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Abstract

There is a longtanding debate in academic and policy making ciadbesit the normative
merits and economic effects of a Universal Basoome (UBI). However, existing literature
does not sufficiently addreise question of the factors associated withvidual support for
a UBI.While a large literature in political economy has focused on indivigigdé&rences for
existing welfare state benefits, it has not analyseddke of a UBI. Using the eighth wave of
the European Social Surv@ySS), this dicle seeks to remedy this gap by analysing
individual support for a UBI in 21 European countries. The findings from logsgjression
analyses with country fixed effects are partly consistent thiéhtexpectations of previous
social policy and politideeconomyliteratures. Younger, lovncome, leftleaning individuals
and theunemployed are more likely to support a UBI. Individuals with positige/s of
benefit recipients, and/or high trust in political institutionsadse more supportive, while
ani-immigration attitudes are associateith lower support. However, the patterns across
occupations is mixednd male respondents appear slightly more supportive. Trade union
membership is not statistically significant, perhaps becausentfadictory efécts: unions
typically support new welfare state policiast they also have a key role in many existing
welfare state schemasn d may worry about individual sé at
the country level, support tends to be higher where adiivagimorgoronounced and
unemployment benefits less generous. These resugtgest one possible reason why
countries with large support for a UB&ve not introduced it: the mixed support among the
Left means a prdUBI coalition has to draw on righwing voters who may support it only
with lower taxes and/or extensive replacement of welfare state bendifith, in turn may
further alienate parts of the Left.

Keywords: individual preferences, guaranteed income, European social spoligigal
economyjndividual support, universal basic income, electpudditics.
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Introduction

There is a longtanding debate in both academic and policy making circles diuotdrits
and feasibility of a WiversalBasiclncome (UBI).Recently a UBI has been propaséy the
lastFrench socialist presidential candidBenoitHammonandthe populisb-starmovement
in Italy, a recentuinsuccessful referendum atJBI took place in Switzerlandnd an

experiment is currently under way in Finlahd

In previous literaturedisagreements have focusmuthe normative desirabilitfe.g. Cunliffe
and Erreygers 200%,an Parijs 2004, McKay 2007, Van Parijs 20aA4)l theeconomic
consequenaof a UBI (e.g. Sempere 1999, Browne and Immervoll 2017, Berman 2018)
Others haveliscussedts impact onclass relationge.g. Wright 2004)implementation
challenges(e.g. De Wispelaere and Stirton 2013, De Wispelaere and Stirton &tdfhe

budgetaryfeasibility of a UBI.2

However we still know comparativellittle aboutpublic opiniononthis schemgin

particular thepolitical economyfactors that are associated wirtidlividual support foa UBI.

This is surprising given the large political econoamgl canparative social policgtudies
devoted to understanding individual level preferences for existing welfare state policies
(Iversen and Soskice 200dlegg 2007Rueda 2007, Rehm 2009, Rehm 2011, Emmenegger,
Hauserman et al.2012,HausermanpPicotet al. 2013, Schwander ardéusermani2013,
Vlandas 2013Emmenegger, Margt al.2015,Fernandesalbertosand Manzano 2016,

HausermannKureret al.2016, Schwander 20L8This article aims to confront this political

1 Since 2016 there were also more thal®108 ment i ons of AUNni ver sal basic
(International Newsstream, ProQuest database, accessed on 16 April 2018). For more on the Finnish
experiment, seéttp://www.kela.fi/web/en/experimentatudyon-a-universalbasicincome For more on

Ha mmonés p rhtps:6wsve.benoithmreom2017.fr/ruéfhe Swiss referendum was rejected by about
77% of the kectorate- see:https://www.bk.admin.ch/ch/f/pore/va/20160605/det601.html

2 For an excellent and p-date synthesis of these debates see Parijs and Vanderborght 2017.
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ecanomy literature to the case of URIshed light on the conflict lireearound a UBI scheme

within the electorate.

This question should be of interest to social policy scholars since the UBI differs in two
important respects from other welfare state pedi¢tirst, it departs from both the means
tested logic of social assistamaliciesand the contributory logic of social insurance
schemes. Second, in contrast to much research on individual preferences towards existing
welfare state policies, the UBI doaot yet existGiven its different logic and inexistenage

do not yet know whether the conflict lines within a UBI follow #stablishegbolitical

economy insurance and redistribution logics, nor whetheirgelfest plays a role in
preferences for acheme that has no current beneficiarieblBA thereforer e pr es ent s
cased6 for existing political economy and

individual preferences for this scheme.

This articleexplores vhhatfactors are aciated withvariationin support fora UBI across
individuals Based on existing literatureg\eralrelevant factorsire identified First, o the
extent that UBI redistributes income towards the bottofrthe income distributioow-
incomeworkers fiould be favourable taUBI. However, the redistributive impact atUBI
depend onwhetherits introduction is associated with changes to existing benefit schemes
and taxationSeconda UBI alsofulfil san insurance functigiso individuals facing high
labour market riskshould also be supportive, unless they exp&iBl to replace existing

and potentiallymore generoussocial insurancechemesThus bothinsurance and
redistributiveindividual motivations yield uncertain predictions for the casa UBI. Third,
while exiting benefit recipients tend to support the welfare state, it is also unclear whether
they should be more or less likely to support a UBI since the latter might replace their
benefits Fourth | alsoinvestigatewhether andvow sypportfor a UBIis associated with

religious beliefimmigration attitudedeft selfplacement anttust in political institutions
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To analysehefactors that are associated wirtllividual preference$or a UB], | rely onthe
eighth wave of the EuropeaBocial SurveyESS)covering 21 Europearountries Results

from aseriesof logistic regression analyses are broadly consistenttirticonventional

wisdom in political economythe youngJow-incomeworkers andthe unemployedre more
likely to suppot a UBI, while legislators, senior officials and managams less likely to

support a UBI than other occupatiobsittrade union membership does not have a consistent
statisticallysignificant effectIn addition, lowereligious belief pro-immigrationattitudes,

left selfplacement anttust in political institutionsre all associated with higher support for

a UBI. By contrast, country level variation does not conform to welfare state regimes
typology and instead countries with less generous and tactigate@dunemployment

benefits exhibit higher support.

The rest of this paper enfolds as follows. The next sedignussesome theoretical
expectationsuilding onexistingpolitical economy and welfare stdieratures. | then
present my empiricatrategy and discuss my findings.the concluding sectionjdentify
several contributions stemming from my findings affér some thoughts as to wkynay

be challenging to introduce a UBI evercountries with large support.

The Political Economyof Individual Support for UBI

There is a large political econorand welfare statéteratureon the determinants of welfare
state and economic policy preferen¢eg. Rueda 200HausermanpPicotet al.2013,

Marx and Picot 2013, Vlandas 2Q18ersen and Soskice 2001, Clegg 2007, Schwander and
Hausermani2013, Emmenegger, Maet al.2015,Fernandesalbertosand Manzano 2016,
HausermanpKureret al.2016, Schwander 2091 Most of tis literatureassumesdividuals

are at least partly seifiterestecand t heref ore that Adisadvantag



redi st r i b oeggeretal(20156:A89seealso Fernandealbertos and Manzano,
2013: 368. Theeffects of a policy on individuals with differentatacteristicare then used

to derivethe preferences eklfinterested individualenthese policies

Thus, any theorisation of preferestewardsa UBI must identify its characteristica UBI

aims toprovide all citizens with an unconditional anduksg income cash benefit withoat
meanstest orbehaviourarequirementWhile it has a long historyt has attracted renewed
interest as a new social policy scheme with the potential to address problems associated with
the rise of a precariat (Standigg11), technological change or environmental degradation
(Birnbaum, 2016: 19, 20). In most formulatioad)Bl would make cashndregular (e.g.

monthly) payments to all (i.e. universal) individyaksyardless of their labour market and

income statusandwithout any requirements in terms of past contributions and behaviour

(VanParijs and Vanderborght 2017)

A UBI thereforediffers in at least some ways from all other existing social benefits. Unlike

most social insurance schema4JBI does not require past contributipasd unlike scial

assistance schemes it is not mewséed. These differences make it difficult to transpose the
expectations concerning individual support for social assistance and social insurance schemes

onto support for UBI.

