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Self-interest, Social Beliefs, and Attitudes to
Redistribution
Re-addressing the Issue of Cross-national Variation
Katerina Linos and Martin West
Stefan Svallfors’ 1997 conclusion that patterns of attitudes towards redistribution are essentially the
same across welfare-state regimes rests on a questionable treatment of missing data and on poor
operationalization of the theoretical determinants of public opinion. Using demographic variables
to improve the model speci¢cation, we identify cross-country di¡erences in the social bases of support for redistribution that con¢rm predictions of welfare-state scholarship. The gap between
married and unmarried people is unimportant in universalist regimes; the insider/outsider cleavage
is more important in conservative and speci¢c skills systems; class matters more in liberal regimes.
We ¢nd additional cross-national variation when we examine whether popular support for redistribution is related to beliefs about social mobility. Speci¢cally, beliefs about why people get ahead in
society are key determinants of attitudes towards redistribution in the United States and Australia,
but play a more limited role in Norway and Germany.

How do di¡erent people in di¡erent countries want
welfare states to function? Do public opinion data
match our theories of welfare state, and can such
data help us develop our thinking? There has been
much recent progress in the study of popular attitudes towards redistribution. Up to this point,
three broad types of arguments have received
empirical con¢rmation in the welfare state and
public opinion literatures. First, interest-based
models o¡er some evidence that the actual and
potential bene¢ciaries of redistributive programmes
are most supportive of these policies. For example,
scholars of European and American social policy
have found that transfers are especially popular
among the unemployed (Bean and Papadakis, 1998;
Gelissen, 2000) and among people with low
incomes (Bean and Papadakis, 1998; Luo, 1998).
Secondly, researchers ¢nd that aggregate levels of
support vary systematically across nations, with
citizens of Scandinavian universalist welfare states
most supportive of redistribution, and citizens of
& Oxford University Press 2003

liberal Anglo-American states least so (Andre and
Heien, 2001; Gelissen, 2000; Bean and Papadakis,
1998; Svallfors, 1997; Bonoli, 2000). Thirdly,
research conducted in Britain and the USA suggests
that people’s beliefs about the causes of poverty and
the existence of social mobility, rather than their
material circumstances, are the primary determinant
of their attitudes towards redistribution (Luo, 1998;
Fong, 2001; Funk, 2000).
Yet theories about the development and prospects
of the welfare state often rest on much more speci¢c,
and frequently untested, assumptions about public
opinion. Stefan Svallfors’ 1997 article represents an
important early attempt to bridge this gap between
the empirical study of public opinion and the
theoretical literature on the welfare state. Svallfors
exploits the International Social Survey’s 1992
module on Social Inequality to assess the extent to
which the di¡erent social policy regimes identi¢ed
in Esping-Andersen’s classic workTheThree Worlds of
Welfare Capitalism generate distinct cleavages in
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popular attitudes towards redistribution (EspingAndersen, 1990). Svallfors concludes that although
the average level of support for redistribution varies
widely, the internal structure of public opinion is
remarkably consistent across welfare state regime
types.This analysis is frequently cited in subsequent
research on mass attitudes, in analyses of welfare
politics and the future of the welfare state, as well
as in theoretical work on distributive justice.1
In this paper, we critique and extend Svallfors’
analysis, arguing that his overall conclusion of similarity in the structure of public opinion across
welfare state regimes rests upon a problematic treatment of missing data and a poor operationalization
of the theoretical determinants of public opinion.
Speci¢cally, we demonstrate that including a set of
demographic variables reveals considerable crossnational variation in the social bases of support for
redistribution, variation that is obscured by occupationally based measures of social class. Furthermore,
beliefs about social mobility shape attitudes towards
redistribution to a di¡erent extent in di¡erent countries. We begin the paper by reviewing recent
scholarship on the welfare state and on public opinion to develop a more complete set of hypotheses
regarding the determinants of popular support
for redistributive policies, both within and across
countries.

Theoretical Predictions
How might we expect the determinants of support
for redistribution to vary across welfare states? Both
Svallfors’ work and more recent studies of the same
issue draw heavily from Esping-Andersen’s classic
typology of welfare state regimes (Andre and
Heien, 2001; Svallfors, 1997; Esping-Andersen,
1990).While continuing in this tradition, our work
incorporates and tests the empirical relevance of two
distinct strands of research. First, we consider the
implications of recent modi¢cations of the EspingAndersen typology within the comparative literature on the welfare state. Secondly, we discuss
studies of public opinion suggesting that attitudes
towards redistribution are strongly related to perceptions about social mobility.
According to Esping-Andersen (1990), the universalistic social-democratic welfare states typical of

