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Abstract

Many well-established theories argue that welfare state policies create, and are
created by, support coalitions between different income groups. Empirically,
however, relatively little attention has been paid to the coalitions forged by the
group that matters most according to these theories: middle-income earners.
To address that gap, this article investigates the income differences underlying
popular support for two radically opposing redistributive reforms, going in the
direction of either a fully means-tested welfare state targeting the poor only or
a universal basic income. Using data from the European Social Survey, we con-
firm the long-standing hypothesis that middle-income earners align with high-
income earners against means-tested welfare. Regarding universal basic
income, income differences prove considerably smaller. Furthermore, contrary
to much prior research, our findings provide little evidence for the prediction
from policy feedback theory that the support coalitions underlying these
reforms are shaped by the progressivity of countries’ tax-and-transfer systems.

KEYWORDS
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Confronted with the limited availability of (international)
survey data, however, the scholars who originally devel-

Scholars have long argued that welfare state policies with
varying institutional designs create, and are themselves
created by, coalitions between different income groups in
support of (or in opposition to) those policies. This idea
already featured in many of the early welfare state theo-
ries that continue to be widely cited today, such as
Goodin and Le Grand's (1987) argument about the
“beneficial involvement” of the middle income class,
Esping-Andersen'’s (1990) “worlds of welfare” framework,
Skocpol's (1991) case for “targeting within universalism,”
and Korpi and Palme's (1998) “paradox of redistribution.”

oped these macro-level theories were unable to test their
micro-level foundations empirically. Decades later, this
situation has changed radically, with the emergence of a
large body of research using public opinion data to
uncover the “black box” of income differences in support
of (or opposition to) different types of welfare policy.
Although these studies employ a diverse variety of meth-
odological approaches, a common thread is that most of
them in fact tell us little about the support coalitions
forged between different income groups, which are nev-
ertheless at the heart of the welfare state theories that are
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being tested. This is mainly because prior studies tend to
assess only the linear effect of income (Barnes, 2015;
Beramendi & Rehm, 2016; Brady & Bostic, 2015;
Vlandas, 2021), or, on the rare occasion that income cate-
gories are considered, do not focus explicitly on the sup-
port coalitions forged between the different categories
(Kangas, 1995). In this article, we define such support
coalitions as constellations that appear when two
(or more) income groups do not significantly differ from
each other with regard to their support for a particular
welfare policy. Important to note is that a support coali-
tion is different from a political coalition in the sense that
the former refers to groups of citizens with similar opin-
ions on a given policy issue while the latter comprises
groups of citizens that are mobilized and represented by
interest organizations such as trade unions or political
parties. It is the former type of coalition that is being con-
sidered in this article.

Our core argument is that especially the linear
approach used in much prior research is problematic in
this regard because it downplays the role played by
middle-income earners, which are considered crucial in
most of the long-established welfare state theories.
Indeed, from a self-interest perspective, it could be
argued that the lowest income groups (or, put differently,
“the poor”) are always prone to support welfare policy—
irrespective of its institutional design—because they are
likely to be net beneficiaries, gaining more in benefits
than they lose in taxes (Larsen, 2006). The highest-
income groups (also referred to as “the rich”), by con-
trast, are likely to oppose any type of welfare policy on
the ground that they are almost always net contributors
since the taxes levied on them tend to outweigh the bene-
fits they reap.' Thus, what matters most is the position of
middle-income earners, as they ultimately decide with
which other groups they form a support coalition
(Rothstein, 1998).> Existing welfare state theories

1t should nevertheless be noted that “the rich” do not always
contribute (much) more than they receive from welfare policies. In
particular, this may occur when these are organized as contributory
social insurance schemes that pay out higher benefits to high-income
earners (depending on the balance between the maximum contributions
and benefit ceilings). Accordingly, the hypotheses and findings from
this study apply to a lesser extent to welfare reforms moving in the
direction of the social insurance logic.

2This pivotal position of middle-income earners in coalition building is
also recognized in the closely related literature on the political economy
of redistribution (Alt & Iversen, 2017; Iversen & Soskice, 2006; Lupu &
Pontussen, 2011). However, the crucial difference between this
literature and the current article is, first, that we are interested in the
coalitions forged between income groups in support for particular
welfare reforms that specify a concrete strategy to achieve redistribution
(i.e., universal vs. poverty-tested) rather than a general taste for more or
less redistribution. The chosen strategy should, according to the social

(Korpi & Palme, 1998; Skocpol, 1991) commonly assume
that middle-income groups will join the poor in support-
ing policies that are universally granted based on citizen-
ship or residency, and in doing so, ensure “middle-class
involvement” (Goodin & Le Grand, 1987). Conversely,
welfare policies that are selectively targeted at the poor
only via some kind of means test are supposed to make
middle-income earners unite with the rich in opposition,
as both groups find themselves excluded from the policy
and thus become net contributors.

This article shifts the focus of analysis back to where
it—according to most of the established welfare state
theories—should be on: the position of middle-income
earners and the support coalitions they forge with either
the poor or the rich. Using data from the 2016/2017
European Social Survey (ESS), we uncover the income
group coalitions underlying popular support for two
specific redistributive welfare reforms, that is, a fully
means-tested welfare state targeting the poor only and a
universal basic income. Although these reforms both
constitute a radical departure from “welfare as we know
it” in most countries, they epitomize two diametrically
opposed institutional strategies to achieve greater income
redistribution (Van Parijs & Vanderborght, 2017), making
them relevant cases to compare. The basic hypothesis is
that middle-income earners will ally with high-income
earners against a fully means-tested welfare state,
whereas it will partner with low-income earners in favor
of a universal basic income. Building on policy feedback
theory, we also expect these support coalitions to vary
across countries as a result of the different levels of pro-
gressivity of their respective tax-and-transfer systems. To
put our findings regarding these specific welfare state
reforms in a broader perspective, we furthermore draw a
comparison with the support coalitions underlying public
preferences for income redistribution in general. In doing
so, the article contributes to the larger literature on redis-
tribution preferences by demonstrating that the coalitions
between income groups depend on the specific strategy
policymakers adopt to achieve such redistribution.

In the following, we first substantiate our hypotheses
further on the basis of a broader discussion of the early
welfare state theories and the ensuing empirical research
that has emerged to test these theories. After that, we
describe the data and methods that were used to test the
hypotheses and present the results from the empirical
analyses. Finally, we outline the main contributions and

policy literature, have a large impact on such coalitions. And secondly,
we focus on the role of welfare state policies in shaping support
coalitions, thereby adding to the contextual factors that have previously
been recognized in the political economy literature (such as the
structure of income inequality, labor market segmentation, and the
electoral system).
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limitations of the present study and suggest some promis-
ing paths for future research to explore.

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES
Welfare policy and income class coalitions

Many of the early welfare state theories that continue to
form the field today assign a pivotal role to middle-
income earners in the emergence and endurance of wel-
fare policies. Walter Korpi, one of the founding fathers of
what is now known as the power resources theory
(O'Connor & Olsen, 1998), argued early on that differ-
ently designed welfare programs create, and are them-
selves created by, coalitions between various income
groups. According to Korpi (1980, p. 305), universal bene-
fits tend to “encourage coalition formation between the
working class and the middle class in support for contin-
ued welfare state policies.” By contrast, “if welfare state
benefits go primarily to those below a poverty line, the
better-off sections among workers have little incentive to
support such programmes. Instead they are likely to join
with the middle class in a coalition against the poor”
(Korpi, 1992, p. 28).