The extent to which existing expectath s 6t r a v e la@Bl tlsp ddpdnds ocis s e o f
level, financing, and the extent to which it replaces existing benefisinciple the amount

should be sufficient to ensure an adequate standard of, Inih¢he financing of such a

scheme could te different formsThere is a debatoncerning thénancially viablity of a

UBI set at asufficiently highlevelto achieve its stated airfidhe question of whetherUBI

3 Note thatthere is a large literature on othegarding attitudes that is beyond the scope of this contribution
(e.g. Dimicket al.2016 and Rueda 2018 on altruism, and Van Oorschot (2006) on deservingness).

4 This was for instance the topic of a recent issuenbgréconomics seeForum (2017). "Universal Basic
Income: The Promise vs the Practicalitidatéreconomics



is financed exclusively through higher taxes, through reductions of existiefjtbear a
combination of both, has crucial political implications on the likgferencesf individuals
with different characteristic3.o deriveexpectationsl assume that a UBI would be partly
financed by taxes, partly replace existing bengditd would be set atlavel that ensures a
decent standard of livinipr the recipients, consistent with what the literaturéhenUBI

recommend$VanParijs and Vanderborght 2017)

Labour market riskincomeand benefit recipients

Individuals facing greater labour market risks tendearore supportive of unemployment
benefit schemeand redistributioras they are wre likely to benefit from ther(for recent
examples see Emmeneggeial. 2015, Fernandealbertos and Manzano 2018ausermann
et al.2016)° Variousstudiesrely on different proxies for risksthe seminalinsideroutsider
framework(Rueda 2005, 2006, 200ftcuses on labour market contract atatus such as
permanent versus temporary contractslagidgunemployedwhile othergakeoccupational
unemploymen{Rehm 2009201] i sometimesombinedwith gender and ag&chwammler
andHausermani2013)i into accountin principle, it is also possible that both approaches
are complementary rather than substitutes (Vlag0a§ Marx and PicoR019 Schwander
2018. From this literature, we should expect thatsiders individuals in temporary
contracts and unemploymeanidbr those in occupations with higher unemploymesitould

be more supportive aUBI.

To the extent that all social benefits do not only have an insurance element but also a
redistributive elemen(Barr 2005) income has also been shown to be an important predictor
of support for benefitand redistributionPrevious political economy literature has found that

individualswith lower incomes or inlower socioeconomisituations tend to express stronger

5 For a recent review of this literatyisee Schwander (2019).



supportfor redistribution (Fernandealbertos and Manzano 2016: 368, see also Iversen and
Soskice: 884, Rehm 2009: 868). Individuals with higher incomes shetdds paribuse

less spportive than individuals with low income. Again, this expectation depends crucially
on how the scheme is financed, at what level it is set, and which social benefits are partly or

wholly replaced.

Moreover, he new politics of the welfare state undersdathe wide support for existing
benefit schemes which makie very hard to enact retrenchméRierson 1998)Existing
benefit recipients may see a UBI as a policy that benefits them giveiteer risks and
their location in the income distribution, and hence support its introduetammever, this
direct transposition of the expectations for unemployment benefits, active labour market

policies andother welfare state policiesito a UBI & not straightforward.

On the one hand, the cuts and activation of many unemployment benefit scivemthe
last three decadé€lasen and Clegg 2006, Daguerre 2007, Vlandas 2013, Knotz and
Lindvall 2015)shouldmake a UBI attractive to those with high labour marker aist
incomplete contribution record®utsiders with limited access to social protection should

also be supportivef a UBI (cf. Clegg 2007).

On the other hand, if individuals expect a UBI tor{lyaor wholly) replace existing
unemployment benefit schesy@and to the extent that these have remained more generous
than what a UBI could offeexisting benefit recipients artdose with higher labour market

risks could then be more opposed to a UBthis view, thosevho do nofi and are not

likely to T receive benefitsould see a UBI ags way ofreducing the overall transfer to

recipients if the latter receive lower amounts while those who finance a UBI are also eligible,

low risk individualsandnonrecipientscould ke better off and support a UBI.



Equally,if the introduction of a UBleadsto cuts in existing social benefits, even recipients
whowould overall benefit fronits introduction may be opposed. Benefit recipigrted to

fight cuts aad retrenchment much more strongly than they support possible expansion
(Pierson 1996: 146 hus, existing benefit recipients may not be significantly more

supportive of a UBI and could even be opposed to a UBI if it is seen as part of a retrenchment

of their benefits

Education and skills

Anotherliteraturewhich is related to both lbeour market risks and inconfiecuseson the

level and specificity of education and skill$all and Soskice 2001, Iversen and Soskice

2001, Rehm 2009: 859, 8JlIndividuals with higher skills should have higher (et and

future) income and tertd beless exposed to labour market risks as well as better able to find
another job. Higly skilledindividuals whether captured by their levell @ducation or their
occupationshould therefore be less supportiveadfBl. However because skills andbaur
market status are analytically distinct, it is possible for highly educated workers to also be
outsidersin the sense that they face high labour market.ris&s result, the effect of labour
market risk on support for the welfare state and redigioncould beeven higher among

high-skilled and/orhighly educated individual$Hgusermanet al. 2015).

Moreover, several authors have argued that in addition to the les@lichtion andkills, the
degree oEkill specificity understood as the aityl that workers have to fully utilise their
skills in a different company/sectbmay becrucialto capturdabour market risks. Workers
with specific skills have more to lose than workers with general skills because the
investments they made in acqugithese specific skills will be lost if they lose their job and
cannoffind anothermnethat also utiliseshese specific skills. Workems thesehighly

specific skillsoccupationssuch as craft workerare in turn more likely to demand social



insuranceo protect their investmeiiEstevezAbe, Iverseret al.2001, Iversen and Soskice

2001, Emmenegger 2009, Lamo, Messhal.2011)

As with labour market risks and incontlee expectations may be more mixeddd@sBl. The
permanent and unconditional natureadfBl may allow recently unemployed individuals

with very specific skills to hold out until théynd a job that optimises threskill set(the

@uration elemeidiof benefit structureHowever unemploymenbenefits often have fixed
replacement rates (up to a levatd workers that have highly specific skills may not favour a
UBI if they believe this may replace more generous existing unemployment benefit systems
(thedevel elemertiof benefit structure)Overall,the likely net effects of occupations and

education are ambiguous.

Age and gender

Younger individuals as well as women in many countries are more likely to be outsiders and

to facehighlabour market riskge.g. Schwander artdausermani2013 Esping Andersen

1999, Schwander 2019: L With respect to aggounger people are diggortionately

affected by precarious, low pay and low quality jolkich can in turn also feed into higher
labour market risks in the future. They are also less likely to be protected by existing social
protection arrangemenfEmmeneggeet al.2012 Bondi and Hausermani2009. However,

it is also possible thdtecauseleindustrialisatiormasaffected many older low skilled men
(Iversen and Wrett998), the lattemay find it difficult to find another jolif they become
unemployedThus, one must allow fage to have a ndimear effect on suppofor aUBI if

both young and old individuals face higher risks.

With respect to gendehe unconditional nature afUBI maybe particularlyappealing to

women. First, care responsibilities tend to fall pred@ntly on womenAs Hausermanet

a.(2016: 1047) not e, # maaygungragerbefores(temporariky) f u |l |

t



withdrawing from the labour market for child rearing and possibgntering the labour

mar ket f or @&ecpnd,partly lesuseare ¢ftenthas.adverse consequences for
future careeevolution in the labour market (cf. Iversen and Rosenbluti)2@&vomenare

more likely to have less staldareer pathand to be in precarious employment. Third, the
combination of care respobdities and norstandard employment often leaddess

effective protection by existing social insurance sysieitiserbecause they face new social
risks that are not well covered by most welfare states and/or because they are less able to

adequately @ntribute to social insurance schemes.

Overall, loth age groups (young and old) and women should therefore be more supportive of
a UBI thanmiddle-agedmale respondent&ge and gender will only have a separate effect

on support if they capture risks aimdecurity that cannot be controlled for by other variables
such as labour market risks, education, etc. This could be the case if the current quality of a
job and the future risks and insecurity an individual $ace captured by age and gender in

ways hat are not (or cannot begpturedoy other variables.