Scandinavian countries are expected to place
women working mainly in the public sector and
men employed in the private sector in opposing
camps with regard to welfare policies. In the
conservative regime, exempli¢ed by Germany, ‘a
variant of the ‘‘insider^outsider’’ phenomenon
seems likely to evolve . . . a double-sided con£ict
where the classes are de¢ned in terms of being
job-holders or outsiders’ (Esping-Andersen, 1990,
227^228). Esping-Andersen considers such postindustrial axes of con£ict ‘less easily discernible’ in
the United States, his prototypical liberal regime.
Instead he suggests three scenarios: the ¢rst focused
on ethnic or racial cleavages; the second on class
cleavages within rather than between ethnic or racial
groups; and the third on reduced con£ict due to
prospects of upwards mobility (1990, 228^229).2
Svallfors interprets Esping-Andersen as described
here, except that he reduces the complicated predictions concerning the liberal regimes to an
expectation that they will be characterized by large
class cleavages (Svallfors, 1997, 285). This approach
is not unwarranted, given Esping-Andersen’s claim
that the second scenario is more plausible than the
¢rst, but we show that Esping-Andersen’s intuition
regarding the in£uence of social mobility was
insightful. Drawing on the work of Castles and
Mitchell, Svallfors also predicts that cleavages in
radical welfare states should closely resemble those
in liberal regimes (Castles and Mitchell, 1992;
Castles, 1993).
Two main strands of research within the literature
on the welfare state have modi¢ed these predictions
somewhat. Literature emphasizing gender has argued
that it is incorrect to treat the individual rather than
the family as the dominant unit of analysis, and that
ignoring the impact of welfare states on family structure is misleading. Thus Pierson has questioned
Esping-Andersen’s prediction of a public versus
private sector cleavage in the Scandinavian welfare
states, because of the tendency of public-sector
female workers to be in long-term partnerships
with private-sector male workers (2000). Additionally, feminists have advocated the expansion of
Esping-Andersen’s central concept of decommodi¢cation to encompass freedom from any
form of dependency, whether on the market or
on traditional family arrangements (Orlo¡,
1993). According to this scholarship, women in
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conservative welfare states, though more secure
from the vagaries of the market, are more dependent
on marriage, while women in liberal welfare states,
though dependent on the market, are more able to
work and earn enough so as to be less dependent
on a traditional family.Women in social-democratic
welfare states are in the best position, less dependent
on both market and marriage.
The emerging literature on varieties of capitalism
highlights the ¢t between particular systems of production and speci¢c social policy arrangements
(Estevez-Abe, Iversen, and Soskice, 1999; Hall and
Soskice, 2001). A key hypothesis is that workers
with speci¢c skills are likely to be especially supportive of additional social protection (Iversen and
Soskice, 2001). Both conservative and universalist
welfare systems are characterized by a reliance on
speci¢c skills production, as evidenced by the prevalence of vocational training (Iversen and Soskice,
2001).
These developments have important implications
for our expectations regarding cleavages in support
for redistribution in welfare state regimes: although
Esping-Andersen predicts larger cleavages between
men and women in Scandinavia than elsewhere,
gender and family theorists lead us to question this
prediction. Instead, gender theorists lead us to
believe that marriages matter di¡erently. While in
all countries, they represent a source of security,
and thus unmarried people are expected to desire
additional government protection, one would
expect this di¡erence to be smallest in Scandinavia,
where the societal arrangements that permit women
not to depend on marriage are most developed.The
claim that conservative regimes ought to be characterized by cleavages between labour-market insiders
and labour-market outsiders has not been
challenged. Indeed, the varieties-of-capitalism
literature reinforces this expectation and extends it
to universalist welfare systems, insofar as both are
characterized by speci¢c-skill training systems.
The assumption underlying the literatures
reviewed to this point is that people’s material
circumstances are the primary determinants of
their attitudes on redistribution. Yet several recent
¢ndings suggest belief systems also shape attitudes
towards redistribution. Romer has argued that
people will respond di¡erently to receiving (or not
receiving) the same amount of money, depending

on whether they consider this a handout or an
entitlement (1994). A related claim, advanced by
Bowles and Gintis, is that norms of reciprocity and
altruism are at least as dominant as self-interest in
governing human interactions (2000). Finally,
Piketty proposes a learning model, according to
which individuals with identical social goals
develop di¡erent beliefs about the relationship
between e¡ort and outcomes, and thus about the
optimal level of redistribution, depending on their
personal experience of social mobility (1995).
Piketty’s research in particular suggests that
individuals who believe in a strong connection
between individual e¡ort and outcomes will be
more hostile towards government redistribution, on
either ethical or e⁄ciency grounds. Indeed, research
on the USA and Britain con¢rms that beliefs about
the causes of social mobility and poverty in these
societies in£uence attitudes towards redistribution
independently of demographic variables (Luo, 1998;
Fong, 2001; Funk, 2000), seemingly con¢rming
Esping-Andersen’s suggestion that perceptions of
social mobility may dampen class con£ict in liberal
systems.Whether this ¢nding applies in contexts different from the liberal regimes has not yet been
investigated, providing another potential source of
cross-national variation.

An Open Question
We begin our empirical analysis by replicating the
central ¢ndings of Svallfors’ 1997 study of crossnational variation in the structure of support for
government redistribution. Svallfors clearly demonstrates that the aggregate level of support for
government redistribution di¡ers substantially
across countries in a manner consistent with the theoretical literature on the welfare state. However, his
conclusions regarding the patterns of support for
redistribution within countries depend on his
emphasis on broad occupational categories as determinants of public opinion, which are shown to be
poor proxies for the theoretically important concepts of social class and economic security, and on
his treatment of missing data. These choices diminish the force of Svallfors’s claim, thus justifying our
decision to give the data from 1992 International
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Social Survey Program’s 1992 module on inequality
another, closer look.
The dependent variable in Svallfors’s analysis is an
index of attitudes towards government redistribution that he constructs on the basis of responses to
three questions regarding the extent of government
redistribution.3 Although the responses to each of
these questions were originally measured using a
standard 5-point Likert scale, Svallfors reassigns
any indication of agreement the value 2, indi¡erence
the value 1, and any level of disagreement the value 0.
He then sums the recoded responses to produce an
index with a range from 0 (low support for redistribution) to 6 (high support for redistribution).
Analysis of the mean values of this index in each
of eight developed welfare states con¢rms that the
aggregate level of support for government redistribution varies across countries, with levels of support
highest in Scandinavia and lowest in the United
States. Constrained by the available data, Svallfors
limits his multivariate analysis of the determinants
of these attitudes to four of the initial eight countries: Norway, Germany, Australia, and the United
States. Fortunately, each of these countries represents an ideal-typical example of a di¡erent regime
type: Norway epitomizes the universalist Scandinavian model, Germany the conservative Christian
Democratic model, Australia the radical Antipodean model, and the United States the liberal
model. An analysis of cross-national variation
between these nations is therefore of particular
interest.
Svallfors regresses this index of support for redistribution on gender, a six-category occupationallybased measure of class, and four employment categories. Table A1 of the Appendix replicates this
analysis. While indicating systematic di¡erences
within each nation in the extent to which certain
groups favour redistribution, with men and
higher-level non-manual workers less supportive of
redistribution than women and manual workers, the
overall patterns appear quite similar across nations.
These results lead Svallfors to reject the notion that
‘di¡erent regime types tend to create di¡erent
cleavage structures in the population’ (p. 295).
This conclusion is unwarranted, however, due to
(a) problems with model speci¢cation; and (b) problems concerning the treatment of missing data.
First, the variables included in the model do not

capture the underlying cleavages that the theoretical
welfare-state literature speci¢es, so as to serve as an
adequate test of the question of cross-national variation along these lines. According to Svallfors’s
interpretation of these theories, di¡erent welfarestate regimes should vary in the extent to which political cleavages are determined by social class. He
operationalizes class using the occupationally
based categories developed by Erikson and
Goldthorpe (1992) and later modi¢ed by
Ganzeboom and Treiman (1996). Although the
literature accepts these measures as valid groupings
of the same occupations in di¡erent countries, the
categories do a poor job in distinguishing between
social classes. A good measure of class should create
categories that distinguish groups of individuals
with di¡erent levels of education, income, and selfreported social status. The overlapping curves in
Figure 1 indicate that members of the various
occupational categories used in Svallfors’s analysis
di¡er only slightly in terms of their self-assigned
social status; we ¢nd similar overlap when comparing the education and income levels of the di¡erent
occupational categories. Thus, it is di⁄cult to tell
whether Svallfors’ ¢nding that class cleavages do
not di¡er between nations re£ects the absence of
such di¡erences in the real world, or the crudeness
of this measure.
Svallfors’ results are also sensitive to his treatment
of missing data. First, he assigns respondents not
reporting an occupation to the category of
‘unskilled worker’ and assumes that individuals not
stating their employment status are employed. This

