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Dimensions of controversy: Investigating the structure of
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As interest in universal basic income (UBI) policy has peaked in recent years,
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the study of public support for such a policy is rapidly developing. While
recent studies recognise the multidimensionality of the UBI proposal, we still
know little about to what extent support for UBI is unambiguously supported
or rejected. We show that the public holds distinct but related opinions

Funding information towards three dimensions of UBI: universalism, redistribution and uncondi-
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tionality. The higher and lower educated are equally ambivalent towards the
policy, suggesting a lack of political entrenchment towards UBI in Dutch soci-
ety. Post hoc comparisons show that key demographics and constituencies sup-
port some dimensions while rejecting others, enabling both compromise and
division on the issue. Despite these distinct controversies, however, the strong
correlation between attitudinal dimensions suggests that survey experiments
tend to overstate the degree of multidimensionality by ignoring the strong

commonalities in support for policy aspects.
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INTRODUCTION

Universal basic income (UBI) has featured prominently on
the agenda of media and politics in recent years. The wel-
fare policy proposal was regularly discussed in media across
countries (e.g. Gielens et al., 2022a; Perki6 et al., 2019). UBI
is seriously considered as a policy option (Browne &
Immervoll, 2017) and inspired multiple experiments with
deregulated social assistance, most notably in Finland
(De Wispelaere et al., 2018) and the Netherlands (Groot
et al., 2019). This momentum for a universal and

unconditional social policy proposal points to a remarkable
break in the established welfare discourse (see Taylor-
Gooby, 2008).

This revival of UBI has inspired a number of studies
into the popular support for UBI policy (De Wispelaere &
Noguera, 2012). If anything, it has proven challenging to
gauge popular support for this comprehensive policy pro-
posal. Most members of the (European) public are actually
unaware of the policy discussion and have not yet formed
an opinion about UBI policy (Chrisp et al., 2020: 225;
Rossetti et al., 2020). To make matters worse, while the UBI

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided

the original work is properly cited.

© 2023 The Authors. International Journal of Social Welfare published by Akademikerforbundet SSR (ASSR) and John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Int J Soc Welf. 2024;33:393-412.

wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/ijsw 393


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8022-6354
mailto:erwin.gielens@gmail.com
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/ijsw
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fijsw.12607&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-05-05

394 |

GIELENS ET AL.

proposal itself implies a dramatic overhaul of the system of
social security, the proposal itself is often vague and some-
times contradictory on some aspects (De Wispelaere, 2016;
De Wispelaere & Stirton, 2004). UBI consists of various pol-
icy aspects - such as its universality, its unconditionality, its
redistributive implications etcetera — some of which are
more salient than others. Scholars of UBI support have thus
been struggling to measure support for a vaguely defined
policy that is relatively unknown amongst the public.

The solution to this challenge has mainly been sought
in a multidimensional policy perspective on UBI support
(Chrisp et al., 2020; Rincén, 2023; Stadelmann-Steffen &
Dermont, 2020). These studies employ survey experi-
ments that provide elaborate details on policy parame-
ters, and vary the characteristics of the policy proposal,
which enables them to study support for different UBI
proposals and the effect of individual aspects of these pro-
posals on policy support. The multidimensional policy
perspective so far assumes that individual policy
aspects — the benefit level, funding mechanisms, eligibil-
ity requirements etc. — uniquely and conjointly influence
policy support.

Unfortunately however, the focus on the dimension-
ality of policy designs has come at the cost of neglecting
the dimensionality of UBI support. In studies of welfare
legitimacy, the dimensional structure of attitudes has
been leveraged to understand which aspects of welfare
policy people distinguish when forming their opinions,
such as social rights versus obligations (Achterberg
et al., 2014; Gielens et al., 2019) and policy principles ver-
sus implementation (Roosma et al., 2013). Similarly, the
commonalities in support for different aspects of UBI will
show which dimensions the public distinguishes. Asses-
sing the dimensional structure of UBI support advances
the literature in terms of both method and theory. Meth-
odologically, this approach helps to establish a valid mea-
surement of UBI support. Theoretically, the dimensions
of support can be interpreted as representing the broader
welfare controversies underlying the UBI proposal. Our
first contribution is therefore to investigate (RQ1):

Which welfare controversies underly popular support
for the UBI policy proposal?

Secondly, the dimensionality of UBI support also
allows us to study educational differences in ambivalence
towards the UBI proposal. A number of authoritative
studies have pointed to educational differences in politi-
cal attitudes, arguing that the commitment to a political
doctrine aligns the issue stances of political and societal
elites (e.g. Achterberg & Houtman, 2009; Converse, 1964;
Feldman & Zaller, 1992). For example, amongst the
informed and committed elites, it is unlikely to find peo-
ple supporting welfare rights while opposing welfare obli-
gations. The same may be true for UBI support: whereas

the higher educated may be more inclined to support or
reject UBI as a whole, the lower educated may tend to
accept some aspects of the proposal while rejecting
others. An educational difference implies that these
social categories have a different understanding of UBIL.
On the one hand, this would problematize the one-
dimensional measurement of UBI support. On the other
hand, establishing a difference in interpretation would
have theoretical value - it opens up avenues to explain to
what extent support for UBI is vulnerable to framing,
why such a public-elite gap exists, and so on. Therefore
we additionally investigate (RQ2):

Are the higher educated less ambivalent in their sup-
port for and opposition against UBI?

