Working Paper 23-026

Between Human Dignity and
Security: Identifying Citizen
and Elite Preferences and
Concerns over Refugee
Reception

Kristin Fabbe
Eleni Kyrkopoulou
Mara Vidali

Harvard
Business
School




Between Human Dignity and Security:
Identifying Citizen and Elite Preferences
and Concerns over Refugee Reception

Kristin Fabbe

Harvard Business School

Eleni Kyrkopoulou

Athens University of Economics and Business

Mara Vidali

Agricultural University of Athens

Working Paper 23-026

Copyright © 2022 by Kristin Fabbe, Eleni Kyrkopoulou, and Mara Vidali.

Working papers are in draft form. This working paper is distributed for purposes of comment and discussion only. It may
not be reproduced without permission of the copyright holder. Copies of working papers are available from the author.

Funding for this research was provided in part by Harvard Business School.



Between Human Dignity and Security: Identifying Citizen and
Elite Preferences and Concerns over Refugee Reception!

Kristin Fabbe? Eleni Kyrkopoulou® Mara Vidali®
November 28, 2022

Under what conditions do citizens and elites support the creation of migrant and refugee
hosting facilities in their area, and what types of facilities do they prefer? What types of concerns
underlay these preferences and how do they differ by ideology and elite status? This paper
examines these questions in the case of Greece—a country heavily impacted by the 2015 refugee
crisis—using a nationally representative survey of 5,916 Greek citizens and a complementary
survey of Greek elites. We first use a conjoint experiment to elicit preferences regarding refugee
reception policies and then conduct text analysis to examine how citizens and elites frame their
“expressions of concern” when asked to qualitatively describe the conditions under which they
would be willing to accept an asylum-seeker hosting facility in their municipality. Our results show
that there is not only aggregate popular and elite support for the “securitization” of asylum seeker
resettlement facilities, but also critical axes of polarization regarding the importance of asylum-
seekers’ human dignity and the extent to which migration is considered a security issue. These
axes of polarization are more pronounced among citizens than elites.

! The study was pre-registered at OSF. The pre-analysis plan (PAP) and the full survey instrument can
be found following this_link. We would like to thank George Kekkis for providing excellent research assistance
throughout this project. We thank Konstantinos Matakos and Asli Unan for codesigning the conjoint experiment and
cooperating in data collection.
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1. Introduction

Under what circumstances do citizens and elites support the creation of migrant and refugee
hosting facilities in their area, and what types of facilities do they prefer? What types of concerns
underlay these preferences and how do they differ by ideology and elite status? In this paper we
draw on a combination of original qualitative and quantitative data collection from Greece to study
citizen and elite preferences regarding localized asylum-seeker reception policies. Greece has
been at the forefront of the ongoing European “refugee crisis” since 2015 and its level of exposure
has been significant. The country has also increasingly adopted a securitized approach to migration
first arrivals (Dimari 2021), especially for those who have made passage through the country’s
large and porous land and sea borders with Turkey. Today, with dozens of active refugee reception
facilities and host sites of various types and sizes scattered across the country, the migration debate
often centers around the nature of these sites, the local issues that arise with their presence, and
concerns about how they are managed. Given the country’s experiences with migrants and
refugees in recent years, citizens hold strong views about the topic and local politicians become
heavily involved in discussions and negotiations about the best approach to refugee and migrant
reception in their respective communities. Contentious and polarizing debates routinely erupt
around issues including a given hosting site’s location, its administrative oversight, the demands

that will be placed on the local community, and the mobility and dignity of the site’s residents.

Our research is based on extensive site visits to Greece’s various refugee reception
facilities, as well as interviews with local officials and Greek citizens to gain a deeper
understanding of both the nature of refugee reception policies and the dominant concerns
surrounding them. Additionally, we field a conjoint survey experiment on a representative sample
of 5,916 Greek citizens and 586 local politicians in which we ask them to choose between two
hypothetical resettlement proposals (also see Fabbe et. al. 2022 for a stand-alone paper analyzing
the local politician conjoint results). The proposals focus on the characteristics of asylum-seekers
hosting sites, including site size, geographical location, administrative authority, and refugee
freedom of movement. Finally, drawing from the same survey, we conduct text analysis on 3,424
citizen and 409 elite open-ended responses to the question: Under what conditions would you
support the construction of a hosting facility for asylum seekers in your municipality? The richness
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of this textual data enables us to look at the type and frequency of first-order concerns surrounding

asylum seeker hosting facilities, as well as how they differ by ideology and elite status.

To preview our results, we find that, on aggregate, citizens exhibit strong preferences for
control and securitization when it comes to issues of migration and refugee reception—results that
are consistent with stand-alone analysis of Greek elites in Fabbe et. al. (2022). Citizens seek to
minimize the size of hosting facilities, to keep them away from urban centers, to restrict migrant
mobility, and keep the control of hosting facilities in national hands. These findings complement
important new work that suggests that views about control are a key mechanism for understanding
how attitudes towards refugees can evolve in tandem with changing political contexts (Schwartz
et al. 2021). We further find that citizens are much more polarized than elites, and that the nature
of citizen polarization revolves primarily around issues of refugee dignity and site administration,
with those on the left being favorable to open sites that allow refugee freedom of movement and
administrative involvement by non-governmental organizations. Here we contribute to an
emerging body of evidence showing how left-wing and right-wing citizens’ attitudes towards
immigrants became more polarized in aftermath the refugee crisis (van der Brug and Harteveld

2021) by further specifying the precise axis of polarization in a critical case.

To elaborate, in our text analysis we find ample evidence of many of the concerns already
highlighted in the literature: economic and cultural concerns (van der Brug and Harteveld 2021),
security concerns (Hellwig and Sinno 2017), concerns over legalistic definitions of deservedness
(Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner 2016; Mourad and Norman 2020), and fairness
considerations (Fabbe et al. 2022) are all highly prevalent. Yet we also identify several other areas
of concern related to humanitarian considerations, specifically the dignity of refugees’ living
conditions and their freedom of mobility, and the competence of administrative authorities.
Furthermore, we find that the cultural concerns that our respondents report are not exclusively
about the immutable, identity characteristics of refugees and migrants but rather speak to
newcomers’ assimilation potential as well as the short-comings of the assimilation architecture
currently in place. Lastly, we find that both ideology and elite identity drive divergence in the
precise nature of respondents’ expressions of concern about hosting asylum-seeker reception
facilities. The left and right are divided in the degree to which the care about humanitarian

considerations and security issues. Citizens and elites’ loci of concern also diverge, with citizens—
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and especially right-wing citizens—more concerned more about legalist definitions of
deservedness and elites more preoccupied with the competence of authorities, fairness, and

economic considerations.

Taken together, our results show that in the wake of the refugee crisis there is not only
aggregate popular and elite support for the “securitization” of asylum seeker resettlement through
policies of control and containment, but also substantial polarization about the conditions under
which hosting facilities should be constructed. Furthermore, much of this polarization appears to
be rooted in divergent sets of values conjured by the topic of migration. Citizens on left are much
more concerned about humanitarian issues, including the human dignity, living conditions and
freedom of movement accorded to asylum seekers. They express a strong distaste for
“concentration camp” style facilities being erected in their municipality. They also express greater
levels of concern about asylum-seekers’ basic necessities, the decency with which they are treated,
their ability to secure a livelihood, and how they will receive critical services, such as schooling
and medical care. Right wing citizens, by contrast, are more likely to expresses concerns rooted in
legalistic rationale, security considerations, refugees’ identity characteristics and protection of the
homeland. They are highly concerned about issues of illegality and the clandestine nature of
arrivals, they want to limit asylum-seekers’ freedom of movement, and they express pronounced
skepticism about having non-governmental organizations play any role in the administration of

hosting facilities.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. We first introduce the context of the
immigration and the refugee crisis in Greece. Next, we introduce the conjoint experiment, which
examines respondents’ preferences regarding the type of refugee reception facilities to be
hypothetically set up in their municipality. Then, we turn to several text analysis techniques to
better understand the qualitative concerns underlaying the preferences found in the conjoint.
Specifically, we introduce word clouds, keyness and topic analysis to map the landscape of
concerns, and also look at how concerns differ between ideological subgroups and citizens vs.

elites.

2. Context



Staring in 2007, the number of irregular migrants and asylum seekers (largely from
Pakistan, Bangladesh, Irag, and Afghanistan) arriving in Greece by boat began increasing
significantly. In 2015 a full-blown humanitarian crisis took hold, as over a million migrants and
refugees arrived in Europe, mostly from Syria, Africa and South Asia in a matter of months.
According to IOM, Greece was the major gateway of undocumented migrants and asylum seekers
from Africa and Asia during this period, accounting for 84% of the sea arrivals and for 82% of the
overall arrivals, in 2015.°> During 2015 alone, approximately 821,008 refugees arrived by boat to
a handful of Greek islands, including Lesvos, Chios, Kos, Samos and Leros, in some cases
outnumbering local populations. ©

Given that many of the new-comers arriving in Greece were fleeing active conflicts,
collapsing states or other circumstances of extreme distress, they arrived to Greece in a state of
desperation, urgently requiring basic provisions including shelter, medical attention, food and
water. At the peak of the crisis, Greece was still in the midst of a severe financial crisis marked by
political uncertainty—there were two rounds of elections (January and September), a referendum
and the imposition of capital controls that year—and it struggled to handle the influx of new-
comers. Emergency response provisions for arrivals, reception infrastructure, basic services and
registration procedures all proved insufficient. At the outset of the crisis, concerned citizens and
actors from Greek civil society organizations mobilized the local population in solidarity with the
refugees to provide aid and assistance to the newly arrived.” As a school-teacher and active
member of solidarity organizations from the Island of Leros recalled in an interview, “citizens
gathered and organized to prepare and distribute food to the newly arrived for two consecutive

months”.8 Respondents in other locations that were points of fist entry, such as Samos and Kos, as

5> Author’s calculation based on IOM data. Data cover the period 01/01/2015- 21/02/2015. Overall arrivals is the sum
of land and sea arrivals

6 Author’s calculation based on IOM data. Data cover the period 01/01/2015- 21/02/2015. Overall arrivals is the sum
of land and sea arrivals

" The initial solidarity shown by Greek citizens to arriving distress migrants captured international media attention.
See: Patrick Kingsley, “Greek Island Refugee Crisis: Local People and Tourists Rally around Migrants,” The
Guardian (9 July 2015): https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/jul/08/greek-island-refugee-crisis-local-people-
and-tourists-rally-round-migrants ; Konstantinos Tsellos, “Refugee crisis: a Nobel Peace Prize for the ‘Heroes of the
Aegean’? Euronews. (4 February 2016): https://www.euronews.com/2016/02/04/refugee-crisis-a-nobel-peace-prize-
for-the-heroes-of-the-aegean ; Greenpeace EAAGda, “Ot kabnuepwvoi npweg g AéoPov” Greenpeace Blog (8 April
2016), https://www.greenpeace.org/greece/issues/perivallon/3531/oi-kathhmerinoi-hrwes-ths-lesbou/

8 Interview E.P., 06 March 2020, Leros.
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well as those living in certain areas of Athens, also recounted to us how Greek society mobilized
in support of newcomers, providing basic goods and helping refugees find shelter and access
medical care.’

On March 18, 2016 the EU singed an “immigration deal” with Turkey.'® The deal aimed
at reducing refugee inflows to Europe in exchange for increased support to Turkey for dealing with
the unfolding refugee crisis there. Although the flows to Greece decreased substantially as a result
of the deal, on March 31, 2017, the Greek government imposed geographical restrictions on those
asylum seekers arriving on the six Greek Aegean islands that experiencing the largest number of
arrivals . After numerous appeals from several human rights groups and organizations, the Greek
Council of State (XtE) ruled against such geographical restrictions in 2018.12 As a result, any
refugees or migrants that arrived from April 17, 2018 onwards would be free to travel within
Greece, though the policy was not retroactive, which left many asylum seekers trapped on the six
islands. In July 2019, a newly-elected center-right government in Greece reinstated geographical
restrictions for those who arrived on the six islands, again limiting freedom of movement for
asylum seekers within Greece. ™

At the start of 2020, first reception facilities on the islands were overcrowded and offered
dismal conditions. Facilities were running an average of 6.2 times overcapacity, with the hotspot
in Samos, for instance, reaching an extraordinary 12 times over capacity.'* Wait times for asylum
applications processing decisions could last up-to four years, according to a testimony in the
newspaper Kathimerini.’® Site visits to these facilities in early 2020 revealed deplorable
conditions, with many asylum seekers sleeping outdoors in makeshift tents and only limited access

to toilets and running water.

9 Author interviews in Kos and Samos, February and March 2020.

10 Mrépunapo BECeN, “TIévte ypdvia amd v mposeuyky Zvpeavio EE-Tovpkiag” DW.com (March 18, 2021):
https://cutt.ly/dQnPPhQ

11 EOHMEPIAA THX KYBEPNHIEQE, Ap. ®vAkov 1977 (June 7, 2017):
https://www.elinyae.gr/sites/default/files/2019-07/1977B_2017.1497269090935.pdf

12 For a text of the decision see: https://www.refworld.org/cgi-
bin/texis/vtx/rwmain/opendocpdf.pdf?reldoc=y&docid=5b192e7a4

1B Nopog v’ apidp. 4636, Tevyoc A’ 169/01.11.2019, December 20 2019, p. 1:
https://www.kodiko.gr/nomothesia/document/572171/nomos-4636-2019

14 According to data from the Greek Ministry of Migration & Asylum (31/12/2019).

15 Tévio Tempylomodrov, “TEcoepa xpOVIC, AVALLOVY Y10 VoL EEETAOTEL TO aitnuo acdlov,” H Kalnuepivii (6 May,
2019): https://www.kathimerini.gr/society/1022415/tessera-chronia-anamoni-gia-na-exetastei-to-aitima-asyloy/
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In December 2020 Notis Mitarakis, the Greek Minister of Immigration and Asylum,
formally announced the government’s intention to enforce a stricter refugee and immigration
policy, including the construction of closed camps for asylum seekers.'® These closed camps were
to replace the existing (overcrowded) open-camps with highly-regulated facilities that limited the
mobility of those living in them. According to central government directives, these newly created
facilities would be used to house all new arrivals, those with delinquent behavior, and those
awaiting deportation. The closed sites would have strict rules, including, at minimum, supervised
entry and exit with an electronic card, limited time outside of the site and no exit throughout the
night. Those who failed to follow the rules faced penalties that would go on their asylum
application records.!” Despite significant opposition from some local communities over the
construction of these closed sites, as early as March 2020 the central government proceeded
unilaterally, and began enacting land requisitions directives in an effort to secure space to construct
closed hosting sites in critical locations.*® Fieldwork in May 2022 revealed that new, semi-closed
sites that were removed from urban centers were operating in numerous locations. These new
“closed” sites provided more sanitary, container-based living conditions, but also included
significantly enhanced security measures for controlling asylum-seeker mobility. These “closed”
sites found very mixed reception from local communities, with some people telling us that they
welcomed the imposition of order and control after years of chaos, and others saying they were
deeply dismayed about the construction of “open-air prisons” and “concentration-camp-style

facilities” for asylum seekers in their municipalities.*®

1% Opdian Tov Yrovpyod Metavdotevong kot AcOiov, Bovdevt) Xiov, k. Notn Mntapdxn, katd T cv{imon yio
mv Kopowonn  tov  EfBvikov  Tlpovmoroyiwopod  2020-2021 (14  December,  2020). Available  at:
https://migration.gov.gr/notis-mitarakis-fylaxi-synoron-meiosi-roon-periorismos-epiptoseon-nees-kleistes-
elegchomenes-domes-ta-vasika-kleidia-tis-ethnikis-stratigikis-2020-2021-sto-metanasteytiko/

' “TIog 0o Aerwovpyodv To KAEOTE Kévipo yioo Ttouc mpodoeuysc,” Insider (February 13, 2020):
https://www.insider.qgr/eidiseis/130746/pos-tha-leitoyrgoyn-ta-kleista-kentra-gia-toys-prosfyges

18 Tpyog Z. Mrovpdapag, “Bovln: I[Tépoce amd v emTponn N EMITAEN AKIVIT®V GE VIG18 VTOS0YNG LETOVOOTOV
H KaOnueprvii (March 23 2020): https://www.kathimerini.gr/politics/1070503/voyli-perase-apo-tin-epitropi-i-epitaxi-
akiniton-se-nisia-ypodochis-metanaston/ ; “Exita&n akivitov Kot eKTAcEmV Y10 TO LETAVUOTELTIKO — ITov Ba yivovy
to. kATl kévipo,” H KaOnuepvip (February 10, 2020), https://www.kathimerini.gr/politics/1064186/epitaxi-
akiniton-kai-ektaseon-gia-to-metanasteytiko-poy-tha-ginoyn-ta-kleista-kentra/

19 Fieldwork in various municipalities of Samos, May 2022.
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3. The conjoint experiment

3.1. Conjoint survey design

To better understand citizens and elites preferences about asylum seeker-hosting facilities,
we conducted two surveys in October and November 2020 that recruited 5,916 citizens via
Facebook and 586 local politicians via an email campaign?. The surveys asked about respondents’
views and opinions regarding asylum-seeker reception policy and asylum-seeker integration, and
included a battery of demographic and control variables to facilitate analysis. The study was pre-
registered with OSF.

