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Abstract

This working paper investigates support for statéhe European Union cross-nationally and
longitudinally using data from th&uropean Values Surveynalyses are carried out at
different levels. At the individual level, we goymad the opposition between self-interest and
symbolic orientations by showing that they both terand combine to influence statist
attitudes. At group level, we assess the issue wllphopinion moves over time and find
uniform, although divided, trends among subpubl&sthe country level, we suggest that
dynamics of opinion respond to changes in the evamenvironment, but do not necessarily
respond according to a thermostatic model. Ourltesious prove relevant for the European
case most of the findings previous scholars haghklighted for the American case.

Many cross-national polls today provide evidence aofwidespread distrust of
capitalism in Europe. In 2009, the opinion thae&rmarket capitalism has some problems,
but these can be addressed through more regulatidrreform” is shared by a majority of
respondents in Germany (75 percent), Italy (59 qu)¢ United-Kingdom (57 percent) and
Spain (56 percent). In France (47 percent), ieiskrand neck with the alternative opinion that
“free market capitalism is fatally flawed, and dfelient economic system is needed” (43
percent) (GlobeScan-BBC World Service 2009). Inth@osurvey conducted at the end of
2010, France and lItaly appear to be the most aversapitalism among European countries.
In the two countries, 52 percent of the responddettare that it “works rather badly but that
it is necessary to keep it because there is nor @lernative”. Distrust of capitalism is
important as well in Great Britain (45 percent),r@any (42 percent) and Netherlands (38
percent) (IFOP-La Croix 2010).

The mainstream media usually assume that the Geedssion has elicited a sudden
reversal of public confidence in market economyni@ary to this common opinion, distrust
of capitalism was high in many European countriedl Wwefore 2007-2008. According to a
poll conducted for the University of the Marylarid) percent of the French, 32 percent of the
Germans, 31 percent of the ltalians, 28 perceth@fSpaniards and 27 percent of the British
were already disagreeing, in summer 2005, withsthgement that “the free enterprise system
and free market economy is the best system on wtichase the future of the world”
(GlobeScan-PIPA 2006). This survey, also conduute2ZD03, 2005 and 2007, suggests that
support for capitalism has been stepping back irojgi since the beginning of the 2000s
(GlobeScan-PIPA 2008).

These survey results are somewhat at odds witlpdpelar belief that globalization
might fuel public demand for market capitalism aneince generate uniform economic
attitudes. Still, while many scholars have provadgdpean attitudes to show no sign of
convergence on moral isstigthe convergence of economic values remains amarsial
topic. For some, globalization shapes similar @dis and behaviors in the economic realm,
thereby leveling national differences. For oth&ends toward economic homogenization are
dampened down by specific cultural traits or byyb@c institutional arrangements. This
article challenges the view of converging econowratues by investigating how economic
attitudes have moved in the European Union sined#ginning of the 1990s.

! Attitudes toward family, marriage or gender relas are moving for example at the same speed tomared
equality (Inglehart and Norris 2003).



Theoretical and Empirical Background about Shifts and Changes in Economic
Attitudes

In political science, the issue of shifts and clenm economic attitudes is usually
addressed from two different perspectives. For upbkolders of a “minimalist” paradigm
(Sniderman 1993), the general public pays littleerdion to economy and lacks the
knowledge to form opinions on economic matters.réooic attitudes are mostly driven by
superficial and erratic reactions to contextuabinfation, such as the perceived changes of
economic conjuncture or the way political elitesd amainstream media frame economic
issues. Thus economic attitudes appear to be destall inconsistent. They are comparable
to “pseudo-opinions” or “non-attitudes” (Conver<i08g).

In reaction against this approach, many scholare kaphasized that ordinary people
are capable of reasoning about political and econassues (e.g., Zaller 1992; Sniderman,
Brody, and Tetlock 1993; Popkin 1994; Saris andd&mnan 2004). Another argument has
been put forward. Even if individual opinions ailely to get wrong, public opinion can be
considered as rational in the aggregate. Indiviéwadrs tend to cancel out at the aggregated
level, so that collective opinion provides a bettederstanding of citizens real preferences
(Page and Shapiro 1992; Erikson, MacKuen, and $tr2902; Enns and Kellstedt 2008).

One question has been particularly sensitive ferddvelopment of new perspectives
on public opinion: To what extent the rationalitydggregate opinion movements is mirrored
among all strata of population? Answering this ¢oes Page and Shapiro (1992) formulated
what can be referred to as the “parallel publit&sis. They asserted that social groups tend
to change their opinions at the same time, in #mesdirection, in the same proportions and
for the same reasons. Sharply contrasting withidba that “public opinion does not exist”
since subgroups have competing interests (Bourd@u3), this thesis stems from the
empirical observation that dynamics of public opmipresent uniform patterns. Regarding
economic attitudes, it assumes for example thatrsupg do not strongly differ in the way
they perceive economic events; i.e., in the way tleeeive cues about the economy and
accordingly update their attitudes. Therefore, soings will somehow react in concert and
move as a whole.

For the American case, the “parallel publics” tedsas been fairly well supported by
survey data. Using the General Social Survey sémes 1972 to 1988, Page and Shapiro’s
seminal work first showed striking evidences ofgtlal opinion movements on economic
issue, notably among income groups. With a GSS tatiwe file spanning 1973 to 1996,
Erikson, MacKuen and Stimson (2002) have also pditut dynamics of uniform opinion
changes. They found that public preferences forenooless government tend to move evenly
across the segments of the population with differeducational attainment. Enns and
Kellstedt (2008) used GSS and American Nationattitia Studies (ANES) data to replicate
and extend these findings. They confirmed thatlélast and the most sophisticated strata of
American society change their opinions in tandempl&ing public preferences for
government spending and welfare issues with GS& fdam 1974 to 2004, Ura and Ellis
(2008) came to the same conclusion of overtimelaiity between incomes quartiles. They
also showed that marginally, income groups do eatt identically and that the wealthy are
more responsive to economic stimuli.

Among the large body of cross-national studies stigating economic attitudes in
Europe, the issue of uniform opinion movements ha® our knowledge — never been
analyzed per se. Our paper intends to fill this ggpgauging the empirical validity of the



“parallel publics” thesis with data from the EurapeValues Survey (EVS), a longitudinal
survey research program on basic human values ctetisince 1981

Addressing specifically the topic of public attitsd®ward state, we first present a
global picture of the data and the main descriptiesults on how statist attitudes have
evolved in the European Union between 1990 and .20088n, we use factor analysis and
multilevel modeling to determine what influences s for state. We notably investigate —
what is rarely done in the literature — how the anggredictors of statist attitudes interplay.
We also investigate how they combine with politicalerest, which is known to be a
powerful mediator of social attitudes.