In the remainder of this paper, we first explain which
dimensions of support we expect to find and why this
dimensionality would differ between educational catego-
ries. This is followed by a discussion of our dataset com-
prissd of Dutch respondents, and a methods
section elaborating how a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) can test our expectations. As a test of construct
validity, we perform some post hoc analyses to ascertain
whether the identified dimensions have different causes
and consequences. Since the number of dimensions is
unknown, we opt for an inductive approach using predic-
tors often employed in welfare support studies. Finally,
we draw conclusions and provide suggestions for future
study.

THE DIMENSIONALITY OF UBI
SUPPORT

Based on the literature, we propose three possible dimen-
sional structures of UBI support. A one-dimensional
structure tests the assumption of ‘conceptual coherence’,
assuming that the public accepts or rejects UBI as a
whole. A two-dimensional structure of support supposes
that support for aspects of economic equality is distinct
from support for aspects of unconditionality. A three-
dimensional model assumes a further differentiation of
two elements of economic equality: support for the uni-
versalism of UBI and support for the redistribution aspect
of UBL. Figure 1 shows the conceptual overview of these
hypothesised dimensional structures and we discuss
them below.

One-dimensional

The one-dimensional model of UBI support assumes that
people tend to either support or reject UBI in all its
aspects. It is the leading empirical assumption in many
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initial studies on UBI support. Most initial studies empiri-
cally assume that UBI support is one-dimensional
(e.g. Parolin & Sidland, 2020; Roosma & Van
Oorschot, 2020; Vlandas, 2021). These studies measure
UBI support using a single question from the European
Social Survey (2020). While the question is preceded by
an extensive explanation of the aspects of UBI
policy - including the main policy aspects as a guaran-
teed minimum standard of living, the same for everyone
and regardless of work - respondents are unable to dis-
close their opinion on the various policy aspects. The
single-item approach is only valid when individuals tend
to show similar levels of support across policy aspects.
The test for a one-dimensional model therefore reflects
on the validity of early work on UBI support.

We also test the theoretical assumption of ‘conceptual
coherence’ underlying much of the work on UBI. Propo-
nents of UBI policy typically require a combination of dif-
ferent aspects of UBI to achieve its intended purpose. For
example, UBI can only amount to ‘real freedom’ (Van
Parijs, 1991), move away from the ‘productivism’ in cur-
rent welfare (Offe, 1992) and promote gender equality
(e.g. Robeyns, 2000) if it is simultaneously universal, suf-
ficient and unconditional. From this point of view, it
makes no sense to support some aspects and reject
others. The UBI proposal promises to reform welfare
through a combination of measures, and supporting UBI
therefore means supporting all of its aspects.

This conceptual coherence may also be found
amongst the public at large. Some authors indeed argue
that political attitudes - and by extension welfare
attitudes - are grounded in the singular desire for
(or rejection of) social change (Jost et al., 2008; Jost

Conceptual overview of theorised political controversies underlying UBI support.

et al., 2009). Ranging from social conservativism to social
progressiveness, these authors argue that people — in the
extremes — either want to dismantle the existing societal
power structures or to maintain them. If UBI is indeed
conceptually coherent in the public mind, representing a
singular form of social change, we expect that people
tend to accept or reject the aspects of UBI policy to the
same extent. This leads us to the conceptual model pre-
sented in Figure 2a.

Two-dimensional

The two-dimensional structure supposes that people
endorse or oppose the aspects of UBI related to economic
equality, irrespective of their attitudes towards aspects of
unconditionality. Several studies show that opinions on
social rights and social obligations are part of separate
attitudinal dimensions (Achterberg et al., 2014; Gielens
et al., 2019; but see Laenen & Meuleman, 2019).

The first controversy in this model regards economic
equality. Many studies have demonstrated that welfare
policy support is grounded in economic egalitarianism
(e.g. Jaeger, 2006; Svallfors, 2012), including support for
UBI policy (Roosma & Van Oorschot, 2020;
Vlandas, 2021). This political value dimension embodies
opposing stances on the issue of economic equality, with
on the one hand the conviction that the societal wealth
should be distributed more equally - particularly to
ensure a minimum income as a social right - and on the
other hand the belief that income redistribution consti-
tutes an unjustified tax burden. The desire for economic
equality is often equated with a position of self-interest -
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FIGURE 2
support.

that is those benefitting from redistribution are most
likely to support egalitarian ideals — but also has a moral
component - the conviction that paying taxes to serve the
less well-off is a moral obligation to society (Van
Oorschot, 2006). In sum, this controversy regards atti-
tudes towards the just distribution of societal wealth.

The second hypothesised controversy regards uncondi-
tionality, defined as the behavioural and situational require-
ments for benefit eligibility. A number of studies use
cultural authoritarianism to explain support for welfare
conditionality ~(Achterberg et al, 2014, see also
Lipset, 1959). Conditions specify rules of eligibility that are
at least partly based on a norm of reciprocity, wherein
social support is conditional on people's willingness to work
(Mau, 2004: 61). Cultural authoritarians want to prevent
that the able-bodied escape their obligation to work - that
is they want to prevent welfare abuse — and support strict

(b) Universal
Economic Sufficient
equality
Redistributive
Individual

No means-test

Unconditional

No job-search
requirement

Extra earnings

Universal

Sufficient

Redistributive

Individual

No means-test

No job-search
requirement

Extra earnings

(a) One-dimensional model of UBI support. (b) Two-dimensional model of UBI support. (c) Three-dimensional model of UBI

conditions to enforce these reciprocal obligations. Although
this argument is mainly applied to welfare conditionality,
instruments such as means-testing also relate to the notion
of welfare abuse. From the authoritarian perspective,
means-testing policies prevent the exploitation of social sup-
port by those who are not in genuine financial need. In
both cases, support for conditionality of welfare is moti-
vated by the principled desire to prevent welfare abuse.