To understand citizens and elites’ preferences regarding refugee hosting facilities, in
particular, we included a conjoint experiment. Many studies have exploited conjoint experiments
for studying political preferences, as they provide causal effects and show favorability towards a

profiles or policies. Specifically, in each survey we ask the respondents the following:

"Now we would like you to assess below some aspects of the possible scenarios

where your municipality is in a position of deciding on the characteristics of the

asylum-seeker host site (camp) and the areas that possible additional funds can be

used. We present below two hypothetical proposals (A and B) which have been

submitted for approval to the city council. Each of the proposal consists of 5

characteristics. Please consider each proposal (A and B) in its entirety. You will

now be invited to choose between the two proposals. We will present you three such

pairs.”

We presented each respondent with three pairs of alternative policy proposals with
randomly assigned attribute values and randomized the attribute order (between subjects). The
policies varied on five attributes: (1) type of public good provision used for municipal
compensation, (2) host site size, (3) who is in charge of daily site administration, (4) site proximity
to the urban center and (5) the type of site. The possible values of each attribute are presented in

Table 1.

Table 1: Conjoint survey design

20 See Fabbe et. al. 2022 for more information on the councilors survey and results.
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Attributes Values

e More infrastructure to the municipality
Type of public goods provision e Hire more teachers and doctors

e Hire more municipal employees

e 1% of local population
Size of the host site for asylum seekers e Less than 1% of population

e More than 1% of population
e Government

Who is in charge of day-to-day administration e International Organizations (UNHCR, IOM)
of the camp e Local government

e Army

e Church

e Inthe center
Proximity of the camp to the urban center e 30-minute walk or less from the center

e More than a 30-minute walk from the center

e Fully open (site residents have unrestricted

Type of site mobility)

o Partially open (site residents must check in
and out before leaving)

e Closed (exit allowed by permission of
authorities only for a specified amount of
time)

Next, to obtain our outcomes, we asked citizens the following two questions:

1. “Suppose that a candidate councilor who belongs to your preferred party supported one
of the two proposals in the municipal council. On a scale from 0 to 7, where 0 indicates
that you definitely will not vote for that candidate councilor and 7 indicates that you will
definitely vote for that candidate councilor, how likely is it for you to vote for her/him if:

a. Councilor supports Proposal A: 0 (definitely will not) 1 2 34 5 6 7 (definitely will)

b. Councilor supports Proposal B: 0 (definitely will not) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (definitely will)”
2. “Now, imagine that you had to cast a vote for a certain candidate councilor from your

preferred party that supported one of the two proposals in the municipal council. Which

one of two candidates would you vote for: the one who supported proposal A or proposal

B?

a. The candidate that supported proposal A

b. The candidate that supported proposal B”
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The set-up of the conjoint administered to local politicians was identical, but the outcome
measures asked the local politicians to vote on the proposals should they reach the floor of the

municipal council (forced choice and likert scale).

3.2. Model

We assume the following model:

Yiik =Bo+@x +¥Dij + & (1)

where i indicates the respondent, j indicates the resettlement proposal and k indicates the number
of the task. Y is the outcome variable (Likert scale or binary that takes 1 if the respondent choses
this profile k) and D; is a treatment vector that includes five randomly assigned values, one for
each of the policy’s j attributes that indicates whether (or not) a policy proposal has a particular
attribute value. Following recent literature on conjoint experiments (Abramson, Kocak, and
Magazinnik 2022; Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto 2014; Leeper, Hobolt, and Tilley 2020)
, We estimate the average marginal components effects (AMCES) and the respective aggregate
marginal means (MMs) by using OLS methods. Our estimates have a causal interpretation about
the effect of features and show the preferences towards each feature. The standard errors are
clustered by respondent i. The results are discussed in Section 2 but for more details regarding the
estimates of average marginal component effects (AMCESs) and marginal means (MMs) see Table
B.1and

Table B. 2 in Appendix. In Section A of the Appendix, we provide details on data collection and
evidence that our sample is representative of Greek population. Finally, we show that our results
remain robust after using entropy balancing weights and municipal fixed effects (see Appendix
Table B. 1 and Figure B. 3).
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3.3. Conjoint Experiment Results

The aggregate results for citizens are presented in Figure 1 and the aggregate results for
elites can be found in Fabbe et. al. (2022).#* Figure 1 shows the marginal means for a proposal
choice (i.e., average choice probabilities given a specific attribute level) across all levels. Given
how we frame our questions, forced choice and marginal means can be directly interpreted as the
expected support that a candidate would receive if they were to vote in favor of a hosting-facility
containing this particular attribute value ceteris paribus.??> Overall, we identify that citizens have
a clear preference for controlled and contained strategies for hosting asylum seekers. They prefer
smaller sites that are away from the urban center, presumably to limit interaction with the local
population. They are also broadly opposed to facilities that allow asylum-seekers to enter and exit
at will. On the issue of refugee mobility, then, there is clear ordered preference: open sites draw
strong opposition, partially open sites are acceptable, and fully closed reception centers that
completely restrict asylum-seekers’ freedom of movement are overwhelmingly preferred. Finally,
citizens want site administration to remain in national hands, with a preference for local, national
or military oversite as opposed to involvement from NGOs or organizations like the Church.

As we report in Appendix section B.4, which show results according to self-reported
ideological affiliation, our aggregate findings are largely driven by citizens on the right side of the
political spectrum. Notably, left-wing citizens are much less concerned about the size of hosting
facilities. Furthermore, citizens on the left are strongly opposed to fully closed sites that limit
asylum seeker mobility, they do not want the army involved the administration of sites, and they
are much for favorable to NGO involvement in the daily oversight of reception facilities. In other
words, there is quite stark polarization between those on the left and right, which appears to be
driven by diverging opinions about just how contained and controlled refugee reception facilities
should be and whether or not non-state actors should play a dominant role in their management.
The same Appendix B.4 also provides results for local politicians by ideological affiliation,

revealing a similar pattern of responses but far-less polarization than is detected among citizens.

2L AMCEs and MMs are presented in Appendix. See Table B. 1 and

Table B. 2, respectively.

22 |_ikert scale MMs are presented in Appendix, in Figure B. 2. Likert scale results have a similar interpretation since
we have rescaled the outcome variable to vary between 0 and 1. We get similar results.
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We provide formal tests that confirm heterogeneous preferences for both citizens and councilors
on the left vs. the right in Section B.4.3

Figure 1: Aggregate marginal means (MMs) for citizens
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Note: Plot shows marginal means for each attribute value (point estimates and 95% CIs). These estimates can be
interpreted as the average probability that a citizen will support each proposal with a given attribute level, marginalized
over all other attribute values. SEs are clustered by respondent N=35,032 profiles; n=5,916 citizens.

4. Text analysis

To better understand the rationale behind these findings, and especially the divergences that
we observe between the left and right, we conduct text analysis to examine how citizens and elites
frame their “expressions of concern” when asked to qualitatively describe the conditions under
which they would be willing to host a facility for asylum seekers in their municipality.
Specifically, we asked respondents to provide an open-ended response to the question: “Under
what conditions you would support the construction of a hosting facility for asylum seekers in your
municipality?” \We note that we ask specifically about the respondents’ own municipality because
NIMBY (not in my backyard) collective action problems have been shown to reduce support for
resettlement and hosting in other research (Ferwerda, Flynn, and Horiuchi 2017). In total, we

collected 3,424 citizen and 409 elite open-ended responses. Those who provided open-ended
14



responses were broadly representative of their respective populations (See Appendix Section C.1).
One advantage of this open-ended, text-based data is that the unstructured nature of the responses
allows us to elicit respondents’ first order concerns about hosting asylum seekers without being
restricted by the limited number of predetermined attributes that can be included in a conjoint

experiment.

4.1. Text Analysis Data and methods

4.1.1. Data pre-processing
The text analysis was conducted in Greek, the original language of responses, so as not to

lose nuance in translation.?® To prepare the dataset, we parse the answers to reduce the number of
distinct text elements. We lower-case every word, remove punctuation, excess spaces, humbers
and other symbols, but we keep number and symbols that are important in our analysis. We also
remove “stop words”, which are common words, such as “and” “at” or “we”, words that appear in
the question itself (e.g., “hosting_facility”, “camp”, “municipality’’) or that occur generically in
answers (e.g., “do,” “must,” and “would”). We also use a stemmer to group all different forms of
a word based on their common root. We keep all words referring to refugees and migrants, as they
differ in semantics in terms of the respondent’s attitude towards them (e.g., “asylum_seekers”,
“pseudomigrants”, “economic_migrants”, “real migrants”). The authors and two research
assistants have manually corrected misspelled words to minimize the loss of information, as the
corpora is composed by informal language and available programming tools in Greek are not

sufficiently advanced to clean it.

We present three descriptive text analysis methods: word-clouds, keyness analysis and
topic analysis?* (For an overview of these methods, see Ferrario and Stantcheva (2022)). For all

three methods presented in the paper we use n-grams with n={1,2}, namely unigrams and bigrams,

23 We experimented with the translateR tool which allows for automated translation by calling the Google API, since
English language resources for text analysis are generally better, but it was not a good fit for our data. See Appendix
section C. 3 for more information.

24 Before selecting the topic analysis methodology, we also experimented with several unsupervised clustering
algorithms, Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA), and Structural Topic Modeling (STM). The results did not capture
any meaningful patterns. See Appendix C. 3 for more information on why these methods were not suitable for our
data.
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with unigrams representing a single word and bigrams representing a combination of two words.
Below we briefly describe each method—we provide full details on the methodology in Section

C.3 of Appendix C—and then proceed to results.

4.1.2. Word clouds
Word clouds can be used to visualize the data and, in our case, serve as a first step toward

informing the selection of the topics for the topic analysis. In word clouds the size of each n-gram
is proportional to its frequency. As Ferrario and Stantcheva (2022) stress, a main shortcoming of
the word clouds is that they do not account for synonyms and hence, “topics for which there are
many possible words to express the same thought may be artificially diluted, while niche topics

that feature clear buzzwords may be inflated in importance”.

4.1.3. Keyness Analysis

Keyness analysis is essentially a comparison of relative frequencies. It compares the
frequency of n-grams between two groups, a target and a reference group, in our case citizens on
the right and the left side of the political spectrum. See (Gabrielatos 2018) for an in-depth
overview. To compute the keyness scores of an n-gram, we use the log-likelihood G? test statistic
(Dunning 1993) under the null hypothesis that there is no real frequency difference, irrespective
of the size of the observed difference (Gabrielatos 2018). The keyness score of a term, measures
how characteristic this term is of the reference group. Words that are common but used relatively
equally by the two groups do not have a high keyness score (Ferrario and Stantcheva 2022). We
therefore use the keyness analysis to help improve our understanding of which concerns drive
polarization between respondents on different sides of the political spectrum over the issue of
asylum-seeker reception policy.?

Keyness analysis involves five major stages (Pojanapunya and Watson Todd 2018). First,
we compile the target corpus and the comparative corpus, in our case citizens on the right and on
the left side of the political spectrum. Second, we specify the minimum occurrence that a word
must appear in the dataset in order to be treated as a candidate term, and set it equal to 3. Previous

%5 A common critique of this method, as highlighted by Gabrielatos (2018), is that it is based purely on statistical
significance and does not take into account the effect size. Specifically, we do not learn about the size of a frequency
difference.
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studies usually set the minimum frequency at 2,3,5 or 10 (Culpeper 2009; Scott and Tribble 2006).
Third, we use the log-likelihood G? test statistic to compare the frequency of each term.?® Finally,
we set a threshold above which words are considered to be key. We follow the most standard
approach and select the highest-ranking terms, which in our case is set to 100. The interval
suggested by the related literature for the number of the top n words is between 10 and 300
(Pojanapunya and Watson Todd 2018).

4.1.4. Topic Analysis
The selection of topics for the topic analysis was shaped through a combination of different

approaches. First, we include topics related to the main concerns established in the literature,
including economic and cultural concerns (Alesina and Tabellini 2021; Hainmueller and Hopkins
2014), security concerns (Hellwig and Sinno 2017), concerns over legalistic definitions of
deservedness (Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner 2016; Mourad and Norman 2020) and
vulnerability (Alrababa’h et al. 2021), concerns about asylum-seekers identity characteristics
(Adida, Lo, and Platas 2019), and fairness considerations (Fabbe et al. 2022). Second, we inform
our selection using the similarities and differences that arise during the keyness analysis and the
wordcloud visualization. Third, prior to the survey, we conducted six months of fieldwork in
Greece, covering regions that were heavily, mildly or not exposed to the refugee crisis. We visited
multiple asylum seeker reception facilities and conducted interviews with citizens, local and
national politicians, other government officials, workers in asylum seeker reception facilities and
other professionals engaged in the refugee response. Finally, we read the entire universe of the
answers to the open-ended question.

In total, we identify and test for the frequency of nine topics. The first topic includes
concerns regarding the Identity Characteristics of the asylum-seekers, such as their country of
origin, age and gender. In our fieldwork we occasionally encountered individuals who emphasized

that their willingness to host depended on who the asylum-seekers were and where they came

2 This is an increasingly popular choice, compared to the traditional X2 statistic. In fact, out of the twenty studies that
Pojanapunya and Watson Todd (2018) review, 13 used the G?and only 7 used the X2. Despite the fact that the two
statistics are expected to yield largely similar results in high frequency terms (Culpeper 2009), X2 may be unreliable
for frequencies lower than 5 (Rayson, Berridge, and Francis 2004).
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from. People sometimes distinguished Syrian refugees from refugees and immigrants from other
countries, and had differing views about women—and especially women with children—versus
men. The literature has also heavily scrutinized how the identity characteristics of refugees and
migrants affects host-society acceptance, with scholars designing numerous experiments in
various contexts to examine whether or not respondents’ degree of acceptance differs depending
on an individual refugee or immigrant’s profile (Adida, Lo, and Platas 2019; Hainmueller and
Hopkins 2015; Shaffer et al. 2020).

The second topic captures Legal-Rationale style concerns, which regard the legal validity
of asylum claims as well as concepts of deservingness and vulnerability (Alrababa’h et al. 2021;
Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner 2016; Mourad and Norman 2020). We repeatedly detected
these concerns in our qualitative work, with many people emphasizing to us the definition of a
“real refugee” and distinguishing between “true refugees” and “economic migrants”. This concern

also appears in various forms in our wordcloud visualization (eg “pseudo”, “illegal”) and in the

keyness analysis (eg “real”, “legal”).

Topic three captures the highly discussed issue of Cultural and Social concerns (Alesina
and Tabellini 2021; Hainmueller and Hopkins 2014) and includes concerns about the ability and
willingness of the immigrant to become integrated into the local society and assimilate as well as
concerns about the capacity of assimilative institutions. As our word cloud results presented below
demonstrate, concerns about “society” and “local society” are front and center for many
respondents. In our fieldwork, we learned that members of the host community typically expressed
two types of Cultural and Social concerns about asylum seekers. First, they worried that asylum-
seekers did not want to integrate, or that the cultural distance between asylum seekers and the host
community was simply too great to be bridged. Second, we heard a battery of concerns that were
related to perceived weaknesses in the current institutional frameworks for assimilation, especially
in the field of education, which respondents worried would limit asylum-seekers’ ability to
integrate into Greek society.