In the second part of the article, we deal with glestion of subpublics movements
and assess whether they have been shifting in dosinee 1990. We also examine the extent
to which movements of the general public are drilegrcertain subgroups, supposed to be
more responsive to changes. Finally, trying to nede micro- and macro-level dynamics, we
consider global inequalities and public policieditators to provide an explanation for the
increasing support for state in the European Un@ur. findings indicate that the European
public reacts when political elites answer to thengng demand for state protection, but does
not necessarily react according to a “thermostatiodel (Wlezien 1995). Thus we discuss in
closing the linkage between public opinion and fupblicies, pointing in particular the topic
of democratic responsiveness in European welfayienes.

Data, Descriptive Overview and Methods

A Uniform Decrease of Public Preferences for Economic Liberalism

Unlike the polls mentioned above, the European &alBurvey permits to compare a
wide array of countries and to put into perspectimeous aspects of economic liberalism.
Since the second wave of the EVS in 19%0e European are asked to position themselves on
a battery of ten-point agreement scales, captuheg economic attitudes with two opposite
propositions, one typical of a conservative origatg the other typical of a liberal
orientation. Three questions depict the doctrinbans of economic liberalism: competition,
private ownership of means of production and stat&rol over firms. Other questions tap
opinions about the role of individuals in marketoeemy by addressing individual
responsibility, income equality and normative caaists regarding unemployment.

Looking at Figure 1, we can see a progressive @nosi liberal preferences since the
beginning of 1990s. This erosion is particularharghon questions illustrating the major
principles of the liberal doctrine. Support forvate property and competition respectively
lose about 15 and 10 points of percentage. CrasStabountr§ show that liberal preferences
tend to step back quite evenly within the Europ&hmon. This is the case for private
property, even though it falls more in the Baltiat8s (Latvia, Estonia) and in countries of
the former Soviet Union (Bulgaria, Hungary, CzedatpRblic) where the economy has been
gradually liberalized since the beginning of thé®d® Though a majority of Europeans (58
percent) remains favorable to competition in 2G§port for competition decreases in both

2 For presentation and substantive results, see Ester, Braun, and Mohler 2006; Halman 2008; Halma
Sieben, and Zundert 2012.

% The last EVS wave covers forty-seven countrie®(d@8. For the purpose of comparison, we first fomushe
twenty-seven countries of the European Union andfurther analysis, on the twenty-three countriesat t
participated the last three waves.

* Summary of variables, descriptive statistics amsstabs are available upon request.



rich Western countries (Spain, France, Belgium) ksd economically developed Oriental
countries (Hungary, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania).

The trend is very similar for the item opposingivdual effort and wage equality.
Globally lowering from 52 to 34 percent between Q@d 2008, the opinion that individual
effort should be encouraged is less accepted iteEEaEuropean countries (Czech Republic,
Poland, Estonia, Romania, Slovenia) and in manty Northern countries (Finland, Sweden,
Austria, Germany). This growing demand for equabtprominent in another question of the
EVS. Preference for equality over freedfonas raised from 36 percent in 1990 to 42 percent
in 2008. This increase is rather homogeneous,raagsin unequal countries (Italy, Latvia,
Estonia and Germany where the Gini coefficientugesior to 30 in 2008) as in more equal
countries of Northern and Eastern Europe (Swedemniark, Finland, Czech Republic and
Hungary, where the Gini coefficient ranges betweéard 26.3).

The aggregate opinions about individual responsibaind duties of the unemployed
give a misleading impression of overtime stability.fact, they move very differently from
one country to another. The idea that individualsusd take care of their own needs is much
more supported in liberal countries (United Kingdamd Ireland). It is also increasing in
these countries, where individuals are supposedett their needs and where the government
is supposed to replace the market only to correciak handicaps individuals are not
responsible for. Public preferences for individuadponsibility increase as well in most of
Eastern countries, probably boosted by the tramsitiom a communist economy to a liberal
economy insisting on individual initiative. Indiwidl responsibility is less accepted in social
democracies of Western Europe (Italy, Belgium, Feaacd Netherlands) and Northern
Europe (Denmark, Sweden, Finland) where “decomnuadibn” — i.e., extension of the
public realm — is historically rooted. As often mened in the literature about welfare
regimes (e.g., Esping-Andersen 1990; Esping-Anderk®99; Blekesaune and Quadagno
2003), support for public coverage of social nemdly reflects embedded cultural traits.

The institutional arrangements may also help to tstded expectations toward the
unemployed. The opinion that the unemployed shaglept any job available is low and
decreasing in Northern Europe (Denmark, Finlanded®m), certainly in linkage with social
policies guaranteeing both flexibility for the erapérs and decent standard of living for the
unemployed. On the other hand, it is increasingaueral Western and Eastern countries
(United Kingdom, Germany, Netherlands, Bulgariapv@kia, Hungary), maybe echoing
employment policies making unemployment assistanoelitional on active job search.

® Respondents are invited to agree with one of these statements: “(1) | find that both freedord aguality
are important. But if | were to choose one or ttieeq | would consider personal freedom more ingurtthat
is, everyone can live in freedom and develop withaindrance (2) Certainly both freedom and equadity
important. But if | were to choose one or the ofHewould consider equality more important, that tisat
nobody is underprivileged and that social clastedéhces are not so strong (3) Neither.”



Figure 1. Evolution of Conservatiws Liberal Attitudes in the European Union betweeAd9
and 2008
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Stressing the dramatically growing disaffectiortied Europeans for market economy,
the EVS are in line with the polls mentioned abdset also showing that this disaffection
varies among countries and depending on the farfeézonomic liberalism, they depict a
more balanced portrait of the Europeans. The gépaldic somehow combines an increasing
demand for state intervention, with a high suppbrertain aspects of the liberal doctrine.

With Figure 2, we reinforce this interpretation ngsiCronbach’s alpha to gauge the
correlation between the six questions displayeHigure 1. In 2008, the global correlation is
quite weak for the 27 countries of the Europeanobrfu=0.482;0. jumps to 0.584 when the
item about wage equality is deleted). This resughlights that Europeans endorse different,
if not opposed economic preferences. It also corsfirthat the general public is not
“ideological” (Converse 2006), since economic attés are not systematically organized. It
must however be noted that economic attitudes are wonsistent in Scandinavian countries
(Sweden, Finland, Denmark) and in Northern Europmitéd-Kingdom, Netherlands,
Belgium, Germany). Certainly because the opposibetween market and state is more
institutionalized in these countries (Arts and &&#in 2002; Svallfors 2006).

