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Abstract 
In the past decade, the incidence of precarious living and working conditions has risen and this 

paper examines how these developments influence support for redistribution. On the one 

hand, the material conditions of many individuals have declined, which would suggest that 

demand for redistribution through the welfare state has increased. On the other hand, current 

Neoliberal thinking discourages state involvement in the economy to resolve social risks. Using 

survey data from four rounds of the European Social Survey with 22 European countries, this 

study examines the influence of economic context on support for redistribution. The results 

affirm the finding that social risks arising from a weak economic context drive up demand for 

redistribution. At the same time, economic prosperity and high welfare state spending tend to 

lower support. 
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Introduction 

Social risks, experienced on either the individual and macro level, are often argued to drive support 

for redistribution and the current period witnesses a rise in the incidence and severity of various 

social risks, including for instance those at risk of poverty and unemployment. A pressing question is 

whether these risks bolster support for redistributive social policy in an era of Neoliberal 

hegemony and welfare state retreat. Namely, is increasing inequality and socio-economic 

hardship the result of a complacent or dismissive public? Or, to the contrary, do harsher 

conditions lead to high support for the welfare state which is consequently not translated 

quickly or at all into political reforms?   

The paper begins by reviewing the literature on the determinants of support for the welfare 

state and then examining how key indicators for current social risks influence support for 

redistribution on the national level. The role of socio-economic conditions in influencing public 

opinion is weighed against arguments about the role of welfare state regime which draw on 

cultural, institutional and political lines of reasoning.  

The results suggest that socio-economic risks are related to high support for redistribution 

through the welfare state, as the literature until now has found. Even after controlling for 

country and regime effects, various dimensions of economic hardship are found to significantly 

increase support for the welfare state. These findings raise many important questions about the 

direction of social policy change today: how can one reconcile the finding of growing support 

with the increase in poverty and pressure to cutback existing social commitments? 

The paper proceeds as follows. The next section provides a literature review followed by a discussion 

of the data and methods and then the results. The final section concludes.  

Socioeconomic Risk and the Welfare State 

The welfare state, at its core, functions to mitigate social risk. Those in vulnerable positions can be 

shown to desire and push for social policies which ameliorate their situation. The mainstream welfare 

state literature indeed shows that those in less stable socio-economic situations (e.g lower income, 

less educated, unemployed) prefer greater redistribution and that the organization of these 

individuals in unions and left parties leads to higher social spending. 

Even after controlling for economic risk at the individual level, studies also shows that economic 

risks, as measured at the national level, also increase support for redistribution. Many studies 

find that a high unemployment rate increases support for the unemployed (Jæger 2011; 

Blekesaune und Quadagno 2003) as well as redistribution through welfare state (Dallinger 2010). 

Explanations for these findings could include: (1) empathy with the unemployed or (2) a 

heightened fear of being unemployed oneself. Other indicators, including a weak macro-
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economic situation (Jæger 2011) and high income inequality (Finseraas 2009; Jæger 2011), are also 

related to higher levels of support. Therefore, one can conclude that insecure socio-economic 

conditions, either in absolute or relative terms, drives up support for redistributive social policy.  

At the same time, other aspects of national context are shown to matter substantially in shaping 

how socio-economic risks translate into redistributive preferences. In particular, research on 

welfare state regimes forwards many ideas about how country- and regime- specific factors 

shape redistributive preferences. In this view, what matters most for the strength of 

redistributive preferences is not the nature or intensity of the risk but nationally defined values 

and norms which influences beliefs about which actor should carry blame for the incidence of 

risk and whether the government should play a role in alleviating socio-economic risks.  