Figure 1. Social status by occupation
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approach has a substantial impact on the number of
individuals in the various categories, more than
doubling the number of unskilled workers across
the four countries from 1,155 to 2,542, and adding
an additional 187 individuals to the ranks of the
employed.The assumptions underlying this convention, however, are highly dubious. If anything, one
might expect many people who did not report their
employment status not to be employed. And even if
this assignment procedure were on average correct,
it would overestimate the certainty with which
employment status is known.Table A2 in the Appendix compares Svallfors’ results for Germany to those
obtained through to the more common practice of
listwise deletion. Simply applying listwise deletion
changes the signi¢cance levels of three of the ten
coe⁄cients, bringing the empirical results more
closely in line with the theoretical predictions.
However, listwise deletion is also a second-best
solution to the problem of missing data. In this
analysis, 641 individuals across the four countries
were deleted because Svallfors excluded all respondents who failed to answer any one of the three
questions on which his index is based. Applying listwise deletion results in a further reduction of the
number of observations by nearly 25 per cent. Such
reductions not only represent an ine⁄cient loss of
data, but can also introduce bias if those who failed
to answer questions are systematically di¡erent from
the rest of the population. This possibility seems
likely in the case of items such as current employment status.
Below we apply multiple imputation procedures
that use the information contained in the data-set
to produce both guesses and uncertainty estimates
concerning the likely value of missing items. These
techniques were developed by Rubin and his
colleagues more than two decades ago, but have
not been widely used by social scientists because of
the di⁄culty of implementing them (Rubin 1977). A
recently developed algorithm greatly facilitates this
task (King et al., 2001). The process by which data
becomes missing determines how ‘missingness’
impacts on the subsequent estimation (Little, 1992).
When values are missing completely at random
(MCAR), they cannot be predicted any better from
the data that is known or missing; this would occur,
for instance, if a respondent tossed a coin to decide
on whether to answer questions. If values are miss-

ing at random (MAR), the probability that a cell
value is missing depends on the observed values,
but not on the missing ones. For example, if conservatives were more likely to refuse to answer a
question about their intended vote choice, and the
survey contained separate questions (such as party
identi¢cation, or ideology), which some people
responded to and could be used to predict refusals
to answer intended vote choice questions, the process would be MAR. Finally, if the probability that
a cell value is missing depends on the value of the
missing responses, the process is non-ignorable
(NI). For instance, if unemployed people are more
likely to refuse to answer employment status questions, and other variables in the data-set cannot
predict which people are unemployed, the process
would be NI. Listwise deletion is always less e⁄cient than multiple imputation; it is also biased,
unless MCAR holds. Multiple imputation is always
more e⁄cient, and is also unbiased if MAR or
MCAR hold. Both listwise deletion and multiple
imputation can be biased under NI; in employing
multiple imputation we are assuming an MAR
process.4
The nature of our data support this assumption,
as a survey that contains a battery of questions about
inequality and redistribution in addition to a wide
range of demographic variables should contain a
great deal of information on which educated guesses
about the beliefs and backgrounds of nonrespondents can be based. Table A2 con¢rms that
multiple imputation does indeed matter by highlighting the coe⁄cients that would di¡er if we had
simply eliminated over a quarter of the data through
listwise deletion.
In short, due to Svallfors’ model speci¢cation and
treatment of missing data, the issue of cross-national
variation in cleavage patterns with regard to support
for redistribution remains an open question. In the
remainder of the paper, we use the same data-set to
o¡er a more nuanced analysis of this question.

Demographic Model
Data and Methods
We compare the determinants of support for redistribution in four countries, each representative of a
di¡erent welfare-state regime: Norway, Germany,
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Table 1. Index ofsupportfor redistribution (1^5)
Norway

United States

Germany

Australia

...............................................................................................................

Mean
Standard deviation
Cronbach’s a

3.84
0.84
0.73

2.95
1.07
0.81

3.56
0.94
0.75

3.13
0.92
0. 74

Source: ISSP 1992; own calculations.

Australia, and the United States.To capture attitudes
towards redistribution we constructed an index
based on the survey respondent’s level of agreement
with the following three statements:
1. ‘It is the responsibility of the government to
reduce the di¡erences between people with
high incomes and those with low incomes’;
2. ‘The government should provide a job for everyone who wants one’; and
3. ‘The government should provide everyone with
a guaranteed basic income’.
Possible responses ranged from strong agreement (1)
to strong disagreement (5). Our index is the mean of
responses to these questions, inverted, so that a score
of ¢ve corresponds to a strong desire for government
redistribution and one corresponds to no such
desire.5 Table 1 presents the mean, standard deviation, and a measure of index reliability for each of
the four countries in our sample. As expected, average levels of support for redistribution are highest in
Norway and lowest in the United States.
Although our multivariate model includes the
same measures of class and employment status used
by Svallfors, we add gender, marital status, income,
years of education, and years of education squared.
The square of years of education is included to test
for non-linearity in the relationship between educational attainment and support for redistribution.
The estimated coe⁄cients on income presented in
the tables that follow are not directly comparable
across countries, as income is measured in di¡erent
currency units.6 Following Svallfors, we recode the
question on employment status into four categories:
employed, unemployed, retired, and other not in
labour force, a group which includes homemakers
and students. Again following Svallfors, we use the
respondent’s occupation to place him into one of the
following EGP class categories: unskilled workers,
skilled workers, routine non-manual employees,