Political sophistication has been argued to infleetie ability of giving consistency
to attitudes (e.g., Sears et al. 1980; FeldmanZailér 1992). To assess this influence, we
have computed an additive scale with highly coteglavariables concerning personal interest
in politics, its importance in everyday life, thedquency of political discussions with friends
and the follow-up of current political events=0.75f. Figure 2 confirms that the most

® The wordings are as follows: « How important iditims in your life? Very important, quite importamot
important, not at all important »; « When you gagether with your friends, would you say you discpslitical
matters frequently, occasionally or never? »; « Hoterested would you say you are in politics? Very

6



politically interested (i.e., the upper quartiletioé index) combine their economic preferences
in a more systematic pattern. Educational attainriseatso known to be a relevant indicator
of attitudinal consistency — the most educateddginerally able to align their opinions and
behaviors — and to be linked with political sopicestion. Figure 2 shows that the most
politically interested Europeans tend to be morenemically consistent when they have
received tertiary education. Still, some Easternntoes are bucking the trend. In Estonia,
Slovakia, Poland and Hungary, a high level of etanaoffsets the influence of political
interest. It seems that in these countries, theidensetween market and state is a more
controversial matter among the most educated thraong the rest of the citizens.

Figure 2. Consistency of Economic Attitudes actbssEuropean Union in 2008
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Disentangling Economic Attitudes

Our descriptive findings suggest that the growirgjrdst of the Europeans in market
capitalism is not a homogeneous phenomenon. It eymnvrends that are likely to move
differently among countries and among social grouyarious statistical methods are
available to make sense of the underlying dimerssaaptured by a set of scale variables. In
some cases, scholars generate an additive indéxeasdependent variable by aggregating
survey questions. Another option is to employ adiaal combination or some other latent
class analysis technique. Here, we used principadponents analysis (PCA), a particularly
suited method to disentangle and prioritize witbomposite logics of answers. To get a
global picture of these dimensions and a bettersoreanent of their overtime variations, we
grouped in a pooled dataset the 23 countries tndicjpated the last three EVS waves. Each

interested, somewhat interested, not very intedestet at all interest »; « How often do you follgalitics in
the news on television or on the radio or in thitydaapers? Every day, several times a week, ondwige a

week, less often, never. »



country is represented by a national subsampleuélesize for 1990, 1999 and 2008. About
1000 individuals by country and by round have bemmdomly selected. All in all, the
aggregated dataset contains 68472 respondents.

With a varimax rotation, the PCA yielded two fastdiTable 1), pointing out that
economic attitudes within the European Union a@ugded on two main dimensidnghe
first factor, by far the strongest and the eastestinterpret, can be described as an
interventionism dimension. It accounts for 30 patad the total variance and gathers most of
the items about state control over economy. Thdugibling up from data with different
items and less points in time, this dimension maskably akin to théolicy Mood a time-
series index actually designed to approximate racgral components solution (Stimson 1999;
Erikson, MacKuen, and Stimson 2002). Public prefees toward more or less government
thus appear to be a central component of both thregeans and the Americans economic
attitudes.

The equalitarian items tap a second dimension dbabunts for a variance of 19
percent of the total. This dimension is mainly stmwed by the opposition between
respondents who declare that incomes should be eural and those who say that there
should be greater incentives for individual effdithe item stating that the unemployed should
accept any job also loads quite highly on the seécfactor, suggesting that equalitarian
expectations mostly refer to social cohesion asgrecity (Bowles and Gintis 2000).

Many techniques can be used to assess the crasealateliability of attitudinal
scales (Harkness 2010; Davidov, Schmidt, and Bii&@l1). We checked the robustness of
our factors by performing separate PCA for eachntguand each EVS wave. This
complementary analysis reveals that the structbireconomic attitudes is very stable over
time. Among the twenty-three countries examined, rdugking of the components, their
content and the amount of variance they accountbfarely change between 1990 and 2008.
The conclusion clearly is that support for statel aupport for equality are prominent
everywhere in the European Union. There is, howeseinteresting exception with Northern
countries. In Denmark, Finland, Sweden and Nethddastatist and equalitarian items load
on one single factor. It indicates that state aociad equality are strongly linked in these
countries.

Table 1. Factor Loadings of Economic Attitudes (@-2808, 23 Countries)
Support for state  Support for equality

The state should take more responsibility to enthakeveryone

. X 0.70 0.05
is provided for
_Government ownership of business and industry shioe 0.64 0.26
increased
Competition is harmful 0.64 0.19
People who are unemployed should have the rigtgftse a job

0.60 -0.42
they do not want
Incomes should be made more equal 0.02 0.76
Equality is more important than freedom 0.23 0.59

To clarify the statistical effects across countrég®l to see how they combine with
individual characteristics, we extracted the respoisl scores — i.e., their assigned
coordinates — on the first factor of the PCA. Themr, performed different multilevel linear
models, after standardizing the variables to obtaamparable parameters and ease the
interpretation.

" KMO (0.671) and Bartlett's test (Chi-Square=17224with p <0.001) indicate a reasonable correlation
between the items.



Multilevel modeling is particularly appropriate fazases where individuals are
clustered within different geographic units. Whiladinary least squares regression assumes
restrictive hypotheses as to the independencerof &rms (i.e., errors are not correlated
serially from one observation to the other; whisha problem with nested data where
observations are assumed to be related amongafitfgroups) and homoscedasticity (i.e.,
homoscedastic pattern of errors are difficult teuase since heterogeneity can exist in the
relations between observed grouhshultilevel modeling takes into account both dejerce
of observations and heterogeneity between errangeiOn one hand, it permits a more
complex specification of the residuals that arenmested at an individual-level and at an
aggregate level. On the other hand, instead oftngg the variance of the residuals to be
constant, it lets them vary depending on explayatariables in order to assess variability
between observed groups (Raudenbush and Bryk 20022010; Snijders and Bosker 2012).

The primary objective of multilevel modeling is ¢aplain micro-level variations in a
dependent variable while controlling for variationsthe mean response between different
macro-levels of analysis. Table 2 displays moddtimating the impact of different
individual-level indicators on attitudes towardtsetaModel 1 provides, as a first step, the
variance explained by country- and individual-levilis “empty” model with no explanatory
variable permits to understand whether statisttugliitis are more likely explained by
differences within or across European countries. Titeaclass correlation coefficient
(ICC=0.28746) indicates that 97 percent of theararé are due to the individual-level, while
3 percent are explained by the country-level. Theans that support for state depends more
on differences between Europeans than on diffeeeheénveen European countries. Though
usual in multilevel analysis of welfare regimese(seg., Gelissen 2000; Arts and Gelissen
2001), this first finding has some substantivergge It contradicts culturalist explanations
basically assuming that national traits are irrdolecand that countries differ more than
individuals.

