the data collected to be treated as ordinal data. A Likert-scale is a scale used for responses on questions, scaling these responses in such a way that the distance between the possible responses can be treated as interval. 

Table 2 Questions in survey measuring views towards immigration
	Nr:
	Questions:

	1
	Would you say that immigrants who come to live in the Netherlands take away jobs?

	2
	Would you say that immigrants who come to live in the Netherlands create jobs?

	3
	Most people who come to live here work and pay taxes. They also use health and welfare services. On balance, do you think people who come here take out more than they put in or put in more than they take out?

	4
	Would you say it is generally bad or good the Dutch economy that people come to live here from other countries?

	5
	Would you say that cultural life in the Netherlands is generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from other countries?

	6
	Do you think the religious beliefs and practices in the Netherlands are generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from other countries?

	7
	Are crime problems in the Netherlands made worse or better by people coming to live here from other countries?

	8
	Is the Netherlands made a worse or a better place to live by people coming to live here from other countries?



Table 2 presents an overview of the survey questions used to measure views towards immigration. These multiple questions measuring views towards immigration are similar as used in Hansen & Legge (2017). The possible answers to these eight multiple-choice questions are all on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from negative to positive responses. The first two questions are about whether immigrants create jobs or not and whether they take jobs or not. These two questions were asked as one question in the research by Hansen & Legge, 2017 but seeing that the interpretation of this questions could go both ways, decided is to split this question up into two separate questions. The first questions asked is: ‘Would you say that immigrants who come to live in the Netherlands take away jobs?’ The second question is the following: ‘Would you say that immigrants who come to live in the Netherlands create jobs?’  Chosen is to use these two separated questions, seeing that immigrants could both create and take away jobs.
The third question in this section measures whether subjects think immigrants are good for the Dutch economy. Followed by the fourth question, measuring whether subjects think immigrants contribute to the Dutch society considering that they both work and use benefits. These first four questions measuring views towards immigration are mainly concerning economical topics.
The fifth and six immigration questions are concerning culture and religion topics, starting with the fifth question measuring whether subjects believe religious beliefs and practices in the Netherlands are undermined or enriched by Immigrant coming to live here. This is a straightforward question, the answer to this question is rather subjective. The sixth question measures whether subjects think Dutch cultural life is undermined or enriched by immigrants coming to live here from other countries. The fifth and sixth questions are quite similar and measure similar topics. 
The last two questions about views towards immigration are about The Netherlands being a better or worse place due to immigrants. The seventh question asks people whether criminality has risen or dropped because of immigration into the Netherlands. The last question in this section asks whether the Netherlands has become a better or worse place due to people coming to live here from other countries.
[bookmark: _Toc11685503][bookmark: _Toc12797197]
[bookmark: _Toc12806026]Altruism
Table 3 Survey statements altruism 
	Nr:
	Statements:

	1
	The wellbeing of other is important to me.

	2
	I believe that every person has the same rights.

	3
	I believe it is important to listen to other people, even do they do not share my opinion.



After the dictator game questions and the questions measuring views towards immigration, the survey continues with the third section containing three statements that also measure altruism. These three statements require the participant to choose a response which reflects their opinion in the best possible way. These responses also follow a 7-point Likert-scale. Table 3 shown above presents an overview of these three statements used as a measure of altruism. The first statement asks subjects how important the wellbeing of other people is to them.  Followed by the second statement asking subjects whether they believe that every person has the same rights. The third and last of these altruism measuring statements measures whether subjects thinks it is important to listen to others even when they do not have the same opinion. These three statements are an additional measure of altruism next to the outcome of the dictator games. Decided is to include these statements into the survey as an additional measure of altruism, because the statements were also used by Hansen & Legge, 2017 in their research on the role of altruism on immigration preferences. 
[bookmark: _Toc11685504][bookmark: _Toc12797198][bookmark: _Toc12806027]Control variables
The last section of the survey was concerned with questions measuring demographic variables. These variables are measured in order to use them as control variables in the analyses performed and to statistically characterize the subject pool.  The first demographic variable measured is age followed by gender, nationality, the number of children a subject has, highest level of education, migration background, migration background parents, political party of preference and a variable measuring their estimated income over the last year.
Three additional control variables were added to measure the level of trust of subjects on different topics. The first of these questions measures the levels of trust towards a fellow Dutch person. In addition to the question measuring trust towards a fellow Dutch person a question is added to measure trust towards an immigrant who recently moved into the Netherlands. This makes it possible to compare the level of trust between random Dutch people and random Dutch immigrants. Tested can be whether people differ in level of trust towards these two groups. The last of these questions measured the level of trust in the Dutch Government.
[bookmark: _Hlk11488513]A comprehensive table of all the variables used in the analysis can be found in appendix A. This table has descriptions of all variables for which data is gathered in the survey and which are then used in the analysis section of this paper.


[bookmark: _Toc12797199][bookmark: _Toc12806028]Sample
A total of 247 surveys were collected, out of which 182 surveys were completed. As the design of the survey did not allow skipping questions, the 65 unfinished surveys were left out of the analysis and were dropped from the dataset. All filled in surveys had reasonable answers to questions and no strange or impossible answers were given on the questions relating to control variables.  The survey was distributed through an online link, shared with friends, family and social networks. Considering that most subjects are contacted through social contacts the diversity of the sample is limited. 
[image: ]
Figure 1. Distribution of age in the sample.