This idea later became the main mechanism underly-
ing the so-called “paradox of redistribution,” which Korpi
developed together with Palme (Korpi & Palme, 1998)
and has—decades after it was first established—turned
into one of the most influential theorems in social policy
literature (see Gugushvili & Laenen, 2021 for a review).
Echoing the old adage that “programs for the poor tend
to become poor programs” (as argued for by Sen, 1995),
the paradox predicts that selectively targeted benefits
achieve less redistribution than universally accessible
ones because they have to make do with a comparatively
lower budget. This, in turn, is thought to be the result of
the pressure exerted on policymakers by a coalition
of affluent and middle-income citizens, who would be
excluded from receiving the benefits but contribute the
greater share of the taxes needed to finance them. Put
simply, the argument is that middle-income earners
oppose welfare policy when they have to pay for the cake
but do not get to eat from it (as is the case under means-
tested programs for the poor only). If, by contrast,
middle-income earners also get their piece of the cake
(as in universal programs), they tend to take sides with
lower-income groups in support of those programs.

Very similar claims have been made by many other
prominent scholars whose pioneering work—such as that
of Goodin and Le Grand (1987), Esping-Andersen (1990),
and Skocpol (1991)—still shapes much of our contempo-
rary thinking about welfare policy. Accordingly, the idea

that welfare policies with different institutional designs
are supported (or opposed) by different income group
coalitions has grown into a well-established theoretical
premise. Although most scholars assume that such sup-
port coalitions are driven by considerations of self-
interest, there are some—such as Rothstein (1998) and
Christian Albrekt Larsen (2006)—who argue that these
are also very much determined by perceptions of moral
justice and deservingness. Also from this perspective,
however, the standard prediction is that universal welfare
policies are supported by broad coalitions while selective,
means-tested policies give way to divisive income cleav-
ages. Empirically, however, the debate seems far from
settled. While the creators of the early welfare state theo-
ries were unable at the time to test their assumptions
with micro-level public opinion data, in the past 30 years
or so there has been no shortage of studies trying to
uncover whether the support coalitions between different
income groups in fact vary between welfare policies with
different institutional designs.

Most of the existing empirical work can be classified
in one (or sometimes both) of two distinct approaches.
The first, which we call the “direct” approach, simply
examines the extent to which people's support for welfare
policies with different institutional designs depends on
their income. More specifically, these studies investigate
income differences in support for universal benefits
and/or selective, means-tested benefits (Forma &
Kangas, 1999; Goul Andersen, 2011; Kangas, 1995; Lae-
nen et al., 2023; Parolin & Sioland, 2020; Reeskens & van
Oorschot, 2013; Roosma & van Oorschot, 2020;
Vlandas, 2021) and in support for progressive taxation
(Barnes, 2015; Laenen et al., 2023; Roosma et al., 2016).
The second approach, which we label as the “indirect”
approach, looks into the cross-national variation in
income differences underlying general welfare attitudes,
such as support for redistribution or spending prefer-
ences. Inspired by Esping-Andersen's (1990) framework,
studies within this approach initially sought to uncover
whether the coalitions in support of the welfare state vary
across the different “worlds of welfare” (Svallfors, 2003;
Taylor-Gooby, 2001). The typical theoretical premise was
that income (and other class-related) cleavages ought to
be stronger in the liberal than the social-democratic
regime, because the former relies heavily on means-
tested welfare provision while the latter is dominated by
universal provision. More recently, however, studies
increasingly focus on the role of specific policy design
dimensions rather than the overall impact of broad
“black box” regimes. In particular, it has been scrutinized
how the progressivity of both social transfers and income
taxes shape income differences in welfare attitudes. The
standard argument here is that these differences should
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be stronger in countries with a higher tax or transfer pro-
gressivity, where middle-income and high-income
earners pay a greater tax share or receive lower (or no)
social benefits, making it more likely that they will
oppose government redistribution or social spending
(Beramendi & Rehm, 2016; Berens & Gelephitis, 2019;
Brady & Bostic, 2015; Sumino, 2016, 2018).

The general picture that emerges from the empirical
literature is—to say the least—highly mixed: whereas
some studies claim to find the expected income patterns
(Beramendi & Rehm, 2016), others conclude that there is
hardly any evidence for it (Sumino, 2016) or even show
opposite findings (Goul Andersen, 2011). We argue, how-
ever, that most of the existing studies tell us relatively lit-
tle about the core of the welfare state theories they are
informed by, that is, the support coalitions between dif-
ferent income groups. This is mostly due to the fact that
the impact of income is typically gauged as a linear effect
which expresses how a one-unit change in people's
income affects their welfare attitudes (Barnes, 2015;
Beramendi & Rehm, 2016; Brady & Bostic, 2015;
Vlandas, 2021). While informative, the linear approach is
ill suited to assess the support coalitions forged by the all-
important middle-income group. Furthermore, although
some studies consider income categories instead (opera-
tionalized, e.g., as quartiles), these rarely put much
emphasis on the support coalitions forged between the
different categories (Goul Andersen, 2011; Kangas, 1995).
Accordingly, we seem to know least about the support
coalitions made by the income group that—according to
the early welfare state theories—matters most: middle-
income earners.

Research hypotheses

In this section, we build on the broader literature dis-
cussed above to first develop a set of concrete hypothe-
ses about income differences in support for the two
specific redistributive reforms under consideration: a
fully means-tested welfare state targeted at the poor and
a universal basic income. While especially support for a
basic income has been the object of prior opinion stud-
ies (which is generally shown to decrease with income:
Parolin & Sidland, 2020; Roosma & van Oorschot, 2020;
Vlandas, 2021), none of these have zoomed in on the
underlying support coalitions forged between different
income groups and how these vary across countries with
diverging tax-and-transfer systems. Based on the pre-
mise that it is the middle that matters most, our hypoth-
eses mainly focus on the position of middle-income
earners vis-a-vis their lower- and higher-income
counterparts.

Most basically, we expect that in the case of a reform
toward a fully means-tested welfare state targeting bene-
fits at the poor, middle-income earners will join forces
with high-income earners against the reform because
they see themselves as being net contributors.
Low-income groups, by contrast, are expected to be sup-
portive, as they will be net beneficiaries. In the case of a
universal basic income, we similarly expect that low-
income earners will be supportive and high-income
earners will be opposed. Although both groups would
receive exactly the same amount of money, it seems
likely that the latter will feel that the taxes they are
required to pay in order to finance the policy outweigh
the benefits they derive from it (Laenen, 2023). Middle-
income earners probably have a more favorable stance
toward a universal basic income, as it is generally more
difficult for them to predict whether they will be net con-
tributors to or net beneficiaries of such a reform
(Larsen, 2006). Therefore, it seems more likely that they
will favor rather than oppose universal basic income,
bringing them closer to their low-income than to their
high-income counterparts. Based on these considerations,
we anticipate that:

H1. Middle-income earners will form a sup-
port coalition with high-income earners
against a reform toward a fully means-tested
welfare state.

H2. Middle-income earners will form a sup-
port coalition with low-income earners in
favor of a reform toward a universal basic
income.