Esping-Andersen (1990) initially classified advanced welfare states into three regimes based on 

the degree to which they promoted decommodification, or the i.e. the degree to which social 

policy is rendered as a matter of right and a person can maintain a livelihood without reliance on 

the market, and stratification structures: the social democratic (Denmark, Finland, Netherlands, 

Norway, and Sweden); conservative (Austria, Belgium, France, Italy and Germany); and liberal 

(Australia, Canada, Japan, Switzerland, and the US). Various debates over the classification of 

countries into these three regimes exist (Castles 1996; Arts und John Gelissen 2002; Scruggs und 

Allan 2006). Many have classified the Netherlands and Switzerland as a conservative regime 

instead of a social democratic and liberal, respectively, and many countries, including Ireland, 

New Zealand, and the UK were added to the liberal regime. Two additional regimes were created 

to account for countries not already included in existing typologies. A southern European 

regime, including Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal, was identified. Finally, former communist 

countries make up a final grouping.  

Regimes differ in important ways. The social democratic regime typically provides social policy 

on the basis of citizenship and conceived with the individual in mind, thereby facilitating 

defamilialization. Policies are income-related but the minimum standards are set rather high. 

The conservative regime shares the emphasis on income-related benefits and therefore exhibits 

a common focus on the insurance principle, although this regime stands apart from the social 

democratic regime since policies typically reward the male-breadwinner model and do not 

provide a strong safety net for the worst-off. The liberal model exhibits as strong emphasis on 

market-based solutions to welfare needs. The role of the state is therefore minimal. The 

southern European regime protects the traditional family structure, which is similar to the 

conservative regime. Social policy in postcommunist countries is oftentimes characterized by 

subsidized food and rents, full employment, and cheap services (Deacon 2000). 
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Most research proceeds from the assumption of a tight affinity between social policy structures 

and public opinion. Even if particular values and norms drove the expansion of social policy 

initially, welfare states in their present form are seen to play a central role in shaping public 

support. Scholars often refer to socialization processes to explain the way in which policy 

structures mold public opinion.  

More often than not, the relationship between social policy structures as captured by welfare 

state regimes and public opinion is described as a harmonious and uninterrupted association. 

There are many theoretical and empirical reasons to expect that the association is not 

necessarily deterministic and path dependent. 

First, the empirical evidence for these purported regime differences is mixed and there does appear to 

be a clear positive association between the degree of decommodification and support for 

redistribution. Second, this finding leaves room for the possibility that other factors besides generosity 

matter for the how individuals decide about their preferred level of redistribution. Since the southern 

European and postcommunist countries reveal higher than average levels of support, it remains 

possible that preferences are a function of needs and therefore that the practice of addressing social 

risks through the welfare state weakens support for more redistribution. In this way, values and norms 

are endogenous to the ability of existing social policies to ameliorate social risk among others. 

The rest of the analysis works to gain leverage on answering these questions, asking: How does 

the welfare state itself influence preferences? Does a weak economic context bolster or 

undermine demand for redistribution via social policy? On the one hand, the presence of 

(relative) economic need has been shown in numerous ways to increase demand for social 

protection. On the other, the Neoliberal agenda asserts that social policy incurs efficiency losses 

and weak economic conditions in contexts with a large welfare state affirm these claims. Do 

“policies create politics” (Pierson 1995; Pierson 2001; Campbell 2002) or are politics sensitive to 

broader contextual factors such as the state of the economy? 
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Table 1. Literature on the Role of Context on Redistributive Preferences 

Study Countries Data Method  Question(s) used as Dependent Variable Findings 

(Svallfors 

1997) 

Australia, 

Austria, Canada, 

Germany, New 

Zealand, 

Norway, 

Sweden, US 

ISSP Social 

Inequality I 

(1987), ISSP 

Social Inequality 

II (1992) 

OLS “It is the responsibility of the government: (a) to reduce income 

differences; (b) provide a job for everyone; (c) provide a basic 

income.” 

“How much do you think a __ should earn?” 

Social and Christian democratic regimes reveal high 

welfare state support and Radical and Liberal regimes low. 

Social democratic and Radical regimes reveal egalitarian 

views on income distribution whereas Christian 

democratic and Liberal do not. Class and gender effects 

are similar across regimes, problematizing the assumption 

that class cleavages vary across regimes. 

(J. Gelissen 

2000) 

14 Countries Eurobarometer 

37.1 (1992) 

MLM with HLM 

program 

“Social security – the government should (1) make sure no one is left 

deprived when unemployed, poor, ill or disabled, (2)provide 

everyone with a broad range of benefits, (3) only a limited number 

of essential benefits; provide everyone with essential health 

services.” 