What Determines Support for State: Self-Interest and Symbolic Attitudes

The literature about economic attitudes usuallydegth two opposite explanations.
According to the theory of hedonic rationality, econc attitudes are principally motivated
by narrow self-interest (Hirschman 1997). Indivibudevelop economic preferences that are
congruent with their personal interest, or at leagh how they represent themselves their
own interest. On the opposite, for the upholderssyhbolic politics theory, economic
attitudes are mostly driven by deeply rooted valued beliefs (e.g., Sears et al. 1980; Sears
and Funk 1990). Notably, symbolic orientations hbgen argued to shape economic attitudes
through organized schemes of ideological predisioosi inherited from early socialization
by parents and peer groups (e.g., Almond and Ve®B8;linglehart 1990).

Empirical studies on welfare attitudes have probeth explanations relevant. Higher
levels of support for state have been observed grpenple identifying with the left or with
left-wing parties (Jaeger 2006; Jeeger 2008), confgrthat welfare preferences are strongly
correlated with other ideological beliefs (Hasedfehd Rafferty 1989; Jacoby 1994; Gelissen
2000) and can somehow be considered as attitutianadlations of general political values.
Socially disadvantaged groups, notably transfessea, have also been found to exhibit a
stronger demand for public policies that they ablly perceive as benefiting or protecting
them (Papadakis and Bean 1993; Svallfors 1997; fedile99). The same applies to the
middle class, which is usually considered as piiagidhe prime consumers of many social

8 KMO (0.671) and Bartlett's test (Chi-Square=17224with p <0.001) indicate a reasonable correlation
between the items.



services, such as education or health programsh\{gal1990; Svallfors and Taylor-Gooby
1999).

Here, we proceed in three stages. First asseshmgsdlf-interest hypothesis, we
regress on statist attitudes with employment statnd household income (Model 2).
Household income is coded into quartiles. The waesdt subgroup (Q4) is taken as a
reference. A dummy variable grouping those who @b declare their income (Income
DKNA) is added in order to keep and compare thipartant segment, accounting for 17
percent of the sample.

Then, we estimate the effect of political valuegange whether symbolic orientations
can moderate the influence of self-interest (Md)elWe use two subjective measurements.
Political orientation is computed from self-positing on a classical ten-point political scale.
It is divided into four categories: left (1-4), ¢en(5-6), right (7-10) used as a reference, plus
one category (Political orientation DKNA) for thoseho do not declare their political
orientation (about 24 percent of the total samps).a proxy for political interest, we also
introduce the additive index displayed in Figure The least interested are taken as a
reference. A dummy variable (Political interest DKNis added grouping the 7853
respondents for which some observations lack toutate the index (11.5 percent of the
sample).

Finally, trying to overcome the opposition betwesstf-interest and political values,
we focus on their combinations. With Model 4, weaduce a full interaction effect between
income and political orientation to assess wheith@sme exerts a differential influence over
the Europeans who identify with the left and witte tright. With Model & we evaluate
another interaction. We let political interest vagpending on political orientation, to see if
sophistication modulates support for state idelyiegithin each ideological group.

In all the five models, gender, age and age at ¢etop of education (playing here
the part of a proxy for educational attainment) adeled as control variables. Since the
regressions are performed on a pooled file, we adlsba dummy variable for each EVS wave
(EVS 1999 and EVS 2008) to control for change amdte impact of the context over time.

Table 2: Multilevel Analysis of Public Support fState in the European Union (1990-2008)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Estimate Std. Err.  Estimate Std. Err.  Estimate  Std. Err.
Women 0.161**  (0.008) 0.151***  (0.008)
Age (std) -0.0035 (0.004) 0.0022 (0.004)
Age completed educ. (std) -0.053**  (0.004) -0.054***  (0.004)
Income - - (ref. ++) 0.280***  (0.013) 0.253*** (0.013)
Income - 0.235**  (0.013) 0.214***  (0.012)
Income + 0.144**  (0.013) 0.127***  (0.013)
Income DKNA 0.095**  (0.019 0.086***  (0.014)
Worker (ref. Self-employed) 0.269*** (0.01) 0.237**  (0.017)
Unemployed 0.563** (0.023 0.518***  (0.022)
Retired or non-worker 0.266*** (0.01§ 0.240***  (0.018)
Employment status DKNA 0.275***  (0.039 0.243*** (0.037)
EVS 1999 (ref. EVS 1990) 0.171**  (0.009 0.141***  (0.009)
EVS 2008 0.264***  (0.009 0.252***  (0.009)
Left (ref. Right) 0.603*** (0.012)
Center 0.276*** (0.010)
Political orientation DKNA 0.316***  (0.012)
Political interest - (ref. - -) -0.028* (0.011)
Political interest + -0.046***  (0.011)
Political interest ++ -0.045***  (0.013)
Political interest DKNA 0.061***  (0.016)

® Model 4 and Model 5 are not displayed here builavie upon demand.
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Intercept 0.00019 (0.035) -0.674** (0.0349 -0.886*** (0.016)
Estimate Std. Err. Estimate Std. Err. Estimate Std. Err.
Residual variance (individual-level) 0.971 (0.005) 0.933 (0.005) 0.895 (0.005)

Random intercept variance (Country 4 59 9 gog) 0025 (0.007)  0.023  (0.007)

level)

N individual-level) 68472 65856 65856
N (country-level) 23 23 23
Intraclass correlation (%) 2.87 2.62 2.51
Deviance 192410 182411 179692
AIC 192416 182443 179738
BIC 192443 182589 179947

std=standardized; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001

We can summarize Model 2 by saying that statiguid#s are strongly linked to social
vulnerability. In tune with the literature about eee attitudes, we find that the
disadvantaged groups somehow follow their own e@gtand are more supportive of the state.
Looking at income groups in the upper panel of @hlwe note that the effect of income is
quite linear. The lower the household income is,rtfore individuals endorse statist attitudes.
As to employment status groups, compared to thieesgbloyed, all Europeans are more
likely to support public policies. It is especialthe case of those who depend on state
transfers or who indirectly benefit from them; ,i.the unemployed, the retired and the non-
workers.

Moving to Model 3, we can point out the great influae of political orientation and
hence confirm findings from previous scholars. (Byi comparing the magnitude of the
estimates, self-identifying with the left rather thtéhe right leads to support state more
strongly than being poor or being unemployed. Ralitinterest also has a significant but
negative impact on public preferences. The moshistipated segments of the European
population are associated with a lower level ofpsupfor staté’. But introducing political
variables in the model does not deflate the cdefiis for income and employment status. Put
differently, self-interest and symbolic orientatomoth determine welfare attitudes.