Trade union membership

The expectations for trade union membershipatse complexMoststudiesshow that trade
uniors and theimembers are more supportive of welfare state beragfdgegulationgoth

for ideological and strategic reasoagsd strong trade unions have played a key ropases

of welfare state expansiqihluber and Stephens 2001, Davidsson and Emmenegger 2013)
However,more recent deba$ questionvhether trade unions ignore the interests of outsiders
(e.g. Rueda 2006, 200@) whether they may under certain conditions attempt to protect
them(Frege and Kelly 2003, Clegg and van Wijnbergen 2011, Vlandas 2013, Berassi a

Vlandas 2016)

10



In the case of a UBI, trade uniomemberscould in principleoppose the schenifethey

believeit may underminexising social insurance system$ereunionscontinue to play an

important roleIndeed several trade unioria Europehave expressed doubts abauliBI

(Vanderborght 2006/an Parijs and Vanderborght 201 For instanceFi nl andds | ar ge
trade uniof and the CGT in Franééawe voicedconcerns if not outrightopposition- to a

UBI.

Attitudes

So far, the discussion has focused on variables that are to a large extent exogenous to
preferences towards a UBI. However, a large literature also explores the association between
attitudes and welfare state policy preferences. The first contexmele ofpartisanship. fie

position of theLeft ona UBI has been ambiguous depending on their reading of the source of
the unfairness in capitalis(Wan Parijs 2017)There is also a debate abautether leftwing

parties and their supporteate support policies that target outsid@riiber and Stephens

2001, Bradley, Hubest al.2003, Rueda 2007, Palier and Thelen 200®e could further
expect differences between 60l dbé and dédnewbd |
with high skilled outsidersHausermanmet al 2015) such as highly educated temporary and
precarious workers more likely to support new left parties than unemployed outsiders (Marx

and Picot 2013, Schwander 2019: 22).

Second, a largiterature has argued that the extent ahd negative attitudesv@ards-
immigration, multiculturalism and ethnic fractionalisation undermine the political support for
redistribution andendsto be associated with lower welfare state spen(irgyAlesinaet al.

2001: B80-232, Garanat al.2017, Senik, Stichnotét al.2009, Sumino 2014, Rueda 2018,

6 https://www.independent.co.uk/news/business/news/univbesatincomefinland-uselesssaystradeunion
a7571966.html

7 http://www.europel.fr/politique/martinezgt-surle-revenuuniverselcette propositionestla-negationde-la-
notiondetravaik2959790
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Eger and Breznau 2017 this article,l focus on antimmigration attitude®ecause the
European Social Survey includes questions about both these attitudes andfeufiist
andl expect that the universal nature of a UBI would make those with such attitudes oppose a

UBI since it would also benefit immigrants.

Third, previous studies haveund that a high quality of government is linked to support for
social protectin and, in turn, greater welfare state spen@@@hstein, Samanmit al.2012)
Greater trust has been linked to more willingness to pastamore support for redistribution
and larger welfare statesfhough the conditions under which this association holds are
debatedBergh and Bjornskov 2011, Bjornskov and Svendsen 2013, Edlund and Lindh 2013,
Bergh and Bjornskov 2014, Algan, Caheical. 2016, Habibov, Cheunef al.2018) The
higher trust in institutions can be expected to increase the willingness to pay the taxes
necessary to finance a UBI and the confidence in the ability of the state tusadnsuch a
universal benefitFinally, previous literature shows religious beliefs affects support for
welfare state benefi(®.g. Pavolini, Bélandt al.2017,Algan and Cahuc 2004More

religious people could be expedto support the UBI since it provides everyone with a

minimum to survive on.

Country level variation

In addition to these individual level expectations, previous studies suggeasitibatl level

policy arrangementshapeandividual policy preferences. Therefgr instancea large

literature suggesting that country level differences in policies follow established welfare state
regimes and varieties of capitalism typologies (Esping Andersen 1990, Hall and Soskice
2001 andsystematic policy differences across countries can be expected to shape the policy
preferences of the population (e.g. Jaeger 2006, Gelissen 2000, Svallfors 1997, Mau 2004).

Unlike existing social policies that can be expected to enhance their pporswa UBI does
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not exist and therefore one must identify which welfare state policy is most likely to shape

support for a UBI.

Because a UBI providesminimum income to everyone regardless of income and labour
market participation, the most relevantisb policy is unemploymertienefits which

decommodify the unemploye&pecifically, one can expect the generosity actd/ationof

the unemployment benefit system to shape views about whether everyone should receive an
income regardless of work atalinfluence the perceived or real needddditional

decommodificatiorthrough new policies

Expectations about the association between unemployment benefits and UBI support could
play both waysOn the one hand, countries with more generous and unconditiona
unemployment benefits could have electorates that tend to be more supportive of
unconditional decommaodification and this support could also apply to a UBI. On the other
hand, it is precisely in countries with generansl unconditionainemployment beni$ that

the need for a UBI is lowest, since these existing benefits already redistribute income and
address labour market risksoreeffectively. Electorates in countries with generand
unconditionaunemployment benefits may also experience the URBItaseat to existing
schemes. In this latter caseuntries with more generoasd unconditional unemployment

benefits would exhibit lower support for a UBI.

Empirics

Data and methods
My empirical analysis of individual preferences fddBl relies on he2016wave of the

European Social Survey (ESS 2016), a high quality and widely usednati@sal survey of
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Europearcountries which includes a question about/Bl. Respondentareasked whether
t hey are fnAagai nUBts cohre menintrboameddmgheir edpectivé e
country, which fAsome c ounThe speeific chmnacterisicsofr ent | vy

the UBI are specifieth the question whichan be found under Figure Al in the appendix.

Respondentshoose an answen a 4points scale with no neutral options: (1) strongly

against; (2) against; (3) in favowr, (4) strongly in favourThere are about 32,000 responses

to this question with 2,600 missing valu€s average, 47% of respondent are in favour or

strongly in favouiof aUBI, while 46% are against or strongly against, and 7% of responses

are missing (r ef us.aThesdepertiennvaribbleksiransiamed imoa si ng)
dichotomous variable taking value 1 for support (or strong suppod}) if respondents are

against or strongly against. The variable is coded as missing if respondents did not answer,

refused to answer , or chose 6donot k nowo.

The following variables are included in the analysis: gender, age, education, measures of
outsiderness (being unemployea, a temporary contract, and occupational unemployment),
income (level and source), trade union membersiuppationsleft-right selfplacement

trust in institutions, ariimmigration and religious attitudelote that given the greater
endogeneity aacerns with respect to attitudes, the baseline results only includeglheft
self-placement (and are robust to its exclusj@r)ile the other three attitudes are included
separately in additional regressiageported in appendiAt the country leveltwo

independent variables are included: the first concerns the unemployment benefit replacement
rate which captures the generosity of benefits when an individual becomes unemployed; the
second captures the degreadfivationof the unemployment benegystem (for specific

coding, descriptionsourceand descriptive statistics, see table Al in appendix).
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Figure 1: Factors associated witimdividual level support for UBI

Male —| —0—

Age @

Age Squared — L

Years of Education —| —@—
L ®—

Temporary Worker —| 1
Income — ——

Income through Self-Employment —| —@H
Income through Farming —
Income through Pension —
Income through Unemployment Benefits — ——
Income through Other Benefits —| —0—

——

Income through Investments —

Income through Other Sources — —@—

Professional — —o—

Technician — ——

Clerk —| ——
Service Worker —| ——

Worker in Agriculture — —&—
Craft Worker — —8—
Operator — —o—
Elementary Worker — —8—
Self-Placement on Left-Right Scale — ——
Current or Previous Trade Union Member — ——
T T T T
-4 -2 0 2

Note: Results from a logistic regression analysis including country fixedseflde bars around the point
estimates representing the coefficient show the 95% confidence interval around each estimate. The coefficients
have been rescaled by one standard deviation of each respective independent variable.