At the same time, it seems reasonable to expect that
the coalitions in support of the two redistributive reforms
will also vary across countries as a result of their differ-
ently designed tax-and-transfer systems, which according
to policy feedback theory, citizens take as a frame of ref-
erence when evaluating concrete reform proposals
(Beramendi & Rehm, 2016; Gingrich & Ansell, 2012;
Horn et al., 2024; Larsen, 2006; Laenen, 2023). In particu-
lar, we anticipate that the current level of progressivity of
both social transfers and income taxes is crucial for the
position taken in by middle-income earners. With regard
to taxes, it seems safe to assume that middle-income
earners will more strongly oppose a universal basic
income in countries with a higher level of tax progressiv-
ity. After all, if the current system is already highly pro-
gressive, it becomes more likely that middle-income
earners will be net contributors to (rather than net bene-
ficiaries of)) such a basic income (which in most proposals
is financed at least partly by progressive income taxation,
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see Van Parijs & Vanderborght, 2017). This is less likely
to happen in case of a fully means-tested welfare state, as
middle-income earners presumably perceive themselves
as net contributors to such a policy anyway, regardless of
the tax design. Accordingly, one would expect that the
progressivity of income taxes has little impact on the like-
lihood that middle-income earners will form a support
coalition with high-income earners against a fully means-
tested welfare. For a universal basic income, by contrast,
the expectation is that:

H3. The likelihood that middle-income
earners will form a support coalition with
low-income earners in favor of a universal
basic income is lower in countries with more
progressive income taxes.

With regard to the progressivity of social transfers, we
start from the idea, taken from Berens and Gelephitis
(2019), that when social spending is already ‘pro-poor”
under the existing system, middle-income earners are espe-
cially likely to resist further pro-poor spending, as would be
the case in a fully means-tested welfare state. Conversely, a
higher transfer progressivity might increase the willingness
of middle-income earners to accept reforms that decrease
the overall level of pro-poor spending and make provisions
more universal, as would be the case under a universal
basic income. This leads to the following two hypotheses:

H4. The likelihood that middle-income
earners will form a support coalition with
high-income earners against a fully means-
tested welfare state is higher in countries with
more progressive social transfers.

H5. The likelihood that middle-income
earners will form a support coalition with
low-income earners in favor of a universal
basic income is higher in countries with more
progressive social transfers.

To put our results regarding the two specific redistrib-
utive reforms in a broader perspective, we also draw a
comparison with a more general welfare attitude that is
well established in the literature: redistribution prefer-
ences (Beramendi & Rehm, 2016; Brady & Bostic, 2015;
Sumino, 2018).”> Although we do not develop any formal

3Unfortunately, the data from the ESS do not allow us to also study
preferences for progressive income taxation, a second often-studied type
of welfare attitude in the relevant literature (see Barnes, 2015;

Sumino, 2016; Berens & Gelephitis, 2019; Laenen et al., 2023; Roosma
et al., 2016).

hypotheses about these preferences, we do formulate
some elementary expectations on the basis of prior
research. While studies consistently show that
high-income earners are markedly less supportive of
redistribution than low-income earners, the position of
middle-income earners remains less clear cut. This is
mainly because the survey items that are typically used to
measure people's preferences for redistribution do not
specify how such redistribution ought to be realized
(Margalit & Raviv, 2024). As argued above, it seems likely
that middle-income earners will oppose redistribution if
the suggested strategy is means-tested welfare provision
for the poor only (Goodin & Le Grand, 1987). By contrast,
if the strategy is to provide universal benefits, middle-
income earners might be more likely to support redistri-
bution (Korpi & Palme, 1998). Nevertheless, we still
expect—as shown by previous research (Beramendi &
Rehm, 2016)—that the cleavages between income groups
are sharper in countries with a more progressive tax-
and-transfer system, where middle-income earners feel
more inclined to team up with high-income earners
against further redistribution.

DATA AND METHODS

To test our hypotheses, we link individual-level survey
data on people's support for two types of redistributive
welfare reform to three categories of income (and, as a
robustness check, to three categories of subjective
income) and country-level indicators of the progressivity
of the tax-transfer system (and as a robustness check
indicators of the middle class tax burden or social benefit
share). We ran similar analyses for the comparison case,
that is, general preferences for redistribution.

Individual level variables

All individual level variables (see Table A1 for descriptive
statistics) are taken from the 2016/2017 European Social
Survey (ESS) (wave 8). We include 20 out of 23 countries,
as for Israel, Iceland, and Russia, contextual information
for our independent variables is missing for the multile-
vel regression analyses. The following countries are
included: Austria (AT), Belgium (BE), Czech Republic
(CZ), Estonia (EE), Finland (FI), France (FR), Germany
(DE), Great Britain (GB), Hungary (HU), Ireland (IE),
Italy (IT), Latvia (LT), the Netherlands (NL), Norway
(NO), Poland (PL), Portugal (PT), Spain (ES), Slovenia
(SI), Sweden (SE), and Switzerland (CH). After the multi-
ple imputations procedure (see below), our total number
of respondents is 38,397.
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Our main dependent variables tap into support for
two radically opposing redistributive reforms: a fully
means-tested welfare state and a universal basic income.
With regard to the first, respondents were asked to indi-
cate their agreement (or disagreement) with the pro-
posal that government provides “social benefits and
services only for people with the lowest incomes, while
people with middle and higher incomes are responsible
for themselves.” Although there already exist plenty of
means-tested programs in most welfare states, the
reform proposed here is to make the entire system
means-tested and targeted at the lower incomes only,
which implies that we would get rid of all existing social
insurance and universal benefits and services. With
regard to universal basic income, respondents were
asked whether they are against or in favor of introduc-
ing a scheme with the following characteristics: (a) “the
government pays everyone a monthly income to cover
essential living costs,” (b) “it replaces many other social
benefits,” (c) “the purpose is to guarantee everyone a
minimum standard of living,” (d) “everyone receives the
same amount regardless of whether or not they are
working,” (e) “people also keep the money they earn
from work or other sources,” and (f) “this scheme is
paid for by taxes.” Also here, many universal benefits
exist already, but these are usually targeted at specific
categories (such as children or the elderly) rather than
the entire (including the working-age) population. This
makes that both welfare reforms constitute a radical
departure from “welfare as we know it.” Although both
survey items leave many policy design details unspeci-
fied, they clearly represent two opposing sides on the
universality-selectivity continuum, making them rele-
vant welfare reforms in light of the theoretical frame-
work proposed above. We collapsed the response
options into two categories (“strongly agree” or
“agree” = 1 and “strongly disagree” or “disagree” = 0).

In addition, we compare the results for our two
main dependent variables with support for redistribu-
tion, as this item was the focus in previous studies
(as discussed above). Support for redistribution is mea-
sured by asking whether people believe that “govern-
ment should reduce differences in income levels,” with
answer categories on a five-point scale ranging from
“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” We recode the
scale so that higher scores indicate more support for
redistribution.