As can been seen in figure 1 above, the mean age of the subjects is 25.97 years old, the youngest participant being 16 years old and the oldest participant 59 years old.  The majority of subjects were 30 years or younger. This is clearly not a representative sample for the Dutch population. It is likely that the majority of subjects in this sample are students.
Income is measured by asking subjects to choose the category of income that reflects their own income over the last year the best. 52.2 percent of subjects had no income or an income up to 10,000 euros. This is not striking considering that most subjects are likely to be students.
The descriptive statistics of the variable Highest level of education completed in table 4 shows, that 39.6 percent of subjects had only finished secondary school. This variable ‘highest level education’ might be poorly measured because of people filling in bachelor when they have not yet finished their bachelor. Seeing the table above, the assumption made that most subjects are students is likely to be true, as 39.6 percent of subjects had secondary school as highest level of education and the mean age of the sample is 25.97.

Table 4
	Descriptive Statistics of education
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid
Percent
	Cumulative
Percent

	Valid
	None
	2
	1.1
	1.1
	1.1

	
	Secondary
education
	70
	38.5
	38.5
	39.6

	
	MBO
	24
	13.2
	13.2
	52.7

	
	HBO
	44
	24.2
	24.2
	76.9

	
	Bachelor
	37
	20.3
	20.3
	97.3

	
	Master
	4
	2.2
	2.2
	99.5

	
	Doctor
	1
	.5
	.5
	100

	 
	Total
	182
	100
	100
	 



Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics for migration background of parents. 152 subjects stated that they had no parents with a migration background, accounting for 83.5 percent of the subjects. The other 16.5 percent (30 subjects) stated that they had at least one parent with a migration background. Twenty of these 30 (11.0 percent of the total sample) had two parents with a migration background.

Table 5
	Descriptive Statistics for parental background


	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid
Percent
	Cumulative
Percent

	Valid
	One parent
	20
	11
	11
	11

	
	Two parent
	10
	5.5
	5.5
	16.5

	
	None
	152
	83.5
	83.5
	100

	 
	Total
	182
	100
	100
	 



Out of all 182 subjects only ten people, stated in the survey that they had a migration background themselves. Table 6 shows that this is 5.5 percent of all the subjects. Previous table showed that 16.5 percent of all subjects have at least one parent with a migration background. Subjects having a migration background are highly likely to also having parent with a migration background. There is likely to be a high level of collinearity between these two variables.
Table 6
	Descriptive Statistics on migration background of the subject 

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid
Percent
	Cumulative
Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	10
	5.5
	5.5
	5.5

	
	None
	172
	94.5
	94.5
	100

	 
	Total
	182
	100
	100
	 



As can been seen in table 7 below, out of 182 subjects only two had a nationality other than Dutch. One person was Turkish, and the other was Moroccan. The diversity of the sample in terms of nationality is limited. However, the previous tables show that some subjects have a migration background or have parents with a migration background.

Table 7
	Descriptive statistics for nationality
	
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid
Percent
	Cumulative
Percent

	Valid
	Dutch
	180
	98.9
	98.9
	98.9

	
	Turkish
	1
	.5
	.5
	99.5

	
	Moroccan
	1
	.5
	.5
	100

	 
	Total
	182
	100
	100
	 



Only 26 of the subjects reported having children, compared to 156 subjects not having children. Considering that only a small portion of the sample is aged above 30 years old and only a small portion has children, these variables are likely to be highly correlated.
Subjects were asked to fill in their level of trust towards government, fellow Dutch people and immigrants in separate questions.  Table 8 which is shown below, shows the descriptive statistics of the different levels of trust measured. Different mean levels of trust are found for the three groups. A notable statistic is the mean of trust in immigrants being more than a whole point lower compared to the other two groups. Trust in Dutch people and trust in government show more similar means.

Table 8
	Descriptive Statistics for trust
	 
	 

	 
	N
	Mean
	Std. 
Deviation

	Trust in immigrants
	182
	5.21
	1.856

	Trust in Dutch people
	182
	6.38
	1.389

	Trust in government
	182
	6.43
	1.908

	Valid N (listwise)
	182
	 
	 