Factors associated witimdividual level supportor a UBI

The results from a logistic regression with country fixed effects to account for unobservable
heterogeneity at the country level @resentedn Figure labove For each point estimatd

each coefficient thénes represents tH#5% confidence intervals. The coefficieate sent
standardised, i.e. they have been divided by the standard deviation of their respective
independent variableand hence are comparable in terms of their magnitwadso discuss
predicted probabilitiefor different values of the independent variable under consideration

while keeping other variables at their mean
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First, male respondents are more suppedf a UBI, which is at odds with our expectation
that female respondents would be more supportive given their greater care responsibilities,
labour market insecurityna non-standardcareer pathsthe difference in predicted

probability is small (52% for males versus 49.8% for femalgss smallbut surprising

effect could be driven by the fattat many differences between men and women are
captured by controls inikhmodé. However, the coefficient is always positiaed its
significance and magnitude actually increases as more controls are indlabe&dAl7 in

appendix)

Second, the coefficient for age is negative and statistically signifisdinth indicateshat
younger respondents are more support#iwel8 years old individual is almost 60% likely to
support a UBI compared to 47% for a 65 years Dhds is a sizeable effect consistent with
the notion that younger respondents face much more current andléisome market risks
and are less protected by current welfare state policies. By contrast, respuriaeats

above 65 years oliikely worry about whether a UBI would replace their pension

Third, income is negatively associated with support with dBhsistent with our
expectationsand its effect is large: an individual in the bottom income decile is 56% likely to
support a UBI compared to 46% for someontetop 10% Thus, the income conflict
dimension over welfare state policies also appliesuaiversal unconditional scheme that

does not yet exist such as a UBI.

Fourth,l also find partial support for the importance of risks and insadesider differences.
Unemployed respondents are more suppodhe UBIthan the employednd the effector

a binary variable is substanti&8%for the unemployedersusonly 51%for the employed.
However, the coefficient faemporary workerss not statistically different from permanent

workers even with 90% confidence interv@lnother measure of labomarket risk is the
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occupational unemployment rgef. Rehm 2009, 2011), which cannot be run jointly with
occupational dummies since this would be collinetlverefore rerun my analysigithout
occupational dummiesiccupational unemployment is posély associated with support for

a UBE: the predicted probability of supporting a UBI increases from 51% in the occupation
with the lowest unemployment to nearly 58% in occupation with highest unemployment

(Figure AD in appendix).

Fifth, the onlyclearresult concerning occupations is that senior legislators and managers (the
reference category) are less favourable to a UBI than other occup#tensare predicted to
support a UBI with 45% probability compared to 54% for the elementary occupakim

hasthe highest suppartVhile the verylargecoefficients for elementary, operator, service
andcraft occupations suggesiat low and specific skills workers tend to be more supportive,
the very high coefficient for professionals is harder to recongile previous literature.

There might be material as well as ideational factors leading to this puzzling high association

for high skilled workers.

Sixth, education is positively associatweith support for a UBI, although the effect is small:
an individuawith 5 years educatiohas a49% predictedprobabilityto support a UBI
comparedo 53.5% for soreone with 25 years of education. This resuih ikne with the

notion thatindividuals with low educatioface higher risks and lower incomes, but thatnhe
controlling for these differences in risk and income, highly educated individuals are
favourable to a UBI for other reasons. This is exactly what a stepwise addition of controls
revealsthe coefficient is initially negative and statistically significaiten controlling for

gender, age and income, but turns positive once controlling for source of income and

8 Although the coefficient is significant at 10% but not 5% level when including country fixed effects.
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occupations (Table A14 in appendiiext, trade union membership, receiving income from

selfemployment, pensions or farming are not statisticadjgiicant

Finally, with respect to attitudes, the results are also broadly encour&gisgondents who
identify as right wing are more opposed to the schanakthe effect is substantisihe

predicted probability of support is below 41% for the mmgitrwing respondent compared

to above 61% among the most left widpnsistent with theoretical expectations, individuals
with antrimmigration attitudes anldwer trust are less likely to support a UBI. However,
contrary to expectations, individuals who lss religious & more likely to support a UBI

(for more details on how these variables were created and to see full results please refer to

section 2.7.3 in appendix).

Robustness chesk

To increase confidence that seeindividual level findingare rot the result of model
specification in terms of the variables that are included or excluded, | report in the appendix
a series of results when edodependentariable isinitially includedin modelby itself and

then only more variables are includedpsby stef{Tables A13 to A21). The coefficient for

age is negative and statistically significant in all but one specification, i.e. when all variables
but sources of income are includd@bleA13). When not controlling for source of income

and occupationeducation has a positive and at times significant sign because it is picking up
the material effects of educatioput when controlling for sources of income and/or
occupation, the coefficient is negative and statistically signifiCeaitleé A14. The dfects of
incomeand age are the samegardless of which variables are included (Tallé &nd

Table A16). Gender only has a statistically significant effect when controlling for income

and/or source of income and/or occupatiffeble A17). Union membship is only

9 The numbering for all appendix tables and figures are precedie bhtterA.
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statistically significant when controllingnly for gender, which suggests it is not membership
per sebut the different characteristics of members andmembers, respectivelthat

account for differences (Table Al&)ccupations are alwaysatistically significant

regardless of which variables are included (Table A19). Receiving unemployment benefits is
always significant, whereas the effects of being-selployed, a farmer or a pensioner only
appear significant when income is motluded(TableA20). Finally,the coefficient for being

ona temporarcontractis often but not consistently significant (Table A21

Using alternative measures of labour market status does not change the results. Having been
unemployed in past 5 years (Figuré1), being unemployed and actively looking for a job
(Figure A13) or not actively looking (Figure A14) are all significant and positively associated
with support for a UBI. More subjective measures of labour market risksasselt

assessed likelihood bkRving money problems (Figure A10) or becoming unemployed

(Figure A12) are also significant and positively correlated with UBI supNext, excluding

or including previous trade union membweiigh current trade union membeayscoding

union memberships an ordinal variable (O nanember, 1 past member, 2 current member)

does not change the results (Figured ABA37).

| also explorehe robustness of results to different estimation methods and model
specification. First, if | remove the country fixetfects the stistical significance of gender
andage falls below the 5% threshold but the other results remain similar (Figure A3). The
patterns of significance depending on which variables are included is the same when
includingversus excludingountryfixed effectsfor education (Table A5), income (Table

AB6), left-right scale (Table A7), occupations (Table A10) and sources of income (Table A11)
Excluding country fixed effects changes the results for two variaiséeke union
membershipvhich becomesnore consistently negative and significant at 10% level (Table

A9) and emporary workersvhich arenow alwaysmore likely to support UBITable A12).
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Second, only education loses statistical significance at the 5% level (relative to results in
Figure 1) wken clustering standard errors while keeping country fixed effects (Figure A5). .
The coefficients for age, being right wing and income are consistently significant and
negative regardless of specification (Tables A22, A24 and A25). Being a male respendent
significantly associated with higher support although this is contingent on contfolling
occupation (Table A26). The almost always significant result founionmembership and
significant results for occupations and being unemployed are the saméee (Tables A27

to A29).

Third, income, unemployment, occupations, andrgfit selfplacement remain statistically

significant when rerunning the analysis using an ordinal logistic regression but age, gender

and education do not (Figure A7). Theuks for occupations, income, lefght scale, and
unemployment are robust to excluding other independent variables (Tables A33 tif A39).

we run instead a multinomial logistic regression (Table A3), the results for income,
unemploymentandleft right placement continue to suggest the same patterns of support and
opposition. By contrast, the results for age and gender astafbe Temporary workers now
appear |l ess |ikely to be 6strongly against?©od
rela i ve to reference category o6in favourod are
member ship only has a statistically signific
|l i kely to be &6strongly agai nsindly dwedembves s | i k
country fixed effects but run a random intercept multilevel logistic regression, all the results

from Figure 1 remain the sam@igure A8) Tables A40 to A48 in appendix suggest that the

results for age, income, lefight sel-placemat, occupations, and sources of income are

robust to changing which variables are included in the model.
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Figure 2: Support for UB| unemployment benefit generosity and activation
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Note:in the two diagrams in the top row, the relevesgights lave been applied to calculate these percentages
(Russia and Israel are excludédm the analysis throughout). In the two diagrams in the bottom row, | show
results from logistic regressions whehetbars around the point estimates representing the ciegffishow the

95% confidene interval around each estimate ame tcoefficients have been rescaled by one standard deviation of
each respective independent varial3eurce: ESS2016, edition 2.

