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Abstract 
In this report, we provide a cross-country comparison of news media consumption patterns and perceived 
threat in six European countries: Belgium, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Spain, and Sweden (N=9,079). Data were 
collected among adults aged 25 to 65 through an online survey fielded during three weeks in May and 
June 2021. Our findings show that newspaper and digital news consumption is clearly lower than television 
consumption, in all countries. Furthermore, Belgian, German, and Italian respondents hold relatively similar 
television news consumption patterns (high public service media exposure, lower commercial), but this is 
quite different among Hungarian and Spanish respondents. They consume more news on commercial 
outlets. As for newspaper and digital news, Germans and Italians mostly consume quality (or broadsheet) 
newspapers or digital news, while respondents from other countries report higher consumption of popular 
(or tabloid) newspapers or digital news. Linking the effects of this media consumption to threat perceptions, 
results show that exposure to news on public service networks, local television networks, quality newspapers, 
and quality digital news outlets is linked with lower threat perceptions outgroups. Based on earlier findings 
regarding the rather neutral narratives of migration on several of these media outlets, this was in line with 
our expectations. However, consumption of popular newspapers and news websites was also linked with 
lower threat, albeit to a lesser extent. Consuming television news on commercial networks was linked with 
greater threat perceptions. 
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1. Introduction 

For many years, migration has been a highly salient topic in societal and political debates in the 
European Union (EU). However, since 2015-2016, when large numbers of refugees and asylum 
seekers entered the EU as (amongst others) a result of the Syrian civil war, the situation has increas-
ingly been characterised as a ‘crisis’ by media and political actors, and as a result, by the public as well. 
Over time, this crisis narrative has deepened some existing cleavages or opened up new ones within 
the EU. There was a lack of cross-country coordination in the reception and integration of these 
many asylum seekers and refugees. To develop well-informed, evidence-based migration and integra-
tion policies, it is important to collect reliable evidence regarding (a) the various drivers of migration 
and (b) factors that affect the public’s perceptions towards migrants. The objectives of the project 
are six-fold, but this report focuses on the Task 3 in Work Package (WP) 7, which attempts to provide 
an answer to the fifth objective of HumMingBird: 

‘Validate big data technologies to provide dynamic and novel rich evidence on various aspects/factors that might help 
estimate stock migration and migration flows.’ 

In WP7, titled ‘Non-traditional data sources for migration research’, the main goals are to utilise 
promising novel data sources (e.g., air-traffic data, mortality rates) to estimate migration, to identify 
the relevance of legacy media data as a migration measure, and to understand the role of media 
exposure on public opinion and anti-immigrant attitudes. This report focuses on the latter goal. 
Previous studies teach us that some public survey platforms exist that measure public opinion on 
migration and immigrants. However, fundamental shortcomings in these national and international 
surveys oblige us to collect new data. Comprehensive, integrated empirical studies that investigate the 
reciprocal nature of media selectivity and media effects in relation to attitudes towards immigrants 
are largely absent. Previous large-scale public opinion studies (e.g., European Social Survey) have not, 
or only scarcely investigated which role digital and social media play in shaping anti-immigrant atti-
tudes. Hence, this task consists of developing a new questionnaire for an online survey in Belgium, 
Germany, Hungary, Italy, Spain, and Sweden. This online survey will be representative for the adult 
population aged between 25 and 65 and will consist of several sections: demographic information 
alongside several pre-tested questions regarding attitudes towards migration/migrants from large-
scale surveys such as the European Social Survey and other national surveys. Exposure to and trust 
in (social) media will be assessed in a detailed manner, highlighting comparisons of anti-immigrant 
attitudes on both legacy media and social media.  

With this task, we contribute to a better understanding of the role of (news) media consumption in 
the development of public attitudes in six European countries towards the arrival of millions of refu-
gees in Europe - many of which travelled through or towards the countries under study - in 
2014/2015. Furthermore, the results of this task will show if and how public attitudes differ between 
residents of a non-compliance country (Hungary) and those who live in countries who are compliant 
with EU law. A brief overview of the countries (Table 1) shows that Germany in particular received 
the most asylum applications in 2015. However, in relative terms, Hungary and Sweden received a 
higher number of applications per capita given their smaller populations (about 80 million in 
Germany vs. roughly 10 million in Hungary and Sweden). Table 1 briefly compares integration poli-
cies in 2019 of the six countries under study, using data from the Migrant Integration Policy Index 
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(MIPEX; www.mipex.eu). The overall policy score is calculated based on the subscores of eight policy 
themes, listed in Table 1. Here, we note that Sweden has the most favourable integration policies 
overall, while Hungary has the least favourable policies. Each country appears to favour specific ele-
ments of integration: Germany has favourable labour market policies, Spain and Italy stimulate access 
to health services for immigrants, and Belgium, Hungary, and Sweden focus on anti-discrimination 
policies. 

Table 1. Comparison of 2019 integration policy scores of countries under study 

 Belgium Germany Hungary Italy Spain Sweden 

Asylum application in 2015 38,990 441,800 174,435 83,245 14,600 156,110 

GDP per capita 119 123 74 94 84 123 

Overall policy score 69 58 43 58 60 86 

Labour market mobility 56 81 37 67 67 91 

Family reunion 48 42 58 64 69 71 

Education 74 55 0 43 43 93 

Health 73 63 29 79 81 83 

Political participation  65 60 15 25 55 80 

Permanent residence 75 54 81 67 75 90 

Access to nationality 65 42 25 40 30 83 

Anti-discrimination 100 70 96 78 59 100 
Note Scores range from 0 (very unfavourable policies) to 100 (best possible policies). For GDP per capita, 

the EU mean = 100. 

In this report, we will provide a brief overview of the relevant literature and theories that guided the 
data collection and methodological choices. Subsequently, we describe the media and a number of 
attitude measures used.  
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2. Literature review 

The study of immigration-related attitudes has received much attention in the social sciences, result-
ing in numerous studies dealing with this topic. While research in the 1990s and early 2000s mostly 
focused on the role of individual characteristics like educational attainment (Hagendoorn & Nekuee, 
1999; Hainmueller & Hiscox, 2007), and religiosity (Billiet, 1995), the latter 2000s and early 2010s 
saw a growing number of studies that investigated the role of contextual characteristics at the regional 
or country level like the economic situation (Ceobanu & Escandell, 2010; Meuleman et al., 2009; 
Schlueter & Davidov, 2013) or migration-integration policies (Callens & Meuleman, 2017; Van 
Hootegem et al., 2020). Many of these studies have contributed to our understanding of the ways in 
which attitudes towards immigrants and migration are shaped.  

During and following the European migration crisis in 2015, the number of studies into migration 
increased sharply (Eberl et al., 2018; Pisarevskaya et al., 2020). Unsurprisingly, between 2015 and 2018 
many studies focused on the European migration crisis. While several studies concentrated more on 
investigating specific groups of immigrants than prior to the crisis, the number of studies that exam-
ined support for immigration in general declined sharply (Eberl et al., 2018). With this increased 
scholarly interest in migration, a popularisation of several strands of migration-related research can 
be noted. Given the large-scale news media coverage of the migration crisis (Lucassen, 2018), the 
popularisation of digital media in society at large, and the recent political gains of right-wing political 
parties, the years following the 2015 crisis saw a growing interest in the role of (news) media in the 
formation of attitudes towards immigrants. In what follows, we highlight two key theories regarding 
attitude formation: the contact hypothesis (and the role of framing in news media) and group threat 
theory. 