The distinction between economic equality and
unconditionality may also apply to support for UBI pol-
icy. On the one hand, the UBI proposal entails a move-
ment towards greater economic equality. Providing
sufficient benefits, the equal treatment of all citizens, and
leveraging income taxes to finance these benefits, all con-
cern the issue of economic equality. Together, these
aspects are meant to establish a social right to a
minimume-level income. On the other hand, UBI policy
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abolishes conditions for receiving the benefit; such as
means-testing, cohabitation restrictions, the job applica-
tion requirement and limits on extra earnings. We thus
expect a two-dimensional value conflict underlying UBI
support, visualised in Figure 2b.

Three-dimensional model

The three-dimensional model makes a further distinction
within economic equality between the principle of
universalism - that is everybody receives the basic
income - and attitudes towards the redistributive design
of UBIL Universalism deals with the question of who
deserves welfare support, whereas redistribution regards
the question of who should pay for these provisions. In
other words, this model thus assumes that the public dis-
tinguishes a targeting dimension and a taxation dimen-
sion of UBI.

Universalism regards the belief in the absence of tar-
gets, contending that ‘everybody is entitled to the same
type and degree of welfare provision’ (Reeskens & Van
Oorschot, 2013: 1176). Van Oorschot (2006) argues that
members of the public vary in the extent to which they
prefer strong targets for welfare benefits (see also
Laenen & Meuleman, 2019). These studies attribute the
preference for targeting to the perceived deservingness
of the target groups: especially people that are thought
to be in genuine need, due to no fault of their own, and
show a willingness to work are deemed more deserving
of support. Still people differ in this respect: condition-
ality of solidarity — much like authoritarianism - is
more strongly present amongst the lower-educated, and
coincides with suspicions of welfare abuse (e.g. Van
Oorschot, 2006). Support for universalism thus origi-
nates in the extent to which people differentiate
between the deservingness of target groups. Universal-
ism is also a core component of the UBI proposal. UBI
is often endorsed as a civil right, for example, as com-
pensation for the poor being expropriated (Paine, 2004).
Tideman and Vallentyne (2017) similarly defend UBI as
a matter of civil rights, the universal right to a mini-
mum provision.

Redistribution deals instead with the question of
who contributes and who benefits from the redistribu-
tive arrangement. Supporters of redistribution want
fewer differences in income (and/or wealth) between
the richer and the poorer, whereas opponents of redis-
tribution prefer low taxes and laissez-faire economics.
Support for redistribution is typically stronger amongst
those who stand to benefit from the arrangement, such
as the poor and lower educated (e.g. Jaeger, 2006).
Taken together, the poor and lower educated thus may

dislike the universalism of UBI because it serves the
rich, and at the same time support the redistributive
aspect of UBI because it serves themselves. As also
mentioned by Rincén (2023), this may well be one of
the paradoxes (or cross-pressures) underlying UBI sup-
port. In accordance, Van Oorschot et al. (2022) find no
relationship between the conditionality of solidarity
and economic egalitarianism, suggesting that these atti-
tudinal dimensions are indeed empirically independent
of each other. The three-dimensional model of UBI sup-
port is presented in Figure 2c.

Educational differences in ambivalence
towards UBI

Students of belief systems generally find that the masses
organise their political values differently compared to
societal elites (e.g. Converse, 1964; Feldman &
Zaller, 1992). Converse (1964: 9-11) originally theorised
that issue attitudes amongst the public are less con-
strained by political ideologies, due to information loss in
the process of elite communication: the ‘vast treasuries of
well-organised information among elites’ translate to ‘a
few “bits” in the popular understanding. A superficial
understanding of political ideology consequently
weakens the cognitive link between attitudes amongst
the public at large. Feldman and Zaller (1992: 269)
emphasise that the general public is more ambivalent or
doubtful towards policy issues than their elite counter-
parts, not for a lack of understanding but due to conflict-
ing considerations. For the elites, on the other hand,
attitudes are shaped by the commitment to political ide-
ology, a ‘structuring principle’ that informs the position
to take on various issues (Bartle, 2000: 469). This theory
of ambivalence has been empirically validated time and
again. Within the welfare state, for example, the higher
educated are more likely to support or reject the welfare
state as a whole, while the lower educated hold opinions
on economic issues that are more or less unrelated to
their positions on cultural issues (e.g. Achterberg &
Houtman, 2009).

The theory of ambivalence implies that the dimen-
sionality of UBI support differs between educational
strata. Political parties must take a clear position on
UBI proposals - that is they accept or reject the policy
as a whole, based on the combined implications of dif-
ferent policy aspects. For example, political elites on
the proponent side particularly view UBI as a cost-
effective and more supportive strategy to activate the
unemployed (Groot et al., 2019; Perkio, 2020). Based
on their greater political commitment, the higher edu-
cated are prone to align their opinions with the
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position of the political elites they support: they too
become unambiguous supporters or opponents of UBI
policy. Inversely, the lower educated are supposed to
be more ambivalent, and thus vary more in the UBI
aspects they support and reject.