Turning now to control variables, we can noticet tdmen are statistically more
disposed than men to favor state intervention. Toisplies with the literature stating that
women show more concern for equality and redistigio,) but are often dependent on the
state as well — whether they are the entitled rextp of social aids, whether they are public
sector employees (Sainsbury 1996) —. While the bmtaage does not approach statistical
significance, the influence of age at completioredfication is highly significant. Moving up
on the scale of formal educational attainment the probability of supporting state.
This is also the case for survey context. Holdimg others explanatory variables fixed, the
Europeans are much more interventionist in 2008iai®99 than in 1996,

Though self-interest and political values both uefice welfare attitudes, they are
likely to interplay and exert a differential infliee among subgroups. Figure 3 plots the

19 Although the effect of political interest is motl@s terms of standardized coefficients, it would & mistake
to assume that it is deflated by political orieimiat The coefficients for political interest areetBame when
Model 3 is estimated without political orientatiohlowever, one should stay cautious with comparing
coefficients when attitudinal variables are introdd both sides of a regression model (in other sjonhen
explaining attitudes with attitudes). Here, thdistal assumption that political orientation iscorrelated with
the error term (i.e., with the unobserved politiestitudes that can also influence support forejtatmains
guestionable (Jaeger 2008).

™ Looking at the random effects, we can compute adels 2, 3, 4 and 5 respectively reduce the waga
between individuals by 13, 20, 17 and 8 percent fe variance between countries by 4, 8, 8, apdr8ent.
As to models evaluation with standard statisticébda (deviance, AIC, BIC), they all perform kettthan the
empty model.
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marginal prediction$ for Model 4, in which we let income vary betweeedlogical groups.
It shows that income has a highly contrasted impacthe left and on the right. While the
rightist groups stick to their personal interestl ame significantly less supportive of the state
when they are rich, leftist groups tend to shaeesiime degree of support and appear to be as
statist whether they are rich or poor. In other dgorpolitical orientation moderates the
influence of self-interest, but only among left-giientifiers. So, the attitudinal gap between
the rich and the poor is particularly wide amorghtiwingers. And poor right-wingers are
significantly less averse to state interventiomttieeir wealthy counterparts.

This differential effect of income is very stableeotime. It can be observed in 1990,
1999 and 2008. This suggests that the politicalitcma on economic attitudes is much more
solid within the left than within the right. On theght, the convergence of economic
preferences seems to be strongly disrupted by irocamations; the difference between poor
and rich right-wingers being almost as large adifference between poor right-wingers and
poor left-wingers.

Figure 3: Support for State for Ideological GrolEpending on Income (Predictive Margins
with 95% Confidence Intervals)
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The influence of ideology on support for state usttier reflected in the interaction
between political orientation and political inter¢lodel 5). Figure 4 shows that leftist and
rightist groups endorse welfare attitudes that aliethe more polarized since they are
interested in politics. Put another way, the atliital gap between the left and the right is the
largest among the most politically interested segmef the European population; but this
gap narrows as their political interest decreases.

12 A marginal effect measures the change on the tiondl mean of a dependent variable that is prodiimea
1-unit change in one of the explanatory variabliesinear regression models, it equals the slopfiment. For
a dummy independent variable, the marginal effedhe difference between predicted values at 1&gl
(Cameron and Trivedi 2005). Marginal effects caiet estimated for interaction terms since the vaftian
interaction term can’t change separately from thlees of its component terms.

12



The substantive finding here is that political et plays a major role in shaping
economic attitudes, by permitting individuals to wert their political predispositions into
strong and divided statist opinions. Our resulso auggest that the most politically aware
tend to align on the pro- and anti-statist starafetheir respective political elites, while the
least sophisticated look the same and adopt avetéigedes. This recalls that citizens are not
equally permeable to the underlying ideologicaleltégnces of their economic attitudes.

Figure 4. Support for State for Ideological GrolEpending on Political Interest (Predictive
Margins with 95% Confidence Intervals)
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Micro- and Macro-Dynamics of Support for State in the European
Union

From Parallel Publics and to Parallel Countries

Multilevel modeling stresses two crucial resultsp@ort for state is significantly more
important in 2008 and 1999 than in 1990, but ialso significantly different among social
groups. The “parallel publics” thesis entails dafiént story we now turn to. One blind spot
of the overall movement of the Europeans towardenstaite is that it may conceal different, if
not opposite changes among subgroups. This blind ispwell-known (see e.g., Page and
Shapiro 1992; Erikson, MacKuen, and Stimson 2008 question therefore becomes: To
what extent the liberal trend identified at an aggited level, is mirrored among different
subpublics?

Figures 5 and 6 plot the regression lines drawouidjin scatterplots of predicted values
for different social groups. These predictions stesm a model that replicates Model 3, but
in which we also estimated the variance of randtopes for the EVS waves. Computing
random slopes in addition to random interceptsngx step in multilevel modeling. It deals
with the fact that an explanatory variable may hawdifferential effect within levels, out of
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its mean effect across levels. With Model 3bis |@eountries and waves vary together, thus
testing the hypothesis that the influence of contexstatist attitudes may be different from
one country to another. The predicted values dygplan Figures 5 and 6 are computed from
both individual- and country-levels. They includeelar predictions from the fixed-effects
part of the model and contributions based on ptedicandom effects.

The two figures show a remarkably similar patt&@etween 1990 and 2008, all social
groups have shifted toward more statist positidiiss is true for gender and age groups.
Employment and income groups appear to be moreripeth especially between the
unemployed and the self-employed who exhibit adaggp in terms of predicted values. But
both subpublics have developed an increasing stpfjoor state. The same applies to
educational and ideological groups. Though thedett the right show very different levels of
support, they evolve in concert.

We can figure out more precisely the size of thgeges by projecting them on a ten-
point scale. For example, the gap between left- agbtwing identifiers represents a
difference of 0.63 in terms of predicted value® (thean value equals -0.34 for rightists and
0.29 for leftists). Since the range for predictealues equals 2.68 (-1.51 to +1.17), this
difference would be tantamount to a gap of 2.3%den-point scale (0.63x10/2.68). We can
estimate the same way the gaps between the uneedpkryd the self-employed (2.57) or
between the rich and the poor (1.38). Still, reaspin terms of average predicted values is
very misleading since mean values do not corresgonahy real observation. Should we
consider the more concrete gap between a leftismpioyed women and a rightist self-
employed man, it would represent more than ha#f @n-point scale (5.15). The crucial result
here is that even though they move in tandem, tmegeans remain fiercely divided over
statist attitudes.