2.1 Contact hypothesis 
According to the contact hypothesis, prejudice or anti-migration/migrant attitudes can be modified 
by contact with individuals from other (ethnic) groups under certain conditions (Dirksmeier, 2014). 
This hypothesis, also known as the intergroup contact theory, was proposed by Allport (1954) and it 
has emerged as ‘a widely used framework in the study of intergroup relations and intergroup preju-
dice’ (Broad et al., 2014, p. 49). It postulates that intergroup contact reduces prejudice between 
members of traditionally opposed racial groups (Ata et al., 2009; Barlow et al., 2012). Consequently, 
individuals who have (direct) contact with immigrants or refugees should hold more positive attitudes 
towards them than individuals who lack contact with these groups (Abrams et al., 2018). Nonetheless, 
Allport proposed that intergroup contact would only be effective in reducing prejudice if it was 
optimal (Barlow et al., 2012). Four conditions characterise this optimal contact: (a) equal status 
between groups; (b) common goals; (c) intergroup cooperation; and (d) the support of authority, law 
or custom (Allport, 1954). Whether there is equal status between groups within a situation has been 
found to play a role in the effect of intergroup contact: engaging with out-group members of a lower 
status is negatively related to attitudes (Pettigrew, 1998). An example of the second condition, 
common goals, can be easily illustrated by way of team sports. Interracial sports teams need to work 
together to achieve a common goal, which - especially if the goal is attained - improves attitudes. This 
is related, but not exclusively tied to, intergroup cooperation - the third condition. This cooperation 
is also relevant in school or professional contexts, leading to positive attitude outcomes. The final 
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condition (support from authority, law or custom) is also important, as the explicit support of inter-
group contact from authorities improves attitudes, as shown in military, religious, and business insti-
tutions (Pettigrew, 1998). 

This theoretical framework has been widely used for several decades to demonstrate that positive 
contact reduces intergroup anxiety and, as such, decreases prejudice towards out-group members 
(Techakesari et al., 2015). Subsequently, it has also been used for guiding interventions to reduce 
prejudice against minority groups (Ahmed, 2017; Pedersen & Hartley, 2015) and research has sup-
ported its effectiveness (Wagner et al., 2003). Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) conducted a meta-analysis 
of over 500 studies and concluded that intergroup contact typically reduces prejudice amongst dif-
ferent groups. Moreover, their overview of the literature suggested that, although Allport´s optimal 
conditions lead to a greater reduction in prejudice, they are not essential. Studies with no claim to 
these key conditions have smaller, but still significant, effects. In the case of refugees, very few studies 
have analysed the effect of intergroup contact, but all of them show that this contact can improve 
perception and attitudes toward refugees (De Coninck et al., 2021a; Ghosn et al., 2019; Kotzur et al., 
2019; Turoy-Smith et al., 2013).  

Research has confirmed the effectiveness of intergroup contact in diminishing prejudice. Ata et al. 
(2009) found that having a Muslim friend is related to reduced cultural distance to this group. In that 
regard, Pettigrew (2008) demonstrates that establishing affective ties with a member of an out-group 
may not only lead to more positive attitudes towards that specific out-group, but also towards other 
out-groups. The proportion of ethnic minority members in the population is also found to be linked 
to a reduction of prejudice (Wagner et al., 2016). Similarly, adolescents who attend schools with a 
higher proportion of students with a migration background show less xenophobia and more positive 
attitudes towards immigrants than adolescents who attend schools with a lower proportion of stu-
dents with a migration background (Wilson-Daily et al., 2018).  

Given the lack of widespread face-to-face contact with immigrants across societies, the media thus 
shoulder a responsibility to accurately frame them in their news coverage (Ogan et al., 2018). For 
several decades, framing theory has been an often-used theoretical approach in this regard. Frames can 
generally be described as schemes of interpretation that enable the efficient contextualisation, classi-
fication, and understanding of information (Entman, 1993; Goffman, 1974). Framing stresses specific 
aspects of reality while pushing others into the background (Lecheler & de Vreese, 2011). By empha-
sising and selecting certain aspects of reality (and thus, making them more salient), chances increase 
that recipients will adopt the interpretations, judgements and decisions that have been put forward 
(Entman, 1993; Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007). 

However, not all media tend to frame migration in the same way. Jacobs et al. (2016) found that 
Flemish news media differ in their representational preferences: frames on public media are more 
likely to emphasise the positive consequences of migration, while commercial media use more sen-
sational elements that refer to negative emotions and conflict. This is also true for newspaper cover-
age: quality newspapers adopt more left-leaning, liberal viewpoints towards migration, while popular 
newspapers apply more sensationalised frames (Blinder, 2015; Cheregi, 2015; Eberl et al., 2018; 
Gabrielatos & Baker, 2008; Strömbäck, 2008). However, other studies indicate that there are no clear 
differences in the framing of migration between quality and popular newspapers (Carvalho et al., 2015; 
Greussing & Boomgaarden, 2017; Strömbäck et al., 2017). 

2.2 Group threat theory 
In contrast with the contact hypothesis, group threat theory proposes that intergroup contact pro-
motes conflict because of the perceived threat between groups (Jolly & DiGiusto, 2014). These 
threats can be real or perceived, and whether groups have direct contact with one another or not, the 
threat can have real consequences for all those involved (Stephan et al., 2009).  
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Moreover, according to Stephan et al. (2009), two types of threat are currently identified: realistic 
(which could be economic or crime-related) and symbolic (which could be cultural or religious) threat. 
Negative stereotypes, first understood as a separate threat, are now believed to be a subset of both 
types, where characteristics of the outgroup might have a negative (realistic or symbolic) effect on 
the ingroup. Both realistic and symbolic threats can take place at group and individual levels. Regard-
ing realistic group threats, they relate to the competition for power, resources, and general welfare 
(De Coninck & Joris, 2021; Stephan et al., 2009). As groups compete for these resources, they view 
the outgroup as a competitor, which stimulates negative prejudice. For instance, von Hermanni and 
Neumann (2019) found that crime, economic and fiscal concerns have a negative impact on the 
acceptance of refugees seeking asylum. In general, this prejudice is more pronounced among individ-
uals in more precarious socio-economic positions, such as people with fewer skills or less education 
(Fetzer, 2012; Lancee & Pardos-Prado, 2013). Symbolic threat refers to the fear that newcomers will 
challenge the in-group’s religion, values, belief systems, ideology or worldview (Stephan et al., 2009). 
This threat is seen as real or perceived harm inflicted by immigrants or refugees with differing values, 
norms, and beliefs, and is a major source of prejudice (Ata et al., 2009; Constantin & Cuadrado, 2021; 
Riek et al., 2006; Schlueter & Wagner, 2008; Stephan et al., 1998; Zárate et al., 2004).  

This suggests that the presence of a larger immigrant population leads to higher levels of compe-
tition and, consequently, higher levels of prejudice (Ha, 2010), which could mean that people from 
regions with a larger immigrant population exhibit more perceived group threat than people from 
regions with less immigrants (Schlueter & Wagner, 2008). In turn, this threat could result in more 
negative attitudes toward immigrants (Stephan et al., 2005; Ward & Masgoret, 2006). Thus, as it was 
shown in a meta-analysis (Riek et al., 2006), there is a relationship between both types of threat and 
negative attitudes towards the outgroup. When comparing these threat perceptions, researchers sug-
gest that perceived symbolic threats predict anti-immigrant attitudes and support for radical right 
parties to a substantially higher extent than perceived realistic threats (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014; 
Meltzer et al., 2017).  
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3. Method 

Public opinion research may be conducted in a number of ways, but one of the most common 
methods is survey research. In this methodology, researchers pose a set of questions - either online 
or face-to-face - to participants. Although the (often closed question) format has some drawbacks, 
the main advantage is that it provides a relatively easy and, in the case of online surveys, cost-effective 
methodology to gather data among a large sample of the population. It is a widely used methodology 
to assess public attitudes, as evidenced by large-scale, high-quality European studies like the European 
Social Survey or the Eurobarometer that both utilise survey research. 

The current survey was fielded to investigate the dynamic interplay between media representations 
of different migrant groups and the governmental and societal (re)actions on the other. With these 
data, we provide more insight into these societal reactions by investigating attitude formation. 
Through an online survey, we collected quantitative data on attitudes towards outgroups (e.g., immi-
grants, refugees), exposure to and trust in news media, intergroup contact, and political attitudes (e.g., 
right-wing authoritarianism, social dominance orientation) among the adult population aged 25 to 65 
in six European countries: Belgium, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Spain, and Sweden. We collected the 
data in cooperation with Bilendi, a Belgian polling agency, and selected the methodology for its cost-
effectiveness in cross-country research. Respondents received an e-mail asking them to participate in 
a survey without specifying the subject matter, which was essential to avoid priming. Three weeks of 
fieldwork in May and June of 2021 resulted in a dataset of 9,079 respondents (a little over 1,500 per 
country). Sample weights were included in the dataset and can be applied to ensure that the sample 
is representative for gender and age in each country. The cooperation rate ranged between 19% and 
31%, in line with similar online data collections (see De Coninck et al., 2019).  