Existing studies point to the validity of this hypothe-
sis, noting a lack of knowledge of UBI amongst the gen-
eral public. The proportion of ‘do not know’ responses is
over 8% in the ESS8. Even regarding substantial opinions,
Roosma and Van Oorschot (2020: 203) have ‘doubts
whether respondents fully understand the impact of
introducing a BI'. This lack of knowledge is confirmed by
Rosetti et al. (2020: 288), who after interviewing a ran-
dom sample of local citizens found that ‘with few excep-
tions, respondents did not show well-developed attitudes
towards a UBI. Many respondents indicated that they
found these topics complicated or that they had never
previously thought about the questions asked’. Conse-
quently, we expect that the attitudes towards UBI are
more ambivalent amongst the lower educated.

DATA AND METHODS
Data

We use data from the Basic Income Netherlands survey
(Gielens et al., 2022b), designed to represent a demo-
graphically balanced set of Dutch respondents. Although
representative for most key demographics, a comparison
with population data from Statistics Netherlands (avail-
able in Table Al) shows an overrepresentation of people
aged between 65 and 80, citizens without migration back-
ground, and with higher household incomes. However,
the overrepresentation of high-income households is
likely to be overestimated: non-response of household
income is substantially higher amongst lower educated
(26.9%) compared to the higher educated (16.9%). Even
though the sample is not perfectly representative, the risk
of drawing ungeneralizable conclusions is small. The sta-
tistical relationships between variables (such as correla-
tions, factor loadings, etc.) are less vulnerable to
sampling error (e.g. Goodman & Blum, 1996). Our sam-
ple contains N = 1197 respondents.

Our measurement of UBI policy aspects is based on
the most common definition of UBI as ‘universal, uncon-
ditional and individual’ (Widerquist et al., 2013: xiv):
every citizen receives it, in an equal amount, with no
strings attached. This definition of UBI considers UBI to
be sufficient to survive without work (Van Parijs, 1991)
and funded through progressive tax mechanisms
(e.g. Tideman & Vallentyne, 2017). Moreover, we define
UBI in relation to existing welfare policies in the

Netherlands, to clarify the policy reforms implied by the
liberal-egalitarian proposal.

In particular, we operationalised seven aspects of UBI
policy presented in Table 1. The items are preceded by the
following introductory text: ‘the universal basic income is
composed of several aspects on which we would like to
hear your opinion. Indicate what you think about the fol-
lowing aspects’. All indicators have answer categories rang-
ing from 1 (very bad idea) to 5 (very good idea), with a
middle category 3 (not good, not bad). First, the policy is
defined as universal, meaning that ‘every Dutch citizen will
receive a basic income each month’. Note that we opt for a
monthly cash payment over, for example, one-off cash
grants or in-kind benefits. Also note that we deliberately
avoid the issue of immigration by specifying the target
group as Dutch citizens. Second, the policy is defined as
sufficient to survive without working, being ‘as high as the
poverty line (€1200/m)’. Third, the policy is defined as
redistributive, meaning ‘higher incomes pay back this basic
income via taxes’. Fourth, the policy is defined as individ-
ual, so it ‘does not become higher or lower when you live
together’. While the individuality criterion may also refer
to household-level payments, the Dutch system already
provides most benefits on an individual basis. We instead
refer to the cohabitation penalty, which reduces benefits in
case of cohabitation. Fifth, the policy has no means-test,
meaning it is ‘paid regardless of your income level’. We
further specify that ‘because of this it is not necessary to
check of people have other sources of income’. Although
often linked to universalism, means-testing also invokes a
discussion about welfare efficiency, and welfare abuse.
Sixth, the policy allows people to keep extra earnings,
meaning people can ‘keep the (net) income earned next to
this basic income’. This aspect relates to discussions on the
‘poverty trap’, where incomes falls when recipients start
working on benefits. UBI policy removes the income
threshold tied to benefit eligibility, enabling, for example,
social assistance beneficiaries to work part-time without
losing income. Finally, we define UBI as having no job-
search requirement, SO ‘no service in return is required for
receiving this basic income’. We specify by stating ‘recipi-
ents are not obliged to apply for jobs when they become
unemployed’. This criterion operationalizes the uncondi-
tional provision of UBI in relation to current social assis-
tance requirements.

In addition, respondents are categorised into three
educational strata. The lower educated have no educa-
tion, completed elementary school, lower secondary
school (VMBO) or lower vocational school (MBO 1). The
middle educated completed higher secondary school
(HAVO/VWO) or the upper levels of vocational school
(MBO 2-4). The higher educated obtained a propaedeutic
degree in (applied) university, a bachelor or associate
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TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics of UBI aspect indicators.

Aspect Full phrasing Mean SD

Universal Every adult Dutch citizen will receive a basic 3.24 1.138
income each month

Sufficient This basic income is as high as the poverty line 3.32 1.058
(€1200/m)

Redistributive Those with higher incomes pay back this basic 3.32 1.203
income via taxes

Individual This basic income does not become higher or lower 3.35 1.036
when you live together

No means-test This basic income is paid regardless of your income 3.24 1.151
level. Because of this it is not necessary to check if
people have other sources of income

Extra earnings You can keep the (net) income earned next to this 3.70 0.984
basic income

No job-search requirement No service in return is required for receiving this 2.79 1.247
basic income. For example, recipients are not
obliged to apply for jobs when they become
unemployed

Educational level Low 0.271

Middle 0.335
High 0.394

degree in applied science education (HBO), a university-
level bachelor degree or a masters’ or doctoral degree.