Country level variation

Given a low N at the second (iretiona) level, what follows should be seen as a
preliminary set oexploratory analyss concerning the associatibatween UBI support and
two key features ainemployment benefit systengenerosity andctivation There is
significant crosshationalvariationin support for UBI(Figure A2 in appendixyvhich does
not seem to conform tihe expectations fromvelfare state regime theoandvarieties of
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capitalism.Indeed, ountries with highaveragesupportfor a UBI include central and eastern
Europearcountries such as Lithuania and Hungary, but also continental European (e.g.
Belgium), southern European (e.g. Portugal, Italy) and Scandinavian (e.g. Finland) countries,

while there is low support in countries as diverse as Norway, Switzerland, Austi&pain.

Inspecting the crossationalbivariateassociation betwedhe average level 0Bl support
andthe netunemployment benefit replacement rdtasa couple revealanegative
relatiorship (top left hand corner of Figureshown on previous jg&). Using the gross
replacement rate or the rate for a single individual reveals a similar picture (Figures A38 to
A41 in appendix), wheredBe correlation with coverage rates tends to be weaker and driven
by outliers (Figure A4). Crucially, he negative relati@hipis negatie and statistically
significantwhen controlling for relevant individual characteristics (bottom left corner of

Figure 2)andthe results arthe same if we use instead gross rates (Figuieiiappendix).

Supportis alsohigher in countries where unempioent benefits have stricteanction rules
(topright hand side of Figure 2 proxy for activationand the results are similar if we use
insteada measure afonditionalityas an alternative proXgr activation(Figures A42 in
appendi}. The relatioshipis positive and statistically significant wheantrolling for
relevant individual characteristics (bottaimght corner of Figure 2) and it is the same if we
use insteadverall conditionality of the benefit systeas a second alternative proxy for

adivation (Figure A% in appendix).

Overall,these findingsuggest thateteris paribusndividuals are more supportive of a UBI

in countries with comparatively less generous unemployment benefit schemes that also
activate recipients with conditions asahctions In other words, respondents are more
supportive if the current unemployment benefit system does not provide adequate protection,

which is a function of excessive activation or insufficient generosity. This is in contrast to the
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dynamics in the casof existing welfare state benefits where higher generosity is associated

with higher support.

Discussion and onclusion

Using the2016wave of the ESS, this artictepresents a first step in addressing a joint gap in
the basic income and political emmmy of welfare statpreferencefiteratures. The former

has tended to pay comparatively less attention to the questindivaflual support foa UBI,
while expectations from the latter have not been systematically tested in the @&t of

This pape has focused on testing several kegextations from existing political economy
and welfare state scholarshup thefactors that are associated with highwtividual level

UBI support

The empirical analysis reveals that the cnogBonal variationn support for a UBI does not
conform with existing welfare state typologies. Instead, support appears higher in countries
with less generous unemployment benefit schemes that also activate recipients through
greater conditionality and/or the use of sanwtior he finding that countries with less
developed and/or more activated unemployment benefits exhibit higher support for a UBI
contrasts with findings that support for existing welfare state policies is higher in countries
with more generous welfare staté-uture research should further explore other dimensions

of welfare states and rely on samples with more country level variation and observations.

Moreover, heindividual levelfindings suggedhat lowincome individuals, the unemployed,
workers in opeator and elementary occupations and left leaning individuals are more likely
to support a UBIGender and education have significant but small effects on the probability

of supporting a UBI, while predictive power is strongest for age, left righpkeiément,

23



income, and occupationBeing less religious, having high trust in political institutions and
havingfavourable immigration attitudes are associated with higher sufege individual
levelfindings aremostly consistent wittprevious researcbn the individual preferencésr
the other two dominant existirsgts ofwelfare statgolicie§d social assistance and social
insuranceDespite being in line with expectationBete findings makéour contributionsto

theexisting literature

First, previous literature haalready and extensiveghown thaselfinterest is crucial to

identify theconflict linesin thesupportfor existingsocial policies. However, the

distributional consequences of a basic income, a scheme that does not existchearless
than for other schemes that are already in place. This lower clarity in turn makes the basic
income a hard case for satiterest to shape individual policy preferences because it should
be more difficult for individuals to predict the likely netegdts of a basic income on them.

The fact thathe expectationgrom this literaturdravelevento a scheme that does not ye

exist is an important finding because it further demonstth&eexplanatory power celf

interest for individual attitudes t@wds welfare state policies.

Secondthe UBIrepresenta particularlyrelevantcase on which to apply these theories f
an additionateason related to its ideological ambiguity and the complexity pbasible
effects.As a result of the latterp@cannot posiex antevhether respondents sa¢JBl asa
redistributive policy partly because the net effects of a UBI would depend on its precise
implementation, and partly because the scheme itself finds its origins among both
protagonists and opponentstioe welfare state. Thempirical analysis showtkat the scheme
is seemas both redistributive and protectjwncerespondents withigh labour marketisks,

low income andor of aleft leaningpersuasiorsupport it.
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Third, these findings contribute a literature on the UBI that has almost exclusively focused

on its normative desirability as well as its
labour market participation. Thpgesent studis the most extensive empirical analysis of

variation in individual support for a UBIIndeed, he empirical analysiteststhe association

between UBI support aradwide range of individual level factomshich arereportedn an

extensiveappendixin the page$ollowing this conclusiorsection

Fourth these findings shed light on the politibadsibility of a UBI andby doing soppen

up further research avenud@sventy years agdgorpi and Palme (198) argued that more
targeted benefitareless effective at reducing poverty because their targeted nature saps the
political support for the benefidowever, this then begs the question of ahgrge share of

the population is favourable to a Ughly in someEuropean countries, and whythrese

countries where #re is large support for a UBbvernments have not so far introduced it.

One reason could be related to the politics of welfare state under (perceived or real) austerity.
Anotherreasorcouldconernso far unidentified constraininigctorsin political supply:

political parties are not competing on Uddspitelargelatent demand by the electoraite

findings of this paper suggest a thirdpeculative at this staggossible reason on the

demand side to make sense of thigzle. Thanultiple conflict lines ad thenon-significant
association betwedrade union membershand support foa UBI revealsa complex

relationship betweethe Left and UBI Those who selidentify as left leaning are more

supportive of a UBIbut theremaybea split within the éft camp. Tade union membeere

not unambiguous supporteesjen thoughow-income workers and those with high labour

25



market riskdend to banorefavourable to a UBIBy contrastthe preimmigrationandpro-

welfare attitude®¥ associated with the libetian left are correlated with support for a UBI.

Thus future research could further explore whetleéirleaning UBI supportensiay not be a
sufficiently largegroup in the absence of clear support by union membeesprcUBI
coalitionhasto draw orright-wing parts of the electorat®ne possiblehallenge for UBI
advocatesnight then behatthose who suppog UBI on the Righimaydo sofor quite
different reasondor instance because they expect it to lealimited tax increases and
extensive eplacement of welfare state benefits that are currently supported by parts of the
Left. In other words, the fact that a UBAnmean different things to different people may
explain both the fairly high support for the schamsomecountriesandthe difficulty in
finding apolitically viable coalition to support its introductiovhen the financing of a UBI
and its interaction with existing welfare state benefits have to be specifies. thevide
political appeal of th&JBI might also be its greatest alsmessbecause many people support
a UBI for very different reasons, the basis of support are politically and ideologically

fragmented and may therefore be irreconcilable.