The main independent variable is respondents’ total
household income from all sources after tax and compul-
sory deductions, which is measured in 10 deciles in the
ESS. This variable provides information about the relative
position of respondents in the income distribution within
their country of residence (rather than the absolute level

of income).* To account for the fact that we look at
income groups and middle-income earners in particular,
we recoded this variable into three categories. The low-
income group covers income deciles 1, 2, and 3, the
middle-income group covers deciles 4, 5, 6, and 7, and
the high-income group covers income deciles 8, 9, and
10. Unfortunately, the income class variable has a consid-
erably high level of missing data (17.4% of the total sam-
ple). Analysis shows that the missing data can be
predicted by other relevant variables in the dataset. We
found specifically a strong effect for respondents who
indicate that they are “in education,” which is under-
standable as they might be less aware of their parents'
household income as they live at home or rely on specific
types of income support. The fact that income is related
to specific groups in our dataset means that the data is
not missing at random and listwise deletion would lead
to bias. We therefore use a multiple imputation approach
in which missing data are imputed according to the
chained equations imputation procedure that creates
multiple (in our case 17) imputed datasets, taking into
account the clustered structure of the data
(Allison, 2001). In our imputation model, we include all
variables used in our estimation model. As a robustness
check, we ran a separate analysis of the effects of house-
hold income on our two main dependent variables as
well as on support for redistribution, including the miss-
ing variables as a separate category (see Table A3). We
will discuss the outcomes in the Results section.

As a further robustness check, we conducted all ana-
lyses with a subjective indicator of income as well, mea-
sured as respondents’ self-reported feeling about their
household income. As with the more objective measure-
ment of income, we categorized respondents into three
groups: (1) those who indicate that they can “live com-
fortably” on their present income (33.3%), (2) those who
say that they can “cope” with it (47.6%), and (3) those
who find it difficult or very difficult with their income
(19.1%). As shown by the cross-tabulations reported in
Table A2, there is significant overlap between the two
measures of income, in the sense that the respective
income groups are predominantly present in the expected
subjective income categories (i.e., low-income respon-
dents having it “difficult or very difficult,” middle-income
respondents “coping,” and high-income respondents “liv-
ing comfortably”). At the same time, the correlation is far
from perfect (Spearman's R is —0.462), thus warranting
the use of subjective income as an alternative indicator to
double-check our theoretical hypotheses.

“For more information about the income measurement, we refer to
Appendix S2 of the ESS3, edition 2.1 (https://www.scribd.com/
document/584281790/ESS8-appendix-a2-e02-1).
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In addition to the main income variables, the models
also include a number of control variables that are
known to drive people's welfare attitudes more generally:
age (in years), education (in years), employment status
(paid work, unemployed/sick/disabled, retired or other),
gender (male or female), household composition (chil-
dren or no children), and household size (ranging from
1 to 9+). With regard to the latter, it should be noted that
it is difficult to obtain a household equivalized income
measure that takes account of the differences in house-
hold size and composition, given that the ESS only pro-
vides the decile rather than the actual amount of
household income. Nevertheless, we do take these differ-
ences into account by including household composition
and size as control variables in the regression models.

Country level variables

For our main analysis, we include two widely used
(Beramendi & Rehm, 2016; Sumino, 2018) indicators of
tax-transfer progressivity as our main country level vari-
ables. Both indicators are calculated on the basis of the
EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions
(EU-SILC). First, the tax progressivity is gauged using a
Kakwani (1977) concentration coefficient that measures
which parts of the income distribution face the highest
tax rates. This coefficient can range from —1 to 1, with
values closer to 1 implying that income taxes are more
progressive in the sense that low-income earners pay a
relatively lower share. Conversely, values closer to —1
indicate regressive taxation in which low-income earners
contribute a comparatively higher share. A value of zero
means that everyone pays the same share, as in a propor-
tional tax. Second, the transfer progressivity is also opera-
tionalized as a concentration coefficient, indicating
where in the income distribution social benefits end
up. Here, we focus on the coefficient of all non-
contributory benefits (i.e., family allowances, housing
benefits, and social assistance). Again, this can range
between —1 and 1, with values closer to —1 signaling that
the system is more progressive in that low-income
earners receive higher benefits. By contrast, values closer
to 1 indicate that low-income earners receive lower
amounts of benefit. A value of zero implies that everyone
receives the same, flat-rate amount. To ease the interpre-
tation of our results, we recoded the variable in such a
way that a higher score expresses more transfer
progressivity.

As a robustness check, we also test the effect of two
indicators that measure the relative tax burden of the mid-
dle class and the relative social benefit share of the middle
class. In this way, we take into account that in a

progressive tax or transfer system, the share of the
middle-income burden or benefit may differ. First, we
use a measure of the share of taxes paid by the middle-
income class (in %) and divide it by a measure of the
share of income of the middle-income (in %). Second, we
use a measure of the share of social security cash trans-
fers received by the middle-income class (in %) and
divide it by the middle-income share of the population.
Both data sources are derived from the OECD and are
calculations based on LIS and EU-SILC data
(OECD, 2019). Data are from 2013 (CH), 2014 (IE, IT,
NO, PL), or 2015 (remaining countries). For the measure
of the relative tax burden of the middle class, data for
Hungary is missing.

As control variables, we include the tax level mea-
sured as the total amount of income tax revenue as a per-
centage of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in our
model with tax progressivity and relative tax burden of
the middle class. This indicator is taken from the Organi-
sation for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) and captures all taxes levied on individuals' net
income (gross income minus tax reliefs) and capital
gains. In our model with transfer progressivity and rela-
tive social benefit share of the middle class, we use the
total level of social spending as a percentage of GDP as
an indicator for the transfer level. We included these con-
trol variables because prior research suggests that not
only the structure but also the level of taxes and transfers
can influence income differences in people's support for
redistributive welfare policy (Sumino, 2016).

Because of our relatively small higher-level sample
size, the indicators for tax-and-transfer progressivity are
introduced separately, and we are limited to having only
two country-level variables at a time in the different
models. However, to allow for comparisons across the
models, all indicators have been standardized and grand-
mean centered. Descriptive statistics of all country level
indicators can be found in Table Al.

Statistical modeling

To test our hypotheses, we analyze the effects on our two
main dependent variables in a series of multilevel logistic
regression models (with individuals nested within coun-
tries). In the first set of models, we assess to what extent
the different (subjective) income groups explain support
for two types of redistributive reform, using random
intercept models. In the next step, we include tax and
transfer progressivity, as well as our indicators of middle-
class burden and transfers as a robustness check, as con-
textual indicators separately and with their respective
control variables (tax level and social spending level).
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income classes on support for two types of redistributive reform.

Finally, we test our hypotheses that aim to explain varia-
tion in the effect of income groups on support for redistri-
bution reform, using cross-level interactions (including
random slopes for income group). In Tables A4-A13, we
present our full models. Additionally, the tables in the
Appendix show the results of our multilevel linear regres-
sion analyses for support for redistribution in order to
compare these with our main findings regarding support
for the two redistributive reforms.

RESULTS

Main effect of (subjective) income class on
support for redistributive reform and
general redistribution

Figure 1 presents the predictive margins (predicted prob-
abilities) of income classes on the two main dependent
variables. In Table A4, we present the full tables, includ-
ing control variables. Results show that for both fully
means-tested welfare as well as for UBI, income class is a
relevant predictor of support. Higher incomes are less
supportive of the two types of redistributive welfare
reform, while lower incomes are more supportive.
Although high-income earners significantly differ from
the reference category “middle income” (suggesting that
there is not a complete alliance of support between the
two income groups), we do find that middle-income
earners are closer to high-income earners in opposition
against means-tested benefits compared to their position
with regard to low-income earners, which provides some
support to hypothesis H1. This is more clearly shown in
Table 1, which presents the pairwise comparisons of the
predictive margins of income classes on support for fully

means-tested welfare. Here, we see that the difference of
the predictive margins (predicted probabilities) is sub-
stantially larger between the low- and middle-income
class (—0.062) than between the middle- and high-
income class (—0.038).