Topic four measures another set of concerns also discussed in the literature, Public Order
concerns. This includes crime, violence, security, terrorism, border safety, and public health
considerations (Shaffer et al. 2020).
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Economic concerns constitute the fifth topic. Here we include concerns about the labor
market, job and wage competition, resource and welfare competition and the state of the economy
in general, all of which have been documented in the literature as drivers of hostility to refugees
and migrants (Facchini and Mayda 2009; Mayda 2006; Scheve and Slaughter 2001).

The sixth topic captures Humanitarian concerns related to asylum-seekers’ dignity, well-
being, freedom, and a shared sense of universal humanity. Qualitative scholars have identified this
set of concerns as an important basis for building empathic solidarity with newcomers (Bhabha
2022), yet it is relatively underexplored in the quantitative literature, which tends to equate
humanitarian concerns with considerations about deservedness and vulnerability (Alrababa’h et
al. 2021; Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner 2016). This type of concern about asylum seekers’
human dignity came up strongly in our fieldwork and our preliminary analysis. Many citizens
express a great deal of care about the “human rights” of asylum-seekers and their
“living_conditions.” They worry about asylum seckers’ wellbeing, and whether they will have

access to the resources needed to meet their daily needs and to live a life of dignity.?’

Relatedly, Topic 7 records Mobility concerns (Fabbe et al. 2022; Hilbig and Riaz 2022).
This topic captures concerns related to asylum-seekers’ freedom of movement, various kinds of
mobility restrictions and the location of hosting facilities. Included in the topic are concerns related
to whether or not reception facilities should be closed and fully-secured, like prisons, whether or
not they must have controlled entrance and exit, and whether or not asylum seekers themselves

should be forcibly relocated to remote regions, such as Greece’s isolated and uninhabited islands.

Topic eight collects another set of concerns that is relatively absent in the literature: Trust
in Authorities. In our fieldwork and in the open-ended responses we read we detected that
respondents often had strong opinions about who should rightfully handle asylum-seeker reception
and who was actually capable of doing so. The people we spoke with sometimes expressed a lack

of faith in various actors and institutions when it comes to handling asylum-seeker reception

271t is worth noting here that, in a handful of cases, concerns about asylum-seekers’ freedoms and human dignity were
so high that they lead the respondent to not support the construction of a hosting facility in their municipality at all
because they disagreed with their very premise of such facilities in the first place.
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effectively, and they also questioned these actors’ interests and objectives in getting involved in
migration management in the first place. Occasionally these expressions of mistrust were directed
at local politicians, the national government, the European Union and individual countries, such
as Germany. More frequently, though, the people we spoke with either deeply mistrusted or
valorized the efficacy, interests, and intentions of international organizations and small NGOs. In
fact, in almost all of our interviews the role of NGOs—sometimes framed as a positive factor, and

other times as a negative one—came up.

Finally, topic nine groups Fairness concerns. As shown by Fabbe et al. (2022), elite
support for hosting asylum-seekers can be facilitated if respondents feel that the process of
resettlement is a fair one. Under this set of concerns, we include keywords that point to how the
“burden” for the management of the migration crisis has been borne unevenly across regions or
countries, which was a logic also often used to frame concerns about hosting asylum seekers in
our interviews. Also included in this topic are concerns related to reciprocity, for example those
who believe that some form of compensation should be granted to local communities that host
asylum-seeker reception facilities.

After the selection of the topics, we assigned the top 150 unigrams and the top 100 bigrams,
in terms of frequency, into the nine topics. The assignment was made by two independent coders
and in case of disagreement, a third coder acted as a tiebreaker. Unigrams and bigrams could be
assigned into more than one topic. In the Appendix we present tables reporting the assignment of
the n-grams into the nine topics. Table C.1 reports words assignment in Topic 1 (ldentity
Characteristics concerns), Table C. 4 in Topic 2 (Legal Rationale concerns), Table C. 5 in Topic 3
(Cultural/ Social concerns), Table C. 6. in Topic 4 (Public order concerns), Table C. 7 in Topic 5
(Economic concerns), Table C. 8 in Topic 6 (Humanitarian concerns), Table C. 9 in Topic 7
(Mobility concerns), Table C. 10 in Topic 8 (Concerns associated with Trust in Authorities) and
Table C. 11 in Topic 9 (Fairness concerns). Appendix C also provides sample answers for each

topic.

Here it should also be noted that a shortcoming of topic analysis, compared for example
with sentiment analysis, is that the n-grams do not carry a sentiment, and thus it is possible that a

respondent may mention a given concern in a positive, neutral or negative way. For this reason,
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we interpret our results cautiously as the degree of interest that respondents shows in each topic,

independently of the valence.

4.2. Text analysis results

4.2.1. Word clouds

This section presents wordclouds in pairs, grouping the respondents based on political
ideology (left vs. right) and elite status (citizens vs. local politicians/councilors). To measure
political ideology, we asked: “In politics, people sometimes talk of left and right. Where would
you place yourself on the following scale?”” and provide a scale ranging from 0 (left) to 10 (right).
Those who report being on the left side of the scale (0 to 4) are labeled as “left-wing”, and those
who report being on the right side (5-10 of the scale), are labeled as “right-wing”. In the Appendix
we provide further details about the measurement and the distribution of respondents’ ideological

affiliation.

Figure 2 shows the word clouds derived from the open-ended responses of right-wing
citizens (top word cloud) and right-wing local politicians/councilors (bottom word cloud). Both
populations seem to raise cultural and societal concerns (e.g., “society”, “local”, “integration”),
economic concerns (“economic”, “jobs”, “benefits”) and security concerns (e.g., “criminal”,
security”, “Turkey”). Citizens on the right are especially concerned about the validity of asylum-
seekers’ claims (e.g., “pseudo”, “real”, “illegal”’) and the role of NGOs in migration issues. Both
citizens and councilors on the right also tend to raise concerns about asylum-seekers’ mobility,
frequently mentioning the importance of securitizing and controlling the reception facilities (e.g.,
“closed”, “closed controlled”, “entry exit”). Finally, right-wing politicians seem to be more
concerned than right-wing citizens with fairness considerations, specifically proportional fairness
in the distribution of asylum-seekers relative to the population and reciprocity in exchange for

hosting obligations (e.g., “%”, “one_hundrendth”, “proportionate”, “compensatory”).
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Figure 2: Word clouds of right-wing citizens and right-wing councilors
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Note: The top word cloud shows the top 100 most frequent n-grams (unigrams and bigrams) that occur in the citizens
who report being on the right side of the political spectrum (5-10 on the political ideology scale), while the bottom

word cloud reports results for the respective councilor population.
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Next,

Figure 3 shows the wordclouds derived from the responses of left-wing citizens (top word
cloud) and left-wing local officials (bottom word cloud). As was the case with citizens and officials
on the right, social concerns are top of mind for both left-wing citizens and councilors, with the
term “society” figuring prominently in both figures suggesting a sociotropic loci of concern. In
contrast to right-wing citizens and councilors, however, for those on the left humanitarian concerns
are much more central (e.g., “living_conditions”, “human”, “dignity’”’) and security concerns, as

well as concerns about asylum seeker-mobility, appear less pronounced.
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Figure 3: Word clouds of left-wing citizens and left-wing councilors
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Note: The top word cloud shows the top 100 most frequent n-grams (unigrams and bigrams) that occur in the citizens
who report to be on the left side of the political spectrum (0-4 on the political ideology scale), while the bottom word
cloud reports results for the respective councilor population.

4.2.2. Keyness Analysis

Figure 4 presents keyness analysis, showing the keywords that are most specific to citizens

on the right and on the left of the political spectrum (right-wing citizens on top and in blue, left
25



wing citizens bottom, red). The horizontal axis measures the G2 statistic, with a G? score of 13.98
showing a statistically significant difference in the frequency the term is used between the two

groups?®.

As is clear from the analysis, it is much more likely for right-wing citizens to bring up legal
rationale and concerns regarding the validity and legitimacy of asylum-seekers’ claims (e.g.,
“pseudo”, “illegal”, “real”, “legal”, “deport”). Those on the right are also more likely to have
security and mobility concerns (e.g., “closed”, “closed controlled”, “war”, “invader”, “strict”,
“Turkey”) and they reference the identity characteristics of asylum seekers with greater frequency
(“Syria”, “Afghanistan”, “Muslim”). Those on the right are also more likely to bring-up terms that
suggest a preoccupation with protecting the national interest (“homeland”, “Greek”, “national”)
and there are two terms (“subsidy”, “entitled”) that suggest concerns related to the benefits that

asylum-seekers are perceived as receiving.

Left-leaning citizens, on the other hand, are more likely to bring up humanitarian concerns
related to asylum seekers’ dignity and needs (e.g., “humane”, “living_conditions”, “dignity”,
“conditions”, “human_conditions”, “dignity conditions”, “livelihood”, “care”, “needs”,
“necessities”). Those on the left are also more likely to reference specific institutional domains of
concern related to assimilation and hosting capacity (“schools”, “medical”, “health”, “education”)
and to reference the importance of “transparency” as it related to hosting processes. Finally, those
on the left are more likely to express concerns about asylum-seeker mobility by referencing the

need for “open” facilities that do not limit asylum-seekers mobility and freedom of movement.

In the Appendix, we provide keyness analysis results for local politicians versus citizens
overall and for local politicians versus citizens by political orientation, with the caveat that the
large difference in the size of the two samples inflates the size of the bars for the smaller sample
(councilors) and decreases the size of the bars for the larger sample (citizens).

28 Specifically, a G? score of 13.98 shows positive evidence against the null hypothesis (H°), that there is no real
frequency difference of the term between the study and the reference group (irrespective of the size of the observed
difference). A G? statistic score of 18.81 shows strong evidence against the H® and a 22.22 score shows very strong
evidence against the H°. More details on the G2 statistic score are provided in the Appendix.
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Figure 4: Keyness analysis on citizens, by political ideology
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Note: The plot shows the keyness score of the features that occur differentially across the two groups, based on the
log-likelihood statistic (G?). Reference group consists of citizens on the left side of the political spectrum (0-4 in the
political ideology scale, in red), while target group consists of citizens on the right side of the political spectrum (5-

10 on the political ideology scale, in blue).
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4.2.3. Topic Analysis
Turning next to our topic analysis, Figure 5 shows the percentage of citizens (in red) and

local politicians (in pink) that mentioned each of our nine topics: Identity characteristics, legal
rationale-based concerns, cultural/ social concerns, public order concerns, economic concerns,

humanitarian concerns, mobility concerns, trust in authorities, and fairness concerns.

Cultural/societal and economic concerns appear to be strong in both groups, with
councilors being somewhat more likely than citizens to express concerns about economic issues.
Local politicians are also more likely to note concerns about procedural fairness and reciprocity
and are more likely to bring up issues related to trust in authorities. Citizens, on the other hand,
are overwhelmingly more concerned than councilors about the legality asylum-seekers’ claimes
and are also more likely to cite concerns about public order. Finally, while citizens are more likely
than councilors to express their concerns in terms of asylum seekers’ identity characteristics,
interestingly, identity characteristics are of relatively low concern for both citizens and politicians

alike when compared to our other topics.

Figure 5: Topic analysis on citizens and councilors

"o, “a,
> ///5 Nle
3 “rsy L Op ™ g, Ss
/0/79 Sog, %, ‘e s, Con G‘Jt
/ Y ’? O, &
s 7 s

B Citizens
Councilors

Note: The figure shows distribution of topics mentioned in the answers about main considerations about supporting
the construction of a hosting facility in the respondent’s municipality. The bars represent the number of times a topic
was mentioned out of the total mentions of any topic by citizens (in red) and by councilors (in pink).

In
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Figure 6 we further plot our topic distributions for elite and non-elite respondents by
political ideology in order to see whether or not first-order concerns are homogenous across
respondents with different ideological positioning at the elite and non-elite level. Here again we
observe that cultural/social and economic factors figure prominently into the expressions of
concern for all groups, while concerns regarding the specific identity characteristics of the
migrants are relatively low overall. We also see that the right expresses more concerns about public
order, while the left is more likely to express concerns about humanitarian issues related to asylum
seekers’ living conditions, needs and dignity. The right is also more likely to mention the issue of
refugee mobility and, based on our qualitative reading of the results, this likely relates to a desire

of those on the right to fully restrict asylum seekers’ freedom of movement.

This subgroup analysis also reveals an interesting nuance: while the frequency of some
topics appears to vary based on the elite status of respondents (citizens vs. local politicians), the
frequency of other topics varies based on respondent ideology. Specifically, ideology matters for
the likelihood of humanitarian concerns appearing in responses, with such concerns much more
likely to be raised by left-leaning respondents, irrespective of their elite status. Similarly,
ideological identification is relevant in the case of mobility concerns, with right-wing respondents
raising them more frequently, independently of whether they are elected politicians or not. On the
other hand, legal rationale types concerns related to the validity and deservedness of asylum-
seekers’ claims are much more likely to be raised by citizens than elites and are an especially
frequent feature in the responses of citizens that identify with the right. A similar pattern holds
regarding concern over asylum-seekers’ identity characteristics, albeit with a much lower

frequency overall. Finally, economic concerns as well as issues related to trust in authorities and
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fairness considerations are more likely to be raised by politicians than by citizens, regardless of

ideological affiliation.

Figure 6: Topic analysis on citizens and councilors by their political orientation
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Note: The figure shows distribution of topics mentioned in the answers about main considerations about supporting
the construction of a hosting facility in the respondent’s municipality. The bars represent the number of times a topic
was mentioned out of the total mentions of any topic by left-wing citizens (in red), left-wing councilors (in pink),
right-wing citizens (in blue) and right-wing councilors (in light blue)

5. Conclusions
As the number of people seeking shelter across borders reaches one percent of the global

population, receiving countries have been overwhelmed by the influx of newcomers. Faced with

the specter—and, in some cases, the reality—of “refugee crises” on their doorsteps, local
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populations’ capacity for empathic solidarity with refugees and migrants?® has been challenged
(Bhabha 2018, 2022). From America’s border wall and network of migrant detention facilities, to
Australia’s creation of extraterritorial migrant detention facilities and the slate of “fortress Europe”
border security externalization initiatives (Buehler, Fabbe, and Kyrkopoulou 2022), asylum-
seekers are increasing being treated like criminals in much of the developed world. States have
fortified borders and erected heavily securitized holding facilities to “house” individuals while
they await asylum processes, subjecting them to a varying array of detention-like conditions upon
arrival and thereby limiting their interaction with the broader public. While scholars have written
extensively on this broader trend toward the securitization (Casas-Cortes, Cobarrubias, and Pickles
2016; FitzGerald 2020; Gammeltoft-Hansen and Hathaway 2014; Hyndman and Mountz 2008;
Triandafyllidou 2014; Wolff 2008; Zaiotti 2016) and criminalization (Atak and Simeon 2018;
Kogovsek Salamon 2020; Marin and Spena 2016) of migrations frameworks, critical questions
remain about how the public and elites view these evolving strategies for migration management
and whether people prefer or object to this type of securitized and controlled response. Answers
to these questions are particularly pressing, especially given that recent research finds that limiting
refugee mobility can inhibit processes of psychological integration (Hilbig and Riaz 2022).

Our evolving work on the preferences and first-order concerns of citizens and elites shows
that, in the wake of the refugee crisis, there is not only widespread popular and elite support for
controlling the issue of asylum-seeker reception through the “securitization” and geographic
distancing of asylum seeker resettlement facilities, but also substantial polarization, and especially
among citizens, on this topic.