0 The results showing that positive views about welfare state and theirdiarnesi are associated with support
for a UBI are shown in section 2.8 in the appendix.
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1. Set up

1.1. Data

Table Al:Description, descriptive statistics and sowtgariables

Standard
Variable Description Mean deviation Maximum Minimum Observations | year | source
male Coded 1 if male and 0 otherwise 0.48736681| 0.49984672 1 0 39400 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
age Age 48.6412966| 18.6534871 100 15 39272 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
age2 Age squared 2713.91946| 1866.25275 10000 225 39272 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
eduyrs Years of fulltime eduation completed 12.9943714| 4.0409692 54 0 38990 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
tempwork Coded 1 if limited employment contract and 0 otherwise 0.14038786| 0.3473934 1 0 39400 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
income Household's net income (irediles) 5.47771539| 2.75738488 10 1 32647 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Source of income
wage Coded 1 if incomdérom wage/salary income and 0 otherwisq 0.58847664| 0.49211596 1 0 38832 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
selfemployed Coded 1 if incomdrom selfemployment and 0 otherwise 0.07033257| 0.25570995 1 0 38832 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
farmer Coded 1 if incomdérom farming and 0 otherwise 0.01202096| 0.10898055 1 0 38832 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
pensions Coded 1 if incomdérom pensions and 0 otherwise 0.26025248| 0.43877795 1 0 38832 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 1 if incomdérom unemployment benefits and O
unemployed otherwise 0.02027471| 0.14094025 1 0 38832 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 1 if incomdérom any other social benefits and 0
otherbenefits otherwise 0.02615263| 0.15959111 1 0 38832 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
investor Coded 1 if incomdérom investments and O otherwise 0.008115 0.08971821 1 0 38832 2016 | Eurgpean Social SurveyRound 8
othersources Coded 1 if incomdérom other sources and 0 otherwise 0.01437501| 0.11903249 1 0 38832 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Occupation
manager Coded 1 if respondent isManager and O otherwise 0.0794422 | 0.27043147 1 0 35703 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
professionals Coded 1 if respondent isPaofessional and 0 otherwise 0.18310965| 0.38676181 1 0 35703 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
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Standard

Variable Description Mean deviation Maximum Minimum Observations | year | source

technician Coded 1 if respondent isTe&chnician an@ otherwise 0.16789567| 0.37377885 1 0 35703 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

clerical Coded 1 if respondent isGerk and O otherwise 0.09164798| 0.28853243 1 0 35703 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

service Coded 1 if respondent isServiee worker and 0 otherwise 0.16905139| 0.37480255 1 0 35703 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 1 if respondent isvdorker in agriculture and 0

agriculture otherwise 0.03142228| 0.1744585 1 0 35703 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

craft Codedl if respondent is @raft worker and O otherwise 0.11188111| 0.31522454 1 0 35703 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

operator Coded 1 if respondent isGperator and O otherwise 0.06772484| 0.25127664 1 0 35703 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 1 if respondent issdementary worker and 0

dementary otherwise 0.09782488| 0.29708189 1 0 35703 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Self-placement on leftight scale (Coded from Ofar left to

Irscale 10- far right) 4.96061175| 2.1936789 10 0 34629 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 1 if current/previous trade union member and 0

mbtru_currprev otherwise 0.29134703| 0.45438882 1 0 39212 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

uerate_occup Occupational unemployment rate 0.06524581| 0.0572877 | 0.3217463 | 0.00518711| 31133 2016 | Eurostat
Coded 1 if any period of unemployment and work Seeking

ue_ 5y within last 5 years, and 0 otherwise 0.14220562| 0.34926534 1 0 39400 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 1 if any period of unemploymt and work seeking

ue_12m lasted 12 months or more, and 0 otherwise 0.14613905| 0.35325005 1 0 39400 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 1 if likeliness of becoming unemployed in next 12

ue_prob months, and 0 otherwise 0.16406222| 0.37033672 1 0 39400 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 1 if likeliness of not having enough money for

money_prob household in next 12 months, and 0 otherwise 0.22273441| 0.41608703 1 0 37390 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 1 if being unemployed atmbking actively for job in

uempla last 7 days, and O otherwise 0.04735467| 0.21239903 1 0 39400 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 1 if being unemployed and not looking actively for jq

uempli in last 7 days, and 0 otherwise 0.01810837| 0.13334505 1 0 39400 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

mbtru_curr Coded 1 if current trade union member, and 0 otherwise | 0.12148865| 0.32669846 1 0 39212 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

mbtru_prev Coded 1 if previous trade union member, and O otherwise | 0.1698583 | 0.37551312 1 0 39212 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 1 if current/previous trade union member, and 0

mbtru_currprev otherwise 0.29134703| 0.45438882 1 0 39212 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Coded 0 if respondent was newetrade union member, 1 if

mbtru_ordinal previous membership, and 2 if current membership 0.41283568| 0.69670085 2 0 39212 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

trust_sum Sum of following trust variables: trstprl, trstlgl, trstplt, trstpr{ 16.1838818| 8.66253055 40 0 39400 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

trust_mean Mean of following trust variables: trstprl, trstlgl, trstplt, trstp| 4.11597614| 2.16388031 10 0 39231 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
First principal component of following trust vahbles: trstprl,

trust_fac trstlgl, trstplt, trstprt -0.2115507 | 1.74588162| 4.61918402| -3.4969391 | 37967 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
Sum of following satisfaction variables: stflife, stfeco, stfgoy

satis_sum stfdem 21.0551556| 7.5109724 40 0 39400 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
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Standard

Variable Description Mean deviation Maximum Minimum Observations | year | source

Mean of following satisfaction variables: stflife, stfeco, stfgc
satis_mean stfdem 5.38152722| 1.85997116 10 0 39366 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

First principal component of following satisfaction variable
satis_fac stflife, stfeco, stfgov, stfdem -0.1555963 | 1.61515954| 3.91851664| -4.6694479| 37295 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

Sum of following xenophobia variables: imsmetn, imdfetn,
Xeno_sum impcntr 6.64395233| 2.51846597 12 0 39400 2016 | European Social Suey- Round 8

Mean of followingxenophobia variables: imsmetn, imdfetn,
Xeno_mean impcentr 2.27255584| 0.79449621 4 1 38841 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

First principal component of following xenophobia variabley
xeno_fac imsmetn, imdfetn, impcntr -0.1600011 | 1.5417237 | 3.20895958| -2.6305229| 37917 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
rel_sum Sum of followingreligion variables: rlgatnd, pray 10.1536878| 3.72181484 14 0 39400 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8
rel_mean Mean of following religion vaables: rlgatnd, pray 5.14133043| 1.80469319 7 1 39240 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

First principal component of following religion variables:
rel_fac rlgatnd, pray -0.0219487 | 1.31780734| 1.34238791| -3.2836399 | 38612 2016 | European Social SurveyRound 8

Measure of overall conditionality of unemployment benefit
conditionality systems (@ most lenient; * most strict) 0.56635208| 0.07377939| 0.66536331| 0.3818813 | 21833 2012 | Knotz and Nelson (2019)

Measure of overall strictness of jgleach and availability
conditions conditions (O- most lenient; * most strict) 0.54024046| 0.1056261 | 0.70833331 0.25 21833 2012 | Knotz and Nelson (2019)

Measure of overall overall strictness of sanction rules (0
sanctions most lenient; * most strict) 0.63870086| 0.12212111 1 0.5 27495 2012 | Knotz and Nelson (2019)
insurance_2014 | Pseudecoverage insurance rate (2014) 39.7911653| 25.9717678| 107.159977| 8.54323463| 38520 2014 | OECD Economic Outlook (2018)
assistance 2014 | Pseudecoverage insurance and assistance rate (2014) 45.0664016| 57.3338869| 158.190194 0 38520 2014 | OECD Economic Outlook (2018)
insurance_assistal
ce 2014 Pseudecoverage assistance rate (2014) 84.8575669| 63.0019026| 203.771089| 15.4676452| 38520 2014 | OECD Economic Outlook (2018)

Real net minimum inaoe benefit levels (average of the thre| Comparative welfare state entitlement
mibavey household types) 11147.9754| 3897.62504| 17679.9829| 2603.93287| 38520 2009 | dataset

Net minimum income replacement rate (average of the thrg Comparative welfare state entitlement
mibaveyr household types) 43.0338829| 10.7577445| 67.0559481| 23.901323 | 38520 2009 | dataset