To assess traditional and digital news media consumption of respondents in each country, it is 
important to (1) provide a detailed overview of all main types of news media consumption and (2) to 
acknowledge and distinguish clearly between media brands between the different countries. In all 
countries, television news consumption was split into three categories: public service, commercial, 
and local/regional networks. Examples of each network were provided per region to ensure that 
respondents knew which networks belonged to each category. For newspaper and digital news con-
sumption, the most commonly read newspapers and commonly visited news webpages in each coun-
try were included separately (about 10 per country). Because these categories differ for each country, 
cross-country comparison of this type of media consumption is not possible. Because of this, we 
aggregated the individual types of newspaper/digital news consumption per country into two cate-
gories: quality or left-leaning (digital) news(paper) consumption and popular or right-leaning (digital) 
news(paper) consumption. We used information from Media Landscapes 
(https://medialandscapes.org/) to determine which outlets belonged to which of these two catego-
ries. For each television, newspaper, and digital news medium, respondents were asked how often 
they had consumed it over the past month. Answer categories ranged from 1 = never to 7 = every 
day. 

To measure trust in news media, we asked about their degree of trust in quality newspapers and 
popular newspapers, with some examples of each newspaper type in brackets as an example, with 
answer categories from 1 (no trust at all) to 5 (a lot of trust). Trust in other societal institutions 
(parliament, police, politicians, political parties, EU, UN) was measured on the same scale. 

https://medialandscapes.org/
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To assess anti-outgroup sentiments in each country, we presented six items that represented the 
two main types of threat (realistic and symbolic). A first set of indicators assesses economic (or real-
istic) threat. This was measured by four statements/questions: ‘Have [your country]’s crime problems 
increased or decreased by refugees coming to live here?’, ‘Would you say that refugees who come to live here generally 
take jobs away from workers in [your country], or generally help to create new jobs?’, ‘Most refugees who come to live 
here work and pay taxes. They also use health and welfare services. On balance, do you think refugees who come here 
take out more than they put in or put in more than they take out?’, and ‘Would you say it is generally bad or good for 
[your country]’s economy that refugees come to live here from other countries?’. Two items were presented to assess 
symbolic (or cultural) threat: ‘Would you say that [your country]’s cultural life is generally undermined or enriched 
by refugees coming to live here from other countries?’ and ‘Generally speaking, values and beliefs of refugees are not 
compatible with those of [your country]’. Both types of threat were measured on an 11-point scale, with the 
high end of the scale signifying a low degree of threat.  

Direct intergroup contact was measured by asking whether respondents have any contact on the 
street, at work, etc. (1 = never, 5 = every day) and/or friendships (1 = none, 5 = all of them) with 
EU-migrants or with non-EU migrants. 

For more information on the data collection and measures, please see De Coninck et al. (2021b).  
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4. Results 

In Table 2, we provide a descriptive overview of news media consumption and trust, anti-outgroup 
attitudes, and intergroup contact per country. Results indicate that respondents in Belgium, Germany, 
and Italy generally consume more news on public service media than on commercial media. In 
Hungary and Spain, commercial media news is clearly more frequently consumed than public service 
(or, in Hungary’s case, state) media news. In Sweden, the consumption of both public and commercial 
news is virtually equal. Local television news is consumed considerably less than the ‘main’ outlets in 
all countries, with the highest level of consumption found in Spain, and the lowest in Hungary. As 
for newspaper consumption, findings show that in most countries, popular newspapers are consumed 
more frequently than quality newspapers. This appears to be the case in Belgium, Hungary, Spain, 
and Sweden. In Germany and Italy, the reverse pattern is found. As for digital news consumption, 
the main trend appears to be that there appears to be relatively little difference between the consump-
tion of both types of digital news media outlets. The largest discrepancy can be found in Sweden, 
where popular news websites are clearly consumed more frequently than quality news websites. In 
the other countries, the gap between both media types is small. An overview of results per individual 
newspaper or digital news outlet per country can be found in Table a1 in the appendix. 

The results on perceived threat indicate that respondents in nearly all countries clearly hold greater 
perceived threat (e.g., fear that refugees will endanger the country’s economy, personal well-being) 
than symbolic threat (e.g., fear that refugees will endanger the country’s cultural life, value system). 
The exception here is Hungary, where both types of perceived threat scores are virtually the same. It 
is also notable that the scores for both realistic and symbolic threat are lowest in Spain, while the 
highest score for realistic threat can be found in Sweden, and the highest score for symbolic threat 
can be found in Hungary. 

In terms of news media trust, the pattern largely follows that of news media consumption. Trust in 
public service media is greater than trust in commercial media in Belgium, Germany, Italy, but also 
in Sweden. In Hungary and Spain, trust in commercial media is greater than trust in public service 
media. In most countries, trust in local television news also appears to be relatively high – particularly 
in Belgium. As for trust in printed news, trust in quality newspapers is higher than trust in popular 
newspapers in all countries. As for trust in societal institutions, it is notable that trust in the police is 
highest in all countries, while trust in politicians and political parties is clearly the lowest. Surprisingly, 
Hungarians report some of the highest trust in the EU and UN, although these scores are relatively 
stable across countries. 

Finally, intergroup contact indicators show that contact on the street, at work, in stores, ... is highest 
in Sweden, with Spain and Germany not far behind. In terms of friendships with individuals with a 
migration background, the same pattern is observed. Hungarians clearly have the lowest degree of 
intergroup contact out of all countries under study. 
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Table 2. Descriptive overview of news media consumption and trust, anti-outgroup attitudes, 
and intergroup contact per country 

 Belgium Germany Hungary Italy Spain Sweden 
Television consumption       

Public service news 4.46 
(2.13) 

4.47 
(2.09) 

3.01 
(2.06) 

4.51 
(2.03) 

4.49 
(2.15) 

4.11 
(2.01) 

Commercial news  3.83 
(2.17) 

3.88 
(2.05) 

3.93 
(2.15) 

4.38 
(2.03) 

4.94 
(2.03) 

4.13 
(1.97) 

Local news  2.51 
(1.72) 

2.39 
(1.79) 

1.96 
(1.48) 

2.65 
(1.88) 

3.33 
(2.20) 

2.53 
(1.82) 

Newspaper consumption       
Quality newspapers 2.09 

(1.42) 
1.82 

(1.26) 
1.64 

(1.11) 
2.37 

(1.46) 
2.05 

(1.39) 
2.15 

(1.39) 
Popular newspapers 2.22 

(1.25) 
1.70 

(1.17) 
1.79 

(1.18) 
2.04 

(1.60) 
2.38 

(1.42) 
3.37 

(1.93) 
Digital news consumption       

Quality news websites 2.59 
(1.53) 

2.23 
(1.38) 

2.75 
(1.52) 

2.59 
(1.52) 

1.80 
(1.17) 

2.72 
(1.51) 

Popular news websites 2.47 
(1.36) 

2.18 
(1.51) 

2.74 
(1.39) 

2.80 
(1.59) 

1.92 
(1.37) 

3.69 
(1.95) 

Perceived threat       
Realistic threat 5.59 

(1.76) 
5.46 

(1.86) 
5.79 

(1.71) 
5.36 

(1.89) 
5.11 

(1.85) 
5.99 

(2.15) 
Symbolic threat 5.10 

(2.38) 
4.85 

(1.62) 
5.76 

(2.28) 
4.83 

(2.44) 
4.42 

(2.32) 
5.30 

(2.49) 
Trust in television news       

Public service news 3.37 
(1.11) 

3.28 
(1.21) 

2.22 
(1.31) 

2.74 
(1.10) 

2.57 
(1.16) 

3.18 
(1.30) 

Commercial news  2.91 
(1.04) 

2.76 
(1.08) 

2.75 
(1.21) 

2.66 
(1.10) 

2.57 
(1.14) 

2.88 
(1.11) 

Local news  3.10 
(0.96) 

2.94 
(1.06) 

2.23 
(1.09) 

2.61 
(1.07) 

2.38 
(1.16) 

2.69 
(1.11) 