[bookmark: _Toc11685506][bookmark: _Toc12797200][bookmark: _Toc12806029]Results
[bookmark: _Toc12797201][bookmark: _Toc12806030]1. Variables and statistical analysis used
The data collected in the survey is put to the test with a multiple regression model and a two-way ANOVA model with additional post-hoc tests. The aim of this analysis is to find out to what extend altruism affects views towards immigration. 
As mentioned in the methodology section, views towards immigration is measured using the eight multiple choice questions utilizing the Likert-scale. The eight separate variables created from the eight multiple-choice questions in the survey are merged into one variable, views towards immigration (negative). This is done by taking the mean score of these questions. A higher score on this variable indicates a more negative view towards immigration.
Measurement of altruism is done using both the dictator games and the three Likert-scale questions measuring altruism. The three questions are also merged into one variable resembling the level of altruism of subjects (called altruism (statements)), a number between 1 (low) and 7 (high). The variable altruism (statements) had a mean of 5.51 (SD = 0.095).
[bookmark: _Toc12797202][bookmark: _Toc12806031]2. First hypothesis
[bookmark: _Toc12797203][bookmark: _Toc12806032]2.1 The first regression model: statements
The first regression model is used to test the first hypothesis: People in the Netherlands who are more altruistic have more open views towards immigration. This regression model uses views towards immigration (negative) as the dependent variable.  Additionally, multiple independent variables are added to the model. To control for omitted variables in the model, control variables are added to the model. Considering that multicollinearity is likely to occur when adding all the control variables to the model, a selection of control variables has been made, including gender, migration background parents, age, and highest level of education completed. Dummy variables are created for the control variables levels of education, gender and migration background parents.
The independent variable that is of most interest is altruism (statements). Altruism has a significant effect on the variable views towards immigration as can been seen in table 9. Using a significance level of 5%, this effect is significant (b = -.196, p = .010). Each extra point on altruism measured though the statements decreases views towards immigration with 0.196. As mentioned before, a higher score indicates a more negative view towards immigration. Therefore, subjects who score higher on altruism have more positive views towards immigration. 
Another variable that has a significant effect on views towards immigration is female (b = 0.532, p < 0.001), which is the dummy variable indicating whether a subject is female or not. This indicates that that female subjects on average score 0.532 higher on views towards immigration. Thus, female subjects have a more negative view towards immigration. 
None of the other variables have a significant effect on the variable views towards immigration (negative) using the significance level of 5%. Notable is that the variable two parent (migration background), indicating that a subject has two parents with a migration background, (b = -.565, p = 0.059) which is close to being significant.

 Table 9
	Regression model on views towards immigration (negative), altruism (statements)a
	 

	
	
	Unstandardized 
Coefficients
	Standardized 
Coefficients
	
	

	model
	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	1
	(Constant)
	4.165
	.828
	
	5.029
	.000

	
	Altruism (statements)
	 -.196
	.076
	 -.186
	-2.591
	.010

	
	Female
	.532
	.144
	.253
	3.682
	.000

	
	Other gender
	.918
	.642
	.095
	1.430
	.155

	
	Age
	.015
	.009
	.126
	1.605
	.110

	
	One parent
(migration background)
	 -.127
	.211
	 -0.40
	 -.602
	.548

	
	Two parent
(migration background)
	 -.565
	.297
	 -.128
	-1.901
	.059

	
	Secondary education
	.630
	.640
	.305
	.985
	.326

	
	MBO
	1.084
	.645
	.365
	1.681
	.095

	
	HBO
	.714
	6.35
	.304
	1.125
	.262

	
	Bachelor
	.155
	6.43
	.062
	.242
	.809

	
	Doctor
	 -.132
	1.070
	 -.010
	 -.123
	.902

	 
	Master
	.734
	.773
	.107
	.950
	.343

	a. 
	Dependent Variable: Views toward immigration (negative)
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc12797204][bookmark: _Toc12806033]2.2 The second regression model: dictator game
The second regression model also uses the variable views towards immigration (negative) as the dependent variable. The difference between this model and the previous performed regression model is the independent variable representing altruism, in this case measured through the dictator game (amount to Dutch person). The output shows different results compared to the previous model. Table 10 shows that, altruism measured through the dictator game has a small negative non-significant effect on views towards immigration with (b = -.005, p = .063). The variable female still has a positive significant effect (b = 0.529, p < .001). However, this effect is smaller compared to the previous model. The variable two parent (migration background) also has a significant effect (b = -.594, p = .050). Having two parents with a migration background on average decreases views towards immigration with 0.594 point, indicating that subjects with parents who have a migration background have a more positive views towards immigration.

Table 10
	Regression model on views towards immigration (negative), altruism (dictator game)a

	
	
	Unstandardized 
Coefficients
	Standardized 
Coefficients
	
	

	model
	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	1
	(Constant)
	3.166
	.715
	
	4.430
	.000

	
	Amount to Dutch person
	 -.005
	.003
	 -.126
	-1.871
	.063

	
	Female
	.529
	.146
	.252
	3.614
	.000

	
	Other gender
	.901
	.648
	.094
	1.390
	.166

	
	Age
	.020
	.009
	.172
	2.204
	.029

	
	One parent
(migration background)
	 -.077
	.212
	 -.024
	 -.362
	.718

	
	Two parent
(migration background)
	 -.594
	.301
	 -.135
	-1.975
	.050

	
	Secondary education
	.501
	.644
	.243
	.778
	.438

	
	MBO
	1.048
	.651
	.353
	1.611
	.109

	
	HBO
	.685
	.640
	.292
	1.069
	.286

	
	Bachelor
	.053
	.647
	.021
	.081
	.935

	
	Doctor
	 -.136
	1.081
	 -.010
	 -.126
	.900

	 
	Master
	.614
	.778
	.090
	.790
	.431

	a. 
	Dependent Variable: Views toward immigration (negative)
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc12797205][bookmark: _Toc12806034]2.3 Comparison
Returning to hypothesis one, People in the Netherlands who are more altruistic have more open views towards immigration, the two regression models show that the two different measurements of the variable altruism (dictator game and statements) have different results. For statements, altruism had a significant positive effect on views towards immigration. Therefore, subjects who score higher on altruism have more positive views towards immigration. Other interesting findings are that subjects with parents who have a migration background have a more positive views towards immigration and that females have a more negative view towards immigration. In contrast, the dictator game has a negative non-significant effect on views towards immigration. 