service class II (lower-level administrators), service
class I (higher-level administrators), and selfemployed persons. Both age and age-squared
were included as predictors in preliminary
analyses, but were later dropped because they
failed to have a statistically signi¢cant e¡ect on our
dependent variable in any of the four national contexts. The absence of a systematic e¡ect of age on
support for redistribution may re£ect the inclusion
of the dummy variable indicating retirement. To
handle missing data, we ran Amelia, a multiple
imputation program, to impute values for our
model components, as well as for the independent
variables included in the model (Honaker et al.,
1999).7
As responses to individual questions were
constrained to ¢ve options, we considered employing a model appropriate for a limited dependent
variable. However, the combination of index construction and multiple imputation made OLS
appropriate, because the following conditions held.
First, the dependent variable was essentially
continuous. Even using only actual responses from
the data-set, our index permits us to observe the
dependent variable at 15 points. Moreover, we
imputed even more intermediate values in order to
increase the precision of the estimation. Secondly,
the distribution of the dependent variable was not
truncated or censored.
A scatterplot of residuals indicated that the
variance of the regression increased with the level
of the index, suggesting that high levels of support
for redistribution are not as well predicted by the
demographic and occupational variables included
in this model. Attempts to model this heteroskedasticity directly as either a linear or exponential
function of income or education proved unsuccessful. Greater e¡orts along these lines remain a topic
for further research; for now, however, we simply
report White standard errors.
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Table 2. E¡ects of demographic variables and employmentstatus on the level ofsupportfor redistribution using multiple imputation
Norway
(N¼1538)

United States
(N¼1273)

Germany
(N¼2297)

Australia
(N¼2203)

.............................................................................................................................................

Demographics
Female
Married
Income
Years of education
Years of education2
Employmentstatus
Unemployed
Retired
Others not in labour force
Employed (reference category)
EGPclass
Skilled worker
Routine non-manual
Service Class II
Service Class I
Self-employed
Unskilled worker (reference category)
Constant
Mean square error
R2

0.105**
(0.050)
0.063
(0.047)
2.3106***
(4.0107)
0.143***
(0.047)
0.004**
(0.002)

0.151**
(0.068)
0.167***
(0.047)
8.2106***
(2.3106)
0.214***
(0.060)
0.0063***
(0.002)

0.102**
0.043
(0.048)
(0.043)
0.080**
0.150***
(0.040)
(0.047)
0.00012*** 5.9106***
(0.00002)
(1.05106)
0.101***
0.186***
(0.043)
(0.038)
0.003*
0.008***
(0.002)
(0.002)

0.238***
(0.091)
0.236***
(0.068)
0.127*
(0.073)

0.064
(0.149)
0.080
(0.083)
0.167**
(0.075)

0.300***
(0.109)
0.015
(0.056)
0.054
(0.052)

0.120
(0.151)
0.100*
(0.057)
0.031
(0.057)

0.001
(0.077)
0.086
(0.070)
0.179*
(0.094)
0.419***
(0.107)
0.146
(0.093)

0.116
(0.106)
0.242***
(0.093)
0.290***
(0.108)
0.513***
(0.108)
0.317**
(0.129)

0.071
(0.064)
0.224***
(0.064)
0.199**
(0.077)
0.406***
(0.137)
0.132
(0.096)

0.045
(0.096)
0.190***
(0.070)
0.223***
(0.075)
0.397***
(0.096)
0.262**
(0.098)

5.363***
(0.306)
0.759
19.02%

5.014***
(0.391)
1.000
13.36%

4.650***
(0.266)
0.896
9.76%

4.572***
(0.231)
0.878
9.05%

Note: The ¢gures presented are coe⁄cients with robust standard errors in parentheses.
Signi¢cance levels: *¼p50 0.1; **¼p50.05; ***¼p50 0.01.
Source: ISSP 1992; own calculations.

Results
The basic results of this model are presented in
Table 2. As expected, we ¢nd that the bene¢ciaries
and potential bene¢ciaries of redistributive programmes are generally more likely to support
redistribution. For example, respondents’ income is
inversely related to their support for redistribution:

a person’s index scores rises by 0.58 points if a Norwegian drops from the 90th percentile of annual
income to the 10th percentile (275,000 NOK to
25,000 NOK). This change amounts to switching a
response from indi¡erence to agreement on almost
two of the three index questions.
The literature does not make clear predictions
about how education should in£uence attitudes
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towards redistribution, because of the opposing
in£uences of higher status and greater economic
security, on the one hand, which should decrease support for redistribution, and increased socialization in
democratic values, on the other, which leads to
greater support for equality (Hansenfeld and Raferty,
1989: 1031). According to our results, education has a
large and signi¢cant negative e¡ect, controlling for
income, in each of the countries studied. An increase
in ¢ve years of education in the United States would
make a respondent who was indi¡erent to all three
statements in our index disagree with all of them.
However, this e¡ect is moderated after college. We
¢nd the most pronounced curvilinear e¡ects in Australia, where people with graduate degrees are just as
supportive of redistribution as people with only 8
years of education.
Gender matters, with females slightly but signi¢cantly more likely to support redistribution in each
country, except for Australia. Several theories have
been used to explain this pattern. Some argue that
women are socialized to be more concerned and
considerate about the welfare of others (Waerness,
1987). Others interpret the gender di¡erential as
utility maximization: women are generally more
likely to be in precarious positions in the labour
market, and thus in greater need of state bene¢ts.
In many countries they are also more likely to be
welfare-state employees. Distinguishing between
such theories is beyond the scope of this paper.
What matters for our purposes is to illustrate that
the expectation that gender cleavages will be especially strong in Scandinavia does not hold,
supporting the challenge that gender theorists pose
to Esping-Andersen’s original formulation (1990).
The e¡ects of unemployment di¡er across countries, with the unemployed being much more
supportive of redistribution in Germany and
Norway. The welfare-state literature predicts this
type of insider^outsider cleavage in Germany,
while the literature on varieties of capitalism leads
us to expect this type of polarization in speci¢cskills systems, a category that includes both
Germany and Norway. Di¡erences between the
employed and the retired, and the employed and
‘others’ not in the labour force, such as students and
homemakers, are generally not signi¢cant.
We also observe di¡erences in the extent to which
one’s marital status in£uences attitudes. Married