Trust in press       
Quality newspapers 3.33 

(1.11) 
3.24 

(1.14) 
2.41 

(1.21) 
2.81 

(1.10) 
2.61 

(1.13) 
3.02 

(1.15) 
Popular newspapers 2.85 

(1.02) 
2.18 

(1.17) 
1.96 

(1.07) 
2.67 

(1.09) 
2.33 

(1.10) 
2.70 

(1.12) 
Trust in new websites 3.11 

(1.04) 
3.02 

(1.09) 
2.53 

(1.13) 
2.76 

(1.07) 
2.44 

(1.09) 
2.87 

(1.09) 
Trust in institutions       

Parliament 2.49 
(1.06) 

2.81 
(1.13) 

2.15 
(1.22) 

2.40 
(1.09) 

2.14 
(1.07) 

2.90 
(1.18) 

Police 3.24 
(1.04) 

3.41 
(1.10) 

2.93 
(1.18) 

3.29 
(1.10) 

3.27 
(1.27) 

3.49 
(1.16) 

Politicians 2.24 
(1.01) 

2.34 
(1.05) 

1.89 
(1.01) 

2.05 
(1.09) 

1.78 
(1.01) 

2.48 
(1.09) 

Political parties 2.17 
(0.97) 

2.47 
(1.04) 

2.03 
(1.01) 

2.06 
(1.06) 

1.82 
(0.99) 

2.55 
(1.06) 

EU 2.48 
(1.09) 

2.60 
(1.13) 

2.88 
(1.21) 

2.59 
(1.14) 

2.57 
(1.12) 

2.68 
(1.12) 

UN 2.78 
(1.07) 

2.80 
(1.11) 

2.81 
(1.14) 

2.67 
(1.12) 

2.74 
(1.15) 

2.87 
(1.15) 
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Table 2. Descriptive overview of news media consumption and trust, anti-outgroup attitudes, 
and intergroup contact per country (continued) 

 Belgium Germany Hungary Italy Spain Sweden 
Intergroup contact       

Street: EU-migrants 2.67 
(1.16) 

2.91 
(1.09) 

1.96 
(0.98) 

2.71 
(1.12) 

2.85 
(1.07) 

3.40 
(1.05) 

Street: non-EU migrants 2.63 
(1.17) 

2.84 
(1.10) 

1.85 
(0.95) 

2.82 
(1.15) 

2.97 
(1.10) 

3.44 
(1.06) 

Friends: EU-migrants 1.97 
(0.96) 

2.19 
(0.99) 

1.62 
(0.86) 

2.16 
(1.05) 

2.32 
(0.97) 

2.55 
(1.02) 

Friends: non-EU migrants 1.88 
(0.97) 

2.03 
(1.00) 

1.51 
(0.85) 

2.23 
(1.13) 

2.42 
(1.03) 

2.43 
(1.08) 

N 1,505 1,521 1,510 1,514 1,512 1,517 
Note:  Means are reported, standard deviations in brackets. News media consumption: 1 = never; 7 = every 

day. Trust: 1 = low trust; 5 = high trust. Perceived threat: 0 = low perceived threat; 10 = high perceived 
threat. Intergroup contact: 1 = low contact; 5 = high contact. Bold numbers indicate some notable 
results. 

Subsequently, we conducted a partial correlation analysis (controlling for country) to investigate how 
realistic and symbolic threat perceptions are associated with news media consumption, trust, and 
intergroup contact. To enable cross-country comparison, we use the aggregated quality and popular 
newspaper/website consumption. An analysis per country can be found in the appendices, in which 
the individual newspaper/digital news indicators were used. Table 3 shows that news media con-
sumption is clearly linked with perceived realistic and symbolic threat in several ways. Regarding 
television news consumption, correlation coefficients show that consumption of public service and 
local news is associated with lower realistic and symbolic threat, while commercial news consumption 
is associated with greater perceived threat. Although different newspapers and digital news outlets 
adopt different narratives to talk about migrants and migration, the effects of newspaper and digital 
news consumption are relatively uniform: higher consumption of these media are linked with lower 
threat perceptions. However, we clearly find that this negative association is stronger for quality 
newspaper or news website consumption than for popular newspaper or news website consumption. 
This was confirmed by additional correlation analyses that related (1) the correlation between news-
papers and outgroup attitudes with (2) the correlation of digital news outlets and attitudes. The result 
was - in all countries and for all outlets with both an online and offline version - clear: correlation 
coefficients exceeded .85 in all cases and .90 in most, which indicates that the effect of (the same) 
offline and online outlets on attitudes are highly similar.  

In terms of trust, we observe that greater trust in any media type is linked with lower perceived 
threat, but again, this association is stronger for public service news and quality newspapers than it is 
for commercial news and popular newspapers. A high degree of trust in societal institutions is also 
linked with lower perceived threat, particularly when it concerns trust in the EU, the UN, or your 
own country’s parliament. Trust in the police has the smallest effect on threat. 

Finally, intergroup contact is - as expected - associated with lower perceived threat. Particularly, 
having friends with either an EU- or non-EU migration background is linked with lower perceived 
threat. This is also the case when respondents observe/interact with these individuals on the street, 
in stores, ..., but to a lesser extent. 
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Table 3. Pearson correlations between realistic and symbolic threat, news media consump-
tion and trust, and intergroup contact in Belgium, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Spain, 
and Sweden (N=9,079) 

  Realistic threat Symbolic threat 

Realistic threat - - 

Symbolic threat .76*** - 

Public service television  -.05*** -.06*** 

Commercial television .07*** .05*** 

Local television -.07*** -.08*** 

Quality newspapers -.13*** -.13*** 

Popular newspapers -.04*** -.06*** 

Quality news websites -.16*** -.13*** 

Popular news websites -.02 -.03* 

Trust: public television -.18*** -.17*** 

Trust: commercial television -.09*** -.09*** 

Trust: local television -.11*** -.11*** 

Trust: quality newspapers -.16*** -.15*** 

Trust: popular newspapers -.07*** -.11*** 

Trust: news websites -.17*** -.16*** 

Trust: parliament -.25*** -.22*** 

Trust: police -.09*** -.09*** 

Trust: politicians -.24*** -.21*** 

Trust: political parties -.24*** -.21*** 

Trust: EU -.33*** -.31*** 

Trust: UN -.28*** -.28*** 

Contact (street): EU-migrants -.11*** -.14*** 

Contact (street): non-EU migrants -.12*** -.16*** 

Contact (friends): EU-migrants -.19*** -.21*** 

Contact (friends) non-EU migrants -.26*** -.27*** 
* p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001. N = 9,076. Green = positive correlation; red = negative correlation. 

In a subsequent analysis, we conducted stepwise linear regression analysis per type of threat in which 
we included media (Model 1), trust (Model 2), and contact indicators (Model 3) in separate steps 
(Table 4). Each of these models also control for country fixed effects through country dummy varia-
bles (reference country: Belgium). These analyses indicate that trust appears to be most strongly 
linked to realistic and symbolic threat: the R² value for Model 2 is .17/.15 which is considerably higher 
than for models that contain the media and contact indicators. Furthermore, our results also indicate 
that news media consumption may be able to compensate for a lack of direct intergroup contact: R² 
values for Model 1 (news media consumption) and Model 3 (direct intergroup contact) are .07 and 
.08 (for realistic threat)/.09 (for symbolic threat) respectively. This indicates that each set of variables 
explains a similar share of the variance of perceived threat. A lack of direct intergroup contact may 
thus be offset by media effects. 

Looking at media consumption, results show that public service news on television and quality 
news websites were significantly linked with lower perceived and symbolic threat, while the opposite 
was found for commercial news and popular newspapers. Newspaper and local television news con-
sumption did not appear to be significantly linked to threat in this model. The results for media trust 
largely mirror those for media consumption: greater trust in public service news was linked to lower 
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perceived threat, while trust in commercial news and popular newspapers was linked to greater per-
ceived threat. Trust in news websites was also linked to lower perceived threat. As for trust in societal 
institutions, we note that trust in the EU and the UN was strongly linked to lower perceived threat. 
Trust in the country’s parliament, politicians, and political parties had a relatively limited link to threat, 
while trust in the country’s police was associated with greater perceived threat. Finally, when looking 
at the effects of intergroup contact, we found that having friends who are non-EU migrants is the 
only indicator that was significantly associated with (lower) perceived threat. An analysis of the full 
models per country can be found in Table a8. 