Methods

We use CFA to test the tenability of the proposed dimen-
sionalities of public opinion (for an introduction see
Brown & Moore, 2012). The standard approach is to
decide which model fits best given the observed
responses by comparing various fit statistics. Low values
for the Akaike information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian
information criterion (BIC) indicate model correspon-
dence with the observed correlational structure. Low
values for the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and comparative
fit index (CFI) point to a high relative improvement com-
pared to a zero-correlation null model. The root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) and standar-
dised root mean square residual are absolute measures of
model fit, with values closer to zero indicating better fit.
In an influential simulation study, Hu and Bentler (1999)
proposed cut-off values of adequate fit for a number of
these criteria: CFI and TLI above 0.95 and RMSEA and
SRMR scores below 0.08 indicate adequate fit. However,
especially the RMSEA and SRMR tend to be too conser-
vative, especially for models with few degrees of freedom.

We test our ambivalence hypothesis - the higher
educated have more aligned attitudes towards

dimensions of UBI - by comparing the factor correla-
tions between educational groups. In the context of a
multi-group CFA, we first compare the fit of a ‘metric’
model that constrains factor loadings between educa-
tional groups with the fit of a ‘complete’ model that also
constrains correlations between latent variables. Correla-
tions are significantly different if the metric model fits
better than the complete model. To assess which correla-
tions differ in more detail, we present the unconstrained
correlations. The significance of group differences in
individual correlations is also done through model likeli-
hood comparison. In this case, we compare a model with
all constrained correlations to a model with a single
unconstrained correlation.

RESULTS

We start our analyses with discussing some interesting ten-
dencies from the descriptive statistics in Table 1. First, note
that the mean scores on almost all the individual aspects
are above the mid-point: the respondents tend towards
considering most aspects of UBI a neutral to good idea.
This suggests that UBI support is more stable than
expected, eliciting similar levels of support as the 2018 ESS
survey (see e.g. Roosma & Van Oorschot, 2020). In particu-
lar, mean support for the universal aspect of UBI is surpris-
ingly high, considering the policy discourse focussed on
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targeting social provisions to the poor (Taylor-Gooby, 2008).
Second, some aspects are still more supported than others.
The ‘extra earnings’ aspect generates relatively high mean
support (m = 3.70) and consensus (s = 0.984), while relax-
ing the job-search requirement is opposed on average
(m = 2.79) and is most controversial (s = 1.247). This sug-
gests that the public in general wants to remove work dis-
incentives while retaining work incentives. At the same
time however, a substantial part of the population (33.7%)
is supportive of relaxing the job-search requirement, versus
45.7% opposed. The aspect is thus controversial, with a ten-
dency towards maintaining the job-search requirement.
Finally, the redistributive aspect of UBI policy has a rela-
tively high standard deviation (s = 1.203), testifying to its
controversial nature. The redistribution of income tradi-
tionally divides the political left and right.

Dimensionality of UBI support

We first test which hypothesised dimensional structure is
most likely given the data. The one-dimensional model of
UBI support is most convincingly rejected. The likelihood
ratio test indicates a significantly better fit of the multidi-
mensional models (Ay*(1) = 126.0, p < 0.001). The rela-
tive indices CFI and TLI are both well below the
goodness-of-fit thresholds of 90% or 95% improvement
over the null model and lower than the relative fit of the
multidimensional models. The absolute fit indices also
point to a rejection of this model in favour of the multidi-
mensional models. The RSMEA and SRMR both exceed
the accepted thresholds (<0.05) and the RMSEA is also
significantly higher than the 0.08 threshold. All statistics
point to the rejection of the one-dimensional model as
the best empirical fit, supporting the claim that UBI sup-
port is not well-captured as an undifferentiated attitude.
This speaks against the theoretical and empirical assump-
tions in the field of UBI support: the conceptual coher-
ence ascribed to UBI is not shared by the public in
general, and single-item measures are prone to bias the
‘true’ level of support for UBI policy.

We accept the three-dimensional model - separating
attitudes on universalism, redistribution and
unconditionality - as the best fit. Although adding a third
dimension leads to considerably less improvement than
adding a second dimension, still the likelihood ratio test
shows a significant improvement of model fit (Ay*(1)
= 17.8, p < 0.001). However, the three-dimensional model
does not yet meet the rules of thumb of an adequate model
fit. CFI and TLI indicate less than 95% improvement over
the zero-correlation restricted null model. RMSEA exceeds
the 0.08 threshold for acceptable fit, which means that the
hypothesised correlation structure deviates too much from

the observed correlation matrix. Based on the modification
indices (MI) and expected parameter change (EPC), we pro-
pose two theoretically justifiable modifications to the origi-
nal model in order to approach an adequate fit. First, we
allow a residual correlation between the aspects ‘no means-
test’ and ‘extra earnings’ (MI = 43.6, EPC = 0.159). Both
aspects particularly capture the economic aspect of uncon-
ditionality, intending to relax the income restrictions that
are implemented in current social assistance policy. It is
thus unsurprising that these two aspects share variance
additional to the full unconditional component. Second, we
allow the ‘no means-test’ aspect to cross-load on the redis-
tributive factor (MI = 49.0, EPC = —0.417). Substantively,
means-testing has both an unconditional component - to
prevent welfare abuse - and a redistributive
component — to help the poor. The negative cross-loading
also implies that support for means-testing and redistribu-
tion are positively related. Including these modifications
strongly improves the fit of the three-dimensional model
(Ay*(2) = 78.1, p < 0.001) and brings the fit statistics near
or beyond their accepted thresholds (see Table 2). We pre-
sent the parameter estimates of the modified three-
dimensional model in Table 3. The estimates of all proposed
measurement models are available in Table A2.