Figure 5: Support for State for Different Subgroupspending on EVS Wave (Predicted
Values)
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Figure 6: Support for State for Different Subgroupspending on EVS Wave (Predicted
Values)
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Figure 7 tells quite the same story of uniform nmoeats across countries. It clearly
shows that between 1990 and 2008, statist attithdes been increasing in nineteen of our
twenty-three countries. In Bulgaria, Portugal arahania, the regression line is flat though
slightly downward, suggesting that statist attimideight be more stable than decreasing. The
regression line is much steeper in United-Kingdoamfirming the Brits growing rejection of
state intervention (Park and National Centre foci&oResearch 2012). Our results are
somewhat at odds with post-materialist hypothessaraing that individuals should be more
and more attracted by personal autonomy and setfraglishment values (Inglehart 1977).
Contrasting with the idea that Europeans would gg#y get free from the material need for
state protection, we find that both materialist podt-materialist values may coexist in times
of economic crisis.

Another substantive finding stems from the randdiecées component of Model 3bis.
In this model, the covariance between the intescaptl the slopes is highly significant, with
a correlation of -0.9065. It means that the vasiadibetween the average levels of support for
state among countries, are strongly and negatileked with the variations between the
average levels of supports among survey years.nfoue simply, differences between the
European countries tend to shorten from one EVS wavthe othef. This indicates a
converging move of European Union countries toward increasing demand for state
protection, as one can guess by looking at the lgtagph displayed at the bottom right of
Figure 7.

13 We are therefore entitled to estimate random slapeur further analysis.
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Figure 7: Support for State in European Union CoestDepending on EVS Wave (Predicted
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Who Moves when Support for State is Rising?

Though our results tend to prove right the “patghgblics” thesis for the European

case, one question remains unsettled: Have soc@ipg been moving in the same
proportions? Put differently, who makes the libenabod move? In the literature, this
guestion usually addresses elites influence witlublic opinion: How far the changes in the
general public are driven by the changes of thet moghisticated or the most enlightened
segments of the population, presumed as being ts¢ mesponsive to changes (e.g., Enns and
Kellstedt 2008)?

We provide some answers with Figure 8. It compahesslope coefficients of the

subpublics graphed in Figures 5 and 6. It alsolayspin which quartile of the predicted
variable, the coefficient for each subgroup is tedan 1990 and in 2008. It is a simple way
of presenting the starting point, the direction &mel amplitude of each subgroup movement.
Figure 8 shows that all subgroups kind of moveandem and roughly at the same speed,
generally shifting from one quartile to the uppeadile.

Two of the most averse subgroups to state inteiwent i.e., the wealthiest

respondents (0.41) and the right-wing identifi&88) — display coefficients slightly superior
to the average coefficient (0.28), perhaps indigcatsome kind of catching up with the
prevailing pro-welfare opinidfl. The same catch-up phenomenon with the liberalchmay

1 In line with Ura and Ellis results (2008), thisiding also suggests that the wealthy may show hehig
responsiveness to their changing environment.
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be at work among the most educated, which areirghifrom Q1 to Q3. Still, since all
educational groups show very similar coefficientg, can conclude with Enns and Kellsted
(2008) that the most educated do not contributthéooverall change more than the others.
Looking at the least mobile subgroups, we can eotiat they are either alienated from
politics (income DKNA, political interest DKNA), #@ier distant from the labor market
(retired, non-workers and somehow the self-emplpyetiich might explain why there are
less responsive to economic and political stimuli.

Another important question is how intently the fdemood moves? Coefficients
displayed in Figure 8 may seem quite weak. Betwl&99 and 2008, an “average” European
will indeed see its statist score increase by 012& scale of predicted values ranging from -
1.51 to +1.17. Projected on a ten-point scalegpresents a minor shift of one point in 18
years (0.28x10/2.68). However, as mentioned abitng,is a very abstract reasoning. If we
consider a leftist unemployed women, the slope faoefit would jump to 0.6 and entail a
shift by 2.5 points on the same ten-point scaletedwer, we must keep in mind that the shift
predicted here is a systematic one. The same wahauld in fact move by 2.5 points on all
ten-point scales encompassed by the dependenbleanehich is not the most likely outcome
with regard to the non-ideological nature of ecoiattitudes. Still, our results are consistent
with Page and Shapiro’s general thesis: Opiniomges are rare and proceed at a slow pace
when they occur.

Figure 8: Correlations between Support for StateEBYIS Waves
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How Inequalities and Public Policies Shape Support for State

Following the literature on welfare retrenchment atiitudes toward government in
times of economic crisis (e.g., Svallfors and Tey@moby 1999; Castles, Leibfried, and
Lewis 2010), we posit that the increasing supportstate expresses a growing demand for
state protection in Europe. We also posit that deisrand is a way for the general public to
answer to inequalities rising or perceived as gsithus we elicit respondents living in
countries being or becoming unequal to be more atipp of the state than respondents
living in more equal countries. We also elicit pab¢xpenditure to play an important part.
According to welfare regimes theory, we hypothesim historically rooted architectures of
welfare states promote peculiar norms and valuesngnthe public. Notably, we expect
people living in social democratic welfare regin{es., Denmark, Finland, Netherlands or
Sweden) to exhibit a higher support for public gpeg (Larsen 2006).

To test these hypotheses, we use the Gini coeffiéfern 1999 to 2008. Most of the
information comes from the European Union Stasstim Income and Living Conditions
Database (EU-SILC). It has been completed with Wantome Inequality Database for the
few countries where the Gini values were not doause by EU-SILC in 1999. From
Eurostat Database, we also retrieve the total edifper on social protection per head of
population between 2000 and 2008. The influencthe$e macro-indicators on support for
state is estimated with two different multilevel neted Gender, age, age at completion of
education, income household and political orientatire introduced as control variables.

Looking first at model 6 in Table 3, we can obsetkiat, as expected, the Gini
coefficient in 2008 has a significant impact ortistaattitudes when individual variables are
controlled for. The higher the Gini in a countrjpetmore important the probability its
inhabitants foster state intervention. It seemsiglde to hypothesize that people living in
unequal countries are inclined to endorse stroefepences for state protection and to favor
generous public policies.

More subtle variations appear when we considerGhe evolution in Europe. One
could think that the probability of supporting stawould be higher in growing unequal
countries. This is far from being the case. Ondpgosite, public demand is less important in
countries where the Gini coefficient has been iasireg between 1999 and 2008. This finding
can be explained in two ways. First, it is congistavith the thermostatic model of
responsiveness. When inequality rises, the gemedalic responds by asking for less state
intervention (Kelly and Enns 2010). Alternativebyr finding also complies with symbolic
politics theory. Increasing inequalities usuallyaken public trust in institutions. Thus they
may lower support for state intervention.