“It is a RIGHT to claim social assistance?”  

“Social security is too costly” 

Evidence that preferences over the extensiveness and 

intensiveness of the welfare state correlate and that 

individual factors shape preferences in the traditional 

ways. However, there was no evidence for the regime 

hypothesis.  

(Andreß und 

Heien 2001) 

East and West 

Germany, 

Norway, US 

ISSP Social 

Inequality II 

(1992) 

SEM  “It is the responsibility of the government: (a) to reduce income 

differences; (b) provide a job for everyone; (c) provide a basic 

income.” 

Support differs systematically by country, with rank order 

East Germany>Norway>West Germany>US, though 

country effects result from both national and 

compositional factors 

(Arts und 

John 

Gelissen 

2001) 

20 Countries ISSP Role of 

Government III 

(1996), EVS  

(1999/2000) 

ANOVA 

MLM 

(ISSP) “It is the responsibility of the government: (a) to reduce 

income differences; (b) provide a job for everyone; (c) provide a 

basic income.” 

(EVS) “Evaluate the importance of: (a) eliminating large inequalities 

in income; (b) guaranteeing the basic needs; (c) recognizing people 

on their merit.” 

Social democratic and Mediterranean regimes display 

higher solidarity though the former ranks low on support 

for equality, need and equity whereas the latter ranks high 

for equality and low for equity.  

(Blekesaune 

und 

Quadagno 

2003) 

24 Countries ISSP Role of 

Government 

III(1996) 

Markov Chain 

MC with Gibbs 

Sampling, MLM 

“On the whole, do you think it should, or should not, be the 

government’s responsibility to … (a) provide a job for everyone, (b) 

provide health care for the sick, (c) provide a decent standard of 

living for the old, (d) provide a decent standard of living for the 

unemployed, (e) reduce income differences 

The unemployment rate and a strong egalitarian ideology 

lead to increased support for the unemployed, sick and 

the old. 

(Jæger 2006) 13 Countries ESS I (2002) and 

II (2004) 

Oprobit, latent 

class variables 

“The government should take measures to reduce differences in 

income” 

The use of policy variables to assess regime effects finds 

similarly weak support for the regime thesis 

(Blekesaune 

2007) 

39 Countries WVS Waves II 

(1989-93), III 

MLM Random 

intercepts 

“The state should take the initiative to provide for all people” (value 

10) v. “Individuals should take the initiative to provide for 

Employment rates and financial satisfaction are negatively 

related to support for government should provide for all 
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(1994-99), IV 

(1999-2004) 

themselves” (value 1) 

“Incomes should be made more equal” (value 10) v. “Greater 

incentives should be provided for individual effort” (value 1) 

(rather than the individual) and that incomes should be 

made more equal 

(Finseraas 

2009) 

22 Countries ESS I (2002) Markov Chain 

MC 

“The government should take measures to reduce differences in 

income levels” 

The Gini coefficient is positively related to support for 

redistribution and dampens the effect of high income on 

reducing support 

(Jæger 2009) 15 Countries ISSP Role of 

Government II 

(1996) Social 

Inequality III 

(1999) 

Heteroskedastic 

ordered probit 

and Latent 

profiles models 

“It is the responsibility of the government to reduce income 

differences” 

Welfare state regime influences both the mean and 

variance in support for redistribution with the Liberal 

regime having the smallest mean, followed by the Social 

Democratic and then the Conservative, and the Liberal 

having the lowest variance, followed by the Conservative 

and then Social Democratic 

(Dallinger 

2010)  

23 Countries ISSP Social 

Inequality III 

(1999)  

MLM “Differences in income in this country are too large” 

“It is the responsibility of the government to reduce the differences 

in income between people with high income and those with low 

income” 

The Mediterranean and Transition countries have higher 

levels of support than other countries. The Gini coefficient 

is positively related to support for redistribution when 

controlling for other measures of economic development. 