individuals are more conservative than others in
three of the four countries. This is expected if marriage functions as a safety-net, decreasing the risks
from which non-married people seek government
protection. Yet this same pattern is not apparent in
Norway, lending support to feminist literature that
distinguishes the Scandinavian model for permitting individuals to be independent both from the
market and from the traditional family.
Finally, we observe a very di¡erent pattern in the
coe⁄cients on the binary variables intended to
compare di¡erent classes. The coe⁄cients and signi¢cance levels are much higher for Australia and
the USA than for Germany and Norway, as predicted
by Esping-Andersen. These patterns hold both
when we look at the e¡ect of EGP class controlling
for income and education, and, less strongly, when
we compare the combined e¡ects of class, income
and education. Class cleavages appear stronger in
the USA than in Norway and in Germany, but the
strong curvilinear e¡ect of education in Australia
substantially dampens class cleavages here.
To summarize, the model of public support for
redistribution presented in this section better captures the determinants of attitudes suggested by the
welfare-state literature than Svallfors’ model, where
class is proxied by EGP categories alone.This di¡erence can be demonstrated empirically by comparing
the mean square errors of the regressions presented
in Table A1 with those presented in Table 3. They are
signi¢cantly larger in the former case, ranging from
1.58 to 2.19 (for the four countries studied), as
opposed to from 0.76 to 1.00. This improved model
lends support to the thesis that cleavages vary
systematically across welfare state regimes. The gap
between married and unmarried people is unimportant in universalist regimes; the insider/outsider
cleavage is more important in conservative and
social democratic regimes, whose economies tend
to be based on speci¢c skills; class is somewhat
more important in liberal regimes. However, our
understanding of cross-national di¡erences in
attitudes towards redistribution can be further
improved by examining beliefs about mobility.

Mobility Model
To capture beliefs about mobility, we used a
standard set of questions about which factors are

401

SELF-INTEREST, SOCIAL BELIEFS, AND ATTITUDES TO REDISTRIBUTION

most important for getting ahead in society.
Responses for each item were once again arranged
on a ¢ve-point scale ranging from the claim that
the factor was ‘essential’ for getting ahead in society
(1) to‘not important at all’ (5).To assess the extent to
which respondents considered exogenous factors to
play a key role in determining social mobility, we
used the average level of importance they assigned
to each of the following ¢ve items:
 wealthy parents
 parents with a good education
 knowing the right people
 political connections, and
 political beliefs.
We similarly averaged responses concerning the
importance of:
 hard work
 natural ability, and
 ambition
to create a second index to measure respondents’
assessment of the importance of self-determined
factors. Tables 3 and 4 present the mean, standard
deviation, and a standard measure of index
reliability for each index. The reliability scores of
the self-determined factors index are lower than is
preferable in the cases of Norway and the United
States. The lower amount of inter-item correlation
probably re£ects the fact that the index includes

both measures of the importance of natural ability
as well as measures of the importance of e¡ort.
While the distinction between e¡ort and ability
may be signi¢cant in other contexts, it is important
to place them together in this case so as to distinguish explanations for advancement that focus on
individual capacities, from factors that proxy for
external obstacles to mobility. Moreover, each of
the items included in the self-determined factors
index could be generally considered to be a just
basis for determining the societal distribution of
material resources, and is thus likely to have similar
implications for beliefs about redistribution.
We observe variation across countries in the
means of the two indices. Norwegians are signi¢cantly less likely than people of other nationalities
to believe that factors beyond an individual’s control
a¡ect her chances for promotion, indicating a stronger belief in a level playing ¢eld. Americans and
Australians are both signi¢cantly more likely than
Norwegians and Germans to believe that individuals
can move ahead based on their own ability, e¡ort,
and ambition. These patterns are consistent with
expectations about the aggregate patterns
di¡erent welfare systems generate. That is, to the
extent that both Germany and Norway provide
more extensive safety-nets than either America or
Australia, we expect that individuals will need to

Table 3. Exogenous factors index (1^5)
Norway

United States

Germany

Australia

.............................................................................................................................................

Mean
Standard deviation
Cronhach’s a

3.55
0.62
0.71

3.21
0.66
0.70

3.19
0.69
0.68

3.25
0.74
0.80

Note: A score of 1 indicates the belief that exogenous factors are essential to get ahead in society; a score of 5 indicates a belief that exogenous factors are
unimportant to get ahead in society.
Source: ISSP 1992; own calculations.

Table 4. Self-determined factors index (1^5)
Norway

United States

Germany

Australia

.............................................................................................................................................

Mean
Standard deviation
Cronbach’s a

2.13
0.56
0.46

1.97
0.48
0.42

2.41
0.66
0.58

1.97
0.59
0.68

Note: A score of 1 indicates the belief that self-determined factors are essential to get ahead in society; a score of 5 indicates a belief that self-determined
factors are unimportant to get ahead in society.
Source: ISSP 1992; own calculations.
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be less self-reliant. However, the German and
Norwegian welfare states are not similarly egalitarian; to the extent that the German welfare state
does not undermine status di¡erentials, it is not sur-

prising that it is only in Norway that factors such as
parental wealth, education, and political connections are seen as substantially less relevant to
individual success.

Table 5. E¡ects of beliefs aboutsocial mobility and demographic factors on the level ofsupportfor redistribution
Norway
(N¼1538)

United States
(N¼1273)

Germany
(N¼2297)

Australia
(N¼2203)

.............................................................................................................................................

Demographics
Female
Married
Income
Years of education
Years of education2
Employmentstatus
Unemployed
Retired
Others not in labour force
Employed (reference category)
EGPclass
Skilled worker
Routine non-manual
Service Class II
Service Class I
Self-employed
Unskilled worker (reference category)
Beliefs aboutsocial mobility
Self-determined factors index
Exogenous factors index
Constant
Mean square error
R2

0.112**
(0.050)
0.066
(0.047)
2.2106***
(4.0107)
0.128**
(0.058)
0.003*
(0.002)

0.175***
(0.066)
0.148**
(0.058)
7.5106***
(2.4106)
0.165***
(0.042)
0.005**
(0.002)

0.117**
0.049
(0.048)
(0.043)
0.082**
0.152***
(0.040)
(0.046)
0.00012*** 5.9106***
(0.00003)
(1.0106)
0.102**
0.173***
(0.039)
(0.048)
0.003**
0.007***
(0.002)
(0.002)

0.229**
(0.091)
0.230***
(0.069)
0.139*
(0.072)

0.017
(0.143)
0.077
(0.082)
0.180**
(0.073)

0.277**
(0.109)
0.009
(0.057)
0.054
(0.052)

0.081
(0.145)
0.119**
(0.057)
0.019
(0.057)

0.005
(0.077)
0.082
(0.071)
0.180*
(0.096)
0.412***
(0.107)
0.133
(0.095)

0.107
(0.105)
0.233**
(0.093)
0.272**
(0.110)
0.491***
(0.106)
0.285**
(0.127)

0.071
(0.063)
0.220***
(0.064)
0.203**
(0.076)
0.403***
(0.135)
0.127
(0.096)

0.029
(0.097)
0.197***
(0.071)
0.238***
(0.077)
0.384***
(0.098)
0.226**
(0.100)