Most centrally, our work highlights important, and values-based, axes of polarization:
universal human dignity versus security. A large number of people on the right view the hosting
of asylum seekers as a critical legal and security challenge, and will only tolerate hosting facilities
on the condition that they limit asylum seekers’ mobility and restrict the likelihood of interactions

with citizens. These individuals also tend to be preoccupied with legal definitions of deservedness

2 Following the work of Jacqueline Bhabha, we agree that it is useful to adopt the term “distress migrants” going
forward. This term helps to describe migration by people “that stems from desperation, vulnerability, and needs, from
living circumstances that are experienced as unbearable or deeply unsatisfactory and that precipitate serious obstacles
to a reasonable or tolerable life.” See Bhabha, Can We Solve the Migration Crisis?, 64.
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and entry, seeking a strict fortification of the distinction between deserving “refugees” versus mere
“economic migrants.” Nonetheless, another substantial subset of society that self-identifies with
the left takes refugees and migrants’ common human dignity as a primary object of concern,
objecting vehemently to the “prison-like” conditions to which many asylum-seekers have been
subjected. This group cares less about legal issues of deservedness than those on the right and
expresses concerns about asylum-seekers wellbeing and basic human needs. Finding viable
solutions to problems of refugee reception and resettlement thus will have to reconcile these
divergent, values-based views, lest they risk further polarizing society on the migration issue.*
We close by briefly noting a curious feature of our findings about citizen versus elite
preferences and concerns with respect to immigration. Research has shown that elite polarization
fundamentally changes the manner in which citizens make decisions on key issues, including
immigration (Druckman, Peterson, and Slothuus 2013). Furthermore it is often assumed that elites
(and especially right-wing elites) seek to capitalize on the issue of immigration by taking
increasingly extreme positions on the topic (Norris and Inglehart 2019). Given that in our particular
case elites appear to be less polarized than citizens when it comes to hosting asylum-seeker
facilities, one possible avenue for future research should be to further explore the precise nature of

the relationship between elite and mass polarization on the issue of immigration more broadly.
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Appendix
A. Survey procedure and sampling process
A.1 Fieldwork

Prior to launching the survey, we conducted six months of fieldwork including meetings
with government officials (local and national), workers in health and education, and citizens.
Furthermore, we visited refugee reception and host sites throughout Greece and interviewed
members of the administrative staff as well as citizens residing nearby to help perfect our survey
materials. Before being fielded, the instrument of the survey was approved by the Harvard IRB.
We note that we use the term refugees and asylum-seekers for all persons being hosted in refugee
reception and host sites during or after their asylum application process.

A.2 Recruitment, Survey distribution and Response rates

Interaction with research participants was through a Qualtrics survey advertised in
Facebook. The advertisement of the invitation was targeted and monitored with the help of the
research organization Public Opinion Research Unit at the University of Macedonia (PORU UoM),
which has performed a large number of prior surveys in Greece on similar topics. We used filters
for age, gender and geography to ensure the sample is representative. We collected 7,025 responses
from citizens 5,916 of which completed at least one task of our conjoint experiment and 3,242
answered the open-ended question.

A.3 Sample representativeness
Our sample covers a large portion of the Greek population. We have respondents from 301

municipalities (91% of Greek municipalities), covering 100% of Greece’s 52 prefectures and
100% of the country’s 13 regional units. We used quota sampling based on the gender, age group,
and geographic location. Regarding gender, closely matched the actual distribution of the Greek
population, which consists of 49% of men and 51% of women based on the latest census published
in 2011. Similarly, our sample is largely proportional to the age distribution of Greek citizens as
reported in the same 2011 census. As far as the geographical/administrative distribution is
concerned, we received responses from all the 13 regional units and all 52 prefectures. Our sample
is largely proportional to the population of each regional unit. Table A. 1 reports the ratio of

females, different age groups, and regional units in the population and in the survey sample.
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Table A. 1: Sample representativeness, citizens

| Population | Sample
Gender
Female | 0510 | 0.579
Age Group
17-24 0.096 0.091
25-34 0.173 0.142
35-44 0.184 0.243
45-54 0.165 0.272
55+ 0.382 0.252
Regional unit
Anatolikis Macedonias kai Thrakis 0.056 0.056
Attikis 0.354 0.336
Voreiou Aigaiou 0.018 0.041
Dytikis Elladas 0.063 0.043
Dytikis Makedonias 0.026 0.022
Ipeirou 0.031 0.032
Thessalias 0.068 0.068
lonion Nison 0.019 0.017
Kentrikis Makedonias 0.174 0.190
Notiou Aigaiou 0.029 0.036
Peloponnisou 0.053 0.050
Stereas Elladas 0.051 0.049
Kritis 0.058 0.058

Note: Table shows citizens’ ratios regarding gender (female), age groups and regional units in the real population and
the survey sample. Column 2 reports ratios in the real population, as published in the 2011 census by the Hellenic
Statistical Authority (ELSTAT). Column 3 reports the respective ratios in the citizens’ full sample.

With respect to the party affiliation, 43% of our respondents revealed their party affiliation.
Based on those who shared their party affiliation, we had respondents from all six parties
represented in municipal councils across Greece and in proportions that closely match the actual
distribution of seats in the municipal council across parties (the distribution of seats is not
proportional to the actual distribution of vote-shares as Greece applies a party list formula that is

distorting).

IRB restrictions do not allow us to collect any identifiable data at the individual level on
the respondents. Thus, we are unable to check for representativeness using an individual level
regression. We can, however, do the next best thing, which is checking for representativeness more

systematically at the municipal level.
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Therefore, we create a municipal level “participation ratio" variable, which measures the
percentage of citizens that responded to us in each municipality. We present a histogram of this
variable in Figure A. 1, which shows the distribution of participation across municipalities. On

average, 0.08% of citizens participated from a given municipality.

Next, we collect data about the ratio of women per municipality from the 2011 census.
Regarding the party affiliation, we use data from the latest national election round in 2019 from
the Greek ministry of Interior. Finally, we create a dummy variable to measure whether or not each

councilor serves in a municipality with an active host site.

To check for municipal-level representativeness, we then run a regression where we regress
“participation ratio" on ratios of the characteristics of citizens in each municipality (gender and
party affiliation) as well as dummy variable to capture the existence of a camp in each
municipality. The estimated coefficients in Table A. 2 show that there are no imbalances at the
municipal level in citizen participation in our study based on gender, party affiliation or camp

presence in the municipality.

Table A. 2: Sample representativeness at the municipal level, citizens

Participation rate

Intercept 0.00+
(0.00)
Golden Dawn _(888)*
New Democracy (006%2
Kinal (006%?
. -0.00
Syriza (0.01)
—0.00x
KKE
(0.00)
Antarsya (8'88)
Women (8'88)
Existing camp (00'0005
R? 0.28
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R 0.28

Obs. 6423
RMSE 0.00
N clusters (=Municipalities) 274

Note: *** p<0.001; ** p<0.01; * p<0.05. SE’s in parentheses are clustered by respondent’s municipality.

Figure A. 1: Citizens survey participation

Sample vs. Population of Citizens
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Note: The “Participation ratio” variable is constructed as the percentage of citizens that responded to us in each
municipality. The red line shows the average of the “participation ratio” variable.

B. The conjoint experiment

B.1. Details to the conjoint design

For a full description and justification of the conjoint attributes, see Fabbe et al. (2022).

In total, we had 2 profiles x 3 tasks x 5,916 citizens. Thus, 35,496 profiles shown for citizens.*!
Given the number of attributes (five) and the possible levels/values for each attribute, we had a

total of 405 unique profile combinations. This implies that each of these 405 unique profiles was

31 We have 35,032 recorded responses for citizens due to missing values
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shown (on average) about 86-87 times to citizens. The frequencies of the randomly displayed

attribute levels, for each of the five attributes, are as follows (percentages in parentheses):

o Proximity of the camp to the urban center:} (i) more than 30-min walk from center: 11641
(33.2%) (ii) 30-min walk or less from center: 11696 (33.4%) (iii) in the center: 11695 (33.4%)

o Type of public goods provision: (i) hire more municipal employees: 11714 (33.4%) (ii) more
infrastructure to municipality: 11700 (33.4%) (iii) hire more teachers and doctors: 11618
(33.2%)

o Size of the host site: (i) more than 1% of local population: 11740 (33.5%) (ii) 1% of local
population: 11641 (33.2%) (iii) less than 1% of local population: 11651 (33.3%)

o Type of site: (i) closed: 11595 (33.1%) (ii) partially open: 11644 (33.2%) (iii) fully open:
11793 (33.7%)

o Who is in charge of day-to-day administration:} (i) local government: 7016 (20%) (ii)
international organizations (UNHCR, IOM): 7135 (20.4%) (iii) national government: 7061
(20.2%) (iv) church: 6877 (19.6%) (v) army: 6943 (19.8%)

Furthermore, we examined whether there is any preference for the left-hand or right-hand
profile in our pair design. We did not observe any overall trends or any significant imbalances in
the ordering of preferences after performing this diagnostic test. Figure B. 1 shows that the results
are largely qualitatively similar between the left and the right profiles.

Figure B. 1: Aggregate marginal means showing left (1) - right (2) diagnostics, citizens

Left-profile Right-profile

(Proximity) 1
= 30mins from ctrq
< 30mins from ctr

In ctr

(Publicgoods)q

Hire more municipal employees

Mare infrastructure to the municipality 1
Hire more teachers and doctors | Feature
(Size)q

=1 % of local populaton
1% of local population

< 1% of local population|
(Type)

Closed-

Proximity
Publicgoods
— Size
— Type
Run by

Partially open - -

Fully open-| — T
(Run by)
Local Government {
International Organizations (UNHCR,IOM}
Government |
Church
Army ]
0.35 0.40 045 050 055  0.60 0.35 040 0.45 050 055 0.60

Marginal Mean

Note: The plot reports the marginal means for each attribute value (point estimates and 95% Cls). These estimates can
be interpreted as the average probability that a citizen will support each proposal with a given attribute level,
marginalized over all other attribute values. SE’s are clustered by respondent. N=35,032 profiles; n=5,916 citizens.
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We report forced choice results in the main text, where forced choice and marginal means
can be directly interpreted as the expected support that a candidate would receive if they were to
vote for a policy containing this particular attribute value ceteris paribus. We obtain very similar
results when using the Likert scale-based variable. Figure B.2 displays those results (with outcome

being rescaled to vary between 0 and 1 for ease of interpretation).

Figure B. 2: Aggregate marginal means with Likert scale outcome
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Note: The plot illustrates the marginal means for each attribute value (point estimates and 95% Cls). These values can
be interpreted as the average probability that a citizen will support a politician endorsing each proposal with a given
attribute level, marginalized over all other attribute values. Likert scale outcome is rescaled to vary between 0 and 1
for ease of interpretation. SEs are clustered by respondent. N=35,032 profiles; n=5,916 citizens.

B.2. Robustness to the analysis
To further ensure that our results are robust, we rerun the equation (1) using (i) an entropy

balancing weighted sample and (ii) municipality fixed effects. The average marginal component
effects (AMCES) are presented in Table B. 1 in columns (3) and (4) respectively. Figure B. 3
presents the aggregate marginal means (MMs) after reweighting our survey sample based on

known characteristics such as the gender, age, and geographical distribution of citizens. The
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entropy balancing weights allow us to obtain representative estimates of citizens population and

show that our estimates remain robust. 32

Figure B. 3: Aggregate marginal means using an entropy balancing weighted sample.

Weight (gender. age, geog.)
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Note: The plot reports the marginal means for each attribute value (point estimates and 95% Cls). These estimates can
be interpreted as the average probability that a citizen will support a politician endorsing each proposal with a given
attribute level, marginalized over all other attribute values. SE’s are clustered by respondent. N=35,032 profiles;
n=5,916 citizens.

B.3. Aggregate Results
In this subsection we present the estimates for the average marginal component effects

(AMCEsS) (see Table B. 1) and the aggregate marginal means (MMs) (see

32 For more details about the entropy balancing method see: Hainmueller, Jens, & Yiging Xu. (2013). Ebalance: A
Stata Package for Entropy Balancing. SSRN Scholarly Paper. ID 1943090. Rochester, NY: Social Science Research
Network.
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Table B. 2) for citizens. For the respective results for councilors,
Appendix of Fabbe et al. (2022).

Table B. 1: Average Marginal Component Effects (AMCEs) for Citizens

see Section C in the

Main Model Weighted Model Municipality FE
Model
(2) 3) 4)
0.49%** 0.47%**
Intercept (0.01) (0.01)
ins f 0.15%** 0.14%** 0.15%**
> 30mins from ctr (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
ins f 0.13*** 0.12%** 0.13%**
< 30mins from ctr (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
More infrastructure to 0.04*** 0.04*** 0.04***
municipality (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Hire more teachers and 0.09*** 0.09*** 0.09***
doctors (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
. -0.07*** -0.06*** -0.07***
> 10
1% of local population (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
. 0.04%*** 0.03*** 0.04%***
0,
< 1% of local population (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Partiall -0.04%*** -0.03*** -0.05%**
artially open (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
" -0.18*** -0.15*** -0.18***
Fully open (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Local government 0.00 0.01 0.00
g (0.01) (0.01) (0.00)
International -0.08*** -0.06*** -0.08***
Organizations (UNCHR, (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
IOM)
Government -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
hurch -0.09*** -0.09*** -0.09***
Chure (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
R? 0.06 0.05 0.06
R2 0.06 0.05 0.05
Obs. (=Profiles) 35032 35032 34978
RMSE 0.49 0.49 0.49
n clusters (=Citizens) 5916 5916 5907

Note: Omitted: (1) in the ctr, (2) hire municipal employees, (3) 1% of local pop, (4) closed, (5) army. *** p<0.001;
** p<0.01; * p<0.05. SE’s in parentheses are clustered by respondent. In column (2), we present the AMCEs using
the full sample of citizens. In column (3), we present the AMCESs using entropy balance weights and in column (4),

we present the results using municipality fixed effects.
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Table B. 2: Aggregate Marginal Means (MMs) for Citizens

Feature Estimate Std. Error Z

> 30mins from ctr 0.55 0.00 143.69
< 30mins from ctr 0.54 0.00 142.01
In the center 0.41 0.00 104.68
Hire more municipal 0.46 0.00 119.75
employees

Mor? |_nfre_13tructure to 0.49 0.00 128.94
municipality

Hire more teachers and 0.55 0.00 142 51
doctors

> 1% of local population 0.44 0.00 114.48
1% of local population 0.51 0.00 134.00
< 1% of local population 0.55 0.00 14412
Closed 0.57 0.00 135.30
Partially open 0.53 0.00 138.28
Fully open 0.40 0.00 97.43
Local Government 0.53 0.01 99.57
International

Organizations (UNCHR, 0.46 0.01 82.76
IOM)

Government 0.52 0.01 98.29
Church 0.44 0.01 79.91
Army 0.54 0.01 94.36

Note: SE's are clustered by respondent. N=35,032 profiles; n=5,916 citizens.

B.4. Ideology Subgroup Analysis

B.4.1. Citizens Subgroup Analysis
Next, we address the question how citizens’ preferences vary based on their political
ideology. We ask the respondents to place themselves on a 0-10 scale, based on their political

ideology, with 0 denoting the extreme left and 10 denoting the extreme right.

Figure B. 4 plots the histogram of frequencies of reported ideology for citizens and Table

B. 3 presents the descriptive statistics.

Figure B. 4: Histogram of Self-reported Ideology for Citizens
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Note: This figure plots the frequency of self-reported ideology of citizens. 0 denotes the extreme left and 10 denotes
the extreme right. n=5,077 citizens.

Table B. 3: Descriptive statistics for self-reported ideology for citizens

Obs. (=Profiles) Mean Std. Dev. Min P(25) P(75) Max
Citizens 30,462 5.100 2.594 0 4 7 10

Note: This table shows the descriptive statistics of self-reported ideology for citizens. 0 denotes the extreme left and
10 denotes the extreme right.

Next, we divide our sample into two subgroups, left and right, according to their reported
ideology. The respondents who place themselves below 5 on the scale 0-10 are considered as left-
wing citizens and the respondents who placed themselves above (or equal to) 5 are considered as
right-wing citizens. We present the subgroup average marginal component effects (AMCESs) and

subgroup marginal means (MMs) below.