To expand on the previous analysis and explore the depth of the current dataset, we conducted a 
final stepwise linear regression analysis. In it, we used three new dependent variables: feelings towards 
immigrants, refugees, and Muslims, measured through feeling thermometers (‘How warm do you feel towards 
immigrants/refugees/Muslims?’, with answer options ranging from 0 = very cold to 10 = very warm). We 
use the same stepwise approach as we did in the earlier analysis, with realistic and symbolic threat 
now added as independent variables in each of the models (see Table 5). Looking at the results of 
this analysis, we first consider the role of perceived realistic and symbolic threat. Both threat types 
were linked with more negative attitudes towards all three groups. More specifically, the negative 
effect of realistic threat appeared strongest for refugees. This may be driven by the belief that refugees 
will have limited contributions to the labour market (and thus, the economy) in the short term, given 
their precarious situation, while this may be different for the other groups. Conversely, the negative 
effect of symbolic threat is strongest for Muslim attitudes. While immigrants and refugees may origi-
nate from a variety of regions around the world, perceptions towards Muslims may be more strongly 
shaped by fears of clashes with this group’s value orientations and worldviews. Regarding the effects 
of news trust and consumption, and intergroup contact, the findings largely mirror those from the 
threat analyses in Table 4. Although effects appear smaller in most instances, this is largely explained 
by the inclusion of the threat variables in the analysis. The (robust) effects that remain highlight the 
positive effects of public news and quality newspaper consumption and trust, the negative effects of 
commercial news consumption and trust. Trust in subordinate entities like the EU and UN continues 
to positively affect outgroup attitudes. Having direct intergroup contact with non-EU-immigrants 
continues to have the strongest (positive) effect on attitudes, while contact with EU-immigrants was 
not linked to attitudes. 
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Table 4. Stepwise linear regression analysis of realistic and symbolic threat 

 Realistic threat Symbolic threat 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Full model Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Full model 

Television consumption         
Public service news -.04**   .02 -.03**   .01 
Commercial news  .12***   .08*** .10***   .08*** 
Local news  -.02   .01 -.02   .01 

Newspaper consumption         
Quality newspapers -.02   .04 -.00   .05** 
Popular newspapers .02   .02 .01   .02 

Digital news consumption         
Quality news websites -.19***   -.09*** -.17***   -.08** 
Popular news websites .04*   .04 .02   .03 

Trust in television news         
Public service news  -.09***  -.09***  -.07***  -.07*** 
Commercial news   .06***  .02  .05***  .01 
Local news   .01  .01  .00  .00 

Trust in press         
Quality newspapers  -.00  -.01  .03  .02 
Popular newspapers  .10***  .10***  .03*  .03* 
Trust in new websites  -.09***  -.07***  -.08***  -.06*** 

Trust in institutions         
Parliament  -.05**  -.06**  -.02  -.02 
Police  .09***  .06**  .09***  .07*** 
Politicians  -.07***  -.04*  -.04*  -.02 
Political parties  -.04*  -.02  -.01  .01 
EU  -.20***  -.18***  -.22***  -.20*** 
UN  -.09***  -.09**  -.11***  -.11*** 

Intergroup contact         
Street: EU-migrants   -.02 .01   -.01 .01 
Street: non-EU migrants   .02 .01   .01 .00 
Friends: EU-migrants   -.03 -.01   -.02 -.01 
Friends: non-EU migrants   -.24*** -.21***   -.23*** -.20*** 

Adjusted R² .07 .17 .08 .21 .07 .15 .09 .20 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
Analyses control for country-fixed effects. Standardised coefficients presented. 
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Table 5. Stepwise linear regression analysis of attitudes towards immigrants, refugees, Muslims 

 Immigrants Refugees Muslims 
M1 M2 M3 Full M1 M2 M3 Full M1 M2 M3 Full 

Realistic threat -.37*** -.38*** -.39*** -.37*** -.42*** -.45*** -.45*** -.45*** -.35*** -.37*** -.37*** -.36*** 
Symbolic threat -.27*** -.31*** -.30*** -.28*** -.29*** -.32*** -.31*** -.30*** -.31*** -.36*** -.35*** -.35*** 
Television consumption             

Public service news .03***   .01 .05***   .04*** .00   -.03** 
Commercial news  -.01   -.00 .02*   .02* -.02   -.02* 
Local news  .02*   .02 .01   -.01 .01   -.01 

Newspaper consumption             
Quality newspapers .06***   .04** .06***   .04*** .06***   .04*** 
Popular newspapers .02   .00 .01   -.01 .00   -.00 

Digital news consumption             
Quality news websites -.06***   -.07*** -.06***   -.06*** -.02*   -.03* 
Popular news websites -.00   -.02 -.01   -.02 .01   -.02 

Trust in television news             
Public service news  .04**  .03**  .00  -.01  .02  .03* 
Commercial news   -.06***  -.05***  -.04***  -.04***  -.02*  -.01 
Local news   -.01  -.02  .01  .01  .00  .00 

Trust in press             
Quality newspapers  .01  .01  .05***  .04***  .00  .00 
Popular newspapers  .05***  .02*  .03**  .01  .06***  04*** 
Trust in new websites  .02  .04***  -.01  .01  -.02  -.01 

Trust in institutions             
Parliament  -.01  -.01  -.02  -.03*  -.01  -.01 
Police  -.00  -.00  .03***  .03**  -.03**  -.02* 
Politicians  -.01  -.02  -.03*  -.03*  .06***  .05** 
Political parties  -.01  -.02  -.03*  -.03*  .03  .02 
EU  .05***  .07***  .04**  .05***  .01  .01 
UN  .02  .03*  .04***  .04***  -.00  .00 
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Table 5. Stepwise linear regression analysis of attitudes towards immigrants, refugees, Muslims (continued) 

 Immigrants Refugees Muslims 
M1 M2 M3 Full M1 M2 M3 Full M1 M2 M3 Full 

Intergroup contact             
Street: EU-migrants   .02 .02   .02 .01   -.00 -.00 
Street: non-EU migrants   .03 .03   .05*** .05***   .00 .01 
Friends: EU-migrants   .02 .02   -.00 -.00   -.01 -.02 
Friends: non-EU migrants   .09*** .10***   .05*** .06***   .12*** .10*** 

Adjusted R² .38 .47 .47 .48 .45 .55 .55 .56 .39 .51 .51 .52 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
Analyses control for country-fixed effects. Standardised coefficients presented. 
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To further contextualise these results, we have conducted a small co-occurrence analysis of news-
paper content that builds on insights that were developed in Mertens et al. (2021) as a different task 
of the HumMingBird-project. Within the seven media systems (6 countries, but Belgium has a Dutch- 
and French-language media system), a large-scale comparison of the newspaper landscape from 2009 
to 2019 was made to study how often the words ‘migration’ and ‘integration’ were mentioned in the 
same article (see Table 6). A higher score indicates that this association was strong, a lower score 
represents the opposite. Although we do not intend to discuss the results of these analyses in detail, 
we highlight some findings. 

Despite their relatively negative attitudes in 2021, Swedish newspapers spent considerable attention 
on the link between migration and integration. Although we cannot deduce the tone or framing of 
these articles, it is possible that - although Swedes traditionally were considered the most positive 
population when it came to outgroup perceptions - the large-scale media focus on migration-
integration in recent years has contributed to a shift in this regard. In Spain, which is the country 
where threat perceptions were lowest among our respondents, the migration-integration link was 
emphasised far less in mass media, with the lowest co-occurrence rates in all seven media systems. 
Although these findings cannot conclusively point to any causal link between news media content 
and threat perceptions, there does appear to be some overlap with regards to the importance 
attributed to this type of migration coverage over the past years and (extreme) perceptions of citizens 
of these countries.  