0.073**
(0.037)
0.077**
(0.033)
5.360***
(0.324)
0.757
19.47%

0.216***
(0.060)
0.321***
(0.045)
5.251***
(0.407)
0.978
17.43%

0.037
(0.034)
0.116***
(0.032)
4.925***
(0.278)
0.893
10.39%

0.15***
(0.033)
0.201***
(0.028)
4.972***
(0.252)
0.865
11.80%

Note: The ¢gures presented are coe⁄cients with standard errors in parentheses.
Signi¢cance levels: *¼p50.1; **¼p50.05; ***¼p50.01.
Source: ISSP 1992; own calculations.
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Figure 2. E¡ect of beliefs aboutthe determinants ofsocial mobility on supportfor redistribution across welfare states

Our regression results for the model incorporating perceptions of mobility are presented inTable 5.
The sign, size, and signi¢cance of the coe⁄cients
on demographic variables change relatively little
following the addition of attitudinal variables,
indicating that these e¡ects are not very sensitive to
model speci¢cation. Moreover, this ¢nding lends
support to our assumption that beliefs about mobility and demographics in£uence the dependent
variable independently of one another, although
further research on possible interactive e¡ects
would be needed to increase our con¢dence about
this. The coe⁄cients on our exogenous and selfdetermined factors indices indicate that Australians
and especially Americans are much more likely to

connect ideas about mobility in their society to attitudes towards redistribution. If an American who
believed that all exogenous factors were fairly
important changes his mind and ¢nds all of these
to be very important, we would expect him to
increase his support for redistribution by 0.32
points. This is equivalent to moving from indi¡erence to agreement with a statement that
government should provide jobs for everyone, one
of the three index components.
Figure 2 plots the expected level of support for
redistribution among employed males with mean
incomes and a high school education who believe
that social mobility is largely exogenously determined and individuals with the same
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demographic characteristics who believe that
mobility is for the most part self-determined.8
The comparison reveals pronounced di¡erences
in the level of support for redistribution between
people with di¡erent beliefs about mobility in the
American and Australian contexts. In Norway and
Germany, however, the 95% con¢dence intervals
of the expected value for individuals with these
two sets of beliefs overlap.
The estimates for liberal states con¢rm the
existing ¢ndings on the USA and Britain (Fong,
2001; Luo, 1998) but indicate that these are maximum e¡ects that do not operate as strongly in
other welfare regimes. Although we ¢nd partial
support for Alesina, Di Tella, and MacCulloch’s
(2001) argument that Europeans are more disturbed by inequality because they see their
societies as less mobile, we also ¢nd that Norwegians’ and Germans’ beliefs about whether the
government should address inequalities are only
weakly linked to their beliefs about social mobility.
What explains these di¡erences between countries in the importance of beliefs about mobility as
determinants of support for redistribution? One
potential explanation lies in the character of their
existing welfare systems. Pierson asserts that policies
restructure politics, distinguishing between two
types of policy feedback (1994). First, past policy
alters actors’ resources and material incentives. The
second pathway is cognitive, with established policies changing the way actors think about policies. In
residualist, liberal welfare states like the United
States and Australia, questions about what factors
cause individuals to fall into the residual categories
receiving public aid may be more salient for
attitudes to redistribution more generally. Additionally, as Heclo explains in his in£uential study of the
Swedish and British welfare states, once implemented, a given policy model tends to be readopted, and
even to be considered the natural response in analogous situations (1974). The more comprehensive
welfare systems in place in Norway and Germany
suggest that precisely this type of cognitive shortcut
is available to Norwegian and German respondents,
who need not think through the link between policy
and individual behaviour, instead justifying their
support for redistribution in terms of traditions
and entitlements. Di¡erences in the character of

recent political debates over welfare policy in our
four countries are consistent with these contrasting
styles of thinking about questions of redistribution,
and may have served to reinforce them further.
While discussions of personal responsibility and
dependency were ubiquitous in Australia and
especially the USA, these themes were far less
prominent in Norway and Germany (Schmidt,
2002; Macintyre, 1999; Harris, 2000).

Conclusion
We have addressed an important question that
Stefan Svallfors’ work poses without fully answering: namely, whether the standard welfare state
regime types exhibit distinctive patterns of public
opinion regarding social policies. The addition of
demographic variables and an improved treatment
of missing data through the use of multiple imputation reveals clear cross-national variation in the
determinants of support for government redistribution. These di¡erences between countries are
consistent with the predictions of the comparative
literature on the welfare state.We ¢nd that the cleavage between married and unmarried individuals
does not exist in the decommodifying universalist
regime; insider^outsider cleavages are more pronounced in speci¢c-skill production regimes; while
class cleavages play a more dominant role in liberal
welfare states.
Additionally, we assess how cross-national variation in attitudes towards mobility further shapes
aggregate levels of support for redistribution in
di¡erent countries.We ¢nd that Americans and to a
lesser extent Australians are more likely than
Germans and Norwegians to view their societies as
mobile. In turn, in these societies, the views of
individuals regarding government redistribution
are also more likely to be linked to their beliefs
about social mobility, a pattern that helps explain
their lower aggregate levels of support.
The latter ¢ndings in particular have important
implications for our understanding of the politics
of the welfare state.The rational-choice-based arguments in this tradition frequently begin with claims
about di¡erent actors’ material well-being and
assume that these will translate directly into policy
preferences. Our research, however, suggests a
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more complex relationship, in which positions on
redistribution are also shaped by subjective beliefs
about the nature of society, especially in Australia
and the USA. Thus, for example, one might expect
that a policy in con£ict with a particular social
group’s material interests may have a greater chance
of succeeding in Australia and the USA if it coheres
with the group’s beliefs about the determinants of
mobility; such possibilities appear less likely in Norway or Germany.
While this paper represents an important step
forward, more research on the determinants of
popular support for redistribution in particular
national contexts is needed. One task left for
future work is the explicit modelling of the
expected level of the variance in support for
redistribution. Preliminary results suggest that
the range of variation in policy preferences is particularly high among individuals with high
incomes and high levels of educational attainment. If con£icts among socio-economic elites
play a key role in the shaping of political debate,
understanding opinion formation within this subgroup is particularly important. Furthermore, it
remains unclear which of the factors related to
social mobility matter most in di¡erent contextsfor example whether citizens in particular
countries are especially sensitive to the implications of race, gender, or parents’ social status as
an obstacle to advancement. As Bonoli’s (2000)
research indicates, the greater the speci¢city of
the question on inequality, the greater the
amount of cross-national variation that is likely
to emerge. Thus, an adequate cross-national comparison will ultimately require the consideration
of di¡erences in the patterns of responses to individual questions. Finally, more research is needed
on the pathways through which beliefs about the
world and demographic characteristics shape preferences for redistribution. In this research, we
test for the independent impact of these in£uences on attitudes towards redistribution, but
surely they interact in more complex ways.