B.4.1.1. Subgroup AMCEs and MMs for citizens
This subsection presents the average marginal component effects (AMCESs) and marginal

means (MMs) for subgroups of respondents based on their self-reported political ideology. Figure

B. 5 presents marginal means for proposal choice (i.e., average choice probabilities given a specific
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attribute level) across all levels for the two subgroups for citizens. We note that right-wing citizens
have a clear preference for camps being set up away from the urban center of their municipality
(the larger the distance the better). Additionally, left-wing citizens remain indifferent among the
different camp sizes, while right-wing citizens prefer the smaller camps with a clear ordered
preference of “the smaller the size the better”. Right-wing citizens also have a strong preference
for politicians that support closed facilities that restrict migrant mobility. In contrast, left-wing
citizens are much less likely to support a candidate that endorses closed camps (though they seem
indifferent between partially and fully open camps). Finally, right-wing citizens are more likely to
support a candidate who endorses the army as a site administrator, whereas left-wing citizens do
not support the army providing oversight but are willing to endorse politicians supporting site
administration being run by NGOs. We provide formal tests for heterogeneous preferences in
Section B.4.3

Figure B. 5: Marginal Means (MMs) for citizens by self-reported ideology
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Note: Plot shows marginal means for each attribute value (point estimates and 95% ClIs). We present subgroup
analyses by self-reported ideology of the citizens. SE’s are clustered by respondent. Left ideology is defined as lower

than 5 and right ideology is defined as equal or higher than 5 in the scale of 0-10. N=30,462 profiles; n=5,077 citizens.
For completeness, we also present the actual estimates of subgroup average marginal

component effects (AMCESs) and subgroup marginal means (MMs) in Table B. 4 and
48



Table B. 5, respectively.

Table B. 4: Subgroup Average Marginal Component Effects (AMCES) for citizens

Left Right
0.51*** 0.39***
Intercept (0.02) (0.01)
. 0.10*** 0.15***
< 30mins from ctr (0.01) (0.01)
. 0.07*** 0.19***
> 30mins from ctr (0.01) (0.01)
More infrastructure to -0.10*** -0.03***
municipality (0.01) (0.01)
Hi icinal | -0.14*** -0.06***
ire more municipal employees (0.01) (0.01)
. -0.01 -0.04***
0,
1% of local population (0.01) (0.01)
. -0.01 -0.14***
0,
> 1% of local population (0.01) (0.01)
Partially open 0.01 0.19%
yop (0.01) (0.01)
-0.15%** 0.33***
Closed (0.01) (0.01)
-0.05** -0.11%**
Chureh (0.02) (0.01)
0.10*** -0.05***
Government (0.02) (0.01)
International Organizations 0.14%*** -0.18***
(UNCHR, IOM) (0.02) (0.01)
0.15%** -0.06***
Local Government 0.02) (0.01)
R? 0.07 0.13
R2 0.07 0.13
Obs.(=Profiles) 9798 20664
RMSE 0.48 0.47
n clusters (=Citizens) 1633 3444

Note: SE's in parentheses are clustered by respondent. Omitted: (1) in the ctr, (2) hire more teachers and doctors, (3)
< 1% of local pop, (4) fully open, (5) army. *** p<0.001; ** p<0.01; * p<0.05
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Table B. 5: Subgroup Marginal Means (MMs) for citizens

Feature Estimate Std. Error z
Right
> 30mins from ctr 0.57 0.01 114.31
< 30mins from ctr 0.54 0.00 109.56
In the center 0.39 0.01 78.05
Hire more municipal employees 0.46 0.00 93.58
More infrastructure to municipality 0.50 0.00 100.50
Hire more teachers and doctors 0.54 0.00 107.80
> 1% of local population 0.42 0.00 83.93
1% of local population 0.52 0.00 104.41
< 1% of local population 0.56 0.00 116.30
Closed 0.66 0.01 130.16
Partially open 0.52 0.00 104.05
Fully open 0.33 0.00 66.25
Local Government 0.52 0.01 74.02
International Organizations (UNCHR, IOM) 0.40 0.01 57.08
Government 0.53 0.01 76.52
Church 0.47 0.01 64.94
Army 0.59 0.01 80.67
Left

> 30mins from ctr 0.51 0.01 70.40
< 30mins from ctr 0.54 0.01 74.46
In the center 0.45 0.01 58.83
Hire more municipal employees 0.44 0.01 60.74
More infrastructure to municipality 0.48 0.01 64.66
Hire more teachers and doctors 0.59 0.01 79.84
> 1% of local population 0.50 0.01 69.14
1% of local population 0.50 0.01 68.94
< 1% of local population 0.51 0.01 67.51
Closed 0.40 0.01 49.74
Partially open 0.56 0.01 76.01
Fully open 0.55 0.01 71.39
Local Government 0.58 0.01 57.74
International Organizations (UNCHR, IOM) 0.57 0.01 56.35
Government 0.53 0.01 52.12
Church 0.38 0.01 37.67
Army 0.43 0.01 39.69

Note: SEs are clustered by respondent. N=30,462 profiles; n=5,077 citizens.
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B.4.1.2. Sensitivity checks for citizens
For robustness, we assume different cut-offs, with the results are presented in Figure B. 6

for citizens. In the top-left panel, we use the median (which is equal to 5) as cut-off and in the top-
right panel, we exclude the median and consider left-wing respondents to be those who placed
themselves below 4 and right-wing respondents to be those who answered 6 or above 6. In the
bottom-left panel, we use the mean as a cut-off and in the bottom-right panel, we divide the
respondents in three equal parts and we have the following intervals: left-wing citizens are [0,5),

in the center [5,6) and right-wing citizens (6,10].

Figure B. 6: ldeology sensitivity check for citizens

Median-point cut-off Median-peint +1/-1 cut-off
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Note: Plot shows marginal means for each attribute value (point estimates and 95% Cls). We present subgroup
analyses by self-reported ideology. SE’s are clustered by respondent (citizen). N=30,462 profiles; n=5,077 citizens.

B.4.2. Councilors Subgroup Analysis
We also address the question how local politicians/councilors’ preferences vary based on

their political ideology. Again, we asked the respondents to place themselves on a 0-10 scale, based
on their political ideology, with 0 denoting the extreme left and 10 denoting the extreme right.
Figure B. 7 plots the histogram of frequencies of reported ideology for councilors and Table B. 6

presents the descriptive statistics.
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Figure B. 7: Histogram of self-reported ideology for councilors
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Note: This figure plots the frequency of self-reported ideology of councilors. 0 denotes the extreme left and 10
denotes the extreme right. n=594 councilors.

Table B. 6: Descriptive statistics for self-reported ideology for councilors

Obs. (=Profiles) Mean Std. Dev.  Min P(25) P(75) Max
Councilors 3,294 5.020 2.493 0 4 7 10

Note: This table shows the descriptive statistics of self-reported ideology for councilors, respectively. 0 denotes the
extreme left and 10 denotes the extreme right.

Again, we divide our sample into two subgroups, left and right. The respondents who place
themselves on a scale 0-10 below 5 are considered left-wing councilors and the respondents who
place themselves above (or equal to) 5 are considered right-wing councilors. We present the
subgroup average marginal component effects (AMCESs) and subgroup marginal means (MMs)

below.

B.4.2.1. Subgroup AMCEs and MMs for councilors
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Figure B. 8 displays the marginal means for proposal choice (i.e., average choice
probabilities given a specific attribute level) across all levels for the two subgroups for local
politicians/councilors.®® Overall, our results show that councilors are less polarized than the
citizens. We provide formal tests for heterogeneous preferences between left and right in Section
B.4.3

33 This figure was firstly introduced in the paper of Fabbe et al. (2022). See Figure D8 in Appendix.
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Figure B. 8: Marginal Means (MMs) for councilors by self-reported ideology
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Note: Plot shows marginal means for each attribute value (point estimates and 95% CIs). We present subgroup
analyses by the self-reported ideology of the councilors. SE’s are clustered by respondent. Left ideology is defined as
lower than 5 and right ideology is defined as equal or higher than 5 in the scale of 0-10. N=3,294 profiles; n=594
councilors.

For completeness, we present the actual estimates of subgroup average marginal

component effects (AMCES) and subgroup marginal means (MMS) in

55



56

Table B. 7 and



57

Table B. 8, respectively.



Table B. 7: Subgroup Average Marginal Component Effects (AMCESs) for councilors

Left Right
0.39%*** 0.38***
Intercept (0.05) (0.04)
. 0.17*** 0.16***
< 30mins from ctr (0.04) (0.03)
. 0.15*** 0.18***
> 30mins from ctr (0.04) (0.03)
More infrastructure to -0.00 0.01
municipality (0.04) (0.03)
Hire more municipal employees 0.09% 0.07%
pat employ (0.04) (0.03)
. -0.05 -0.05***
0,
1% of local population (0.04) (0.03)
. -0.07 -0.14***
0,
> 1% of local population (0.04) (0.03)
Partially open 0.06 0.15%
yop (0.04) (0.03)
-0.03 0.19***
Closed (0.04) (0.03)
-0.03 -0.08*
Chureh (0.05) (0.03)
Government 0.09% 0.01
(0.04) (0.03)
International Organizations 0.07 -0.07*
(UNCHR, IOM) (0.05) (0.04)
0.19*** 0.01
Local Government (0.04) (0.04)
R? 0.07 0.07
R? 0.06 0.07
Obs. (=Profiles) 1170 2124
RMSE 0.49 0.48
n clusters (=Councilors) 195 354

Note: SE's in parentheses are clustered by respondent. Omitted: (1) in the ctr, (2) hire more teachers and doctors, (3)
< 1% of local pop, (4) fully open, (5) army. *** p<0.001; ** p<0.01; * p<0.05
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Table B. 8: Subgroup Marginal Means (MMs) for councilors

Feature Estimate Std. Error Z
Right
> 30mins from ctr 0.56 0.01 38.58
< 30mins from ctr 0.55 0.01 36.67
In the center 0.39 0.02 24.03
Hire more municipal 0.45 0.01 30.26
employees
More infrastructure to 0.53 0.02 32.60
municipality
Hire more teachers and 0.53 0.02 32.78
doctors
> 1% of local population 0.43 0.02 27.39
1% of local population 0.52 0.02 31.46
< 1% of local population 0.56 0.01 38.50
Closed 0.58 0.02 36.83
Partially open 0.53 0.02 33.25
Fully open 0.39 0.02 24.35
Local Government 0.53 0.02 22.89
International 0.54 0.02 21.32
Organizations (UNCHR,
IOM)
Government 0.54 0.02 27.02
Church 0.45 0.02 19.72
Army 0.52 0.02 23.03
Left
> 30mins from ctr 0.55 0.02 24.65
< 30mins from ctr 0.56 0.02 26.77
In the center 0.39 0.02 16.39
Hire more municipal 0.44 0.02 21.09
employees
More infrastructure to 0.53 0.02 23.74
municipality
Hire more teachers and 0.53 0.02 24.28
doctors
> 1% of local population 0.47 0.02 22.41
1% of local population 0.48 0.02 21.97
< 1% of local population 0.56 0.02 24.36
Closed 0.46 0.02 21.00
Partially open 0.55 0.02 25.18
Fully open 0.49 0.02 23.53
Local Government 0.63 0.03 23.12
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International
Organizations (UNCHR,
IOM)

Government

Church

Army

0.49

0.53
0.40
0.44

0.03

0.03
0.03
0.03

16.31

18.25
12.82
16.14

Note: SEs are clustered by respondent. N=3,294 profiles; n=594 councilors.

B.4.2.2. Sensitivity checks for councilors
For robustness, we again assume different cut-off, with the results are presented in Figure B. 9 for

councilors. In the top-left panel, we use the median (which is equal to 5) as the cut-off. In the top-

right panel, we exclude the median and consider left-wing as those who put themselves below 4

and right-wing those who answered 6 or above. In the bottom-left panel, we use the mean as the

cut-off and in the bottom-right panel we divide the respondents in three equal parts and we have

the following intervals: left councilors are [0,4), in the center [4,6) and right councilors (6,10].

Figure B. 9: Ideology sensitivity check for councilors
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Note: Plot shows marginal means for each attribute value (point estimates and 95% ClIs). We present subgroup
analyses by self-reported ideology. SEs are clustered by respondent (councilor). N=3,294 profiles; n=594 councilors.
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B.4.3. Test of heterogeneous preferences between left and right
In this section, we examine whether there are statistical differences in underlying

preferences between right and left-wing citizens, as well as, between right and left-wing elected
leaders. To answer this question, we estimate the differences in marginal means (MM) between
citizens on the right side of the political spectrum and those on the left. Respectively, we also
estimate the differences in marginal means (MM) for political elites on the right versus the left.
Following Leeper et al. (2020), we opt to conduct our comparisons based on the differences
between marginal means (MM) and not on the AMCEs. The reason is that differences-in-AMCEs
are differences in effect sizes for subgroups and they cannot be interpreted as differences in
underlying preferences. The difference in preference level between subgroups can be interpreted
as “relative favorability” towards a profile given a specific feature. The results for citizens are
presented in Table B. 9 and Figure B. 10 and the results for councilors are reported in Table B. 11
and Figure B. 11.

To examine the existence of heterogeneous preferences, we conduct an ANOVA test as
described by Leeper et al. (2020). We run a regression of the forced choice dependent variable on
all the feature levels, their interactions with a dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the reported
ideology is on the “right” of the political spectrum (i.e., if the respondents’ answer in the respective
question is equal or higher than the median (= 5)), and the reported ideology dummy variable. For
more details on the definition and the description of reported ideology see Sections B.4.1 and
B.4.2. Next, we test if at least one of the coefficients of the interactions and the reported ideology

dummy is different from zero.

Specifically, we assume two models. First, the unrestricted model which includes each
feature level, the interactions terms between the reported ideology dummy and each feature level,
and the reported ideology dummy. Second, the restricted (nested) model that sets all the
coefficients of the interaction terms and the reported ideology to be equal to zero. We perform an
F — test under the null hypothesis that all the coefficients of the interaction terms and the reported
ideology dummy are equal to zero. The alternative hypothesis is that at least one is different from

zero suggesting the existence of heterogeneous preferences. The models are the following:

The unrestricted model:
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5 L

5 Lr
Y=+ z Z B Dy + yldeology + z z 671 Dpldeology + u
f=11=1 f=11=1

where f indicates the number of the feature, and I indicates the level of each future. Each feature

has a different number of levels. The total number of levels is equal to 12. Dg; is a dummy variable

that takes 1 for each feature level, Ideology is a dummy variable that takes 1 for right-wing

citizens and Dy Ideology presents the interaction terms.

The restricted (nested model) is the following:

5 L
Y=[30+ZZ[3ﬂDﬂ+u
f=11=1

where y = 811 = -+ = 854 = 0. The number of restrictions is 13. 34 The results for citizens are

presented in Table B. 9 and for councilors in Table B. 10, respectively.

B.4.3.1. Subgroup differences for citizens

Table B. 9: Differences in marginal means (MM) by ideology for citizens

Feature Level Estimate  Std. Error Z p-value Lower  Upper
Proximity > 30mins from ctr 0.06 0.01 7.1 0 0.05 0.08
Proximity < 30mins from ctr -0.01 0.01 -0.82 0.41 -0.02 0.01
Proximity In the center -0.06 0.01 -6.13 0 -0.07 -0.04
Public Hire more 0.03 0.01 2.92 0 0.01 0.04
goods municipal

employees
Public More infrastructure 0.02 0.01 2.36 0.02 0 0.04
goods to municipality
Public Hire more teachers -0.05 0.01 -5.72 0 -0.07 -0.03
goods and doctors
Size > 1% of local -0.08 0.01 -8.92 0 -0.1 -0.06

population

34 Respondents index, profile index as well as task index are ignored for representation purposes. Note that the test is
not sensitive to the choice of the base category.

62



Size 1% of local
population

Size < 1% of local
population

Type Closed

Type Partially open

Type Fully open

Run by Local Government

Run by International
Organizations
(UNCHR, IOM)

Run by Government

Run by Church

Run by Army

0.02

0.06

0.26
-0.04
-0.22
-0.07
-0.17

0
0.09
0.16

0.01

0.01

0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01

0.01
0.01
0.01

231

6.34

27.56
-4.28
-24.09
-5.34
-13.69

-0.15
7.24
11.95

0.02

[oNeNoNolNe)

0.88
0
0

0 0.04
0.04  0.07
024  0.28
006  -0.02
024  -02
009  -0.04
019  -0.15
003  0.02
0.07 0.11
0.13 0.18 |

Note: This table shows the differences in marginal means (MM) between right and left citizens. N=30,462 profiles;

n=5,077 citizens.

Figure B. 10: Differences in underlying preferences for citizens
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Note: This figure shows the differences in marginal means (MM) between right and left citizens. First column shows
the marginal means for left citizens, second column shows the marginal means for right citizens and the third column
shows the differences in marginal means between right and left citizens. N=30,462 profiles; n=5,077 citizens.