Economic context influences support with unemployment 

increasing support and GDP per person depressing 

support 

(Dion und 

Birchfield 

2010) 

50 Countries ISSP (Ten 

between 1985 

to 2000), 

Latinobarometer 

1996, 

Eurobarometer 

52.1 (1999) and 

56.1 (2001), ESS 

I (2002) and II 

(2004)  

MLM “It is the responsibility of the government to reduce the differences 

in income between people with high incomes and those with low 

incomes” 

Income does not systematically structure preferences over 

redistribution in countries with high income inequality or a 

low level of development 

(Jakobsen 

2010) 

19 Countries WVS Waves II 

(1989-93), III 

(1994-99), IV 

(1999-2004), V 

(2005-2007) 

OLS “Incomes should be made more equal” (value 10) v. “Greater 

incentives should be provided for individual effort (value 1)” 

“The state should take the initiative to provide for all people” (value 

10) v. “Individuals should take the initiative to provide for 

themselves” (value 1) 

 “Competition is harmful – it brings out the worst in people” (value 

The Liberal welfare state exhibits the highest levels of 

individualism followed by the Social Democratic and then 

Christian Democratic regime 
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10) v. “Competition is good – it stimulates people to work hard and 

develop new ideas” (value 1) 

 

(Jæger 2011) 31 Countries ESS I (2002), II 

(2004), III 

(2006),IV(2008) 

Fixed effects 

model 

“The government should take measures to reduce differences in 

income levels” 

Weak macro-economic conditions drive up support for the 

welfare state 
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Data, Model, and Method 

The micro-level data comes from the four rounds of the European Social Survey which were 

conducted in 2002/2003, 2004/2005, 2006/2007, and 2008/2009/2010, respectively.  

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable is a standard question in public opinion research. Specifically, the 

question is phrased in the following way: “Using this card, please say to what extent you agree or 

disagree with each of the following statements: The government should take measures to reduce 

differences in income levels”. Five answer categories are possible: Agree strongly, Agree, 

Neutral, Disagree, and Disagree strongly. The distribution of responses across all country-years 

are plotted below in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. Distribution of Dependent Variable 

 

Independent Variables 

Independent variables on the micro level include age, gender, income, education, 

unemployment, union member and Goldethorpe class schema, religiosity, and self-placement on 

a left-right scale.  
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Many studies find that women are more supportive of redistribution than men. Women are 

more likely than men to draw on benefits directed at widows or single parents (Sainsbury 1996; 

H. Hernes 1984) and work in more precarious labor market positions than men (Svallfors 1997). 

Women are prefer a higher level of solidarity than men (Arts und John Gelissen 2001) and be 

socialized to adopt caring roles (Helga Maria Hernes 1987; Finch 1983) and be particularly 

predisposed to show concern for the well-being of others for this reason. 

Personal income is also a standard predictor of redistributive preferences and is negatively 

related to support for redistribution. Individuals with a higher income paid more into and are 

less reliant on the welfare state and therefore stand to benefit less than others from a large 

welfare state. Income is often seen to capture ‘self-interest’ in the welfare state. Although income 

is often included in models and a negative coefficient a consistent finding, recent research shows 

that income is not a significant indicator in developing countries or those with high levels of 

inequality (Dion und Birchfield 2010). 

Following other studies (Jæger 2006; Svallfors 1997; Jæger 2009), social class is also included 

using the Erikson-Goldthorpe-Portocarero’s social class scheme. Classes include: Service class I 

(reference category), Service class II, Intermediate occupations, Self-employed, and Working 

Class. 