Table 6. Co-occurrence analysis of ‘migration’ and ‘integration’ in seven media systems 
(2009-2019) 

 Belgium 
(French) 

Belgium 
(Dutch) 

Germany Hungary Italy Spain Sweden 

Number of investigated 
newspapers (2009-2019) 

6 7 10 5 10 11 6 

Lowest co-occurrence rate 
of ‘migration’ & 
‘integration’ in any 
newspaper in % 

5.96 5.34 6.66 6.44 6.02 5.02 15.65 

Highest co-occurrence rate 
of ‘migration’ & 
‘integration’ in any 
newspaper in % 

9.26 8.89 18.63 11.14 13.45 7.90 22.09 

Attention for integration Low Low Moderate Low Moderate Low High 
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5. Discussion and conclusion 

In the context of WP7 of the HumMingBird project, whose aim it is to utilise promising novel data 
sources (e.g. air-traffic data, mortality rates) to estimate migration, to identify the relevance of legacy 
media data as a migration measure, and to understand the role of media exposure on public opinion 
and anti-immigrant attitudes, we fielded an online survey in six European countries (Belgium, 
Germany, Hungary, Italy, Spain, Sweden; N=9,076) in May and June of 2021. In this survey, we 
collected detailed data on individual news media consumption. We asked about their consumption 
of news on public service, commercial, and local television networks. Beyond that, we also asked 
about the consumption of about 10 newspapers and digital news outlets in their country. To link this 
to perceived threat, we also collected data on feelings of realistic (economic) threat and symbolic 
(cultural) threat.  

The data and these findings indicate that there are notable similarities and differences in news media 
consumption patterns between countries. A first finding is that newspaper and digital news consump-
tion is clearly lower than television, in all countries. Second, while Belgium, German, and Italian 
respondents hold relatively similar television and radio news consumption patterns (high public 
service media exposure, lower commercial), the pattern is quite different among Hungarian and 
Spanish respondents. They clearly consume more news on commercial outlets. In Sweden, the con-
sumption of both types of news is about equal. As for newspaper and digital news, Germans and 
Italians mainly appear to consume quality (or broadsheet) newspapers or digital news, while respond-
ents in all other countries report higher consumption of popular (or tabloid) newspapers or digital 
news.  

The correlation analysis indicates that news media consumption is strongly associated with per-
ceived realistic and symbolic threat. Exposure to news on public service networks, local television 
networks, quality newspapers, and quality digital news outlets are associated with lower perceived 
threat. Based on previous findings regarding the framing of migration on several of these media 
outlets, this was largely in line with our expectations. Somewhat surprisingly, results also indicate that 
exposure to popular newspapers and digital news is also related to lower threat perceptions among 
respondents in most countries – with the exception of one region. In Flanders, the northern Dutch-
speaking region of Belgium, there is a clear difference in the relationship depending on the outlet: 
exposure to quality or (to a lesser extent) moderate outlets is related to lower threat, while exposure 
to popular outlets is associated with greater threat. For all countries, we also observe that when indi-
viduals consume more news on commercial networks, they will hold greater threat perceptions. 
Trusting societal institutions, like politicians, the parliament, but also the EU or the UN, is almost 
always linked with lower perceived threat. The link between trust and lower threat is strongest for 
trust in the EU and UN. Finally, having more intergroup contact with people with a migration back-
ground - whether respondents have friends or see individuals with a migration background in every-
day interactions - is linked with lower perceived threat.  

Although we cannot statistically explain between-country differences due to the limited number of 
countries, there are a number of elements that may be at play. First, while public news consumption 
is generally linked to lower perceived threat in all countries, the opposite is true for Hungary (see 
Table a4). This may be explained by the fact that public service news broadcasters in Hungary are 
tightly controlled by the increasingly authoritarian government, which uses these media to dissemi-
nate its strong anti-immigrant rhetoric. In the other countries, public service networks tend to use 
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more humanitarian frames than commercial networks when talking about migrants. Another notable 
finding was that only the consumption of local television news was significant in Sweden (Table a7), 
while consuming news from national networks was not linked to attitudes – unlike findings from 
other countries. This may be explained by the fact that Sweden does not have a strong television 
culture. It has one of the lowest average viewing time per day in Europe (120 minutes) (Media Land-
scapes, 2021), which may explain the lack of significant effects found here.  

With these findings, we provide new insights into the link between news media consumption and 
attitudes in the six countries under study: not only does the amount of exposure to a certain medium 
(television, newspaper, digital news) play a vital role in the development of threat, but the specific 
network or outlet - along with its specific framing of migration - consumed on each medium also 
have a clear effect. This signals the need for a continued fine-grained analysis of news media effects 
on perceived threat. At the policy level, this report confirms the sizeable impact that news media 
consumption and trust have on attitudes. More specifically, policy and media makers must be aware 
that different media frame migration in different ways, and that this is reflected in the audience’s 
attitudes towards migrants. Trust in media is largely a protective factor against negative outgroup 
attitudes. Stimulating trust in media, for example through fact-checking and highlighting the dangers 
of mis- and disinformation, remains imperative. Furthermore, encouraging audiences to engage in a 
more varied ‘media diet’ may also be worthwhile: rather than obtaining news from a single news 
source, audiences may benefit from engaging with several news media sources. This may foster the 
realisation of different media framing practices and could result in more nuanced views towards a 
number of societal themes, such as diversity. We also found that - in line with many other 
studies - intergroup contact, particularly with non-EU-migrants, is linked with more positive out-
group attitudes and lower perceived threat. With this in mind, encouraging and enabling (positive) 
direct intergroup contact with individuals from outside Europe (e.g. through participation in cultural 
events, sports competitions, music festivals, ...) continues to be one of the key avenues through which 
greater social cohesion and solidarity may be established. 
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appendix 1  

Table a1. Descriptive overview of newspaper and digital news consumption per country 

 Belgium Germany Hungary Italy Spain Sweden 
Newspaper consumption       
Belgium (Dutch-speaking)       

Q: De Standaard 2.20  
(1.92) 

     

Q: De Morgen 1.86  
(1.61) 

     

Q: De Tijd 1.76  
(1.49) 

     

M: Metro 1.52  
(1.09) 

     

P: Nieuwsblad 3.00  
(2.25) 

     

P: Belang van Limburg 1.54  
(1.38) 

     

P: Gazet van Antwerpen 1.73  
(1.51) 

     

P: Het Laatste Nieuws 3.20  
(2.33) 

     

Belgium (French-speaking)       
Q: Le Soir 2.75  

(2.11) 
     

Q: L’Echo 2.02  
(1.66) 

     

Q: La Libre Belgique 2.16  
(1.78) 

     

M: Métro 2.07  
(1.66) 

     

P: La Dernière Heure 2.28  
(1.88) 

     

P: Sudpresse 1.85  
(1.60) 

     

Germany       
Q: Süddeutsche Zeitung  1.87 

(1.48) 
    

Q: Die Tageszeitung  2.55 
(2.08) 

    

Q: Neues Deutschland  1.49 
(1.22) 

    

Q: Die Zeit  1.81 
(1.41) 

    

Q: Der Spiegel  2.09 
(1.61) 

    

Q: Handelsblatt  1.71 
(1.38) 

    

M: Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung  1.75 
(1.39) 

    

M: Die Welt  1.86 
(1.49) 
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 Belgium Germany Hungary Italy Spain Sweden 
P: Frankfurter Rundschau  1.57 

(1.28) 
    

P: Bild  2.06 
(1.76) 

    

P: Express  1.46 
(1.19) 

    

Hungary       
Q: Népszava   1.63 

(1.21) 
   

Q: Megyei napilaphálózat    1.91 
(1.57) 

   

Q: Világgazdaság    1.79 
(1.31) 

   

M: Pesti Hírlap FM    1.45 
(1.07) 

   

P: Blikk    1.94 
(1.42) 

   

P: Bors    1.77 
(1.33) 

   

P: Metropol    1.65 
(1.25) 

   

P: Nemzeti Sport    1.80 
(1.53) 

   

P: Ripost   1.63 
(1.21) 

   

P: Magyar Nemzet   1.67 
(1.28) 

   

P: Magyar Hírlap    1.63 
(1.23) 

   

Italy       
Q: La Repubblica    2.50 

(1.80) 
  

Q: La Stampa    2.19 
(1.70) 

  

Q: Il Sole 24 Ore    2.29 
(1.71) 

  

Q: Il Fatto Quotidiano    2.24 
(1.75) 

  

M: Avvenire    1.80 
(1.46) 

  

M: Corriere della Sera    2.52 
(1.82) 

  

M: Il messagero    2.02 
(1.59) 

  

P: Il Giornale    2.04 
(1.60) 

  

P: Il resto del Carlino    1.88 
(1.56) 

  

P: Il Gazzettino    1.82 
(1.49) 

  

Spain       
Q: El Pais     2.67  

(1.68) 
 

Q: El Periodico     2.02  
(1.65) 