We forego a further alteration that would improve
model fit: excluding the ‘redistributive’ aspect. The redis-
tributive aspect has a low correlation with the other items
in every hypothesised factor structure - between
r=20.121 and r=0.346 (see correlation matrix in
Table A3). Likewise, the dimensional structure accounts
for only around 15% of the variance in response to this
item. While these statistics suggest that the redistributive
aspect loads on a separate fourth dimension, the fit indi-
ces of such a structure do not point to an improved fit
compared to the three-dimensional model (see Table 2).
However, while often neglected, the redistributive aspect
is a contested but integral aspect of UBI policy
(e.g. Chrisp & Martinelli, 2019). For this reason, we opt
to keep this aspect in the model, but note that redistribu-
tion seems to be a distinct and controversial issue which
is only weakly associated with support for UBI policy.

Finally, we note that the three attitudinal dimensions
are strongly correlated. Attitudes on universalism corre-
late strongly with attitudes on redistribution (r = 0.762)
and unconditionality (r=0.785). The correlation
between attitudes on redistribution and unconditionality
is even higher (r = 0.828). Even though attitudes within
each dimension correlate more strongly amongst than
between dimensions — warranting the distinction of three
dimensions - these attitudes cannot be considered inde-
pendent. The dimensions of UBI support must be consid-
ered related but distinct. This provides some vindication
for the assumed conceptual coherence of UBI policy.
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Three-dimensional

Four-dimensional Three-dimensional modified

11 10
187.4 110.8
1.6 78.1%**
0.940 0.966
0.886 0.929
22,805 22,731
22,891 22,822
0.116 0.092
0.052 0.039

Estimated factor loadings and correlations of the modified three-dimensional model of UBI support.

TABLE 2 Goodness-of-fit indices of hypothesised models (CFA).
One-dimensional Two-dimensional
df 14 13 12
x> 332.8 206.8 188.9
Ay? 126.0%%* 17.8%+*
CFI 0.892 0.935 0.940
TLI 0.839 0.894 0.896
AIC 22,945 22,821 22,804
BIC 23,016 22,897 22,886
RMSEA  0.138 0.112 0.111
SRMR 0.058 0.053 0.051
#E < 0.001.
TABLE 3
Three-dimensional
Universalism (a)
Universal 1.137
Sufficient
Redistributive
Individual

No means-test

Extra earnings

No job-search requirement
Factor correlations

(a)

(d)

©

Redistribution (b) Unconditionality (c)
0.875
0.505
0.642
—0.604 1.426
0.605
0.785
0.762 0.785
0.828

Note: (a) X*(10) = 110.8; CFI = 0.966; TLI = 0.929; RSMEA = 0.092; SRMR = 0.039. (b) Factor loadings are estimated by constraining factor variance. (c)

Residual covariance ‘no means-test’ and ‘extra earnings’: r = 0.118.

Attitudes may diverge somewhat between dimensions,
but can be considered indicative of ‘generalised’” UBI
support.

Educational differences in UBI support

We also assessed whether lower educational strata are
more ambivalent in their support for UBI. Greater ambiv-
alence implies that the three dimensions of UBI support
are less strongly correlated in lower educational strata.
Contrary to our expectations, we find no evidence for
greater ambivalence towards UBI amongst the lower
educated.

First, the omnibus test of correlational differences
suggests that the correlations differ between educational

strata. The ‘complete’ model — constraining the six corre-
lations to be equal across educational groups - fits signifi-
cantly worse than the ‘metric’ model with only
constrained factor loadings' (Ay?[6] = 23.0, p < 0.001,
AAIC = 11, ABIC = 20). However, the individual corre-
lations in Table 4 show that the correlational differences
do not follow the expected pattern, that is the ambiva-
lence towards UBI is not greater in higher educated
strata. If anything, the lower and middle educated are
even more ambivalent in their attitudes than the higher
educated. The higher educated have more divergent atti-
tudes towards redistribution and universalism (r = 0.694)
compared to the middle (r = 0.806) and lower (r = 0.806)

!The residual covariance parameter is also constrained between
educational groups.
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TABLE 4 Constrained factor loadings and unconstrained factor correlations per educational stratum.
Universal Redistribution Unconditional
Factor loadings
Universal 1.140
Redistributive 0.885
Sufficient 0.502
Individual 0.664
No means-test —0.637 1.450
Extra earnings 0.604
Unconditional 0.780
Factor correlations
Lower educated
Universal 0.806 0.735
Redistribution 0.832
Middle educated
Universal 0.806 0.829
Redistribution 0.867
High educated
Universal 0.694 0.778
Redistribution 0.796

Note: Constrained residual covariance r = 0.108.

educated. Moreover, the middle educated are less likely
to align their attitudes towards the universal and uncon-
ditional dimensions (r=0.829) than the higher
(r=0.778) and lower (r = 0.735) educated. Likelihood
ratio tests show a statistically significant difference in the
correlations between universalism and redistribution
(Ax?[2] = 10.9, p < 0.01) and universalism and uncondi-
tionality (Ay*[2] =12.2, p < 0.01). The educational dif-
ference between correlations of redistribution and
unconditionality is not significant, which is also inverse
to our expectations. We thus find no clear evidence to
suggest that the higher educated are less ambivalent
towards UBI policy. Based on these results we propose
that UBI policy is not very entrenched along political
lines, but instead transcends the boundaries of political
ideology also amongst educational elites, as suggested by
Reed and Lansley (2016). Alternatively, it is possible that
the higher educated are equally ambivalent towards any
welfare state issue, since political parties position them-
selves increasingly along multiple lines of conflict
(e.g. Pellikaan et al., 2007).