[bookmark: _Toc12797206][bookmark: _Toc12806035]3. Second hypothesis
Second, the hypothesis ‘People in the Netherlands who show more intertemporal altruism have more open views towards immigration’ was tested. Differentiating in time of payoff and sorts of recipients allows to check whether subjects differentiate in how they divide the sum of money between themselves and the given recipients. To check whether subjects are time inconsistent in dividing the sum of money, the means for different timing in payoffs are compared.
Table 11 shows the descriptive statistics of the payoff for the different recipients and timings. The mean payoffs in the different situations are very similar to each other, especially the pay offs in which the recipient is the same, e.g. Dutch and immediate payoff and Dutch and later payoff.

Table 11
	Descriptive Statistics for the payoff varying in timing/recipient

	 
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation 

	Amount to Dutch person (payoff immediate)
	182
	26.48
	24.58

	Amount to Dutch person (payoff later)
	182
	27.14
	25.68

	Amount to immigrant (payoff immediate)
	182
	34.34
	30.46

	Amount to immigrant (payoff later)
	182
	33.32
	31.14

	Valid N (listwise)
	182
	 
	 



[bookmark: _Toc12797207][bookmark: _Toc12806036]3.1 ANOVA
Two-way repeated measured ANOVA compares the differences in mean of payoff for the different conditions in the 2*2 design (table design). The test also shows whether there is an interaction between the two independent variables (factors) recipient and timing of payoff. All the subjects partake in all four of the possible treatments.
The output in table 12 shows the main effects and the interactions effects between the variables and the factors. The main effect of timing of payoff is not significant, F(1, 181) = .172, p = .679.Thus, timing of payoff does not matter regardless of the type of recipient.


Table 12
	ANOVA – effect of recipient and timing on payoff
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	source
	 
	Type III 
Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean
Square
	F
	sig.
	Partial Eta
Squared

	Recipient
	Sphericity Assumed
	8967.067
	1
	8967.067
	11.602
	.001
	.060

	
	Greenhouse-Geiser
	8967.067
	1
	8967.067
	11.602
	.001
	.060

	
	Huynh-Feldt
	8967.067
	1
	8967.067
	11.602
	.001
	.060

	 
	Lower-bound
	8967.067
	1
	8967.067
	11.602
	.001
	.060

	Error (recipient)
	Sphericity Assumed
	139893.68
	181
	772.893
	
	
	

	
	Greenhouse-Geiser
	139893.68
	181
	772.893
	
	
	

	
	Huynh-Feldt
	139893.68
	181
	772.893
	
	
	

	 
	Lower-bound
	139893.68
	181
	772.893
	 
	 
	 

	Timing of payoff
	Sphericity Assumed
	5.804
	1
	5.804
	.172
	.679
	.001

	
	Greenhouse-Geiser
	5.804
	1
	5.804
	.172
	.679
	.001

	
	Huynh-Feldt
	5.804
	1
	5.804
	.172
	.679
	.001

	 
	Lower-bound
	5.804
	1
	5.804
	.172
	.679
	.001

	Error (timing of payoff)
	Sphericity Assumed
	6094.946
	181
	33.674
	
	
	

	
	Greenhouse-Geiser
	6094.946
	181
	33.674
	
	
	

	
	Huynh-Feldt
	6094.946
	181
	33.674
	
	
	

	 
	Lower-bound
	6094.946
	181
	33.674
	 
	 
	 

	Recipient * 
timing of payoff
	Sphericity Assumed
	127.782
	1
	127.782
	5.896
	.016
	0.32

	
	Greenhouse-Geiser
	127.782
	1
	127.782
	5.896
	.016
	0.32

	
	Huynh-Feldt
	127.782
	1
	127.782
	5.896
	.016
	0.32

	 
	Lower-bound
	127.782
	1
	127.782
	5.896
	.016
	0.32

	Error (recipient * 
timing of payoff)
	Sphericity Assumed
	3922.968
	181
	21.674
	
	
	

	
	Greenhouse-Geiser
	3922.968
	181
	21.674
	
	
	

	
	Huynh-Feldt
	3922.968
	181
	21.674
	
	
	

	 
	Lower-bound
	3922.968
	181
	21.674
	 
	 
	 




Table 13
	Paired Samples Test
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	Paired Differences
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference
	
	
	

	
	
	Mean
	Std. 
Deviation
	Std. Error
Mean
	Lower
	Upper
	t
	df
	sig. (2-
tailed)

	Pair 1
	Amount to Dutch
person - Amount to
Dutch person (payoff later)
	 -.659
	6.467
	.479
	-1.605
	.287
	-1.375
	181
	.171