Left-right self-placement is also included to control for ideological predisposition towards views 

that the government should intervene in the economy to provide social benefits.  
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Table 1. Means of Micro Variables 

           

 

Dependent Variable: Independent Variables: 

  

Reduce income 

differences Income Degree Age 

Gender 

(Male) Unemployed 

Union 

Member 

Service 

Class II 

Intermediate 

Occupations 

Self-

Employed 

Working 

Class 

Left-Right Self-

Placement Religiosity 

Liberal Regime                           

UK 2.51 6.62 3.02 49.00 0.48 0.05 0.18 0.22 0.09 0.08 0.45 5.00 4.00 

Ireland 2.77 6.41 3.23 49.00 0.47 0.06 0.20 0.22 0.08 0.10 0.43 5.00 6.00 

MEAN 2.64 6.51 3.12 49.00 0.48 0.05 0.19 0.22 0.08 0.09 0.44 5.00 5.00 

Social Democratic Regime                         

Denmark 2.04 7.34 3.63 48.00 0.53 0.04 0.67 0.24 0.10 0.06 0.43 5.00 4.00 

Finland 2.94 6.55 3.12 48.00 0.49 0.05 0.53 0.20 0.07 0.09 0.49 6.00 5.00 

Sweden 2.70 7.13 2.97 48.00 0.52 0.04 0.58 0.22 0.10 0.07 0.45 5.00 4.00 

Norway 2.62 8.01 3.59 46.00 0.53 0.03 0.47 0.25 0.09 0.08 0.45 5.00 4.00 

MEAN 2.58 7.26 3.33 47.50 0.52 0.04 0.56 0.23 0.09 0.07 0.45 5.25 4.25 

Conservative Regime                         

Austria 2.78 6.48 3.04 46.00 0.48 0.04 0.23 0.23 0.14 0.07 0.39 5.00 5.00 

Belgium 2.74 7.02 3.19 46.00 0.51 0.06 0.35 0.22 0.08 0.07 0.40 5.00 5.00 

France 3.13 6.34 3.11 48.00 0.47 0.06 0.07 0.20 0.13 0.06 0.43 5.00 4.00 

Germany 2.58 6.21 3.49 49.00 0.51 0.09 0.13 0.21 0.12 0.06 0.44 4.00 4.00 

Luxembourg 2.61 8.25 2.80 46.00 0.58 0.02 0.37 0.21 0.08 0.07 0.41 5.00 4.00 

Netherlands 2.44 6.77 3.11 49.00 0.46 0.03 0.21 0.29 0.10 0.05 0.35 5.00 5.00 

Switzerland 2.62 7.86 3.40 49.00 0.48 0.03 0.14 0.28 0.13 0.08 0.35 5.00 5.00 

MEAN 2.70 6.99 3.16 47.57 0.50 0.05 0.21 0.24 0.11 0.06 0.40 4.86 4.57 

Southern European or Mediterranean Regime                       

Greece 3.39 5.05 2.52 50.00 0.46 0.05 0.11 0.10 0.06 0.25 0.36 5.00 7.00 

Italy 3.06 6.17 2.54 48.00 0.50 0.08 0.18 0.15 0.09 0.15 0.36 5.00 6.00 

Portugal 3.20 4.65 1.90 52.00 0.41 0.05 0.08 0.12 0.07 0.09 0.55 5.00 6.00 

Spain 3.05 5.57 2.55 47.00 0.50 0.06 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.12 0.51 4.00 4.00 

MEAN 3.18 5.36 2.38 49.25 0.47 0.06 0.11 0.11 0.08 0.15 0.44 4.75 5.75 

Eastern European or Postcommunist Regime                       

Estonia 2.71 6.25 3.45 47.00 0.43 0.06 0.07 0.14 0.05 0.04 0.53 5.00 4.00 

Hungary 3.32 4.61 2.93 48.00 0.45 0.07 0.08 0.15 0.09 0.05 0.57 5.00 4.00 

Poland 2.95 4.09 3.09 44.00 0.51 0.10 0.08 0.16 0.07 0.12 0.48 5.00 6.00 

Slovakia 2.96 3.63 3.06 44.00 0.49 0.08 0.12 0.21 0.06 0.06 0.50 5.00 6.00 

Slovenia 3.12 5.00 3.16 46.00 0.50 0.07 0.21 0.18 0.08 0.04 0.45 5.00 5.00 

MEAN 3.01 4.72 3.14 45.80 0.48 0.08 0.11 0.17 0.07 0.06 0.51 5.00 5.00 
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Table 2. Means of Macro Variables 

      