Real net minimum income benefit levels for two parent Comparative welfare statmtitlement
mibfay household with two children 14883.6062| 5350.19748| 24706.5388| 3688.9049 | 38520 2009 | dataset

Net minimum income replacement rate for two parent Comparative welfare state entitlement
mibfayr household with two children 55.4181352| 14.8036613| 87.9469612| 33.3167882| 38520 2009 | dataset

Real net minimum income benefit levéts lone parent Comparative welfare state entitlement
miblpy household with two children 12664.085 | 4414.42863| 19268.5304| 3037.92168| 38520 2009 | dataset

Net minimum income replacement rate for lone parent Comparative welfare state entitlement
miblpyr household with two children 47.4224739| 12.1208889| 73.3649624| 26.2365768| 38520 2009 | dataset

Real net minimum income benefit levels for single person Comparative welfare state efgiment
mibsiy household without children 5896.23495| 2292.17324| 11719.3431| 1084.97203| 38520 2009 | dataset

Net minimum income replacement rate for single person Comparative welfare state entitlement
mibsiyr household without children 26.2610395| 7.10141909| 39.8559208| 10.9498259| 38520 2009 | dataset

Gross Unemployment Replacementd&fr an Average Olaf Van Vliet & Koen Caminada
grrapw_couple Production Worker, One Earner Couple with Two Children| 0.49926722| 0.13086151 0.8 0.19625781| 38520 2009 [ (2012) , 6Unempl oy
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Standard

Variable Description Mean deviation Maximum Minimum Observations | year | source
Gross Unemployment Replacement Rate for an Average rates dataset among 34 welfare states
grrapw_single Production Worker, Single Person 0.42517231| 0.17566018| 0.70833333| 0.134835262 | 38520 2009 | 1971-2009: An update, extension
Gross Unemployment Replacement Rate for an Average modi fication of t
grraw_couple Worker, One Earner Couple with Two Children 0.47305505| 0.15138198 0.8 0.19178469| 38520 2009 | St ate Entitl ement
Gross Unemployment Replacement Rate for an Average Special Report No. 2, Leiden
grraw_single Worker, SinglePerson 0.40768008| 0.18169694| 0.70833333| 0.09274764| 38520 2009 | University.
Net Unemployment Replacement Rate for an Average
rrapw_couple Production Worker, One Earner Couple with Two Children| 0.63419238| 0.13526822| 0.82870318| 0.26933547| 38520 2009
Net Unemployment Replacement Rate for an Average
rrapw_single Production Worker, Single Person 0.51515563| 0.18545199| 0.77727555| 0.17319702| 38520 2009
Net Unemployment Replacement Rate for an Average
rraw_couple Worker, One Earner Couple with Two Children 0.60785742| 0.153®274 | 0.76885629| 0.25785128| 38520 2009
Net Unemployment Replacement Rate for an Average
rraw_single Worker, Single Person 0.51056423| 0.20325965| 0.83979328| 0.12416016| 38520 2009
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Figure Al:Distributionof responses to basic income question
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Note: degjn and population weights have been applied to calculate these percentages. Source: ESS8
2016, edition 2Note that Russia and Israel are excluded from the analysis to ensure comparability
between countries that are all in European Union and share sonilar#ies, and consistent with

existing welfare state literature that also focuses on these counRespondents are asked whether

they are fAagainst or in favour of the UBI scheme
isome couwnutrrrieenst layr & al ki ng about o, with the foll
1. AiThe government pays everyone a monthly incotl
2. It replaces many other social benefits;
3. The purpose is to guarantee everyone a minimum standard of living;
4. Everyore receives the same amount regardless of whether or not they are working;
5. People also keep the money they earn from work or other sources;
6. This scheme is paid for by taxes. o
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1.2. Variation across countries

Figure A2: Crossational variation in suppofor a UBI

5 .6 7
] 1 1

Support for Universal Basic Income

4
L
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Note: design weights have been applied to calculate these percentages (Russia and Israel are
excluded from the analysis throughodtie range around the top of each vertical bar displays the
95% confidence intervalSource: ESS2016, editio 2.
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1.3. Exploring multicollinearity

Table A2: correlation matrix

male age age2 eduyrs tempwork | income wage selfemployed farmer pensions unemployed
male 1
age 0.0145* 1
age2 0.0171* | 0.983** 1
eduyrs -0.0104 -0.277** -0.299*** 1
tempwork -0.0206*** | -0.261*** -0.230%** 0.0126* 1
income 0.0536** | -0.156*** -0.181*+* 0.369*** -0.117%** 1
wage -0.0268*** | -0.525*** -0.560*** 0.242%* 0.0734** | 0.311*** 1
selfemployed 0.0346** | -0.0659*** -0.0797** | 0.0794** | -0.0602*** | 0.0843*** | -0.325*** 1
farmer 0.0260** | -0.0203*** -0.0242** | -0.0307*** | -0.0197** | -0.0354*** | -0.128*** -0.0276*** 1
pensions 0.00458 0.672*%** 0.719*** -0.283*** -0.111%** -0.249*** -0.732*** -0.157*** -0.0622** | 1
unemployed 0.0163** -0.0478** -0.0540*** | -0.0390*** | 0.120*** -0.172%** -0.172%** -0.0371%** -0.0146* -0.0836*** | 1
otherbenefits -0.00443 -0.0581** -0.0577** | -0.0528*** | 0.0661** | -0.181*** -0.190*** -0.0408*** -0.0161* | -0.0920*** | -0.0217***
investor 0.00136 0.0357*** 0.0366*** 0.0249*+* -0.00950 0.00318 -0.104*** -0.0224** -0.00884 -0.0505** | -0.0119*
othersources -0.0174* | -0.0765*** -0.0651** | 0.00643 0.0386*** | -0.0909*** | -0.128*** -0.0275** -0.0109 -0.0621*+* | -0.0146*
manager 0.0902*** 0.0523*** 0.0466*** 0.104*** -0.0767** | 0.142*** -0.0218** | 0.0610*** -0.0178* 0.00854 -0.0224***
professionals -0.0544*+* | -0.00381 -0.0149* 0.389*** -0.0224*+* | 0.221*** 0.0458** | 0.0161** -0.0393** | -0.0283*** | -0.0265***
technician -0.00471 0.00745 0.00443 0.0548*** -0.055*** | 0.0841*** 0.0240*** -0.0129* -0.0451** | 0.00377 -0.0243***
clerical -0.123*** -0.00526 -0.00245 -0.0115 0.00577 -0.00253 0.0199** -0.0285*** -0.0288** | 0.00688 -0.0105
service -0.165*** -0.0911** -0.0813** | -0.112*** 0.0505*** | -0.114*** 0.0235** | 0.0111 -0.0215** | -0.0530*** | 0.0211***
agriculture 0.0475** 0.0551*** 0.0573** -0.104*** -0.0253** | -0.0853*** | -0.135*** 0.0251*+* 0.411*%** 0.0433*** -0.00726
craft 0.225%** 0.00522 0.00705 -0.162%** 0.00995 -0.102*** -0.0157* | 0.0152* -0.0245*+ | 0.0184* 0.00381
operator 0.119*** 0.0637*** 0.0630*** -0.163*** -0.00507 -0.0887** | -0.0246*** | -0.0353*** -0.0267** | 0.0451*** 0.0225***
elementary -0.0488** | -0.0279*** -0.0206*** | -0.191*** 0.118*** -0.179*** -0.00835 -0.0522*** -0.000623 | 0.00264 0.0572***
Irscale 0.0418** | 0.0584*** 0.0639** | -0.0790** | -0.0353*** | 0.0266*** | -0.0477** | 0.0318*** 0.0526*** | 0.0353*** | -0.0291***
mbtru_currprev 0.0750*** 0.246*** 0.229*** 0.0450*** -0.105*** 0.0392*** -0.0615** | -0.0668*** -0.0297** | 0.146*** -0.0161**
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Table A2 (cont.): correlation matrix