Table B. 9 and Figure B. 10 show the difference in preferences towards each feature level for

citizens. Based on these results, the right-wing citizens (compared to left-wing citizens) are more

likely to support a candidate who supports a camp that is located away from the city center, is

small, is closed, or operates under the supervision of the church or army. On the other hand, right-

wing citizens are less likely to support a camp that is located in the city center, is large, is partially

or fully open, or operates under the supervision of the local government or international
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organizations. Regarding the type of public goods, the difference in preference between right- and
left-wing citizens towards the hiring of municipal employees or the construction of municipal
infrastructures is positive, whereas right-wing citizens (compared to left-wing citizens) are less
likely to support candidates who support the idea of hiring more teachers and doctors. In addition,
right-wing citizens are more likely to vote for a candidate who supports a camp whose size equals
1% of the population. Finally, there is no statistically significant difference in preferences between
right and left-wing citizens towards the location of a camp which is less than 30 minutes away
from the city center (but not in the center) as well as the administration of a camp by the

government.

Next, we perform the ANOVA test as described earlier. We estimate the models separately and
perform the classical F — test. The results are presented in Table B. 10 and suggest the rejection
of the null hypothesis and the presence of heterogeneous preferences between right- and left-wing

citizens.

Table B. 10;: ANOVA test for citizens

F(13,30436) 134.96
p —value 0
Note: We follow Leeper et. al (2020). The number of restrictions is 13. N=30,462 profiles; n=5,077 citizens.

B.4.3.2. Subgroup differences for councilors

Table B. 11: Differences in marginal means (MM) by ideology for councilors

Feature Level Estimate  Std. Error Z p-value Lower  Upper
Proximity > 30mins from ctr 0.01 0.03 0.39 0.7 -0.04 0.06
Proximity < 30mins from ctr -0.02 0.03 -0.58 0.56 -0.07 0.04
Proximity In the center 0 0.03 0.09 0.93 -0.05 0.06
Public Hire more 0 0.03 0.11 0.91 -0.05 0.05
goods municipal
employees

Public More infrastructure 0 0.03 0.03 0.98 -0.05 0.05

goods to municipality

Public Hire more teachers 0 0.03 -0.11 0.91 -0.06 0.05

goods and doctors

Size > 1% of local -0.04 0.03 -1.72 0.09 -0.1 0.01
population

Size 1% of local 0.04 0.03 1.46 0.14 -0.01 0.09
population
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Size < 1% of local 0 0.03 0.04 0.96 -0.05 0.05
population
Type Closed 0.11 0.03 4.23 0 0.06 0.17
Type Partially open -0.02 0.03 -0.76 0.45 -0.07 0.03
Type Fully open -0.1 0.03 -3.85 0 -0.15 -0.05
Run by Local Government -0.1 0.04 -2.92 0 -0.17 -0.03
Run by International -0.02 0.04 -0.62 0.54 -0.1 0.05
Organizations
(UNCHR, IOM)
Run by Government 0 0.04 0.01 0.99 -0.07 0.07
Run by Church 0.05 0.04 1.21 0.23 -0.03 0.12
Run by Army 0.08 0.04 2.35 0.02 0.01 015 |

Note: This table shows the differences in marginal means (MM) between right and left councilors. N=3,294 profiles;
n=594 councilors.

Figure B. 11: Differences in underlying preferences for councilors
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Note: This figure shows the differences in marginal means (MM) between right and left councilors. First column
shows the marginal means for left councilors, second column shows the marginal means for right councilors and the
third column shows the differences in marginal means between right and left councilors. N=3,294 profiles; n=594
councilors.

Table B. 11 and Figure B. 11 show the difference in preferences towards each feature level. We find
that right-wing councilors (compared to left-wing councilors) are more likely to support a camp if
it is closed or administrated by the army. On the other hand, right-wing councilors are less likely
to support a camp which is large, fully open, or administrated by the local government. However,
right and left-wing councilors have similar preferences regarding the proximity of the camp and
the benefits provisions. In addition, both right and left-wing councilors prefer small camps, and

thus, the difference in preferences is not statistically significant. Finally, right and left-wing
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councilors have similar preferences towards the administration of the camp by international

organizations, the government, or the church.

Next, we perform an ANOVA test. We estimate the unrestricted and restricted models separately
and perform an F — test. The results are presented in the Table B. 12 and suggest the rejection of
the null hypothesis and the presence of heterogeneous preferences between right- and left-wing

councilors.

Table B. 12: ANOVA test for councilors

F(13,3268) 3.368
p —value 0
Note: We follow Leeper et. al (2020). The number of restrictions is 13. N=3,294 profiles; n=594 councilors.

C. Open-ended answers
C.1. Text Sample representativeness

To see if only respondents of a specific political background opted to answer our open-
ended question, we plot in Figure C. 1 the distribution of the reported political ideology in the full
sample (solid line) and in the text sample (dotted line). We observe that the two lines are very
close, indicating that there has been no self-selection in the text sample with regard to political
ideology.

Figure C. 1: Political ideology distribution (Full sample and Text Sample)

35
30
25
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15
10

Full sample === Textsample

Note: The plot shows the political ideology distribution in the full citizens’ sample (solid line) and in the text sample
of open-ended answers (dotted line). Political orientation is reported on a 0 -10 scale, from left (0) to right (10)

66



Table C. 1: Representativeness in the Full sample and Text Sample, citizens

Variable Description Census Full Sample Text Sample
Gender

Female respondent 0.510 0.579 0.415
Age group

17-24 0.096 0.091 0.074
25-34 0.173 0.142 0.131
35-44 0.184 0.243 0.246
45-54 0.165 0.272 0.293
55+ 0.382 0.252 0.256
Periphery

Anatolikis Macedonias kai Thrakis 0.056 0.056 0.059
Attikis 0.354 0.336 0.341
Voreiou Aigaiou 0.018 0.041 0.040
Dytikis Elladas 0.063 0.043 0.046
Dytikis Makedonias 0.026 0.022 0.023
Ipeirou 0.031 0.032 0.033
Thessalias 0.068 0.068 0.069
lonion Nison 0.019 0.017 0.017
Kentrikis Makedonias 0.174 0.190 0.167
Notiou Aigaiou 0.029 0.036 0.036
Peloponnisou 0.053 0.050 0.055
Stereas Elladas 0.051 0.049 0.050
Kritis 0.058 0.058 0.064
Sample Size 5916 3714

Note: Census data are from the 2011 census round. Source;: ELSTAT
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reports the shares of gender, age groups and periphery in the official census 2011 data, the full

sample and the text sample.

Table C. 1: Representativeness in the Full sample and Text Sample, citizens

Variable Description Census Full Sample Text Sample
Gender

Female respondent 0.510 0.579 0.415
Age group

17-24 0.096 0.091 0.074
25-34 0.173 0.142 0.131
35-44 0.184 0.243 0.246
45-54 0.165 0.272 0.293
55+ 0.382 0.252 0.256
Periphery

Anatolikis Macedonias kai Thrakis 0.056 0.056 0.059
Attikis 0.354 0.336 0.341
Voreiou Aigaiou 0.018 0.041 0.040
Dytikis Elladas 0.063 0.043 0.046
Dytikis Makedonias 0.026 0.022 0.023
Ipeirou 0.031 0.032 0.033
Thessalias 0.068 0.068 0.069
lonion Nison 0.019 0.017 0.017
Kentrikis Makedonias 0.174 0.190 0.167
Notiou Aigaiou 0.029 0.036 0.036
Peloponnisou 0.053 0.050 0.055
Stereas Elladas 0.051 0.049 0.050
Kritis 0.058 0.058 0.064
Sample Size 5916 3714

Note: Census data are from the 2011 census round. Source;: ELSTAT
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C.2. Keyness Analysis

In Figure C. 2 we plot the support for the construction of a hosting camp by citizens’
reported ideology. Specifically, we asked citizens: “How willing would you be to support the
construction of a hosting facility for asylum seekers in your municipality?”” on a 1-5 scale ranging
from 1 (not willing at all) to 5 (very willing). The dotted black line shows the percentage of those
who are not willing at all or not willing to support the construction of a hosting facility. The
horizontal axis presents the political ideology scale. Here we observe that citizens who reported
themselves to be an “ideological” 5 (29% of the sample) are actually much closer to respondents
who report being on the right-hand side of the political spectrum when it comes to supporting the
construction of a hosting site in their municipality.

Therefore, in the keyness analysis we break down the sample into two groups: left-wing
citizens (0-4 in the scale) and right-wing citizens (5-10 in the scale). As expected, those who vote
for the right are significantly less supportive of constructing a hosting facility, with those in the far
right expressing almost zero support (only 2% when reported ideology is 10). On the other hand,
the left-wing respondents are, as expected, significantly more supportive. Interestingly though,
only 3/4™ of the far-left respondents (75%) are very willing or willing to support the construction

of a camp in their municipality, revealing the presence of relevant concerns even for this group.

Figure C. 2: Political ideology and support for camp, citizens
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Note: The plot presents support for construction of an asylum-seeker hosting facility along the political spectrum. We
asked citizens: “How willing would you be to support the construction of a hosting facility for asylum seekers in your
municipality?” on a 1-5 scale ranging from 1 (not willing at all) to 5 (very willing). The vertical axis measures the
percentage of those who support the construction of a hosting site in their municipality, i.e., those who answered either
5 (very willing) or 4 (willing). The horizontal axis measures the political ideology of respondents. We asked: “Where
would you place yourself on the following scale?”, on a scale from 0 (left) to 10(right).

Next, we present a series of keyness analysis figures. Note that we use the G to calculate
the keyness score. Gavrielatos (2018) provides a comprehensive table for the correspondence
between p-values and degrees of evidence for the G2 statistic. In Table C. 2 we present the G?
statistic score and associated values for different degrees against the null hypothesis (H?: there is
no real frequency difference of the term between the study and the reference group, irrespective of
the size of the observed difference).

Table C. 2: Correspondence between p-values and degrees of evidence

Degree of evidence against H° p-value G2
Positive evidence against H° 0.00018 13.98
Strong evidence against H° 0.000014 18.81
Very strong evidence against H° 0.0000024 22.22

Source: Gavrielatos (2018)
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FiGUIE C. 3 shows keyness analysis results between councilors and citizens. Note that the
difference in the size of the two samples inflates the size of the bars for the smaller sample

(councilors) and decreases the size of the bars for the larger sample (citizens).

Figure C. 4 reports keyness analysis results between councilors and citizens on the right wing on
the political spectrum, while

Figure C. 5 reports the respective results between citizens and councilors on the left side of the
political spectrum.
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Figure C. 3: Keyness analysis on citizens against councilors
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Note The plot shows the keyness score of the features that occur differentially across the two groups, councilors (in
blue) and citizens (in red), based on the likelihood-ratio statistic.
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Figure C. 4: Keyness analysis on right-wing citizens against right-wing councilors
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Note: The plot shows the keyness score of the features that occur differentially across the two groups, right-wing
councilors (in blue) and right-wing citizens (in red), based on the likelihood-ratio statistic. A respondent is considered
right-wing, if they reported to be between 5 and 10 in the political ideology scale.
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Figure C. 5: Keyness analysis on left-wing citizens against left-wing councilors
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Note: The plot shows the keyness score of the features that occur differentially across the two groups, left-wing
councilors (in blue) and left-wing citizens (in red), based on the likelihood-ratio statistic. A respondent is considered
left-wing if they reported to be between 0 and 4 in the political ideology scale.
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Figure C. 6 shows keyness analysis results between councilors on the right and the left side of
the political spectrum. We note that these results should be interpreted with caution, as an

absolute value of 10 for the G2is considered low (see Gavrielatos 2018).

Figure C. 6: Keyness analysis on councilors, by Political ideology

I ' uslims
I | oscd
I kY
I o cers
I conirols
I - it
I -ty
I -
I - 2vful
I -ty oxit
I culture
I ourism
I uotas
I <ligion
I . cmployment
I iouist

raises

N ocal
I 2sylum
Bl Syria
B strictly
war
free
assimilate
Il uninhabited Il Right-wing councilors
orgs.encrt}g(e)!js= I Left-wing councilors
dignity conditions Il
care
houses Il
stay Il
money IR
poverty [N
human_respect
budgeting [ IR
ghetto [N
unaccompanied_child | IEGEGN
exchanges I
living_conditions | N
subsistence | IEGINB
health |

human_conditions | IEGzczN;B
employment [N
conditions [INEGG

Sy 00 |
respect NG
right

R
dignity I
open NN

humane I

-15 -10 -5 0 5 10
G2
Note: The plot shows the keyness score of the features that occur differentially across the two groups, based on the
log-likelihood statistic (G2). Reference group consists of councilors on the left side of the political spectrum (0-4 in
the political ideology scale, in red), while target group consists of councilors on the right side of the political spectrum
(5-10 on the political ideology scale, in blue).

75



C.3. Topic Analysis
Before selecting the topic analysis methodology, we experimented with several

unsupervised clustering algorithms. Specifically, we applied K-means clustering and a Gaussian
Mixture Model where we tried unigrams and n-grams, with n € {2,3,4,5}, based on their
associated Term Frequency-Inverse Document Frequency (TF-IDF) scores. In addition to the TF-
IDF scores, we also tried, as features, pretrained word embeddings (Perifanos and Goutsos 2021).
These models were not a good fit to our dataset, mainly for the following reasons. First, in the
unigram approach, the interpretation of single words was challenging due to their polysemy in the
absence of context words. Second, the n-gram approach failed because in many cases there were
texts with mutually exclusive perspectives about immigrants. More specifically, the n-gram
approach only worked in such texts where the associated perspectives were unambiguous, though
it failed in those which were mixed and introduced conditional acceptance. Furthermore, the word
embeddings did not yield meaningful results. Even though these embeddings were extracted from
tweets about immigrants in the Greek context, and thus were expected to match the informal

language in our corpus, the experimental results were neither robust nor meaningful.

Additionally, we experimented with Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) (Blei, Ng, and
Jordan 2003) and Structural Topic Modeling (STM) (Roberts, Stewart, and Airoldi 2016). The
results did not capture any meaningful patterns, primarily for the following reasons. The language
used by the respondents in our corpus quite informal, with words having multiple synonyms. Since

the algorithm failed to capture the synonymity, we manually grouped them into common topics.

Also, the open-ended answers are quite complex, and each respondent may raise multiple
concerns. Mixed membership algorithms such as the LDA and the STM model each response as a
vector of topics, but each word can only belong to exactly one topic (Roberts et al. 2014). After
experimenting with the number of topics, we failed to extract meaningful topics. The reason is that
in our dataset, a word can belong to more than one topic. In order to overcome these problems,
we assign the words to topics, allowing each word to belong in more than one topic (Ferrario and
Stantcheva 2022)

Finally, a note on the language choices made in our analysis. The original language of the

open-ended responses is Greek and, despite the fact that traditional text-processing tools do not
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work as well in Greek as they do in English, we opt not to translate the corpus in order to avoid

translation loss. As a result, we manually correct for typos and word misspellings to preserve the
maximum amount of information in the corpus. Furthermore, we experimented with the translateR
tool, suggested by (Lucas et al. 2015), which allows for automated translation to English by calling
the Google API. Due to the informality of our corpus, however, the quality of the translated text

was very poor, validating our choice to study the original Greek text.

C.3.1. Sample answers for each topic
In this section we present sample answers for each topic. We present the (original)

answer in Greek and the translation in English:
Topic 1: Identity Characteristics

o “SYRIAN CHRISTIANS ONLY".
“MONO I'lA XPIXTIANOYX 2YPIOYY”.

e “Only children under 10 years old, along with their mothers”.
“Movo maidie. karw twv 10 etv, poli pe g uavaoes tovg”.

e “I would support a hosting site, exclusively with Syrian refugees and families. All the
others who are [already] in the sites, Pakistanis, Afghans, etc. [and] young men, must be
deported by the government”.