  Unemployment 

Severe Housing 

Deprivation 

At Risk for 

Poverty or Social 

Exclusion 

Difficulties 

Making Ends 

Meet 

Gini Coefficient 

for Income 

Inequality 

Log of GDP 

per capita 

Passive 

Measures as 

% GDP 

Active 

Measures as 

% GDP 

Liberal Regime           

   UK 5.14 2.43 24.11 5.69 33.88 10.31 0.20 0.05 

Ireland 5.86 1.53 24.95 9.99 30.86 10.58 1.29 0.53 

MEAN 5.50 1.98 24.53 7.84 32.37 10.45 0.75 0.29 

Social Democratic Regime         

   Denmark 4.43 1.77 16.53 3.03 24.18 10.56 1.98 1.34 

Finland 8.16 0.77 17.25 2.91 25.92 10.33 1.79 0.72 

Sweden 6.62 1.61 15.93 3.74 23.50 10.41 0.92 1.02 

Norway 3.60 1.42 15.69 2.79 27.15 10.85 0.59 0.53 

MEAN 5.70 1.39 16.35 3.12 25.19 10.54 1.32 0.90 

Conservative Regime         

   Austria 4.61 3.68 16.38 3.02 26.62 10.31 1.38 0.47 

Belgium 7.75 0.96 21.25 6.80 27.17 10.28 2.26 0.97 

France 8.78 3.16 18.91 3.46 28.12 10.26 1.38 0.67 

Germany 9.24 1.48 18.01 2.54 27.13 10.23 1.86 0.72 

Luxembourg 3.83 2.64 15.97 2.00 27.02 10.98 0.62 0.34 

Netherlands 3.87 0.53 16.18 3.43 27.02 10.37 1.74 0.88 

Switzerland 

 

-8.29 21.31 2.70 37.28 10.63 

  MEAN 6.35 0.59 18.29 3.42 28.62 10.44 1.54 0.67 

Southern European or Mediterranean Regime       

   Greece 9.69 8.00 30.26 19.40 33.75 9.78 0.48 0.11 

Italy 7.72 8.57 26.62 15.20 31.99 10.10 0.71 0.54 

Portugal 6.91 6.77 25.77 17.99 37.08 9.62 1.13 0.48 

Spain 9.95 3.01 23.47 11.57 31.11 9.96 1.60 0.59 

MEAN 8.57 6.58 26.53 16.04 33.48 9.86 0.98 0.43 

Eastern European or Postcommunist Regime       

   Estonia 8.33 11.68 22.94 6.51 31.26 9.28 0.96 0.12 

Hungary 7.70 17.48 30.94 18.45 26.25 9.11 0.46 0.28 

Poland 15.94 27.99 40.41 17.54 32.63 8.78 0.53 0.45 

Slovakia 15.54 5.97 30.06 11.58 25.44 8.95 0.34 0.10 

Slovenia 5.94 12.62 18.48 7.37 22.96 9.59 0.33 0.14 

MEAN 10.69 15.15 28.56 12.29 27.71 9.14 0.53 0.22 
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On the macro level, various measures are used to capture current social risks which come from 

Eurostat online database which provides data based on the European Union Statistics on Income 

and Living Conditions. Severe housing deprivation is the number of individuals living in severely 

deprived living quarters as a percentage of the population. Population at risk of poverty or social 

exclusion is the number of individuals as a percent of the total population. Difficulties making 

ends meet is measured as the number of households with ‘great difficulty’ making ends meet as 

a proportion of the total number of households. The measure of the Gini coefficient follows 

standard procedure. The unemployment variable and the measure of GDP per capita come from 

the CPDS dataset and are measured as the number of unemployed as a percentage of the 

working age population and the amount of GDP in USD at PPP per capita. The measures for 

passive and active spending come from the Eurostat database. 

Various macro-level measures are also included to account for time and regime effects. A 

variable for the round of the survey is included as well as dummies for three regime types 

(except for the Liberal regime – the reference category). Dummies for four welfare state regimes 

are include (the reference category is the liberal regime). 