Since we have computed a cross-level interactiamvden low-income and Gini
evolution, we can assume that this effect is paldity relevant for the poor. They are
significantly less in favor of state interventiorhen they leave in a country where income
inequalities have been rising. This result also satgythat sociotropic preferences matter and
that they can even offset the influence of egotrqpieferences. We have also tested the
linear combination between Gini and social expersedutions, to assess whether increasing
social expenses can moderate increasing ineqealiigt this variable does not appear to be
significant®.

15 with sociotropic evaluations, individuals mostake into account the overall performance of theanemy
(Kiewiet 1983).

1% The significance of the coefficients is a trickyegtion in multilevel models since tests of sigmifice with
standard-errors are not relevant for the variameeponents. Macro-level variables raise anotherlprobSince
we have an exhaustive list of countries, we shatilittly speaking neglect statistical inference d&oclus on
comparing the coefficients.
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The impact of social expenses is not congruent whiat is expected. Model 7 shows
that public demand for state protection is loweoagpeople living in countries with strong
spending on social protection in 2008 (in descendnugr, Luxembourg, Denmark, Sweden,
Netherlands, Austria, Finland, France and Belgiuiit)is somewhat contradicts welfare
regimes theory. As Figure 6 also illustrates, supfoy state can indeed be higher in Eastern
and Southern Europe than in social democratic ois@dn welfare regimes. Still, we find the
unemployed to be significantly more supportive ¢dites in countries with high social
expenses. This demonstrates that all subpublicsotioecessarily develop the same attitudes
toward welfare policy. In some cases, self-intereay prevail over social norms originating
from institutional arrangements.

Model 7 also highlights that public spending evidlntdoes not necessarily moderate
public demand for state intervention. Rather, supfmr state significantly increases when
social expenses increase. Although we also find tte unemployed exhibit a decreasing
support for state in countries with increasing abekpenses, the crucial result here is that the
general public does not always follow a thermostgattern — i.e., claim for less state
protection when social spending grows, and vicesadBGoroka and Wlezien 2004; Brooks
and Manza 2007) —. Notably, computing a linear comtiibn between Gini and social
expenses evolutions, we find that support for staie only raises when social expenses
increase, but also raises when Gini increases alotigsocial expenses. This demonstrates
that even if rising income inequalities exert @ty moderating influence on support for state,
this influence is not sufficient to counteract teeerage effect of increasing social expenses
on public demand for state.

Table 3: Multilevel Analysis of Public Support fState in the European Union (1990-2008)

Model 6 Model 7
Estimate  Std. Err. Estimate Std. Err.
Women 0.187*** (0.007) 0.187*** (0.007)
Age (std) -0.00972*  (0.004) -0.0101* (0.004)
Age completed education (std) -0.0755***  (0.004) -0.0760*** (0.004)
Political orientation (std) -0.106*** (0.004) -0.106*** (0.004)
Income (std) -0.0671**  (0.003) -0.0664*** (0.003)
EVS 1999 (ref. EVS 1990) 0.176*** (0.029) 0.177** (0.029)
EVS 2008 0.266*** (0.055) 0.265*+* (0.055)
GINI (std) 0.0853**  (0.029)
GINI evolution (std) -0.0832*  (0.027)
Income -- x GINI (std) 0.0001 (0.009)
Income -- x GINI evolution (std) -0.0227* (0.099)
Social expenses (std) -0.0817** (0.030)
Social expenses evolution (std) 0.0646* (0.030)
GINI evolution x Social expenses evolution (std) 0.0618 (0.027) 0.0687* (0.033)
Unemployed x Social expenses (std) 0.0755*** (0.017)
Unemployed x Social expenses evolution (std) -0.0415* (0.016)
Intercept 0.213** (0.049) 0.212%* (0.054)
Estimate  Std. Err. Estimate Std. Err.
Residual variance (individual-level) 0.921 (0.005) 0.921 (0.005)
Random intercept variance (country-level) 0.114 0.036 0.133 (0.041)
Variance slope (EVS wave) 0.017 (0.005) 0.017 (0.005)
Covariance random intercept/slope (EVS wave) -0.041 (0.013) -0.045 (0.014)
N individual-level) 65856 65856
N (country-level) 23 23
Intraclass correlation coefficient (%) 1.81 1.83
Deviance 181670 181661
AIC 181704 181695
BIC 181859 181850

std=standardized; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Discussion and Conclusion

A growing body of empirical studies have investsgaeconomic attitudes in the US
since the 70s. Using comparable data in twentyetlwauntries of the European Union, the
results presented in this article strongly confionthe European case most of what previous
scholars have shown for the American case.

While the popular belief depicts Europeans as aveyapitalism and nurtured by a
“passion for equality”, we find that their econonaittitudes are not as consistent as one might
think. Though distrust of capitalism is growing amgcdEuropean countries, Europeans are not
“ideological”. They do not perceive liberal and censtive preferences as exclusive. This
substantive finding can be reconciled with recéntlies demonstrating that most Americans
are “conservative egalitarians” and mix philosophicconservatism with operational
liberalism (Bartels 2008; Page and Jacobs 2009sd4ar 2012).

Our results also comply with the literature abouéretime parallelism in attitudinal
changes. Between 1990 and 2008, all Europeansrhaved in quite the same proportions
toward more support for state. The EVS data usedisnarticle hence provide no evidence of
economic values convergence among subgroups. Végiard to statist attitudes, huge
differences remain within the European public ahdsé differences have basically been
translated. We notably observe a wide, permaneitidihal gap between the left and the
right. In addition, this gap increases when ledtmsid rightists are more interested in politics.
Contrary to the scientific belief that ideologiceleavages have been weakening in Old
Europe (Clark and Lipset 2001), our results leath&oconclusion that ideology still matters;
and even seems to matter much for the Europeans iivbemes to statist attitudes.

However, these parallel movements are not necgsshiven by similar rationales.
The “parallel publics” thesis assumes that subpabhave a common understanding of
economic and political stimuli coming from their @mwment. Thus they can respond
accordingly and move in the same direction. Ouultesonly partly verify this assumption.
On one hand, we find that the poor and the germmralic evenly react to rising inequalities
by becoming more statist. But on the other handalse find that the general public is more
supportive of state when social expenses increasiée the unemployed become less statist.
The same kind of discrepancy may be at work betveinand rightwing Europeans. Even
though they both display an increasing supportstate at the aggregate level, they may
become more statist for very different reasons. li@iize methods could bring further
insights on how social groups perceive state respititysin times of economic crisis. In-
depth interviews would also prove relevant to protte the arguments people advance when
they oppose the liberal mood.