“Oa vrootnpila [uia] doun piiolevias uovo ue mpoOoELYES amo THY 2VPio Kol OIKOYEVEIEG.
Olor o1 aAlor oo givau otig douég Iaxioravoi, Apyavoi KtA véor oe niikio Gvipes , Tpémel

vo ) KoPepvnon vo. tovg ameldoer”.
Topic 2: Legal/ Rational

o “Only for real refugees (as per the |[official] definition) and not for PSEUDO-
IMMIGRANTS who are forced upon us”.
“Movo yia. Ovtws mpoopvyes (e ™ oHUOcio. TOv OpILETol 1 €Vvoia) Kol Oyl OTOVS
AAOPOMETANAXTEY mov uog emifairovrar ue wm pio.”.

o “Under the condition that the asylum seekers would be from war-torn Syria and not [just]

a random third-world country”.
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“Me v mpoimobeon ot o1 autovvieg aodiov Go. nTay amo ™ Lvpio TOL YIVOTAY TOLEUOS
Ka1 oy1 kabe Grvpn TPITOKOCUIKN XWPa.”.
“90% of those who come are pseudo-immigrants and illegal economic immigrants”.

“To 90% oowv épyovrou eivar LoOPOUETOVATTES KOI TOPAVOLOL OIKOVOUIKOL UETOVAOTES .

Topic 3: Cultural/ Social concerns

“[Under the condition] that the facility does not host Muslims because they don’t share
the same human values and they are not compatible with democratic, modern state.”

“No. un p1iolevel n ooun Hovaovluavous yioti d¢ poipalouoote ioieg ioies avlpawmives alieg
Ka1 0ev gval oOUPATOT UE EVa ONUOKPATIKO TOYYPOVO KPATOS ™.

“A reliable program for the INTEGRATION of these people into our society ”

“Evo. aliomorto mpoypouuo ENXQMATQXHY avtwv twv ovOparmy oty Kotvwviao

E2]

UOG.
“Only if the municipality has a plan for including the children of refugees in schools where
they have help learning the language and having parents learn our traditions so they can
be assimilated and not be outsiders.”

“Movo epooov o onuog eixe katabéael ayéolo yio Evialn Twv TaidlV TV TPOTYDYWY G

ayoleio wov Eyovv fonbeto va uabovv ™ yAwooa, kai TOVS YOVEIS TWV TPOTYVYWY Vo,

uabovv ta Qo kar va apouiwBodv, kar oy vo. ivar E&vo oaua.”

Topic 4: Public order concerns

78

“I agree [to the construction of a hosting facility] if there is enough police presence in the
area so as to prevent illegal activities and make citizens feel safe.”

“2oUpwve GV DTTAPYEL OPKETH OQOTOVOUIKY ODVOUN OTHV TEPLOYN OTE VO, UTOPEL VO
OTOTPEYEL TIG TOPAVOUES OPOTTHPLOTHTES Kl Va. voiwBovy 01 TOATES 0oPOoLELS.... "

“Under no conditions. There will be a criminal environment if a hosting site is
constructed.”

“Yro kouio mpoimobeon. Oo vrapyel eyKANUOTIKO TEPLPGALOV av yivel doun.”

“THERE MUST BE CAREFUL MEASURES SO THAT WE DON’T BECOME A SITE FOR
THE PRODUCTION OF TERRORISTS.”



“IIPEIIEI NA T'INOYN IIPOXEKTIKA BHMATA I'IA NA MHN I'INOYME AITIA
I'ENNHXHY TPOMOKPATEON.”

Topic 5: Economic concerns

e  “Only if Greece overcomes the economic crisis, there is zero unemployment for Greek,
[and] salaries are sufficient to support the average family...”
“Movo eav n Elldoo dev avtiuetwmile oikovouikn kpion, vanpye 0 avepyio yia 1008
Elinveg, o1 puaboi nrav ikavomointikol yio. vo, (o€l 1] UETH O1KOYEVELD, ...~

o . ..ifthere arejobs for everyone, so that we don 't eat each other alive”
“...va vTLaPOVY DOVAEIES Yia EAoVG, wate va. un paywBovue uetalo uog..”

e “... The majority come for a rebellious life and for the handouts...."

’

“...01 TEPLITOTEPOIL EPYoVTaL Yi0. (1] PEUTEAN KL Y10, TO. ETLOOUOTO. ..~
Topic 6: Humanitarian concerns

e “The push-backs of human lives are unacceptable. | would support a hosting facility for

refugees under the basic condition that people live humane conditions, not like in Moria,
but even in that case I would help with any means at my disposal.”
“Eivou aropadekta to. push backs ovOpamivov {owov. Oa vrootipilo ) ooun piioleviag
TV TPOGPDOYWYV VIO THV OTOLYEIWON TpovTobean ott Oa (ovoav ae avOpawmives avvOnkeg,
oyl omw¢ w.y otnv Mopia, alld koi oc avtn ) wepintwon Ba fonbodoo. ue omoro uéco
o1eeta.”

o “[Under the condition] that these people can work and live decently”

“No. umopovv va. dovAéyoov o1 avBpwmor kou vo, {joovy alionpenmg.”
o “[Under the condition] that they are house in decent living facilities, not tents and

containers.’

“No. ateyocbovv ae allompeneic ovvOnKes, Oyl OKNVES Kol KOVTEvep.
Topic 7: Mobility concerns

e “I'would prefer that no hosting facility be established [in my municipality] and that such
structures be established on the uninhabited islands instead.”
“Oa mpotiuovoa vo, unv 10pvlet kouio ooun kai vo 10pvlodv ato. akoToiknTo VRoId. ”
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e  “[Only] on the condition that the hosting structures are completely closed, otherwise there
should be no immigrants in Greece.”
“No. elvor o1 00uES OTOLDTOS KAELTTES, OAALS VO UNV DTEAPYOVY UETOVOTTES otV EJLdoo.
o “Controlled-Closed hosting structures.”

“Eleyyouevn - kletatn ooun.”
Topic 8: Trust in authorities

o “...The NGOs should leave because they incite problems, rouse the asylum-seekers and
generally create disturbances...”
“... O1 MKO vo. pdyovv yioti dnuiovpyody mpofiiuoto vrokIvaviog kol CEanKOVOVTog TOVG
QITOVVTEG AOVAO KO YEVIKG. TPOKAAODY ovooTaTWaY,... "

o “Firstly, I consider the [central] government (both the current one and the previous one)
to have failed on this issue...”
“Apyixa, Oewpw mww¢ n kvfépvnon (toco 1 TWPIVH 0G0 Kol 1] TPONYOVUEVH) EXODY OTOTOYEL
0€ 0DTO T0 KOUUATL...

e “There is no policy on immigration. The European Union is absent and divided, especially
Germany...”
“dev vmdpyer kouio wolitikny aro Qéua g uetavaotevons. H Evpowraixny Evoon eivor

amovoo. kou orydlel , kopiwg n Lepuovio. ...~
Topic 9: Fairness

o “With compensatory benefits. That is what I believe everything should start with in order
to be acceptable and tolerable for everyone.”
“Me avtamoootika 0péAn amo kel ToTEDW TPETEL VO, CEKTVODY OAQ V1O, VoL ETVOL EDTETTTO KOl
OT00EKTO Omo OAovg.”

o “With a quota-criteria for all of the municipalities in the country. Proportional
appointment [of asylum-seekers] based on the population of the municipality.”
Me kpitnpio. mooooTtwons oe 0LOVS TOVG ONUOVS THS YWPOS. AVOAOYIKOS EMIUEPLIOUOS
0VOA0Y0C TV TANOVOUDY TV ONUWV.

e  “Provided that we solve the problem on equal terms within the European Union and that

)

our country is not even more overburdened on account of its geographic location.’
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“Me v mpovmobeon ott Oa Aboovue to mpofinue. we icovg opovg uéoo oty Evpwmoaixn

Evwon kot ot de Qo emPopvvBodue w¢ ywpo. mepioootepo Aoyw ywpotalikns Oéong.

C.3.2. Words assignments in topics
We assign the 150 most frequent unigrams and the top 100 most frequent bigrams into the

nine topics. An n-gram can be assigned to more than one topic. Naturally, not all 150 unigrams
can be assigned to a topic, for example “problem” or “find”, and so we drop them as stopwords.
Similarly, not all 100 bigrams could be placed as they are either too generic, or they do not make
sense as a set of words (e.g., “solution_problem”, “exactly predicted”, and are therefore dropped.
The n-grams were assigned into the topics by two independent coders, Kristin Fabbe and Eleni
Kyrkopoulou and their consensus coding decision became the final coding decision. In case of
disagreement, a third independent coder, Mara Vidali, acted as a tiebreaker between the two

original coding suggestions. We then repeated this process for all the n-grams.

Our survey was conducted in 2020, and we collected 3,424 responses to the open-ended
question from citizens and 409 from elected officials. The sample size is comparable with other
recent relevant work using text analysis and open-ended responses. For example, Ferrario and
Stantcheva (2022) collected open-ended responses from 2784 U.S. residents for their income tax
survey and from 2360 U.S. residents for their estate tax survey, while Shaffer et al. (2020) analyzed
the responses of 439 elected officials for his study on immigration attitudes. Both of these sample
collections were conducted in 2019, very close to our study in 2020, and in the United States, a

country with a population more than 30 times than Greece®.

Next we present tables reporting the assignment of the n-grams in the nine topics: Table C.
3 reports words assignment in Topic 1 (Identity characteristics concerns), Table C. 4 in Topic 2
(Legal/ Rational concerns), Table C. 5 in Topic 3 (Cultural/ Social concerns), Table C. 6. in Topic
4 (Public order concerns), Table C. 7 in Topic 5 (Economic concerns), Table C. 8 in Topic 6

3 According to the Word Bank, in 2021, Greece had a population of 10,664,570 whereas the U.S. had a population of
331,893,745 respectively. Seel https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.TOTL?locations=US
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(Humanitarian concerns), Table C. 9 in Topic 7 (Mobility concerns), Table C. 10 in Topic 8

(Concerns associated with Trust in Authorities) and Table C. 11 in Topic 9 (Fairness concerns).
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Table C. 3: Words assignment in Topic 1: Identity Characteristics concerns

Word in English

Words in Greek

albania
men
minors
armenia
woman
femalechildren
adults

age

child

syria
afghanistan
roma

man

profile

female_child
family_child
little_child
family_minor
child_female
unaccompanied_child
minors_child
pakistani_afghanistan
young_age
family_unaccompanied
family_small
family_real
family_war
pakistan_african
religion

islam

muslims

christians
christian_orthodox

aApovia
avOpESg
avnAKo
OPUEVIQL
YOVOLKO,
YOVOIKOTTOLOOL
EVNAIKEG
nAio
OO

ovpla
APYOVICTOV
poLua

avOpaG

TPOPIA

YOVOLKO, TTOLOL
OLKOYEVELDL TTOdL

LKPO, ot

OLKOYEVELDL OVNALKOL
To1dL_YUVOIKOL
0.GLVOOEVTO, TOLOL
ovVNALKo, ot
TOKIGTOVO _OpYOVIGTOV
VEQPO, MALKLOL
OLKOYEVELDL 0LGVVOOELTO,
OLKOYEVELODL LIKPOL
OLKOYEVELOL TTPOLYLOTIKOG
OLKOYEVELDL EUTOAEN
TOKIOTOV_OPPIKNG
Opnoketo

1GAOLL

LOVGOVALLOVOL
XPLOTIOVOL

¥pLoTIovol 0pBodoln

Note: The table shows the assignment of n-grams to Topic 1: Identity characteristics. The table reports the translated

term in English and the original term in Greek.

Table C. 4: Words assignment in Topic 2: Legal/ Rational concerns

Words in Greek

Words in English

Words in English Words in Greek

83




real
unaccompanied
(they) deserve
documents
criteria
pseudo
legally
illegally

real

origin

syria

albania
identifications
papers
afghanistan

invader

war
satisfies (meets)
war

strictly

irregular

(they) come from
origin

priority
vulnerable
family

separation
sensitive

real _needs

entitled to_asylum

aAnOwa
a.oLVOOELTOL
doovvTol
gYypapo.
Kprrnplo
AhaBpo
VOLLLLLOL
TOPOVOLLOL
TPOYLOTIKOG
TPOEAEVOT)
oupla
aApovia
TOVTOTOGELS
XOPTLOL
APYOVICTOV

gloPoAieag

EUTOAEUN
TANPEL
TOAENOG
aVoTNPO.
TOPOTLTTOG
TPOEPYOVTOL
KOTOY YN
TPOTEPOLOTNTOL
gumadelg
OLKOYEVELDL
Sy PG o
goactnteg
TPOYLLOTIKOG_ OVOLYKEG

S1KOOVVTOL 0GVAO

asylum_real
pseudo_illegal
are_entitled to asylum
legal_papers
war_syria
family_minors
illegal_entries
pseudo_invader
unaccompanied_child
asylum_right
minors_child
pakistani_afghanistan
illegally_invader
travel _documents
illegal_pseudo

real_elidgible

illegal_entrance
family_unaccompanied
asylum_illegal
strict_criteria
family_small
family_real
family_war
safe_turkey
illegal_pseudo
illegal_financial
vulnerable_groups
pakistan_african
strict_criteria

0.GLAO_TTPOLYLOTIKOG
AaBpo Topavopo
OGLAO_O1KOLOVVTOL
VOULLLOL YOPTLOL
TOAELOG_GLPLNL
OLKOYEVELDL OVNALKOL
TOPAVOLLO, ELGEADOVTEG
AaBpo eicfoleag
0.GLVOOELTO, TTOOL
OIKOL®LOL 0GVAO
OVIALKO, TTOd
TOKIGTOVO _OQYOVIGTOV
TOPOVOLLO, EGPOAENG
TaEI0IOTIKA_EYYPOQO,
TopavVoLLo. Aabpo

TPOYUOTIKOG OIKOLOVVTOL

TOPOVOLLO,EIGEPYOLEVOL
OLKOYEVELLL_(LGVVOSEVTO.
OGVLAO_TTOLPOVOLLOL
QVGTNPO._KPLTPLOL
OLKOYEVELDL_ KO
OKOYEVELDL_TTPOLYLLOLTIKOG
OIKOYEVELDL EUTOAEUN
OCQUAELS_TOLPKILO
TopovVoLLo, Aabpo
TOPOVOLLO, OTKOVOLIKOL
eumafelc_ opadeg
TOKIOTOV_OQPIKNG
QVOTNPO,_KPLTNPLoL

Note: The table shows the assignment of n-grams to Topic 2: Legal/ Rational concerns. The table reports the translated
term in English and the original term in Greek.
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Table C. 5: Words assignment in Topic 3: Cultural/ Social concerns

Words in English

Words in Greek

Words in English

Words in Greek

greek

distortion
natives
language
western
customs
national

church

learning

greek

bothers

morals

religion
religious

islam

culture

muslims

native
civilization
behavior
christians
racism

racists
culturally
habits

everyday life
perceptions
greek_society
manners_and_customs
greek_language
learning_greek
greek_schools
learn_language
greek_course
respect_ethics
respect_religion
christian_orthodox
customs_religion
problem_greek
western_culture
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EMNVIKN
oAAOlON
YNYEVELS
YAOGGO
SVTIKEG
Oy
ebvikog
EKKANGLO
expalnon
eMnva
EVOYAEL
nén
Opnokela
OpnokevtiKo
IGAOLLL
KOVATOVPO
LLOVGOVLALLOVOL
VTOTLOL
TOALTIGILOG
GUUTTEPLPOPOL
XPLOTIOVOL
POTGIGLO
pPOTCLOTES
TOALTIGTIKOL
ovvnbeteg
KoOnpepvotnTo
OVTIANYEDV
EMVIKN_KOWVOVLO0L
non_ebua
EMNVIKN_YA®GGO
eKpalnom_eAnvikn
EMAMVIKN_O(OAELDL
eKkpabnon_yimooa,
poOnpo, EAANVIKN
cefovtar MO
oefovtar_Opnokela
y¥ploTiovol opBodoln
ebipa_Opnokela
TPOPANLOL EAANVIKY
OVTIKEC TOMTIGHOG

culture_religion
greek_culture
law_moral
fanatic_muslims
customs_local
greek_culture
society_education
culture_culture
culture_problem
consensus_society
education_assimilation
community

society

assimilated
integration
assimilation
coexistence
adjustment

local

cohesion

(to be) assimilated
reactions
relationships
local_society
acceptance_local
integration_society
integration_local
assimilation_greek
inclusion_society
inclusion_local
society_integration
society_accepted
easy_assimilation
cohesive_society
smooth_assimilation
problem_integration
program_integration
prospects_integration
gradual_integration
design_integration

KOVATOVpO. Bpnokela
EMANVIKN_TTOMTIGHOG
vopog mon
(POVOTIKO, LLOVGOVALOVOL
eByo_tomum
EMAMNVIKN_ KOVATOLPOL
KOW®V10,_EKTOOELON
KOVATOVPO. TTOAITIGLLOC
KOVLATOLPO, TPOPAN L
GUVEVVONGT_KOWVMVLOL
EKTOLOEVOT]_EVOMUATWOOT)
KOwoTtnta
KOWV@OV0!
aQoLoLmOEL
EVOOUOTOOT)
evtaén
cuvumapén
TPOGAPHOYN
TOTIIKN
oLVOYM
apopolmOovV
OVTIOPUGELS
GYECELS
TOTIIKT]_KOWV®VLO
Omod0YN _TOTIKN
EVOOUOTOOT KOWV®VLOL
EVOOUATOGCT) TOTLKN
evtaén_eAnvikn
evtagn_Kowvavio,
evtaén_Tomkn
Kowmvio, evtaén
KOW®V10, OTTOOEKTO
evkoAo_evtaén
KOW®@V10,_Guvoyn
opoA0, evtaln
TPOPANLO._EVO®UATWOOT)
TPOYPOLLLOL EVTOEN
TPOOTTIKES_EVTALN
OTOOLOKO EVOMUATOOT)
GYEOGLOG_EVTOEN




language_culture
religion_ethics
(they were)
learning_greek
learning_language
language_greek

ylwoco kovitovpo | integration_assimilation
integration_greek

EVTOEN_EVOOUATMOOT)

Opnoketo. Mo EVOMOTOOT EAANVIKNY

nobowvay eddnvikn | society_integration KOOV, EVOOUOTOON

assimilated_society
eligible_integration
education_assimilation | ekmoidevon evoopatmon

pobovav_yAowooo OLPOLOIOCOALE KOVOVLH,

YADGGO _EAANVIKNY TANPEL_EVOOLATOGCN

Note: The table shows the assignment of n-grams to Topic 3: Cultural/ Social concerns. The table reports the translated
term in English and the original term in Greek.