Notes
1. By the spring of 2003, Svallfors’ paper had been cited
25 times in academic journals included in the Social
Sciences Citation Index.

2. Esping-Andersen later re¢ned his classi¢cation,
placing greater emphasis on labour-market regulation
and family policy, and in the process assigning new
names. Nevertheless, the countries studied here
remain paradigmatic of his three welfare state
regimes: Norway of the social democratic (now
universalist) regime; Australia and the United States
of the liberal (now residual) regime; and Germany of
the conservative (now social insurance) regime
(Esping Andersen, 1999).
3. The next section includes the full text of these questions.
4. See King et al., 2001 for an extended discussion of
multiple imputation procedures.
5. Although Svallfors relied on the same three components to generate his index of support for government
redistribution, he ¢rst grouped strong disagreement
with disagreement, and strong agreement with
agreement, and then created a summative index.
Preliminary ordered probit analyses of individual
index components (not shown) yielded evenly spaced
cut points along the continuous distribution assumed
to underlie the ordered categories. This suggests that
the initial ¢ve-point index is meaningful, and that
recoding constitutes an unnecessary loss of information.The pattern of means among the four countries is
similar in the two indexes, while the reliability score is
higher for our index.
6. For the USA, income represents the respondent’s
annual income in constant $US; for Australia, income
is the respondent’s annual income in $AUS; for
Germany, income is the respondent’s net monthly
earnings after taxes and social insurance in DM; and
for Norway, the respondent’s annual gross income in
NOK is estimated as the midpoint of the income category in which he placed himself.
7. To test for the sensitivity of our results to the imputation process, we repeated it under somewhat di¡erent
assumptions, and did not ¢nd any substantial changes
in the magnitude or signi¢cance of coe⁄cients.
8. More precisely, the ¢gure demonstrates the e¡ect of a
simultaneous change from a score of one standard
deviation above the national mean to one standard
deviation below the mean on the exogenous factors
index, and from one standard deviation below the
mean to one standard deviation above the mean on
the self-determined factors index.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Stefan Svallfors for assisting
us in replicating his work, Chris Adolph and Gary

405

406

KATERINA LINOS AND MARTIN WEST

King for extensive comments on earlier drafts of the
paper, and three anonymous reviewers for the European Sociological Review for helpful suggestions.

References
Alesina, A., Di Tella, R. and MacCulloch, R. (2001)
Inequality and Happiness: Are Europeans and Americans Di¡erent? NBER Working Paper 76 No.
W8198. NBER, New York.
Andre, H. and Heien, T. (2001) Four worlds of welfare
state attitudes? a comparison of Germany, Norway,
and the United States. European Sociological Review,
17/4, 337^356.
Bean, C. and Papadakis, E. (1998) A comparison of mass
attitudes towards the welfare state in di¡erent institutional regimes, 1985^1990. International Journal of
Public Opinion, 10/3, 211^236.
Bonoli, G. (2000) Public attitudes to social protection and
political economy traditions in Western Europe.
European Societies, 2/4, 431^452.
Bowles, S. and Gintis, H. (2000) Reciprocity, self-interest
and the welfare state. Nordic Journal of Political
Economy, 26, 33^53.
Castles, F.G. and Mitchell, D. (1992) Identifying welfare
state regimes: the links between politics, instruments,
and outcomes. Governance, 5, 1^26.
Castles, F.G. (1993) Worlds of welfare and families of
nations. In Castles, F.G. (ed.) Families of Nations:
Patterns of Public Policy in Western Democracies. Dartmouth, Aldershot, 93^128.
Esping-Andersen, G. (1990) The Three Worlds of Welfare
Capitalism. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ.
Esping-Andersen, G. (1999) Social Foundations of Postindustrial Economies. Oxford University Press,
Oxford.
Estevez-Abe, M., Iversen, T. and Soskice, D. (2001) Social
protection and the formation of skills: a reinterpretation of the welfare state. In Hall, P.A. and
Soskice, D. (eds) Varieties of Capitalism: The
Institutional Foundations of Comparative Advantage.
Oxford University Press, Oxford, 145^183.
Erikson, R. and Goldthorpe, J.H. (1992) The Constant
Flux: A Study of Class Mobility in Industrial Societies.
Clarendon Press, Oxford.
Fong, C. (2001) Social preferences, self-interest, and the
demand for redistribution. Journal of Public Economics,
82/2, 225^246.
Funk, C.L. (2000) The dual in£uence of self-interest and
societal interest in public opinion. Political Research
Quarterly, 53/1, 37^62.

Ganzeboom, H.B.G. and Treiman, D.J. (1996) Internationally comparable measures of occupational status
for the 1988 International Standard Classi¢cation of
Occupations. Social Science Research, 25, 201^239.
Gelissen, J. (2000) Popular support for institutionalised solidarity: a comparison between European
welfare states. International Journal of Social Welfare, 9,
285^300.
Hall, P.A. and Soskice, D. (2001) Varieties of Capitalism:
The Institutional Foundations of Comparative Advantage.
Oxford University Press, Oxford.
Hansenfeld, Y. and Ra¡erty, J.A. (1989) The determinants
of public attitudes toward the welfare state. Social
Forces, 67, 1027^1048.
Harris, P. (2000) Participation and the new welfare. Australian Journal of Social Issues, 35/4, 279^300.
Heclo, H. (1974) Modern Social Politics in Britain and Sweden:
From Relief to Income Maintenance. Yale University
Press, New Haven, Conn.
Honaker, J., Joseph, A., King, G., Sheve, K. and Singh,
N. (1999) Amelia: A Program for Missing Data. Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. Available at
gking.harvard.edu.
Iversen, T. and Soskice, D. (2001) An asset theory of social
policy preferences. American Political Science Review,
95/4, 875^893.
Kelley, J. and Evans, M.D.R. (1993) The legitimation of
inequality: occupational earnings in nine nations.
American Journal of Sociology, 99/1, 75^125.
King, G., Honaker, J., Joseph, A. and Sheve, K. (2001)
Analyzing incomplete political science data: an alternative algorithm for multiple imputation. American
Political Science Review, 95/1, 49^69.
Little, J.R. (1992) Regression with missing X’s: a
review. Journal of the American Statistical Association,
87, 1227^1237.
Luo, X. (1998) What a¡ects attitudes towards
government’s role in solving unemployment? a
comparative study of Great Britain and the United
States. International Journal of Public Opinion, 10/2,
121^144.
Macintyre, C. (1999) From entitlement to obligation in
the Australian welfare state. Australian Journal of Social
Issues, 34/2, 103^118.
Orlo¡, A.S. (1993) Gender and the social rights of
citizenship: the comparative analysis of gender relations and welfare states. American Sociological Review,
58, 303^328.
Pierson, P. (1994) Dismantling the Welfare State? Reagan,
Thatcher and the Politics of Retrenchment. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge.
Pierson, P. (2000) Three worlds of welfare state research.
Comparative Political Studies, 33/6^7, 791^821.