	Pair 2
	Amount immigrant
person - Amount to
immigrant (payoff later)
	1.016
	8.299
	.615
	 -.197
	2.230
	1.652
	181
	.100



[bookmark: _Toc12797208][bookmark: _Toc12806037]3.2 Interaction effects and post-hoc test
Furthermore, the two-way ANOVA shows a significant interaction effect of recipient and timing of payoff, F(1, 181) = 5.896, p = 0.016. Because this interaction effect is significant, post-hoc tests are necessary to decide whether the two main factors (recipient and payoff) have an independent effect separately of each other. Paired sample t-tests are performed on the main effects of recipient and timing of payoff. 
One paired samples t-test examines the main effect of the factor timing of payoff. The first pair in this paired sample t-test shows that there is no significant difference in means for when the recipients is Dutch, and the payoff takes place either now or later, as can been seen in table 13.  No significant difference in means was found, t(181) = -1.38, p = .171. The second pair compared the means of payoff for when the recipients is an immigrant and the payoff is either now or later. Table 13 shows that no significant difference in means was found, t(181) = 1.65, p = .100. These results indicate that timing of payoff does not matter either for Dutch or for immigrant recipients. This is in line with the conducted two-way ANOVA.


[bookmark: _Toc12797209][bookmark: _Toc12806038]3.3 Comparison
Referring back to the second hypothesis, People in the Netherlands who show more intertemporal altruism have more open views towards immigration, intertemporal payment does not seem to make a difference. Both the ANOVA and the post-hoc tests indicate that timing of payoff does not matter regardless of the type of recipient.
[bookmark: _Toc12797210][bookmark: _Toc12806039]4. Third hypothesis
To test the third hypothesis; People in the Netherlands are more altruistic towards Dutch people than they are towards immigrants, one final regression model was conducted. This model also uses the variable views towards immigration (negative) as the dependent variable, but it differs in that the difference in altruism towards different recipients is used as the independent variable. A variable subtracting the amount given to immigrant recipients from the amount given to Dutch recipients was created to express the difference in altruism towards different recipients (hereby called payoff Dutch minus payoff immigrant). The same control variables are used as in the previous two regression models.
[bookmark: _Toc12797211][bookmark: _Toc12806040]4.1 Regression model
As can been seen in table 14, the variable payoff Dutch minus payoff immigrant has a positive significant effect on views towards immigration (b = .007, p = 0.004). This positive effect on views towards immigration indicates that people who give less money to immigrant recipients compared to what they would give to Dutch recipients have more negative views towards immigration. Comparable to the previous two regression models, the variable female has a positive effect on views towards immigration (b = .5, p = 0.001). In this model the variable two parent, indicating that a subject has two parents with an immigration background also has a positive significant effect on views towards immigration. The coefficient of -.750 indicates that on average subjects with two parents with a migration background have a more positive view towards immigration.
[bookmark: _Toc12797212][bookmark: _Toc12806041]4.2 ANOVA
When we return to table 12, the two-way ANOVA, we can find answers to our third hypothesis as well. The output in table 12 shows the main effects and the interactions effects between the variables and the factors. For the main factor recipient this is F(1, 181) = 11.602, p = 0.001. This indicates that the type of recipient leads to significant different means of payoff between the groups.  

Table 14
	Regression output views towars immigration, Altruism (statements)a
	 
	 

	
	
	Unstandardized 
Coefficients
	Standardized 
Coefficients
	
	

	model
	 
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	1
	(Constant)
	3.190
	.703
	
	4.536
	.000

	
	Payoff Dutch minus payoff immigrants
	 .007
	.002
	 .198
	2.916
	.004

	
	Female
	.5
	.145
	.238
	3.451
	.001

	
	Other gender
	.633
	.646
	.066
	0.980
	.328

	
	Age
	.016
	.009
	.141
	1.825
	.070

	
	One parent
(migration background)
	 -.043
	.210
	 -0.13
	 -.203
	.840

	
	Two parents
(migration background)
	 -.750
	.292
	 -.170
	-2.566
	.011

	
	Secondary education
	.556
	.635
	.269
	.876
	.326

	
	MBO
	1.038
	.641
	.350
	1.619
	.107

	
	HBO
	.647
	.631
	.276
	1.025
	.307

	
	Bachelor
	.073
	.638
	.029
	.114
	.909

	
	Doctor
	 -.286
	1.063
	 -.021
	 -.269
	.778

	 
	Master
	.679
	.767
	.099
	.885
	.377

	a. 
	Dependent Variable: Views toward immigration (negative)
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc12797213][bookmark: _Toc12806042]4.3 Post-hoc test
Because of the interaction effect found in the ANOVA as described in 3.2, a second post-hoc test was performed, this time on the main effect of recipient.  
This post-hoc test, a paired sample T-test, compares the means of payoff for when the factor recipient changes, compared in two pairs:  the first pair comparing mean payoff towards a Dutch person to the mean payoff towards an immigrant recipient, the second comparing later payment with either a Dutch or an immigrant recipient. 
Table 15 pair 1 shows that there is a significant difference in means for the different recipients when the payoff is immediate with t(181) = -3.813, p < 0.001. Subjects on average give €7.86 less to Dutch recipients in the dictator game when the payoff is immediate. Table 14 pair 2 shows that there is a significant difference in means of payoff with t(181) = -2.003, p = 0.004. When the payoff is not immediate, subjects on average give €6.18 less to Dutch recipients in the dictator game. Therefore, post-hoc paired samples t-test on the main effect of recipient shows significant negative effects for both pairs. 