With regard to support for a universal basic income,
middle incomes take almost exactly the middle position
and do not form a clear support coalition. Table 1 shows
that the difference of predictive margins between the
low- and middle incomes (—0.042) is comparable to
the difference between the middle- and high-income
groups (—0.046). Hypothesis H2 can therefore not be con-
firmed. In addition, we show the effects for support for
redistribution (see also Table A4). Table 1 indicates that
differences between the low- and middle-income catego-
ries are small (—0.069), while differences between the
middle- and high-income groups are substantial
(—0.254). This suggests that middle-income groups tend
to join the lowest-income groups instead of the rich in a
support coalition for redistribution.’

With regard to the control variables, we find that a
higher number of household members leads to more sup-
port for both types of redistributive reform, while having
children at home reduces support for both. The latter
finding is confirmed by prior research and has been inter-
preted as an indication that people with children might
fear that the proposed reforms of the welfare state
threaten to replace (or reduce access to) child benefits
(Laenen, 2023). Education has especially a negative effect
on support for means-tested welfare, while there is no
significant effect on support for universal basic income.
For work status, we see that the unemployed and dis-
abled are especially supportive of both types of redistribu-
tive reform. Being in “another type” of work status
(housework or community work) reduces support for
means-tested welfare but does not affect support for uni-
versal basic income. Gender (identifying as female) has a
negative effect on support for a means-tested welfare
state, which could reflect the long-standing claim that
means-tested benefits are generally worse for women's
autonomy than universal benefits (Sainsbury, 1996). This
finding is noteworthy in light of the well-established
observation from prior research that women tend to be
more supportive of redistribution in general terms
(Bozzano & Scabrosetti, 2024), thereby underscoring once
again the importance of investigating popular preferences
with regard to the specific strategy adopted to achieve
such greater redistribution (universal vs. selective). And

5As a robustness check, we also analyzed the non-imputed data,
listwise-deleting the missing cases. We included a category for the
missing data on household income. The main results, presented in
Table A2, are robust across these different model specifications.
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TABLE 1
redistribution.

Support for fully means-tested
welfare (predicted probabilities)

Pairwise comparisons of predictive margins of income classes on support for two types of redistributive reform and for general

Contrast St.er
Middle income vs. low income =~ —0.062*** 0.007
High income vs. low income —0.100*** 0.009
High income vs. middle income —0.038%*** 0.007

TABLE 2
for general redistribution.

Coping on income versus (very) difficult to make ends meet

Living comfortably on income versus (very) difficult to make ends meet —0.066***  0.009

Living comfortably on income versus coping on income

finally, older respondents are more supportive of means
testing while being less in favor of universal basic income
(see also Laenen, 2023).

As a robustness check, we performed the same mul-
tilevel analysis using subjective income in three catego-
ries. Table A5 presents the results of the full models
including control variables, and Table 2 below presents
the pairwise comparisons of the predictive margins of
subjective income on support for means-tested welfare,
universal basic income and support for general redistri-
bution. The results show comparable differences
between the income groups as presented in Table 1.
For support for means-tested welfare, the difference
between predictive margins (predicted probabilities) for
the group that says to be “coping” on their present
income and the group that finds it “very difficult to
make ends meet,” is almost twice as big (—0.043) as the
difference between the people indicating “living com-
fortably” and the group that says to be ‘“coping”
(—0.023). For universal basic income, support in the
middle group (that is “coping”) is exactly in between
the higher and lower income group (both with a con-
trast of —0.047), similar to objective income. For gen-
eral support for redistribution, the pattern for subjective
income is similar to objective income, although the dif-
ference between the lower (“very difficult to make ends
meet”) and the middle income group (“coping”)
(—0.141) is larger than for objective income (—0.069).

Support for UBI Support for redistribution
(predicted probabilities)  (linear prediction)
Contrast St.er Contrast St.er
—0.042%** 0.007 —0.069*** —0.014
—0.089*** 0.008 —0.323%** —0.017
—0.046%** 0.007 —0.254%** —0.013

Pairwise comparisons of predictive margins of subjective income classes on support for two types of redistributive reform and

Support for fully

means-tested

welfare Support for UBI  Support for
(predicted (predicted redistribution
probabilities) probabilities) (linear prediction)

Contrast St.er Contrast St.er Contrast St.er

—0.043*** 0.007 —0.047*** 0.008 —0.141** —0.014
—0.094***  0.009 —0.345** —0.016
—0.023***  0.006 —0.047*** 0.006 —0.204*** —0.012

Cross-level interaction between
(subjective) income class and tax-
and-transfer progressivity

We now turn to the direct effects of the country level var-
iables and their cross-level interaction with income. With
regard to the main effects of tax progressivity on means-
tested welfare and universal basic income, we find insig-
nificant results. Accordingly, we cannot conclude that
the progressivity of the tax system, as measured in this
article, shapes public attitudes toward redistributive wel-
fare reform. Controlling for the level of taxation in a
country does not alter these effects, and the tax level itself
also turns out to be an insignificant predictor of support
for means-tested welfare and support for universal basic
income. Also, with regard to support for redistribution,
these effects are insignificant (see Table A6 for results).
In the next step, we include the cross-level interaction
effects, including a random slope for income groups (see
Table A7 for the models including the interaction effects).
The results show that there is no significant interaction
effect between tax progressivity and income group on
support for a means-tested welfare state. This seems to
support our expectation that there would be no effect of
tax progressivity on the support of different income
groups for a means-tested welfare state. Similarly, we do
not find any significant interaction effect between tax
progressivity and income group on support for a

85U80]7 SUOWIWIOD BAEa.D 3|qeot(dde au Aq peuenob afe sajoiie VO ‘8sn Jo sejn. Joj Areiq1TauluO A3 UO (SUONIPUOD-PLe-SLLBY/LI0D" A 1M ALe.q 1 |Bul JUO//:SdNY) SUORIPUOD Pue swie 1 8y} 88 *[920z/c0/90] Uo Areiqiauljuo A8|IM eeLiol(qicsels AN BAN AG 2000 MSTTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 1M AeIq Ul |Uo//Sdny Wouy pepeojumod ‘Z ‘SZ0Z ‘L68289%T



10 of 25 LAENEN ET AL.
Predictive margins with 95% Cls Predictive margins with 95% Cls
oF : 3
c c
k<3 2
] v
g g
o ©
Lo | Lo
Em E
c c
L L
So So
S g
a s
i S
4500 S
'} -
o o
G20 T T T T T T T T T G T T T T T T T T T
-2 -1.5 -1 -5 0 5 1 1.5 2 -2.5 -1.5 -1 -5 0 5 1 1.5 2
Tax Progressivity (z-scores) Middle Income Tax Burden (relative to Income Share) (z-scores)
—=&— Lowincome —&— Middle income —=— Lowincome ——&— Middle income
—=— High income —=— High income
FIGURE 2 Predictive margins of income classes for different FIGURE 3 Predictive margins of income classes for different

levels of tax progressivity on support for redistribution.

universal basic income. This goes against our hypothesis
that in progressive tax systems, the difference in support
between low-income and middle-income groups is larger
because the latter fear becoming net contributors (H3).