 

Q: El Mundo     2.48  
(1.91) 

 

Q: ABC     2.07  
(1.69) 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/La_Repubblica
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/La_Stampa
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Il_Sole_24_Ore
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Il_Fatto_Quotidiano
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Avvenire
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Corriere_della_Sera
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 Belgium Germany Hungary Italy Spain Sweden 
Q: La Razon     1.93  

(1.56) 
 

Q: La Vanguardia     2.08  
(1.66) 

 

M: El Diario     1.43  
(1.67) 

 

M: Vasco     1.43  
(1.17) 

 

P: El Correo     1.69  
(1.42) 

 

P: Heraldo de Aragon     1.46  
(1.23) 

 

P: Nueva España     1.50  
(1.27) 

 

P: Faro de Vigo     1.44  
(1.21) 

 

P: Voz de Galicia     1.58  
(1.39) 

 

P: Levante     1.51  
(1.23) 

 

Sweden       
Q: Dagens Nyheter      2.42  

(1.79) 
Q: Svenska Dagbladet      2.20  

(1.69) 
Q: Sydsvenska Dagbladet      2.03  

(1.67) 
P: Aftonbladet      3.67  

(2.23) 
P: Göteborgsposten      1.95  

(1.58) 
P: Expressen      3.07  

(2.03) 
Digital news consumption       
Belgium (Dutch-speaking)       

Q: vrtNWS.be 3.31  
(2.22) 

     

Q: standaard.be 2.33  
(1.92) 

     

Q: demorgen.be 1.89  
(1.63) 

     

P: VTMNieuws.be 2.01  
(1.67) 

     

P: hln.be 3.78  
(3.33) 

     

P: gva.be 1.81  
(1.55) 

     

P: hbvl.be 1.71  
(1.53) 

     

Belgium (French-speaking)       
Q: rtbf. be 3.28  

(2.12) 
     

Q: lesoir.be 3.01  
(2.15) 

     

Q: lalibre.be 2.38  
(1.83) 

     

Q: lecho.be 2.15  
(1.76) 

     

M: metrotime.be 1.91  
(1.66) 
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 Belgium Germany Hungary Italy Spain Sweden 
P: lavenir.net 2.52  

(1.91) 
     

P: dhnet.be 2.57  
(1.96) 

     

P: rtl.be 2.92  
(2.06) 

     

Germany       
Q: Spiegel online  2.31 

(1.82) 
    

Q: ARD online  2.61 
(1.99) 

    

Q: Zeit online  1.98 
(1.55) 

    

Q: Suddeutsche.de  1.93 
(1.55) 

    

Q: ZDF news online  2.08 
(1.62) 

    

Q: Stern.de  2.00 
(1.54) 

    

M: FAZ.net  1.80 
(1.44) 

    

M: Welt online  2.02 
(1.61) 

    

M: Focus online  2.14 
(1.69) 

    

M: Web.de  2.19 
(1.88) 

    

M: N24.de  2.13 
(1.69) 

    

M: Gmx.de  1.95 
(1.69) 

    

P: t-online  2.19 
(1.85) 

    

P: Bild.de  2.17 
(1.86) 

    

P: n-tv.de  2.45 
(1.94) 

    

Hungary       
Q: Index.hu   3.13 

(1.89) 
   

Q: 24.hu   3.14 
(1.86) 

   

Q: Telex    2.71 
(2.05) 

   

Q: 444    2.82 
(1.87) 

   

Q: Szabad Európa   1.76 
(1.36) 

   

M: Indapass.hu   1.60 
(1.21) 

   

M: Nlcafe.hu   2.32 
(1.53) 

   

P: Origo.hu   2.79 
(1.77) 

   

P: Startlap.hu   2.37 
(1.76) 

   

P: Blikk.ru   2.26 
(1.62) 

   

P: Ncore.cc   1.88 
(1.52) 
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 Belgium Germany Hungary Italy Spain Sweden 
Italy       

Q: La Repubblica    2.76 
(1.92) 

  

Q: La Stampa.it    2.39 
(1.75) 

  

Q: Il Fatto Quotidiano    2.53 
(1.82) 

  

Q: Il Sole 24 Ore    2.48 
(1.74) 

  

M: Corriere della Sera    2.72 
(1.90) 

  

M: Il Messaggero    2.16 
(1.62) 

  

M: Huffington Post Italia    2.19 
(1.64) 

  

M: Fanpage.it    2.59 
(1.80) 

  

P: TGCOM24    3.02 
(1.94) 

  

P: ANSA    3.16 
(1.96) 

  

Spain       
Q: El Confidencial     2.15  

(1.65) 
 

Q: El Español     1.80  
(1.45) 

 

Q: El Independiente     1.63  
(1.30) 

 

M: Eldiario.es     2.14  
(1.71) 

 

M: El Plural     1.58  
(1.25) 

 

P: InfoLibre     1.69  
(1.38) 

 

P: La Informacion     1.62  
(1.30) 

 

Sweden       
Q: dn.se      2.48  

(1.80) 
Q: svt.se      3.32  

(2.02) 
Q: svd.se      2.28  

(1.71) 
P: aftonbladet.se      4.01  

(2.22) 
P: expressen.se      3.36  

(2.12) 
Note: Q = quality newspapers; M = moderate; P = popular newspapers. 

  



 

 

28 

Table a2. Pearson correlation analysis of perceived threat and news media consumption in 
Belgium 

  Realistic threat Symbolic threat 

Public service television  -.09** -.08** 

Commercial television .19** .19** 

Local television -.03 -.06* 

Dutch-language newspapers   

Q: De Standaard -.28** -.24** 

Q: De Morgen -.27** -.25** 

Q: De Tijd -.07* -.03 

P: Het Laatste Nieuws .13** .13** 

P: Belang van Limburg -.07 -.09* 

P: Gazet Van Antwerpen -.03 -.04 

P: Het Nieuwsblad -.07 -.07* 

M: Metro -.11** -.12** 

French-language newspapers   

P: La Libre Belgique -.19** -.22** 

Q: Le Soir -.20** -.22** 

Q: L’Echo -.18** -.20** 

P: La Dernière Heure -.05 -.10* 

P: Sudpresse -.10** -.14** 

M: Métro -.11** -.17** 

Dutch-language news websites   

Q: vrtNWS.be -.18** -.18** 

Q: standaard.be -.24** -.24** 

Q: demorgen.be -.24** -.23** 

P: VTMNieuws.be .05 .06 

P: hln.be .16** .14** 

P: gva.be .00 .00 

P: hbvl.be -.05 -.05 

French-language news websites   

Q: rtbf. be -.20** -.22** 

Q: lesoir.be -.20** -.22** 

Q: lalibre.be -.16** -.21** 

Q: lecho.be -.14** -.16** 

M: metrotime.be -.12** -.20** 

P: lavenir.net -.03 -.14** 

P: dhnet.be -.01 -.06 

P: rtl.be -.01 -.03 
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.  
N=1,505. 
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Table a3. Pearson correlation analysis of perceived threat and news media consumption in 
Germany 

  Realistic threat Symbolic threat 

Public service television  -.15** -.10** 

Commercial television .10** .01 

Local television -.08** -.10** 

Newspapers   

Q: Süddeutsche Zeitung -.15** -.15** 

Q: Die Tageszeitung -.08** -.10** 

Q: Neues Deutschland -.12** -.15** 

Q: Die Zeit -.19** -.15** 

Q: Der Spiegel -.16** -.14** 

Q: Handelsblatt -.11** -.12** 

M: Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung -.13** -.11** 

M: Die Welt -.09** -.12** 

P: Frankfurter Rundschau -.10** -.14** 

P: Bild .02 -.06* 

P: Express -.10** -.16** 

News websites   

Q: Spiegel online -.20** -.15** 

Q: ARD online -.21** -.13** 

Q: Zeit online -.21** -.13** 

Q: Suddeutsche.de -.16** -.15** 

Q: ZDF news online -.19** -.15** 

Q: Stern.de -.13** -.13** 

M: FAZ.net -.12** -.08** 

M: Welt online -.08** -.11** 

M: Focus online -.06* -.11** 

M: Web.de -.04 -.06* 

M: N24.de -.03 -.05* 

M: Gmx.de -.02 -.05 

P: t-online -.09** -.10** 

P: Bild.de .01 -.05 

P: n-tv.de -.05* -.06* 
* * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.  
N = 1,521. 
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Table a4. Pearson correlation analysis of perceived threat and news media consumption in 
Hungary 