Table 15
	Paired Samples Test
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	Paired Differences
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference
	
	
	

	 
	 
	Mean
	Std. 
Deviation
	Std. Error
Mean
	Lower
	Upper
	t
	df
	sig. (2-
tailed)

	Pair 1
	Amount to Dutch
person - Amount to
immigrant
	-7.857
	27.802
	2.061
	-11.923
	-3.791
	-3.813
	181
	.000

	Pair 2
	Amount to Dutch
person (payoff later)- Amount to immigrant 
(payoff later)
	-6.181
	28.569
	2.118
	-10.359
	-2.003
	-2.919
	181
	.004



[bookmark: _Toc12797214][bookmark: _Toc12806043]4.4 Comparison
Referring back to the third hypothesis, People in the Netherlands are more altruistic towards Dutch people than they are towards immigrants, Both the ANOVA and the post-hoc tests indicate that the type of recipient has a significant effect on payoff, regardless of the timing of the payment. Summing up, the post-hoc tests in 3.2 (table 13) and 4.3 (table 15) point into the same direction as the two-way ANOVA. Timing has no significant effect on payoff, but the type of recipient has a significant effect, as immigrant receive a greater payoff. The Dutch recipient receives €7.86 less for immediate payoff and €6.18 less for later payoff.
 

[bookmark: _Toc12797215][bookmark: _Toc12806044]5. Additional finding: Trust towards immigrants and Dutch people
An additional paired sample T-test is performed that compares the mean of trust towards immigrants to the mean of trust towards Dutch people. The output in the table below (table 16) shows that there is a significant difference in means with t(181) = -8.762, p < 0.001. Subjects on average have a more negative level of trust towards immigrants compared to their level of trust towards Dutch people. This is a remarkable finding, seeing that recipients both differentiate in the levels of trust and altruism towards the different sorts of recipients.

Table 16
	Paired Samples Test
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	Paired Differences
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference
	
	
	

	
	
	Mean
	Std. 
Deviation
	Std. Error
Mean
	Lower
	Upper
	t
	df
	sig. (2-
tailed)

	Pair 1
	Trust in immigrant - trust in Dutch people
	-1.170
	1.801
	.134
	-14.339
	 -.907
	-8.762
	181
	.000




[bookmark: _Toc11685509][bookmark: _Toc12806045]Discussion and Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc11685510][bookmark: _Toc12806046]Summary of the results
[bookmark: _Toc11685511]For hypothesis one, the relation between altruism measured by statements and view towards immigration was investigated by two multiple regression models. The effect of altruism (statements) on views towards immigration is significant (b = -.196, p = .010). Subjects who score higher on altruism have more positive views towards immigration. Interestingly, females have more negative views towards immigration (b = 0.532, p < 0.001).  The positive effect of having two parents with a migration background is close to being significant (b = -.565, p = 0.059).
In contrast, using the dictator game as a measure of altruism, no significant effect was found, showing only a small negative non-significant effect (b = -.005, p = .063). The variable female still has a significant effect, but now somewhat smaller (b = 0.529, p < .001). The variable two parent (migration background) also has a significant effect (b = -.594, p = .050).
The second hypothesis was addressed using an ANOVA. The main effect of timing of payoff is not significant, F(1, 181) = .172, p = .679.Thus, timing of payoff does not matter regardless of the type of recipient. Furthermore, the two-way ANOVA shows a significant interaction effect of recipient and timing of payoff, F(1, 181) = 5.896, p = 0.016.
In the post-hoc test, a paired sample t-test with two pairs, no significant difference in means between later or immediate payoff was found for Dutch recipients, t(181) = -1.38, p = .171 and for immigrant recipients, t(181) = 1.65, p = .100. These results indicate that timing of payoff does not matter either for Dutch or for immigrant recipients. This is in line with the conducted two-way ANOVA.
Last of all, the third hypothesis was tested using the same ANOVA and a multiple regression model. In the regression model, the variable payoff Dutch minus payoff immigrant has a positive significant effect on views towards immigration (b = .007, p = 0.004). This positive effect on views towards immigration indicates that people who give less money to immigrant recipients compared to what they would give to Dutch recipients have more negative views towards immigration. Comparable to the previous two regression models, the variable female has a positive effect on views towards immigration (b = .5, p = 0.001). In this model the variable two parent, indicating that a subject has two parents with an immigration background also has a positive significant effect on views towards immigration.
In the ANOVA, the factor recipient has a significant positive effect. F(1, 181) = 11.602, p = 0.001. This indicates that the type of recipient leads to significant different means of payoff between the groups, as was also shown by the regression model.  
In the post-hoc tests, for immediate payoff the effect of recipient was significant t(181) = -3.813, p < 0.001. For later payment, the effect of recipient was again significant, t(181) = -2.003, p = 0.004. 
One extra paired sampled t-test was conducted, on the variable trust. Subjects on average have a more negative level of trust towards immigrants compared to their level of trust towards Dutch people, t(181) = -8.762, p < 0.001.