However, we do find that tax progressivity reduces
the negative effect of the highest-income group on sup-
port for redistribution. Figure 2 displays the marginal
effects of income groups on support for redistribution for
different levels of progressive taxation (z-scores). In coun-
tries with more progressive tax systems, the differences
between higher-income groups on the one hand and low-
and middle-income groups on the other hand seem to be
smaller. This could lead to the conclusion that in contexts
with more progressive taxation, the system generates
more solidarity between income groups; as institutions
have a norm-setting function, and the progressive design
of the tax system could signal the importance of equality
and redistribution (Rothstein, 1998). Alternatively, this
finding can be interpreted from the perspective of policy
responsiveness (Brooks & Manza, 2006) rather than pol-
icy feedback theory, as it could be that policymakers
implemented a more progressive tax system in countries
where high-income earners were, for other historical rea-
sons, already more supportive of (or less opposed to)
income redistribution. Currently, however, both explana-
tions are speculative, and further research is needed to
test their merit.

As a robustness check, we performed the same ana-
lyses for an indicator that measures the tax burden of the
middle class relative to their income share. Note that
the Pearson's correlation coefficient between tax progres-
sivity and middle class tax burden is —0.528, indicating
that countries with more progressive tax systems gener-
ally have a lower middle class tax burden. Table A8 pre-
sents the results for the multilevel models. For both our

levels of middle income tax burden (relative to income share) on
support for redistribution.

dependent variables—support for means-tested welfare
and support for a universal basic income—we find insig-
nificant effects of middle class tax burden, also when this
effect is controlled for the overall tax level in a country.
Also, the interaction effects, presented in Table A9, are
insignificant. Yet, for our comparison case, support for
general redistribution, we find again a significant
cross-level interaction effect between middle income tax
burden (relative to income share) and high incomes
(compared to low- and middle-incomes). However,
unlike the cross-level interaction effect between tax pro-
gressivity and high income, here the effect is negative. It
suggests that when the middle income tax burden is rela-
tively higher, higher incomes become less supportive of
redistribution in comparison to low- and middle-income
groups. Figure 3 presents these results. It thus seems that
higher income groups are more sensitive to the distribu-
tion of taxes in a country in their support for redistribu-
tion compared to their lower- and middle-income
counterparts. However, where more progressive tax sys-
tems seem to enhance the solidarity of the high income
groups, a heavy tax burden on the middle class seems to
erode this solidarity.

Finally, we examine the contextual level effects for
transfer progressivity separately and for transfer
progressivity controlled for for social spending level (see
Table A10 for the multilevel models). Results show that
transfer progressivity has no significant effects on the two
types of redistributive reform. Again, the effect of total
social spending turns out to be an insignificant predictor
of support for the different types of redistributive reform.
The effects of transfer progressivity remain insignificant
in the controlled models as well. We find the same effects
for support for redistribution. With regard to the cross-
level interaction effects, we find no significant effects
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either (models can be found in Table A11). Differences in
countries’ levels of transfer progressivity, as measured in
the present article, do not seem to influence income
group coalitions in support of redistributive reform nor in
support of redistribution in general. Accordingly, these
findings do not confirm hypotheses H4 and H5.

We perform again a robustness check with a measure
focusing on middle incomes. Here, we use the
middle-income social security benefit share, relative to
their population share. Note that the Pearson's correla-
tion coefficient between transfer progressivity and
middle-class benefit share is 0.066. Table A12 presents
the results. In line with the results of our main indicator,
we do not find any significant effects for middle-income
benefit share on both our dependent variables of support
for means-tested welfare and universal basic income. We
also find no cross-level interaction effects, as presented in
Table A13. All results for our comparison case, support
for redistribution, show similar insignificant effects.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Although middle-income earners are assigned a crucial
role in many long-established welfare state theories
(Esping-Andersen, 1990; Goodin & Le Grand, 1987;
Korpi & Palme, 1998; Skocpol, 1991), they have hitherto
received relatively little attention in the research that
tried to test these theories empirically. In light of this, we
investigated the coalitions forged by middle-income
earners in support of two diametrically opposed redistrib-
utive welfare reforms. Our main hypothesis was that
while middle-income earners would team up with high-
income earners against a potential reform toward a fully
means-tested welfare state targeted at the poor only, they
would partner with low-income earners in favor of a
reform toward a universal basic income. Based on policy
feedback theory, we also expected that the progressivity
of the existing tax-and-transfer system in different coun-
tries would influence how different income groups form
supportive coalitions on these matters. Multilevel analy-
sis shows that middle-income and higher-income earners
are indeed united in their opposition to a completely
means-tested welfare state while their lower-income
counterparts prove more supportive of the policy pro-
posal. With regard to support for universal basic income,
the results show that differences between the income
groups are much smaller. We find very little evidence
that support coalitions between income groups are influ-
enced by the progressivity of countries’ tax-and-transfer
system. The only significant findings in this regard are
that high-income earners’ opposition to redistribution
more generally (which we took as a reference to anchor

our results in existing literature) decreases as the tax sys-
tem they are exposed to becomes more progressive, while
it increases when the tax burden on the middle class
becomes relatively more heavy. We interpreted the first
finding as an indication that a progressive tax system
either makes the rich more supportive of redistribution
(in line with policy feedback theory) or that the establish-
ment of such a system was only made possible because
the rich were already more supportive of redistribution in
these countries (in line with policy responsiveness the-
ory). The second finding could indicate that high-income
earners possibly feel more concerned about their middle-
class peers in countries with a heavy tax burden on
middle-income earners, leading them to conclude that
further redistribution should be avoided. However, both
ad hoc interpretations remain highly speculative and
should be examined further in future research.

These findings provide mixed evidence regarding
the welfare state theories we discussed in the article and
the empirical research that has subsequently emerged to
test these theories. On the one hand, we confirm the old
idea that means-tested welfare provision is opposed by a
coalition of middle-income and high-income earners,
while universal benefits blur the boundaries between dif-
ferent income groups. On the other hand, our findings
regarding tax-transfer progressivity contradict some of
the theoretical predictions and empirical observations
made in prior research. Most notably, they seem to go
against the findings of Beramendi and Rehm (2016), who
show that income differences in support for redistribu-
tion are larger in countries with higher levels of tax and
transfer progressivity (see also Sumino, 2018). Relatedly,
Berens and Gelephitis (2019) conclude (albeit very tenta-
tively due to methodological concerns) that the highest-
income group is less supportive of redistribution through
progressive taxation in countries where social transfers
are more progressive. Sumino (2016), by contrast, does
not find any evidence that the impact of income on tax
preferences is moderated by the level of tax progressivity,
while we find that higher incomes are more supportive of
redistribution in countries where taxes are more progres-
sive. These contrasting findings could be due to differ-
ences in research design and analytical strategy,
including the divergence in geographical coverage (with
our study being restricted to Europe while previous stud-
ies often include non-European countries such as
Australia, Japan, and the United States), or the measure-
ment and analysis of income (with our study grouping
income deciles into three groups while much prior
research probed the linear effect of income).