Our findings are finally useful for policy makersae they help to understand why
welfare retrenchment remains a controversial issugurope. It is tempting to consider the
growing support for state as a popular reply totwhaometimes pictured as a conservative
consensus of the political elites. We must strésd these parallel publics do not really
constitute parallel, silent majorities. European ljgubbpinion remains very composite. It
combines an increasing demand for state with despyed conservative preferences. So,
what is at stake with the liberal mood may not ohl/ the growing mismatch between
citizens’ expectations and the capacity of Europgalitical elites to respond to them. But,
more subtly, the capacity of elites to meet thelipigbgrowing demand for state protection
without upsetting its conservative views of the exuit realm.
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Support Information

Summary of Variables and Descriptive Statistics

, Standard

Wording Type Mean (1) deviation (1)
(1) Competition is good. It stimulates people takvo Numerical
hard and develop new ideas (10) Competition is (1-10) 4,15 2,33
harmful, it brings out the worst in people
(1) Private ownership of business and industry khot Numerical
be increased (10) Government ownership of busine: (1-10) 4,89 2,30
and industry should be increased
(1) Individuals should take more responsibility for
providing for themselves (10) The state should take Numerical 470 257
more responsibility to ensure that everyone is iolexy (1-10) ' '
for
(1) People who are unemployed should have to take
job available or lose their unemployment benefi®)( Numerical 450 269
People who are unemployed should have the rightt  (1-10) ' '
refuse a job they do not want
(1) Incomes should be made more equal (10) There Numerical 595 275
should be greater incentives for individual effort (1-10) ’ '
(1) I find that both freedom and equality are inpat.
But if | were to choose one or the other, | would
consider personal freedom more important, that is,
everyone can live in freedom and develop without Categorical
hindrance (2) Certainly both freedom and equali¢y a (1 2, 3) -

important. But if | were to choose one or the ather
would consider equality more important, that istth
nobody is underprivileged and that social class
differences are not so strong (3) Neither

(1) European Union 2008, n=27.

Evolution of Conservative Positions on Economicuéss Depending on Countries (%,

2008-1990)
Incentives tc
Private individual Freedom Unemployed Individual

Competition  ownership efforts (7- above take any job responsibility

good (1-4) increased (1-4 10) equality (1-4) (1-4)
Austria -20 -29 -33 -12 -10 -19
Belgium -7 -6 -7 -5 5 -7
Bulgaria -8 -24 8 13 30 3
Czech
Republic -24 -23 -30 -14 6 -7
Denmark 0 -10 7 2 -4 -11
Estonia -17 -31 -30 -14 20 7
Finland -24 -28 -32 -19 -23 -6
France -19 -13 -2 -7 -21 -10
Germany -2 -19 -31 -7 8 5
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Great

Britain 2 -5 -21 -6 18 23
Hungary -17 -36 -21 3 16 7
Ireland -8 -14 -23 0 2 8
Italy -9 -12 1 -3 0 -9
Latvia -18 -27 -11 -10 20 14
Lithuania -26 -13 -37 -20 9 20
Netherlands -7 -3 -6 6 10 -2
Poland -14 -12 -38 4 -4 3
Portugal -2 -9 10 -1 1 11
Romania -8 -3 -39 6 10 15
Slovak
Republic -6 -18 -18 -1 17 16
Slovenia -11 -14 -33 22 -8 7
Spain -16 -16 -3 6 -14 -2
Sweden -8 -7 -30 -8 -9 -19
European
Union (23) -10 -15 -18 -3 1 1
Coefficient Estimates for Multilevel Linear RegressModels
Model 4 Model 5

Estimate t-value Estimate t-value
Women 0.152**  (20.15) 0.151***  (19.85)
Age (std) -0.000521 (-0.12) 0.0102* (2.37)
Age completed educ. (std) -0.058***  (-13.97) -0.066*** (-15.91)
Worker (ref. Self-employed) 0.236**  (13.80) 0.244***  (14.25)
Unemployed 0.523**  (23.25) 0.565***  (25.17)
Retired or non-worker 0.245*  (13.82) 0.277***  (15.63)
Employment status DKNA 0.246*** (6.58)  0.282*** (7.54)
EVS 1999 (ref. EVS 1990) 0.164**  (17.91) 0.133***  (13.52)
EVS 2008 0.250**  (26.63) 0.222***  (23.62)
Left (ref. Right) 0.926**  (36.99) 0.356***  (12.52)
Center 0.416**  (18.28) 0.190*** (7.90)
Political orientation DKNA 0.475**  (14.59) 0.213*** (8.79)
Income - - (Q1) (ref. ++) 0.452**  (18.04)
Income - (Q2) 0.426***  (17.54)
Income + (Q3) 0.253**  (9.65)
Income DKNA 0.287**  (10.45)
Left*Q1 -0.441**  (-12.63)
Left*Q2 -0.427**  (-12.51)
Left*Q3 -0.292***  (-7.88)
Left*Income DKNA -0.476**  (-12.22)
Center*Q1 -0.171**  (-5.48)
Center*Q2 -0.211***  (-6.88)
Center*Q3 -0.122**  (-3.66)
Center*Income DKNA -0.195**  (-5.60)
Political orientation DKNA*Q1 -0.215**  (-5.48)
Political orientation DKNA*Q2 -0.231**  (-5.85)
Political orientation DKNA*Q3 -0.123*  (-2.86)
Political orientation DKNA*Income DKNA -0.179**  (-4.24)
Political interest - (ref. - -) -0.0822*  (-2.98)
Political interest + -0.182**  (-7.28)
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Political interest ++ -0.317**  (-11.77)
Political interest DKNA -0.0154  (-0.46)
Left*Political interest- 0.112** (2.91)
Left*Political interest+ 0.272%** (7.73)
Left*Political interest++ 0.622**  (16.83)
Left*Political interest DKNA 0.0467 (1.01)
Center*Palitical interest- 0.0315 (0.96)
Center*Palitical interest+ 0.107*** (3.53)
Center*Palitical interest++ 0.193*** (5.73)
Center*Palitical interest DKNA 0.0402 (1.02)
Political orientation DKNA*Political interest- 0.0557 (1.61)
Political orientation DKNA*Political interest+ 0.131*** (3.88)
Political orientation DKNA*Political interest++ 0.145%+* (3.84)
Political orientation DKNA*Political interest DKNA 0.0888* (2.19)
Intercept -1.062***  (-26.54) -0.624***  (-14.47)
Estimate Std. Err.  Estimate  Std. Err.
Residual variance (individual-level) 0.892 (0.005) 0.895 (0.005)
Random intercept variance (country-level) 0.238 (0.007) 0.265 (0.008)
N individual-level) 65856 65856
N (country-level) 23 23
Intraclass correlation coefficient (%) 2.60 2.88
Deviance -179503 -179717
AIC 179565 179779
BIC 179847 180061

std=standardized; * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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