[bookmark: _Toc12806047]Discussion
When comparing the results of the two regression models used to analyze the relationship between views towards immigration and altruism, different results are found. Measuring altruism through the response to the three statements, shows a significant effect on views towards immigration. When using the amount someone gives to a random person in a Dictator game as a measure of altruism, no significant effect on views towards immigration was found. This Is an important point of discussion, considering that these are both measures of altruism and show different results. It not sure what would be the better measure of altruism in this case.  The measure of altruism through statements might nudge subjects into giving socially acceptable answers, it is not sure whether this is the case.
Another important point of discussion is whether the sample used represents the population of interest. For example, subjects that actually participated could differ from people that did not participate in this research. People were invited to participate in this research voluntary, people not willing to participate could differ from participants in many ways. 
Furthermore, the sample was not representable to the general Dutch population, in that the majority of subjects would probably be students. Therefore, the age distribution and educational distribution were not representable, which makes the results of this study less generalizable. 
Answers to the questions could be a poor measure of the variables they intent to measure. Subject could feel obliged to fill in answers that are more socially acceptable instead of their own true answers. Filling in the survey was done anonymous, but still people could feel the need to fill in socially acceptable answers. Another problem could arise due to habituation to questions. The survey starts off with four dictator game questions in which participant have to fill in answers in a similar way. Because these questions are so similar, people could fill in answers that take less effort to fill in. However, to reduce the possible negative effect of habituation on the later Dictator games, randomization of the order of Dictator games was implemented in the survey. 
[bookmark: _Toc11685512][bookmark: _Toc12806048]Conclusion
This study set out to examine to what extent the degree of altruism affects decision making on immigration politics of Dutch people. To test this question three hypotheses were formulated. For the first hypothesis ‘People in the Netherlands who are more altruistic have more open views towards immigration’, no hard evidence was found, seeing that the two regression models have different outcomes. The results of the multiple regression models indicate that, when using altruism measured through the statements, altruism has a significant effect on views towards immigration. However, when using altruism measured through the dictator game, no significant effect was found. Therefore, the first hypothesis does not have enough substantial evidence to be confirmed.
Furthermore, the second hypothesis: ‘People in the Netherlands who show more intertemporal altruism have more open views towards immigration’ could be rejected. Both the ANOVA and the post-hoc tests indicate that timing of payoff does not matter regardless of the type of recipient.
Finally, the third hypothesis: ‘People are more altruistic towards fellow Dutch people than they are to immigrants’ is not rejected, the paired sample T-test showed a significant difference in mean payoff for when the recipients was either a Dutch person or an immigrant. Immigrants received higher payoffs than Dutch people. Concluding, subjects who are more altruistic have more open views towards immigration, when altruism is measured through the three statements as used in the paper by Hansen & Legge (2017). 
Other interesting findings in this study are that females have a more negative view towards immigration and that subjects with two parents with a migration background have a more positive view towards immigration. On the matter of trust, the study found that subjects on average have a more negative level of trust towards immigrants compared to their level of trust towards Dutch people. This is somewhat remarkable, as immigrants receive higher payoffs. 
[bookmark: _Toc12806049]Future perspectives
Seeing that the two measures of altruism have different effect on the subject’s views towards immigration, future research could shed more light on this topic. An interesting point of investigation could be to determine which measure of altruism would be better and possible even designing other measures of altruism to be used. Furthermore, the sample used in this research is not representative. Future researches could use a more representative sample or even target another population, to see whether comparable results show for other populations. Also, different levels of trust where measured towards immigrants compared to trust towards fellow Dutch people. What causes these differences and are the reasons people have for these differences legitimate? Immigration plays an increasingly important role in politics and more research should be done to clarify misunderstandings concerning this topic.
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[bookmark: _Toc11685514][bookmark: _Toc12806051]Appendix A: Table variables

Table 11: Description of variables used in the analysis section.
	Variable name
	Variable description
	Used in

	Age
	Measures age of subject
	Multiple regression models

	Gender
	Gender of subjects (male, female and other)
	Multiple regression models

	Highest level of education
	Highest level of education finished (none, secondary education, MBO, HBO, Bachelor, Doctor and Master)
	Multiple regression models

	Migration background parents
	States whether subject’s parents have a migration background (No, one parent and two parents)
	Multiple regression models

	Altruism(statements)
	Altruism measured through three statements. Average of answers to these statements.
	Multiple regression models

	Viewstowardsimmigration
	Measure of views towards immigration through eight multiple choice questions, Higher score is a more negative view)
	Multiple regression models

	Amount to random person
	The monetary amount the subjects give to a random person in the dictator game
	Paired sample T-test

	Amount to self
	The monetary amount the subjects keep in the dictator game
	Paired sample T-test

	Amount to self (immigrant)
	The monetary amount the subjects keep in a dictator game with an immigrant recipient
	Paired sample T-test