otherbenefits | investor othersources| manager professionals | technician | clerical service
investor -0.0131* 1
othersources -0.0161** -0.00882 1
manager -0.0343*** 0.0256*** | -0.00221 1
professionals -0.0436*** 0.0250** | -0.0171* -0.152%** 1
technician -0.0124* -0.00728 0.00229 -0.142%** -0.233*** 1
clerical 0.00673 0.000809 | -0.0229*** -0.0965*** | -0.158*** -0.148*** 1
service 0.0371*** -0.00733 0.0331*** -0.132%** -0.217*** -0.202%** -0.138*** 1
agriculture -0.0102 0.00246 0.00487 -0.0523*** | -0.0858*** -0.0799*** | -0.0544** | -0.0745**
craft -0.00158 -0.0154* -0.00602 -0.107*** -0.175*** -0.163*** -0.111%* -0.152%**
operator 0.00185 -0.00430 0.00673 -0.0808*** | -0.133*** -0.124*** -0.0842** | -0.115***
elementary 0.0649*** -0.0232** | 0.00171 -0.0922*** | -0.151*** -0.141%** -0.0961** | -0.131***
Irscale -0.0175* 0.0211*+* -0.00587 0.0464*+* -0.0618*** 0.00581 -0.0103 -0.00842
mbtru_currprev | -0.0419*** -0.0189** | -0.0422*** -0.00502 0.0812**=* 0.00831 -0.00690 -0.0641**=*
Table A2 (cont.): correlation matrix

technician | clerical service agriculture | craft operator elementary | Irscale
technician 1
clerical -0.148*** 1
service -0.202*** -0.138*** 1
agriculture -0.0799** | -0.0544*** | -0.0745** 1
craft -0.163*** -0.111%** -0.152*** -0.0601*** | 1
operator -0.124*** -0.0842** | -0.115%** -0.0456** | -0.0929** | 1
elementary -0.141%** -0.0961** | -0.131*** -0.0520*** | -0.106*** -0.0804** | 1
Irscale 0.00581 -0.0103 -0.00842 0.0716*** 0.022*+ | 0.00248 -0.0139* 1
mbtru_currprev_ | 0.00831 -0.00590 -0.0641** | -0.0358*** | 0.00538 0.0483** | -0.0606*** -0.0728***

Note: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. See table Al for variable descriptions and summary statistics.
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2. Robustness checks indivi dual level model

2.1. Alternative estimation methods (95%confidence intervalline around point
estimates)

Figure A3: Logistic regression without country fixed effects

Male — -+0—
Age | L
Age Squared —| L
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Income — ——
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Figure A4: Logistic regression with robust clustered standard errors
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Figure A5: Logstic regression with country fixed effects and robust clustered standard errors
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(results

Figure A6: Mul ti nomi al l ogi t
Male —&—
Age @
Age Squared D
Years of Education - —O—
Temporary Worker —@—
Income — ——
Income through Self-Employment — ——
Income through Farming — —&—
Income through Pension — ——
Income through Unemployment Benefits — ——
Income through Other Benefits — —&—
Income through Investments — —10—
Income through Other Sources — —“+——
Professional — ——
Technician ——
Clerk — ——
Service Worker — ——
Worker in Agriculture —] ——
Craft Worker ——
Operator - ——
Elementary Worker | ——@——
Self-Placement on Left-Right Scale — ——
Current or Previous Trade Union Member —] —&—
T T T
-2 0 2 4

Note: full results shown in table on next page.
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Table A3:Multinomial logistic regression

Column 1 2 3 4 5 6
Outcome Strongly against Against Strongly in_favour Strongly against Against Strongly in_favour
Age 0.023*** 0.011*** 0.024#x* 0.009 0.002 0.031x**
Age (squared) -0.000 -0.000 -0.000%*** -0.000 0.000 -0.000***
Male 0.098*** -0.031 0.082* 0.105*** -0.049* 0.061
Education in years 0.006 0.005 0.029*** -0.008 -0.004 0.036***
Temporaryworker -0.114* -0.043 0.002 -0.146** -0.086** 0.016
Income 0.072*+* 0.043*+* -0.020** 0.063*** 0.039*** -0.030***
Sourceof income (ref: wage)

Selfemployed -0.023 0.134** 0.028

Farmer -0.118 0.116 -0.041

Pensions -0.125* -0.046 -0.058

Unemployed -0.256* -0.243** 0.356***

Other benefits -0.138 -0.182** 0.229**

Investor 0.320 0.148 0.151

Other sources 0.264 0.179 -0.068

Occupation (ef: legislator)

Professionals -0.304*** -0.247*** 0.127
Technician -0.233*** -0.131** -0.060
Clerical -0.234** -0.162** 0.160
Service -0.356*** -0.284*** 0.100
Agriculture -0.395%** -0.154 0.121
Craft -0.418*** -0.298*** 0.222*
Operator -0.592%** -0.362*+* 0.259**
Elementary -0.649*** -0.464*** 0.062
Left right self-placement

Trade union member

Constant -2.610%** -0.867*** -2.415%** -1.603*** -0.215 -2.713%*
Observations 30,400 30,400 30,400 28423 28,423 28,423
Country FE No No No No No No
Standard error type standard standard standard standard standard standard
Count R2 0.357 0.357 0.357 0.360 0.360 0.360
Pseudo R2 0.00675 0.00675 0.00675 0.00732 0.00732 0.00732
AIC 72341 72341 72341 67752 67752 67752
BIC 72690 72690 72690 68123 68123 68123
Note:r ef erence out come Aiin favour o. p<0.05; p<0.01; *** p<o0.
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Table A3 (cont.)Multinomial logistic regression

Column 7 8 9 10 11 12
Outcome Strongly against Against Strongly_in_favou Strongly against Against Strongly in_favour
Age 0.007 0.002 0.027*** 0.008 0.004 0.028***
Age (squared) 0.000 0.000 -0.000%*** 0.000 0.000 -0.000***
Male 0.107*** -0.047 0.054 0.076* -0.050* 0.080
Education in years -0.009 -0.005 0.036*** -0.010 -0.005 0.038***
Temporaryworker -0.145** -0.066 -0.004 -0.133** -0.071 -0.027
Income 0.059%** 0.035*** -0.025** 0.054*** 0.030*** -0.019*
Sourceof income (ref: wage)

Seltemployed -0.015 0.132** 0.041 -0.026 0.127** 0.023
Farmer -0.110 0.035 -0.224 -0.169 -0.031 -0.368
Pensions -0.117* -0.039 -0.075 -0.090 -0.034 -0.083
Unemployed -0.178 -0.255** 0.304** -0.252 -0.268** 0.343**
Other benefits -0.089 -0.186** 0.218* -0.086 -0.171* 0.261**
Investor 0.277 0.130 0.227 0.221 0.071 0.270
Othersources 0.313 0.227 -0.009 0.313 0.302** -0.033
Occupation (ref: legislator)

Professionals -0.305*** -0.248*** 0.127 -0.288*** -0.246*** 0.107
Technician -0.235%** -0.127** -0.060 -0.219%** -0.115* -0.071
Clerical -0.231** -0.156** 0.158 -0.223** -0.146** 0.185
Service -0.359%** -0.285*** 0.095 -0.335%** -0.289*** 0.095
Agriculture -0.366** -0.164 0.194 -0.366** -0.147 0.177
Craft -0.422%* -0.303*** 0.220* -0.427** -0.303*** 0.232**
Operator -0.601*** -0.359*** 0.256** -0.572%* -0.375%** 0.268**
Elementary -0.642%** -0.455%* 0.048 -0.629*** -0.451%** 0.022
Left right self-placement 0.119** 0.044*** -0.051***
Trade union member 0.085** 0.010 -0.105**
Constant -1.552%** -0.196 -2.681%** -2.119%*= -0.396*** -2.515%**
Obsewations 28,337 28,337 28,337 26,181 26,181 26,181
Country FE No No No No No No
Standard error type standard standard standard standard standard standard
Count R2 0.360 0.360 0.360 0.363 0.363 0.363
Pseudo R2 0.00802 0.00802 0.00802 0.0123 0.0123 0.0123
AlC 67548 67548 67548 62210 62210 62210
BIC 68093 68093 68093 62798 62798 62798
Not e: reference outcome is Ain favouro. * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; **=*
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Figure A7: Ordinal logistic regression
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Figure A8: Multilevel random intercept logistic regsion
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