Table C. 6: Words assignment in Topic 4: Public order concerns
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Words in English Words in Greek Words in English Words in Greek
ghetto YKETO danger KIvduvog
hygiene VYLEWVG return EMOTPOP
sanitary_conditions ouvinkeg vylewng | contact ETALPT
police GTUVOLLLOL supervision EMOMTELNL
security OCGQOAELL outermost OKPLTIKEG
safe AGPOAELS separation doywpropo
violence Bro distances OTTOGTOGELS
ghetto YKETO criminal_record TOWIKO_UNTP®O
crime gyKAnuo respect_law oefovtal vouog
criminals EYKANLOTIEG offender_behaviour TopaPaTng GLUTEPLPOPO.
criminality EYKANUOTIKOTNTOL law_enforcement TNPON_VOUOG
dangerously EMIKIVOLVOL healthy_rule KOVOVOG VYIEWVEG
disasters KOTOOTPOPEG rule_compliance TNPNCN_KOVOVOG
danger KIvduvo police_ military OLGTLVOLLLOL GTPOTO
illegally TOPOLVOLLOL pure_criminal Kobapo, TOWVIKO
criminal TOWVIKO increase_criminality avENoN_EYKANUATIKOTITO
protection TPOGTAGLOL strict_criteria VGTNPO. KPLTNPLO,
military oTPOTO deport_pseudo amelaon Aabpo
border cuvopa returning_homeland EMIGTPEPOVE TATPLOO
turkey TOVPKILOL short_period GUVTOUO. SLOGTNUOL
terrorists TPOLOKPOTEG closed_borders KAELOTEC GLVOPOL
(I am) scared eofopot security_measures UETPO._ GCQOAELOL
safeguarding Qvlaén deliquent_behavior TOPAPATIKEG GLUTEPIPOPOL
offender noapafotng borders_europe oLVOPO. EVPMTN
guarding QLLaEt closed_1% Khewoteg 1%
hostile gxOpikeg organized_controlled | opyavopevo sleyyouevn
out of control aveEeheyKTa asylum_return 0.GVAO_ETGTPOPN
deportation amEAUON exceeds_date Eemepvo._MUEPOUN VIO
returns EMOTPOPEG period_exceeds oo Eemepva
ghettoization YKETOTOINGN manage_local SLOLYEPLOT_TOTIKN




policing OLOTUVOLELOT) reasonable_period gvloyo_daoTnuo

Note: The table shows the assignment of n-grams to Topic 4: Public Order concerns. The table reports the translated
term in English and the original term in Greek.

Table C. 7: Words assignment in Topic 5: Economic concerns

Words in English Words in Greek Words in English Words in Greek
development avantuén professional_right ETOLYYEALOTIEG STKOLMLLOL
unemployed avepyn medical LOTPIKEG

3 medical&pharmaceut

work dovAeta, ical L0TPOPUPLOKEVTIKT

allowance EMOOLAL care neplBaiym

(1) work epyolopon education EKTOLOELOT

work gpyaocia benefits TOPOYES

workers EPYOTIKMV access npoofaon

funds KovovAla schools OYOAELL

judgments KPLOELG health VYyELO

money LepTal doctor Y10TPO

economic OLKOVOLLKOL facilities EYKOTOOTOGEL

resources TOPOL hirings TPOCANYELS

money PN UOTOL schools oyoleln

touristic TOVPIOTIKEG health VYyELl

businesses EMYEIPNOELC service VINPESLO

employment QTTOLGYOANON classes Taéelg

tourism TOVPIGLO lesson pobnuo

unemployment avEPYLOL literacy LOPPOGN

burden emifopovon education Toudeto

(to) work EPYOGTOLY hospital VOGOKOUELD,

purchase ayopo, doctors Y1TPOL

professions ETOLYYEALLOLTOL medicine 10ITPIKN

crisis Kpion teachers dacKolot

professionals ETOLYYEALLOLTIEG medical_care WHTPOPAPHOIELTHAN_Tpt
OaAym

production TOPOY®YN education_child EKTIOLOELOT_TO1LOL

budget TPOVTTOAOYIGLLO child_schools oYolel0L TTONLOL

g;;i(;?e) amacyoAnfovv medical_care 10TPIKES_ TEPOOAYT

find_job EVPEGT_EPYOOLOL access_health npocPacn_vyela

financial_crisis OLKOVOUKOL KPIOELS care_education neplBadyn_exkmatdevon

economic_benefits OLKOVOUIKOL O(EAT infrastructure_health | vrodoueg vysio

workers_hands EPYOATIKOV YEPL medical_care WTPIKES (PPOVTION,

labor_market ayopo, EPYACLol education_health TOSELDL_VYELDL
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social_work
greek_taxpayer

financial_problem
reciprocal_benefits
agricultural_work
recognition_professio
nals
recognized_professio
nals

(to be)
employed_jobs
professionals_employ
ment

job_positions
financial_difficult
financial_supports

sufficient_resources

recruitment_resource
S
production_businesse
s

houses

child_schools

housing_food

KOOV _EPYOOLO
EMNVIKT POPOLOYOVLEV
0

OLKOVOULKOL TTPOPANLLOL
OVTOTTOOOTIKO, O(PEAN
QYPOTIKO _EPYOCLOL
AVOYVOPIOT)_ETOYYEALLOT
166G

OVOYVOPICUEVT) ETOYYEL
LLOTIEG

amoacyoAnbovy epyacia,

ETOYYEALOTIEG OTTOGYOA
non

Oeoelc_epyootio
OLKOVOLLKOL OUGKOA
OIKOVOIKOL _EVIGYLGELS

TOPOL_ETOPKN
TOPOL_TPOGANYELG

TOPAYOYT_ETLYEPTOELS
oTTLo
OOl GYOAEL

GTEYN_TPOON

health_education
education_health

boost_infrastructure
health_education
doctor_teachers

care_education
health_care
primary_care

school_hospital

health_safety
infrastructure_works
recruitment_asep*

plannes_recruitment

hire_employees

construction_infrastru
cture

hospital_state
education_assimilatio
n

VYEL0L_EKTOOEVON
EKTOOELOT)_VYELN

EVIGYVOELS_VTTOJOUEG
VYELDL TTOLOELD,
YOLTPO OOCKOAOL

QPOVTION._EKTOLOEVLOT)
QPOVTION._VYELN
npmToBabie, epovtido

OOAEWL_VOGOKOLELDL
VYLEWVNG_OGPUAELD
€PYO,_VTOJOEC
TPOGANYELS_OCET

TPOPAETOVTOL TPOGANYEL
c

TPOGANYELS_VTOAANAOVG

KOTOGKELT) VTTOOOUES
KPOTOG_VOGOKOLLELDL

EKTOOEVOT| EVOMLOTAOO

Note: The table shows the assignment of n-grams to Topic 5: Economic concerns. The table reports the translated term
in English and the original term in Greek. *ASEP: is an open competition for recruiting workers for jobs in the public

sector

Table C. 8: Words assignment in Topic 6: Humanitarian concerns

Words in English

Words in Greek

conditions
horrific
solidarity
dignity
dignified
decently
ghetto
reinforcements
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ouvOnkeg
afi
oAANAEYYLO
0ELOTPETELD,
0 S10TPETELS
0 §10TPETMG
YKETO
EVIGYVGELG




healthy

human

right

sanitary

souls

livelihood
ghettoization

care

humanitarian
hygiene

ghetto

Concern

right

program

houses
living_conditions
human_conditions
human_right
decent_conditions
decent_living
child_school
poor_conditions
concentration_camps
storage_souls
met_needs
humane_conditions
future_child
ensured _decent
housing_food
respect_humans
human_conditions
education_assimilation
concentration_camps
human_soul
sanitary_conditions
professional_right

VYIEWVEG
avOpOIIVES

KOO Lo

VYELOVOLKOL

Yuxes

Swprwong

YKETOTONOT)

QPOVTLON,

avOpOTIGTIKO

VYLEWVNG

YKETO

peppva

SIKO® Lo

TPOYPOLLLLLOL

OTUTLOL

ouvOnkeg olafumong
avOpomvec_ouvOnkeg
avOPOTIVEC dIKALMLOL
a&lompenelc_ovvonkeg
a&tompenelc_ dtofrwong
OOl GYOAELN

abAl0. ovvOnKkeg
OTPOTOTEDD, GUYKEVIPMOGT
amoOnKes_ WYuyeg

KOAVWO, OVOYKEG
avOpomiveg dtoflwong
ueALoOV_Toudt
eEaocpaMlov a&lompenelg
OTEYN_TPOPN

cefacpo avlpwmiveg
ocuvOnkeg avOpmmiveg
EKTTALOEVOT_EVOMUATWOOT)
GTPOTOTENC. GLUYKEVIPMONG
avOpomveg youyn
ouvOnKeg VYEWVNG
EMOYYEALLOTIEG OTKOLMLLOL

Note: The table shows the assignment of n-grams to Topic 6: Humanitarian concerns. The table reports the translated

term in English and the original term in Greek.

Table C. 9: Words assignment in Topic 7: Mobility concerns

Words in English

Words in Greek

openly
89

AVOIKTA




open
openly

strictly
entrance
controlled

exit

rule

closed

going around
limits
identifications
prisons
uninhabited
uncontrollably

OVOIKTT)
ovouyToL
QVGTNPO
€16000
eleyyouevn
€£000
KOvVovog
KAELOTEC
KUKAOPOPELS
opo,
TOVTOTOUGELG
(PUVAOKEG
OKOTOKNTO
avegeleykta

controlled_army
closed saved

closed checked
input_output
controlled_entry
closed_saved
controlled_army
uninhabited_islands
closed_one_hundredths
organized_controlled
huge_distances

EAEYYOLLEVT_OTPOTO
KAEIOTEG PUAOGGOUEVEG
KAEIOTEG EAEY(OLEVT
€10000 €Eodo
ELEYYOLLEVT]_E1GO00
KAEIOTEC. PUAOGGOLEVEG
ELEYYOLLEVT]_OTPOTO
OKOTOTKT|TO._ VNGO,
KAEIOTEG_EVO._TIG EKOTO
OPYOVOLLEVO, EAEYYOLEVN
TEPUCTLO, OMOCTACELG

contacts_coming

EPYOVTOL ETOQN

Note: The table shows the assignment of n-grams to Topic 7: Mobility concerns. The table reports the translated term

in English and the original term in Greek.

Table C. 10: Words assignment in Topic 8: Concerns associated with Trust in Authorities

Words in English

Words in Greek
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Words in English Words in Greek
decisions OTTOPOGELS
self-governance OVTOSIOIKN oM
germany YEPLAVIOL
transparency dlapavela
management dwxepion
international debvelg
eu €€
national gbvikog
church gKKANGlO
european EVPOTTOLKCL
institutional Oeopukng

briefing
dialogue

(is) updated
usa

state
organizations
council
commitments
responsibilities
international_conditions
army_church

EVIUEPOGN
dtohoyog
EVILEPOVETAL

nmo.

KPOTOG
OPYOVIGHOL
ovuPovAto
OECEVTELG
gvbuveg
debvelg_ovvOnkeg
OTPUTO _EKKANGLOL




regime
governments
ngo

un
organization
organized
organisations
state
planning
responsible
europe
program
military

KaBeoTOC
KuPepvnoeig
LKO

one
OpPYOVIGLLO
OPYOVOLEVOL
OPYOVOGELS
TOALTELOL
oyed
vrevduva
EVPOTN
TPOYPOLLLLOL
GTPOTO

organized_plan
integration_plan
ngo_money
military_police
asylum_services
international_organization
international _law
self-government_district
manage_local
international_organizations
state_eu
local_government
berlin_commands

OPYOVOLEVO GYEOLNL
oYEOL0L_EVOMUATMOOT)
LKO_YpMuoTol
O.GTUVOULY. GTPOTO
VNPECLO, OGVAO
debvelg_opyaviopo
debvelg dukano
OVTOOLOIKN O _TTEPLPEPELD,
JLOL(EPIOT_TOTIKT
debvelg_opyavicuot
KPOTOC_ €€
TOTTIKT]_OUTOOLOKT|ON
emtayeg PepoAtvov

Note: The table shows the assignment of n-grams to Topic 8: Trust in authorities. The table reports the translated term
in English and the original term in Greek.
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Table C. 11: Words assignment in Topic 9: Fairness concerns

Words in English

Words in Greek

%

proportional
offsetting

(is) sufficient
burdens

(we) have given

1%

benefits

quotas

unfair

fairly
proportionality
reciprocal
reciprocity

burden

sufficient
equivalent

shared

benefits

quota

in return

fair

allocation
offsetting_benefits
% _one_percent
reciprocal_benefits
economic_benefits
%_money
proportional_money
economic_in return
reciprocal_benefits
offsetting_measures
fair_distribution
maximum_proportional
financial_supports
benefits_society
benefits_local
proportionality _region

%

ovoroyo

avVTIGTOO G TIKO

OpKEL

Bapn

dwaoaype

1%

0peEAN

TOGOGTMGELG

VIINY

dwana

OVOAOYIKOTNTO,
OVTOTOS0TIKOL
OVTOTOOOTIKOTNTOL
Bapog

EMOPKN

1COTLUOL

LLOPOGTEL

0PEAN

TOGOGTMON

OVTOAAQLY LLOLTOL

dukonn

KOTOVOUN
OVTIGTOOLUOTIKO, OQEAN
% &vo._TIC_eKOTo
OVTOTTOOOTIKO, OQEAT
OLKOVOLLLKOL_OQEAN
Yo_ypnpoto
OVOAOYO, YPIHOTOL
OVTOALOLYLLOITOL OUKOVOLLLKOL
OVTOTTOOOTIKO, OQEAT
OVTIGTOOLOTIKO, LETPOL
OlKOIL_ KOTOVOUN
LEYIGTN_OVOAOYOL
OLKOVOLKOL EVIGYVGELG
0PEAN_KOWV®VLN
OMEAN_TOTIKN
OVOAOYIKOTITO. TTEPUPEPELOL

Note: The table shows the assignment of n-grams to Topic 9: Fairness concerns. Table reports the translated term in

English and the original term in Greek.
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