	Amount to immigrant
	The monetary amount the subjects give to a random immigrant in the dictator game.
	Paired sample T-test



	Amount to random later
	The monetary amount the subjects give in a dictator game to a random person when the payoff is not immediate.
	Paired sample T-test

	Amount to self later
	The monetary amount the subjects keep in the dictator game when the payoff is not immediate.
	Paired sample T-test

	Amount to immigrant(later)
	The monetary amount the subjects give to immigrants when the payoff is not immediate
	Paired sample T-test

	Amount to self later (immigrant)
	The monetary amount the subjects keep when the recipient is an immigrant and the payoff is not immediate
	Paired sample T-test
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Survey Bachelor Thesis Economie en Bedrijffseconomie:

Deze survey is onderdeel van een onderzoek voor mijn bachelor
thesis. In deze survey wordt gevraagd om uw mening omtrent bepaalde
onderwerpen, waar wordt gevraagd de antwoorden te kiezen die u
eigen mening het best reflecteren. Hoewel er voor u niks verbonden zit
aan deze survey, wil ik u wel verzoeken deze survey naar waarheid en
volledig in te vullen. De survey is verder volledig anoniem en de
resultaten van het onderzoek worden niet openbaar gemaakt. Er wordt
vertrouwelijk omgegaan met de informatie verkregen uit dit onderzoek.

Alvast heel erg bedankt voor het invullen!
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Stel je voor dat je een bedrag ontvangt van de Nederlandse overheid
van 100 euro. Je moet dit bedrag verdelen tussen jezelf en een ander
willekeurig persoon. Hoe verdeel je deze 100 euro tussen jezelf en deze
willekeurige persoon? Je zal deze persoon niet ontmoeten.

Vul hieronder in hoe je het bedrag van 100 euro zou verdelen:

i i
Eura voor willekeurig persoon  ELro voor jezelt

Stel je voor dat je op de laatste dag van 2019 een bedrag ontvangt van
de Nederlandse overheid van 100 euro. Er wordt je gevraagt dit bedrag
te verdelen tussen jezelf en een willekeurig persoon. Hoe verdeel je dit
bedrag tussen jezelf en deze willekeurig persoon? Je zal deze persoon
niet onmoeten.

Vul hieronder in hoe je het bedrag van 100 euro zou verdelen:

i i
Eura voor willekeurig persoon  ELro voor jezelt
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Stel je voor dat je een bedrag ontvangt van de Nederlandse overheid
dat je moet verdelen tussen jezelf een een willekeurige immigrant die
net in Nederland is aangekomen. Hoe verdeel je dit bedrag tussen jezelf
en deze willekeurige immigrant? Je zal deze persoon niet ontmoeten.

Vul hieronder in hoe je het bedrag van 100 euro zou verdelen:

i i
Eura voor willekeurige immigrant  ELro voor jezelt

Stel je voor dat je op de laatste dag van 2019 een bedrag van 100 euro
ontvangt van de Nederlandse overheid dat je moet verdelen tussen
jezelf een een willekeurige immigrant die in 2019 in Nederland is
aangekomen. Hoe verdeel je dit bedrag tussen jezelf en deze
willekeurige immigrant? Je zal deze persoon niet ontmoeten.

Vul hieronder in hoe je het bedrag van 100 euro zou verdelen:

i i
Eura voor willekeurige immigrant  ELro voor jezelt
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Imrigranten die in Nederiand kormen wonen gaan hier werken en
belasting betalen. Ze gaan ook gebruik maken van
overheidsvoorzieningen. Dragen imrmigranten over het algemeen meer bij
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Denkje dat Nederiandse tracities en geloof in Nederland over het
algemeen verrijit of ondermijnd wordt door immigranten die in Nederland
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Watis je leeftjd?

Ik identificeer mezelf als:
O vrouw
O Man

© anders
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Wat s je nationaliteit?
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Hoeveel kinderen heb je?

O Ikheb geen kinderen

O ofmeer
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Watis je hoogst afgeronde opleiding?
O geen

O voortgezet anderwijs

O oo

O Heo

O Bachelor

O Master

O Doctor

Heb je een migratieachtergrond?
Oua

O Nee
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Heeft een van je ouders een migratieachtergrond?

© Ja een van mijn ouders heeft een migratisachterarond
O ja beide ouders hebben sen migratieachtergrond

O Nee
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Geef aan in hoeverre je vertrouwen hebt in de Nederlandse overheid:
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Geef aan in hoeverre je vertrouwen hebt in mede-Nederlanders:
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Geef aan in hoeverre je vertrouwen hebt in immigranten die in Nederland
komen wonen
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Welke van de volgende categorieen weerspiegelt het beste uw netto
inkornen over afgelopen jaar?

O Geennkomen
O 10000 euro

© 10,000-25,000 eura
© 25,000-50,000 eura
O 0,000-75,000 eura
© 75,000-100,000 euro

O 100,000+ euro
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Nar welke van de volgende politieke partijen gaat je voorkeur?
O coa

O christen unie

O penk

O oes

Oro

O oroeniinks

O P

© Partvoor de dieren
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Owo

O s+

O Geen van ds bovenstaande partien
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