Model and Method 

A multilevel model is specified because of the explicit expectation that preferences vary 

systematically across contextual units. From a theoretical standpoint, it is interesting to test for 

systematic differences between countries because this works to substantiate that countries 

shape preferences in distinct ways. Statistically, it is necessary to recognize the multilevel 

structure in order to estimate correct standard errors and avoid Type I errors (Steenbergen und 

Jones 2002). A multi-level model is estimated using GLLAMM in Stata 11.0. GLLAMM allows for 

ordered categorical response variables as the dependent variable, which makes it the preferred 

estimation procedure.  

Discussion and Conclusion 

The results in Table 3 confirm the expectation that social risks increase support for the welfare 

state. Higher rates of unemployment, larger proportions of the population living in deprived 

housing situations, at risk of poverty, or having troubles making ends meet, and high inequality 

all increase support for redistribution. Even after controlling for country and regime effects, 

these findings are stable. Therefore, one may interpret these results in the following way. In 

contexts with high incidences of social risks, individuals are more prone to support 

redistribution either due to an altruistic motive to aid the needy or due to a real or perceived 

increase in one’s own personal situation. 
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At the same time, the results in Table 4 suggest that the needs-based justification for 

redistribution is only one side of the story. The more economically prosperous a country is, the 

lower the average support for redistribution. Moreover, the higher the spending on passive 

policies, the lower is the level of support. These findings are stable even when controlling for 

regime type (i.e. values and norms). The results for active labor market policies are mixed. 

Without controlling for regime type, the results suggest that support drops if spending is high; 

when controlling for regime type, the results become significant in the opposite direction.  

Further research will push these results further to gauge their robustness, potentially using 

additional measures. At this point, however, the results show significant evidence that context 

matters and that it is important to take this into consideration when assessing support for 

redistribution. 
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Table 3. GLLAMM Results - Social Risks 

Income -0.04 *** -0.05 *** -0.05 *** -0.05 *** -0.05 *** -0.05 *** -0.04 *** -0.04 *** -0.04 *** -0.04 *** -0.05 *** -0.04 *** 

Degree -0.06 *** -0.06 *** -0.05 *** -0.06 *** -0.06 *** -0.06 *** -0.07 *** -0.06 *** -0.05 *** -0.06 *** -0.05 *** -0.06 *** 

Age 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 

Gender (male) -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** 

Unemployed 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.12 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.14 *** 0.13 *** 

Union Member 0.13 *** 0.12 *** 0.09 *** 0.12 *** 0.11 *** 0.13 *** 0.11 *** 0.13 *** 0.14 *** 0.12 *** 0.10 *** 0.13 *** 

Left-Right Self-Placement -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** 

Religiosity 0.00 *** 0.00 ** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.01 *** 0.00 ** 0.00 * 0.01 *** 0.00 * 0.00 ** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 

                         (Reference: Service I)                                                 

Service II 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.12 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.14 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 

Intermediate Occupations 0.15 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.13 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 

Self-Employed 0.09 *** 0.08 *** 0.08 *** 0.09 *** 0.09 *** 0.08 *** 0.08 *** 0.09 *** 0.08 *** 0.09 *** 0.08 *** 0.09 *** 

Working Class 0.23 *** 0.22 *** 0.22 *** 0.22 *** 0.22 *** 0.23 *** 0.22 *** 0.22 *** 0.22 *** 0.22 *** 0.22 *** 0.22 *** 

                         (Reference: Liberal Regime)                                                 

Social Democratic Regime 

  

-0.10 *** 

  

-0.10 *** 

  

-0.10 

   

0.10 *** 

  

0.05 *** 

  

0.03 * 

Christian Democratic Regime 

  

0.27 *** 

  

-0.01 

   

-0.01 

   

0.10 *** 

  

0.15 *** 

  

0.04 *** 

Mediterranean Countries 
  

0.50 *** 
  

0.48 *** 
  

0.50 *** 
  

0.45 *** 
  

0.24 *** 
  

0.36 *** 

Eastern European Countries 

  

0.48 *** 

  

0.25 *** 

  

0.12 *** 

  

0.10 *** 

  

0.12 *** 

  

0.31 *** 

                                                  