  Realistic threat Symbolic threat 

Public service television  .16** .17** 

Commercial television .04 .03 

Local television -.01 .00 

Newspapers   

Q: Népszava -.13** -.12** 

Q: Megyei napilaphálózat  .01 .02 

Q: Világgazdaság  -.11** -.10** 

M: Pesti Hírlap FM  -.06* -.03 

P: Blikk  -.04 -.02 

P: Bors  -.03 -.01 

P: Metropol  -.04 -.01 

P: Nemzeti Sport  .00 .03 

P: Ripost -.04 -.02 

P: Magyar Nemzet -.02 .01 

P: Magyar Hírlap  -.05 -.03 

News websites   

Q: Index.hu -.11** -.11** 

Q: 24.hu -.17** -.19** 

Q: Telex  -.28** -.27** 

Q: 444  -.25** -.26** 

Q: Szabad Európa -.20** -.17** 

M: Indapass.hu -.06* -.05 

M: Nlcafe.hu -.06* -.08** 

P: Origo.hu .07** .09** 

P: Startlap.hu -.02 -.02 

P: Blikk.ru -.05 -.02 

P: Ncore.cc -.05* -.05 
* * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.  
N = 1,514. 
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Table a5. Pearson correlation analysis of perceived and news media consumption in Italy 

  Realistic threat Symbolic threat 

Public service television  -.04 -.05 

Commercial television .14** .15** 

Local television -.08** -.04 

Newspapers   

Q: La Repubblica -.21** -.18** 

Q: La Stampa -.12** -.10** 

Q: Il Sole 24 Ore -.12** -.11** 

Q: Il Fatto Quotidiano -.18** -.18** 

M: Avvenire -.18** -.16** 

M: Corriere della Sera -.18** -.16** 

M: Il messagero -.14** -.12** 

P: Il Giornale -.08** -.06* 

P: Il resto del Carlino -.11** -.10** 

P: Il Gazzettino -.15** -.14** 

News websites   

Q: La Repubblica -.25** -.23** 

Q: La Stampa.it -.17** -.16** 

Q: Il Fatto Quotidiano -.21** -.21** 

Q: Il Sole 24 Ore -.12** -.12** 

M: Corriere della Sera -.21** -.18** 

M: Il Messaggero -.16** -.16** 

M: Huffington Post Italia -.25** -.22** 

M: Fanpage.it -.15** -.15** 

P: TGCOM24 -.04 -.03 

P: ANSA -.16** -.16*** 

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.  
N = 1,510. 

  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/La_Repubblica
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/La_Stampa
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Il_Sole_24_Ore
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Il_Fatto_Quotidiano
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Avvenire
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Corriere_della_Sera
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Table a6. Pearson correlation analysis of perceived and news media consumption in Spain  

  Realistic threat Symbolic threat 

Public service television  -.05* -.09** 

Commercial television .04 .02 

Local television -.06* -.06* 

Newspapers   

Q: El Pais -.18** -.15** 

Q: El Periódico -.06* -.03 

Q: El Mundo -.01 .02 

Q: ABC -.05* .08** 

Q: La Razón -.06 .08** 

Q: La Vanguardia -.09** -.06* 

M: El Diario -.05 -.04 

P: El Correo -.06* -.05* 

P: Heraldo de Aragon -.01 .01 

P: Nueva España -.03 -.03 

P: Faro de Vigo -.07** -.06* 

P: Voz de Galicia -.08** -.05* 

P: Levante -.03 -.02 

News websites   

Q: El Confidencial -.04 -.02 

Q: El Español .00 .03 

Q: El Independiente -.04 -.04 

M: Eldiario.es -.18** -.13** 

M: El Plural -.14** -.09** 

P: InfoLibre -.17** -.12** 

P: La Información -.05 -.02 

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.  
N = 1,512. 

  



 

 

33 

Table a7. Pearson correlation analysis of perceived threat and news media consumption in 
Sweden 

  Realistic threat Symbolic threat 

Public service television  -.02 -.05 

Commercial television .05 .02 

Local television -.03 -.06* 

Newspapers   

Q: Dagens Nyheter -.14** -.15** 

Q: Svenska Dagbladet -.08** -.07** 

Q: Sydsvenska Dagbladet -.07** -.05* 

P: Aftonbladet -.05* -.05 

P: Göteborgsposten -.07** -.07** 

P: Expressen .04 .03 

News websites   

Q: dn.se -.16** -.15** 

Q: svt.se -.15** -.12** 

Q: svd.se -.09** -.09** 

P: aftonbladet.se -.04 -.06* 

P: expressen.se .03 -.00 
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.  
N = 1,517. 
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Table a8. Full model of linear regression analysis of realistic and symbolic threat per country 

 Realistic threat Symbolic threat 
BE DE HU IT ES SE BE DE HU IT ES SE 

Television consumption             
Public service news -.04 .00 .04 -.01 .01 .13*** .02 -.04 .03 -.02 -.01 .08* 
Commercial news  .09* .06* .11*** .08** .03 .04 .10** .04 .09** .10** .03 .05 
Local news  .02 .02 .01 .01 -.01 .04 -.01 .01 .01 .04 .00 .01 

Newspaper consumption             
Quality newspapers -.08 -.01 -.05 .01 .17*** .07* .01 .00 -.04 .04 .18*** .05 
Popular newspapers -.05 .05 -.01 .04 -.15*** .03 -.08* -.08 .01 .03 -.13** .09* 
Digital news consumption             
Quality news websites -.04 -.05 -.05 -.10* .07 -.12*** -.08* -.03 -.08* -.09* .08* -.06 
Popular news websites .09* -.01 .04 -.02 -.08* .05 .09* .02 .05 -.02 -.04 -.03 
Trust in television news             
Public service news -.11* -.05 .20*** -.14*** -.13*** -.28*** -.16** .06 .17*** -.13*** -.15*** -.27*** 
Commercial news  -.04 .06 -.09** .20*** .04 .06 .00 .02 -.06 .20*** .06 .05 
Local news  -.03 -.03 .00 .01 -.01 .03 -.01 -.05 -.05 .01 -.03 .01 

Trust in press             
Quality newspapers -.11* -.13*** .06 -.06 .02 .02 -.08 -.09* .05 -.01 .01 -.01 
Popular newspapers .14** .15*** .03 .04 .05 -.05 .09* .03 .05 .01 .09* -.08* 
Trust in new websites -.02 -.02 -.07* -.02 .01 .03 -.03 -.02 -.04 -.08 -.05 .09* 

Trust in institutions             
Parliament -.18** -.16*** .06 -.09* -.07 -.12** -.21*** -.12** .11** -.08 -.06 -.08* 
Police .09** .05 -.07* .11*** .08** -.02 .11*** .01 -.03 .09** .08** -.02 
Politicians -.06 -.05 -.05 .01 -.05 -.11** -.07 .02 -.09* .00 -.02 -.06 
Political parties -.04 .02 -.06 .01 -.06 .01 -.03 .03 .00 .02 -.02 .00 
EU -.09 -.11** -.14*** -.22*** -.06 -.10** -.14** -.04 -.21*** -.20*** -.09** -.11** 
UN -.01 -.10** -.10** -.06 -.04 -.04 -.05 -.07 -.11** -.07* -.09** -.08* 

Intergroup contact             
Street: EU-migrants -.02 -.01 -.05 .04 .00 .07* -.02 .01 -.02 .04 -.04 .07* 
Street: non-EU migrants .07 .01 .05 .01 -.15*** .04 .08 .01 -.00 .00 -.12** .03 
Friends: EU-migrants -.01 .04 -.03 -.07 -.01 -.03 .04 .04 -.05 -.09* .02 -.01 
Friends: non-EU migrants -.18*** -.27*** -.17*** -.12** -.10** -.25*** -.23*** -.18*** -.14*** -.12** -.15** -.27*** 

Adjusted R² .32 .28 .20 .22 .15 .30 .37 .08 .22 .21 .18 .27 
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.  
BE = Belgium, DE = Germany, HU = Hungary, IT = Italy, ES = Spain, SE = Sweden. Standardised coefficients presented. 
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