SELF-INTEREST, SOCIAL BELIEFS, AND ATTITUDES TO REDISTRIBUTION

Piketty, T. (1995) Social mobility and redistributive politics. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 110/3, 551^584.
Romer, P. (1994) Preferences, promises, and the politics of
entitlement. In Fuchs, V.R. (ed.) Individual and Social
Responsibility: Child Care, Education, Medical Care, and
Long-Term Care in America. University of Chicago
Press, Chicago.
Rubin, D. (1977) Formalizing subjective notions about
the e¡ect of nonrespondents in sample surveys. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 72, 538^543.
Schmidt, V. (2002) Does discourse matter in the politics of
welfare state adjustment. Comparative Political Studies,
35/2, 168^193.
Svallfors, S. (1997) Worlds of welfare and attitudes to
redistribution. European Sociological Review, 13/3,
283^304.

Waerness, K. (1987) On the rationality of caring. In Sasson, A. (ed.) Women and the State. Hutchinson,
London, 207^234.

Authors’ Addresses
Department of Government, Harvard University, Littauer Center (North Yard), 1875 Cambridge Street,
Cambridge, MA 02138, USA. Email: linos@fas.
harvard.edu; mrwest@fas.harvard.edu
Manuscript received: January 2002.

407

408

KATERINA LINOS AND MARTIN WEST

Appendix
The second column of Table A2 replicates Svallfors’
analysis of the German data applying the more
widely used practice of listwise deletion to delete
those respondents not reporting their employment
status or occupation; the third column employs
multiple imputation. Items in bold in this table
represent estimates that di¡er in signi¢cance
level depending on the treatment of missing
data. Simply applying listwise deletion more
than doubles the size of the estimated e¡ect on
support for redistribution of being a self-employed

or a routine non-manual worker, and dramatically
increases the e¡ect of working in Service Class I,
while completely eliminating the unexpected
positive e¡ect of being a skilled worker. These
changes, plus an additional e¡ect of being retired,
also appear when multiple imputation is used. The
direction of each of these changes suggests that
Svallfors’ treatment of missing data resulted in
the mistaken inclusion among the ranks of
unskilled workers of numerous individuals from
other occupations, and demonstrates the extent to
which his results may have been biased by this
choice.

Table A1. Replication of Svallfors’results: e¡ects ofgender, occupation, and employmentstatus on an index ofsupportfor redistribution
Norway
(N¼1439)

United States
(N¼1158)

Germany
(N¼2004)

Australia
(N¼2044)

.............................................................................................................................................

Gender
EGPclass
Skilled worker
Routine non-manual
Service Class II
Service Class I
Self-employed
Unskilled worker (reference category)
Employmentstatus
Unemployed
Retired
Others not in labour force
Employed (reference category)
Constant
Mean square error

0.59***
(0.090)

0.62***
(0.139)

0.54***
(0.095)

0.11
(0.144)
0.21**
(0.122)
0.67***
(0.128)
1.28***
(0.142)
0.25
(0.182)

0.19
(0.229)
0.82***
(0.190)
1.29***
(0.198)
1.67***
(0.207)
0.95***
(0.268)

0.34**
(0.133)
0.19
(0.118)
0.47***
(0.131)
1.11***
(0.207)
0.21
(0.212)

0.71***
(0.197)
0.26**
(0.119)
0.06
(0.111)

0.45
(0.386)
0.31
(0.176)
0.08
(0.184)

4.10***
(0.159)
1.58

2.67***
(0.255)
2.19

Note: The ¢gures presented are coe⁄cients with robust standard errors in parentheses.
Signi¢cance levels: *¼p50.1; **¼p50.05; ***¼p50.01.

0.24**
(0.104)
0.08
(0.182)
0.43***
(0.135)
0.54***
(0.130)
1.04***
(0.162)
0.79***
(0.194)

0.68***
(0.258)
0.01
(0.109)
0.19
(0.117)

0.40
(0.403)
0.08
(0.134)
0.09
(0.140)

3.46***
(0.162)
1.90

3.25***
(0.178)
2.06
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Table A2. Testing Svallfors’assumptions regarding missing data for Germany
Assignment to
reference categorya

Listwise
deletion

Multiple
imputation

.............................................................................................................................................

Gender
EGPclass
Skilled worker
Routine non-manual
Service Class II
Service Class I
Self-employed
Unskilled worker (reference category)
Employmentstatus
Unemployed
Retired
Others not in LF
Employed (reference category)
Constant
Mean square error
N of observations

0.54***
(0.095)

0.56***
(0.112)

0.47***
(0.000)

0.34**
(0.133)
0.19
(0.118)
0.47***
(0.131)
1.11***
(0.207)
0.21
(0.212)

0.03
(0.144)
0.57***
(0.148)
0.82***
(0.157)
1.48***
(0.216)
0.58**
(0.229)

0.10
(0.160)
0.50***
(0.149)
0.69***
(0.167)
1.28***
(0.234)
0.45*
(0.234)

0.68***
(0.258)
0.01
(0.109)
0.19
(0.117)

0.65**
(0.302)
0.00
(0.122)
0.19
(0.145)

0.70***
(0.238)
0.24**
(0.108)
0.06
(0.101)

3.46***
(0.162)
1.90
2004

3.81***
(0.202)
2.06
1526

4.29***
(0.130)
1.88
2297

aAs in Table A1.
Notes: The ¢gures presented are coe⁄cients with standard errors in parentheses.
Boldface indicates that the signi¢cance level of the coe⁄cient changes depending on the treatment of missing data.
Signi¢cance levels: *¼p50.1; **¼p50.05; ***¼p50.01.