Unemployment Rate 
    

0.005 *** 0.004 *** 
                Severe Housing Deprivation 

        
0.01 *** 0.00 *** 

            At Risk for Poverty or Social Exclusion 

            

0.02 *** 0.01 *** 

        Trouble Making Ends Meet 

                

0.02 *** 0.01 *** 

    Gini Coefficient 
                    

0.003 * 0.002 * 

                                                  
Survey Round 0.01 *** 0.01 *** 0.01 ** 0.01 ** 0.01 ** 0.01 *** 0.02 *** 0.01 * -0.03 *** -0.03 *** 0.01 ** 0.01 * 

Constant 3.39 *** 3.27 *** 3.16 *** 3.20 *** 3.62 *** 3.26 *** 3.20 *** 3.09 *** 3.25 *** 3.42 *** 3.18 *** 3.39 *** 

                                                  

Variance (Level 1 - Individual) 0.93 *** 0.92 *** 0.92 *** 0.92 *** 0.93 *** 0.93 *** 0.93 *** 0.93 *** 0.90 *** 0.91 *** 0.92 *** 0.93 *** 

Variance (Level 2 - Country) 0.12 *** 0.07 *** 0.06 *** 0.07 *** 0.09 *** 0.15 *** 0.12 *** 0.15 *** 0.03 *** 0.11 *** 0.06 *** 0.15 *** 

                         Observations 98,569   98,569   91,683   91,683   97,368   97,368   81,447   81,447   64,583   64,583   97,368   97,368   
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Table 4. GLLAMM Results - Economic Prosperity and Welfare State Spending 

Income -0.05 *** -0.05 *** -0.05 *** -0.05 *** -0.04 *** -0.04 *** 

Degree -0.06 *** -0.06 *** -0.05 *** -0.06 *** -0.06 *** -0.05 *** 

Age 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 0.00 *** 

Gender (male) -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** -0.13 *** 

Unemployed 0.13 *** 0.14 *** 0.15 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 0.14 *** 

Union Member 0.13 *** 0.12 *** 0.10 *** 0.11 *** 0.14 *** 0.11 *** 

Left-Right Self-Placement -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** -0.09 *** 

Religiosity 0.01 ** 0.00 *** 0.00 ** 0.00 

 

0.00 *** 0.01 *** 

             (Reference: Service I)                         

Service II 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 0.13 *** 

Intermediate Occupations 0.13 *** 0.14 *** 0.15 *** 0.15 *** 0.14 *** 0.15 *** 

Self-Employed 0.09 *** 0.09 *** 0.08 *** 0.08 *** 0.08 *** 0.09 *** 

Working Class 0.23 *** 0.23 *** 0.23 *** 0.23 *** 0.22 *** 0.23 *** 

             (Reference: Liberal Regime)                         

Social Democratic Regime 

  

0.20 *** 

  

0.24 *** 

  

-0.03 *** 

Christian Democratic Regime 

  

0.27 *** 

  

0.22 *** 

  

0.31 *** 

Mediterranean Countries 

  

0.73 *** 

  

0.56 *** 

  

0.36 *** 

Eastern European Countries 

  

0.21 *** 

  

0.33 *** 

  

0.72 *** 

                          

GDP per capita -0.26 *** -0.10 *** 

        Passive Policies as % GDP 

    

-0.15 *** -0.12 *** 

    Active Policies as % GDP                 -0.35 *** 0.43 *** 

                          

Survey Round 0.02 
 

0.01 *** 0.00 
 

-0.01 * -0.02 *** -0.55 *** 

Constant -0.26 *** -0.10 *** 3.68 *** 3.79 *** 3.66 *** 3.48 *** 

                          

Variance (Level 1 - Individual) 0.92 *** 0.92 *** 0.92 *** 0.92 *** 0.92 *** 0.92 *** 

Variance (Level 2 - Country) 0.10 *** 0.07 *** 0.10 *** 0.12 *** 0.06 *** 0.16 *** 

             Observations 97368.00   97368.00   87232.00   87232.00   84376.00   84376.00 *** 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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