Structural bases of UBI support

Any dimensional distinction assumes, theoretically and
conceptually, that the individual dimensions have different

causes and consequences. We perform some post hoc ana-
lyses to further strengthen our conceptual distinction
between the three dimensions of UBI support. We assess
whether socio-structural groups in society differ in their
support for each dimension, and whether support for each
dimension influences voting behaviour. Since the three
dimensions are highly correlated, we must control for the
other dimensions to explain the differences in support that
are unique to each dimension. Without these controls, the
estimates would be largely based on the shared
component - that is the combined support for several
dimensions - rather than the unique support for a single
dimension. The descriptive statistics of the wvariables
included in the post hoc analyses are available in Table A4.
We present the socio-structural differences in support
in Table 5. We find marked differences between the
dimensions of support for UBI, as well as attitudinal
cross-pressures. First, while income groups do not differ
significantly in their support for the universal aspect of
UBI, higher income households are less supportive of the
redistributive aspect (b = —0.171, p < 0.05) and margin-
ally more supportive of the unconditional aspect
(b =0.151, p < 0.10). Simultaneously, the higher edu-
cated are marginally less supportive of the universal
dimension (b = —0.067, p < 0.10) and the redistribution
dimension (b = —0.073, p < 0.05), while being signifi-
cantly more supportive of the unconditional dimension
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TABLE 5 OLS regression estimates of background characteristics on dimensions of UBI support.

Intercept
Gender Male
Female
Age
Migration background Native
First gen.
Second gen.
Income <14,100
14,100-36,500
36,500-43,500
43,500-73,000
>73,000
No response
Education Low
Middle
High
Employment status Employed
Student
Self-employed
Retired
Benefits
Housework
Searching for job
Other
Controls Universal
Redistribution
Unconditional
RZ
*p < 0.10;
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

(b =0.126, p < 0.01). These observations point to the
confounding influence of economic and cultural motives
for policy support. The lower classes tend to prefer more
redistribution under strict behavioural conditions, while
the higher classes have an economic interest in economi-
cally regressive policy while being more permissive of
freeriding behaviour (Achterberg et al, 2014;
Achterberg & Houtman, 2009). Second, the self-employed
are more in favour of the universal dimension (b = 0.184,
p < 0.01), but also more opposed to the redistribution
dimension than the wage workers (b = —0.161, p < 0.01).
A similar marginal tendency is found for houseworkers.
Inversely, those dependent on welfare benefits are more
supportive of the unconditional dimension compared to

Universal Redistribution Unconditional
—0.071 0.185* —0.153
0.009 —0.028 0.007
0.000 —0.001 0.001
—0.053 0.076 —0.044
0.003 0.054 —0.044
0.054 —0.045 0.012
0.039 —0.011 0.007
0.068 —0.048 0.011
0.057 —0.171* 0.151°"
0.025 —0.034 0.013
0.029 —0.073* 0.033
—0.067" —0.030 0.126**
0.017 —0.040 0.035
0.184%* —0.161** 0.028
0.046 —0.044 —0.044
—0.069 —0.038 0.125*
0.146" —0.123" —0.001
0.032 —0.050 0.035
—0.047 0.039 —0.025
0.491%+* 0.335%%*
0.678*** 0.519%**
0.330%** 0.370%+*
0.761 0.784 0.711

wage workers (b = 0.125, p < 0.05), but equally support
the other two dimensions. This suggests that the univer-
sal aspect is particularly appealing to the precariously
employed (e.g. Bidadanure, 2013). Moreover, it suggests
that labour market ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’
(Rueda, 2006) have distinct preferences with respect to
universalism and redistribution. Taken together, these
cross-pressures strongly suggest that the dimensions of
UBI support are analytically separate and distinctly
motivated.

These cross-pressures are further illustrated in
Table A5. As expected, most social demographics do not
differ significantly without controlling for the other
dimensions. These cross-pressures, also known as
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TABLE 6 Unique influence of support for UBI dimensions on voting behaviour.
Liberal Conservat. Soc. Dem. Green Labour Populist Other
Intercept Ref. —0.320** —0.055 —0.210" 0.158 —0.353** 0.367***
Universal Ref. —0.185 —0.151 —0.497* —0.204 —0.023 —0.104
Redistribution Ref. 0.877** 0.487" 0.988*** 0.648* 0.099 0.364
Unconditional Ref. —0.359 0.301 0.399 0.213 0.273 0.142

Note: We present log-odds from a multinomial logistic regression. Log-odds are relative to voting for liberal parties. Effects of each dimension are controlled for
the other dimensions. Coding of party families is as follows. Liberal (VVD, JA21). Conservative (CDA, CU, SGP). Social Democrat (D66, Volt). Green (GL,

PvDD). Labour (PvdA, SP). Populist (PVV, FvD).
*p <0.10;
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

suppression effects, occur when social demographics
holds contrasting opinions towards different dimensions
of a policy proposal such as UBI (see Lazarsfeld
et al., 1968). The higher support for universalist dimen-
sion amongst the self-employed is not significant without
controlling for the redistributive dimension (see
Table A5), because it is cancelled out by the contrasting
opinions towards universalism and redistribution
amongst the self-employed. Similarly, the highest income
group is conflicted in their support, predominantly
because they are more opposed to redistribution and
more supportive of unconditional policies. The higher
educated are in turn conflicted between their support for
unconditionality and especially opposition towards uni-
versal policies. A notable exception is the lower support
for redistribution amongst the middle educated, which is
not confounded by conflicting attitudes.