The main contribution of the current study to existing
literature is that it focused on the coalitions forged
between different income groups (rather than testing a
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simple linear effect) in support of two specific redistribu-
tive welfare reforms (rather than studying redistribution
preferences that do not specify how such
redistribution ought to be achieved). As such, it offers a
useful starting point for future research. First of all, we
encourage future studies to investigate the support coali-
tions forged between groups based on other class identi-
fiers, such as education or occupation (Gingrich &
Ansell, 2012). After all, we know that “class” is more
than only income, even though most of the discussed
welfare state theories mainly deal with coalitions
between income groups. Second, sticking to income,
future research could bring greater diversification in
income categories, distinguishing, for example, between
lower and higher middle-income earners. Third, it is
important to note that the support coalitions we have
studied in this article do not necessarily develop into
political coalitions. Our data suggest that different
income groups experience corresponding levels of subjec-
tive feelings about that income, and, by doing so, their
members presumably share some sense of common
(class) identity. Yet, future research should examine
whether the income groups in our support coalitions also
vote for the same political parties, belong to the same
interest groups, and so forth. Fourth, while focusing on
the redistributive reforms of a fully means-tested welfare
state and universal basic income had the advantage of it
being crystal clear to citizens on which side of the
selectivity-universality continuum these policy proposals
find themselves, the downside is that these welfare poli-
cies are relatively radical and do not exist in the real
world. This could help to explain why the level of tax-
and-transfer progressivity did not have a significant
impact, as prior research suggests that noninstitutiona-
lized welfare policies are less likely to influence public
attitudes (Raven et al, 2011). Accordingly, future
research should study how income coalitions in support
of redistributive reform of existing welfare policies—such
as child benefits or old-age pensions—are influenced by
current tax-and-transfer systems. A particularly impor-
tant avenue in this regard is to explore income coalitions
in support of contributory social insurance schemes,
which follow a very different logic than the type of uni-
versal and means-tested welfare provision considered in
this article. Such schemes are known to generate support
also among high-income groups because of their insur-
ance function (Moene & Wallerstein, 2001) and might
therefore yield distinctive support coalitions. Fifth, future
research should also take into account that the policy
indicators that were used to measure tax-transfer progres-
sivity in this study (and most others in the field) primar-
ily capture country-level differences in policy outcomes
rather than differences in policy designs (Laenen, 2023).

We see it as a task for future research to study how
income group coalitions in support of redistributive
reform are shaped by the de jure rather than the de facto
progressivity of taxes and transfers. Finally, we also leave
it up to future research to investigate how tax-
and-transfer progressivity compares to, and potentially
interacts with, other contextual factors that have been
recognized as important drivers of income coalitions in
redistribution preferences, such as the electoral-political
system (Iversen & Soskice, 2006), the structure of market
income inequality (Lupu & Pontussen, 2011), and pat-
terns of labor market segmentation (Alt & Iversen, 2017).
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APPENDIX A

TABLE A1 Descriptive information for the individual and contextual level variables.

Mean SD Min Max N
Individual level variables
Support for means-tested redistribution* 0.44 0.50 0 1 36,358
Support for UBT* 0.53 0.49 0 1 35,541
Support for redistribution* 3.85 1.00 1 5 37,961
Income class*
Low income 0.31 0.46 0 1 31,829
Middle income 0.44 0.50 0 1 31,829
High income 0.25 0.43 0 1 31,829
Subjective income*
Living comfortably 0.33 0.47 0 1 38.146
Coping 0.48 0.50 0 1 38.146
(Very) difficult 0.19 0.39 0 1 38.146
Household members 2.57 1.32 1 12 38,397
Children living at home 0.34 0.47 0 1 38,518
Education in years* 12.97 3.89 0 54 38,124
Work status
Paid work 0.54 0.50 0 1 38,520
Unemployed 0.09 0.29 0 1 38,520
In education 0.06 0.24 0 1 38,520
Disabled 0.03 0.18 0 1 38,520
Retired 0.27 0.44 0 1 38,520
Other 0.15 0.35 0 1 38,520
Age 49.62 18.77 15 100 38,520
Female 0.52 0.50 0 1 38,517
Contextual level variables
Tax progressivity (z-score) 0 1 —2.20 1.99 20/38,520
Transfer progressivity (z-score) 0 1 —1.81 2.68 20/38,520
Tax level as % GDP 0.01 0.96 —2.04 1.42 20/38,520
Social spending as % GDP 0.12 0.96 —1.34 1.79 20/38,520
Middle class tax burden (relative to income share) (z-score) 0 1 —0.219 1.91 19/36,906
Middle class social benefit share (relative to population share) (z-score) 0 1 —0.215 1.63 20/38,520

*Missing variables imputed.
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TABLE A2 Cross-tabulation between objective and subjective income.
Living comfortably (%) Coping (%) (Very) difficult (%)
Low income (decile 1-3) 11.9 30.8 66.8
Middle income (decile 4-7) 41.6 50.9 29.2
High income (decile 8-10) 46.5 18.3 4.0
100 100 100
Living comfortably (%) Coping (%) (Very) difficult (%) %
Low income (decile 1-3) 10.7 45.9 41.2 100
Middle income (decile 4-7) 30.2 54.5 12.9 100
High income (decile 8-10) 57.2 33.9 31 100

TABLE A3

missing data (non-imputed dataset).

Model A1l

Intercept

Income class (Middle income is ref.)

Low income
High income
Missing
Control variables
Household members
Children living at home
Education in years
Work status (paid work is ref)
Unemployed
In education
Disabled
Retired
Other
Age
Female
Variance components
Constant
Residual
N countries
N

*p < 0.10.%p < 0.05.%%*p < 0.01.

Effects of income classes on support for redistribution, fully means-tested redistribution and UBI, including category of

Support for fully means-tested Support for UBI
redistribution (multilevel (multilevel Support for redistribution
logistic regr.) logistic regr.) (multilevel linear regr.)
Model A2.1 Model A2.2 Model A2.3
Coef. St.er Coef. St.er Coef. St.er
0.113 0.124 0.443%%* 0.132 3,933k 0.067
278 0.030 182%** 0.030 0.047%** 0.013
—0.156*** 0.032 —0.184** 0.031 —0.266*** 0.014
0.127%** 0.035 —0.026 0.035 —0.161%*** 0.015
0.036™** 0.013 0.035%*+* 0.012 0.009* 0.006
—0.113%** 0.032 —0.084*+* 0.032 —0.008 0.014
—0.041%** 0.003 —0.001 0.003 —0.009*** 0.001
0.347%** 0.048 0.337#%* 0.049 0.155%** 0.022
—0.056 0.048 021 0.047 —0.104*** 0.021
0.150** 0.063 0.170%** 0.063 0.110%** 0.028
0.073* 0.038 0.057 0.038 0.037** 0.017
—0.073** 0.033 —0.021 0.033 —0.025* 0.015
0.007*** 0.001 —0.008%*** 0.001 0.001 0.000
—0.097*** 0.023 —0.014 0.023 0.098*** 0.010
0.183 0.059 0.222 0.071 0.065 0.021
0.900 0.007
20 20 20
35,978 35,160 37,509
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TABLE A4 Effects of household income classes on support for fully means-tested redistribution, UBI, and support for redistribution

(imputed data).

Model 1

Intercept

Income class (middle income is ref.)

Low income
High income
Control variables
Household members
Children living at home
Education in years
Work status (paid work is ref)
Unemployed
In education
Disabled
Retired
Other
Age
Female
Variance components
Constant (SD)
Residual (SD)
N countries

N

*p < 0.10.p < 0.05.9%p < 0.01.

Support for fully means-tested Support for UBI
redistribution (multilevel (multilevel Support for redistribution
logistic regr.) logistic regr.) (multilevel linear regr.)
Model A4.1 Model A4.2 Model A4.3
Coef. St.er Coef. St.er Coef. St.er
—0.161 0.125 0.426%** 0.133 3.897%** 0.067
0.267*** 0.030 0.181%** 0.028 0.069%** 0.014
—0.165%** 0.029 —0.196*** 0.030 —0.254%** 0.013
0.036%*** 0.012 0.034%** 0.013 0.008 0.006
—0.112%** 0.032 —0.081*** 0.032 —0.003 0.014
—0.040%** 0.003 0.001 0.003 —0.007%** 0.001
0.323%** 0.048 0.309%*+* 0.049 0.138*** 0.022
—0.054 0.049 0.006 0.046 —0.123%* 0.021
0.142%* 0.063 0.158** 0.064 0.108*** 0.028
0.063 0.039 0.051 0.038 0.034** 0.017
—0.071* 0.033 —0.018 0.034 —0.021 0.015
0.007*** 0.001 —0.008*** 0.001 0.001 0.000
—0.102%** 0.022 —0.017 0.022 0.092%%* 0.010
0.187 0.060 0.221 0.071 0.253 0.040
0.949 0.003
20 20 20
38,397 38,397 38,397
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TABLE A5 Effects of household subjective income groups on support for fully means-tested redistribution, UBI, and support for
redistribution (imputed data).
Support for fully means- Support for UBI Support for
tested redistribution (multilevel redistribution
(multilevel logistic regr.) logistic regr.) (multilevel linear regr.)
Model A5.1 Model A5.2 Model A5.3
Model 1 Coef. St.er Coef. St.er Coef. St.er
Intercept 0.028 0.122 0.543%%* 0.125 3.960%** 0.064
Subjective income (coping is ref.)
(Very) difficult to make ends meet 0.184*** 0.032 0.201%** 0.032 0.142%%* 0.014
Living comfortable —0.101%** 0.027 —0.199*** 0.026 —0.204*** 0.012
Controlled for all individual level control variables
Variance components
Constant (SD) 0.175 0.056 0.193 0.062 0.244 0.039
Residual (SD) 0.949 0.003
N countries 20 20 20
N 38,397 38,520 38,520

*p < 0.10.5p < 0.05.*%*p < 0.01.
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TABLE A7 Cross-level interactions—tax progressivity and income classes on support for fully means-tested redistribution, UBI, and

support for redistribution.

Intercept
Income class (middle income is ref.)
Low income
High income
Tax progressivity
Tax progressivity x low income
Tax progressivity x high income
Controlled for all individual level control variables
Variance components
Constant (SD)
Residual (SD)
Slope
N countries

N

*p < 0.10.%p < 0.05.%*p < 0.01.

Support for fully means- Support for UBI Support for
tested redistribution (multilevel redistribution
(multilevel logistic regr.) logistic regr.) (multilevel linear regr.)
Model A7.1 Model A7.2 Model A7.3
—0.165 0.126 0.438%** 0.128 3.901%** 0.060
0.267*** 0.035 0.182%** 0.033 0.070%** 0.021
—0.169*** 0.035 —0.185%** 0.036 —0.243%** 0.021
0.083 0.099 0.095 0.100 0.033 0.049
0.017 0.033 —0.028 0.031 —0.026 0.021
—-0.014 0.036 0.055 0.035 0.054** 0.022
0.163 0.004 0.172 0.059 0.163 0.030
0.947 0.003
0.007 0.004 0.006 0.004 0.071 0.013
20 20 20
38,397 38,397 38,397
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TABLE A9 Cross-level interactions—middle class tax burden (relative to middle class income share) and income classes on support for

fully means-tested redistribution, UBI, and support for redistribution.

Intercept
Income class (middle income is ref.)
Low income
High income
Middle class tax burden
Middle class tax burden x low income
Middle class tax burden x high income
Controlled for all individual level control variables
Variance components
Constant (SD)
Residual (SD)
Slope
N countries

N

*p < 0.10.5p < 0.05.*%*p < 0.01.

Support for fully means-

tested redistribution

(multilevel logistic regr.)

Model A9.1
—0.224

0.272%*
—0.166***
—0.059
—0.037
0.022

0.152

0.006

19
36,783

0.126

0.035
0.035
0.098
0.032
0.035

0.053

0.004

Support for UBI
(multilevel

logistic regr.)
Model A9.2

0.355%+* 0.126
0.201%** 0.034
—0.194*+* 0.037
0.115 0.096
0.032 0.034
—0.020 0.037
0.144 0.052
0.007 0.004
19

36,783

Support for
redistribution
(multilevel
linear regr.)

Model A9.3
3.864***

0.074%*
—0.255%**
—0.024
0.010
—0.052**

0.159
0.947
0.073
19
36,783

0.062

0.022
0.022
0.050
0.021
0.021

0.029
0.003
0.014
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TABLE A11 Cross-level interactions—transfer progressivity and income classes on support for fully means-tested redistribution, UBI,

and support for redistribution.

Intercept
Income class (Middle income is ref.)
Low income
High income
Transfer progressivity
Transfer progressivity x low income
Transfer progressivity x high income
Controlled for all individual level control variables
Variance components
Constant (SD)
Residual (SD)
Slope
N countries

N

*p < 0.10.%p < 0.05.%*p < 0.01.

Support for fully means- Support for UBI Support for
tested redistribution (multilevel redistribution
(multilevel logistic regr.) logistic regr.) (multilevel linear regr.)
Model A8.1 Model A8.2 Model A8.3
—0.166 0.126 0.434%%* 0.128 3.901%** 0.061
0.267*** 0.035 0.183%** 0.034 0.071%** 0.022
—0.167*** 0.035 —0.188*** 0.036 —0.245%** 0.022
0.113 0.099 0.064 0.100 0.077 0.050
—0.012 0.032 0.026 0.033 —0.016 0.021
0.020 0.035 —0.014 0.035 0.018 0.022
0.164 0.056 0.164 0.058 0.157 0.029
0.947 0.003
0.006 0.004 0.007 0.004 0.078 0.014
20 20 20
38,397 38,397 38,397
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TABLE A13 Cross-level interactions—middle class social benefit share (relative to middle class population share) and income classes

on support for fully means-tested redistribution, UBI, and support for redistribution.

Intercept
Income class (middle income is ref.)

Low income

High income
Middle class social benefit share
Middle class social benefit share x low income
Middle class social benefit share x high income
Controlled for all individual level control variables
Variance components

Constant (SD)

Residual (SD)

Slope
N countries

N

*p < 0.10.%p < 0.05.%*p < 0.01.

Support for fully means- Support for UBI Support for
tested redistribution (multilevel redistribution
(multilevel logistic regr.) logistic regr.) (multilevel linear regr.)
Model A13.1 Model A13.2 Model A13.3
—0.167 0.125 0.431%** 0.129 3.900%** 0.061
0.267*** 0.034 0.183** 0.034 0.071%** 0.023
—0.167*** 0.034 —0.186*** 0.036 —0.246*** 0.022
0.140 0.098 0.065 0.101 0.072 0.050
—0.044 0.032 —0.025 0.033 0.000 0.021
0.024 0.036 0.015 0.035 0.025 0.023
0.165 0.056 0.171 0.059 0.153 0.028
0.947 0.003
0.005 0.003 0.007 0.004 0.080 0.015
20 20 20
38,397 38,397 38,397
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