A brief note on the Dutch party system is in order
before we move to constituencies’ support for dimensions
of UBIL. The Netherlands is considered a ‘consensus
democracy’ (Lijphart, 1999), a fragmented multi-party
system in which decision-making requires coalition for-
mation between parties. Notwithstanding their differ-
ences, the political parties can be grouped based on their
position along three lines of conflict: state intervention in
the market, moral laws versus the neutral state and
collectivism-individualism (Pellikaan et al., 2007). Lib-
eral and labour parties both endorse a neutral state, but
are opposed in their views on interventionism and indi-
vidualism. Conservative (religious) and labour parties
both support interventionism and collectivism, but dis-
agree on moral issues such as abortion and gender. Green
and populist parties are part of the new politics, taking
special positions on climate change and immigration
issues. On other issues, the green parties are often aligned
with labour parties, while the populist parties share the
economic views of the liberal block.

Table 6 shows that support for the dimensions of UBI
also relate differently to voting behaviour. First, the

universal dimension appeals more strongly to the lib-
erals, especially in comparison to the green left. Elevated
support for any dimension amongst liberal voters is
remarkable, given the typically leftist preference for UBI
policy (e.g. Schwander & Vlandas, 2020). Still, the liberal
constituency has a rational interest in implementing
social policies that do not exclude the better-off and
entrepreneurs. Second, support for the redistributive
dimension produces the strongest differences in voting
behaviour. Those supporting redistribution are especially
less likely to vote for the liberal and right-wing populist
parties. Inversely, the redistributive component of UBI
appeals to economically leftist voters, including those vot-
ing for conservative parties. This aligns with the support
for redistribution found amongst both party families.
Finally, while the redistributive dimension seems to unite
conservative and leftist constituencies, the issue of
unconditional welfare divides the liberal-conservative
voter on the one hand and the progressive-left constitu-
ency on the other hand. Although the significance of
these contrasts are not included in Table 6, a model with
conservatives as reference group confirms that those sup-
porting unconditionality are significantly less likely to
vote for conservative parties than social democrat
(b =0.660, p <0.05), green left (b =0.758, p < 0.05),
labour (b = 0.572, p < 0.05) and even right-wing populist
parties (b = 0.633, p < 0.05). Taken together, the liberal
voter tends to support universal policy but rejects the
redistributive component, while the conservative voter
supports the redistributive component but rejects the
unconditional component. Our multidimensional
approach nicely disentangles these contradictions under-
lying support for UBI policy.

In sum, these post hoc comparisons show that the
three dimensions each have distinct causes and conse-
quences. Universalism is a more liberal issue supported
especially by entrepreneurs. Redistribution is an eco-
nomic issue that unites conservative and leftist voters
against liberal and populist constituencies. Inversely,
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unconditionality is a moral issue that divides the lower
educated liberal-conservative voters on the one hand and
the higher educated progressive left on the other.

CONCLUSION

UBI policy has rapidly become a much-discussed alterna-
tive to targeted activation policies (e.g. Browne &
Immervoll, 2017). The public legitimacy of UBI policy
remains one of the key outstanding questions, both as an
obstacle and as an opportunity for its political implemen-
tation (De Wispelaere & Noguera, 2012). This paper elab-
orates a multidimensional perspective on UBI support, in
an attempt to understand which welfare controversies
underly public support for such policy. Our analysis sug-
gests that support for UBI policy is driven by three
related but distinct welfare controversies, regarding uni-
versalism, redistribution and unconditionality. These
controversies seem to persist amongst societal elites,
given the lack of evidence for educational differences in
ambivalence towards UBI. Post hoc comparisons further
indicate cross-pressures underlying UBI support. Com-
pared to the higher educated, the lower educated - as
well as conservative voters — tend to be more supportive
of redistributive aspects while rejecting the uncondition-
ality of UBI (e.g. Achterberg & Houtman, 2009). More-
over, liberals and the self-employed are relatively
supportive of universal benefits while opposing redistri-
bution, suggesting their support for social investment
type policies (e.g. Gingrich & Hiusermann, 2015). Com-
bining these dimensions into a single policy thus both
yields broad appeal as well as internal conflict.

The finding of related but distinct attitudinal dimen-
sions has three implications for the study of UBI support.
First, the presence of distinct attitudinal dimensions
shows that there are some competing considerations
underlying support for the UBI proposal. While studies
that rely on a single-item indicator of UBI support
emphasise the importance of redistribution as a motive
for support (e.g. Parolin & Sitland, 2020; Roosma & Van
Oorschot, 2020; Schwander & Vlandas, 2020;
Vlandas, 2021), this study shows that key demographics
and constituencies support and oppose different aspects
of the policy. Second, the complexity of UBI support is
limited, pointing to the value of a simpler approach to
multidimensionality. While extant work on the multidi-
mensionality of UBI treats the level of the benefit and
funding mechanisms as separate dimensions of support
(e.g. Chrisp et al, 2020; Stadelmann-Steffen &
Dermont, 2020), this study suggests that these aspects are
part of a single redistributive controversy. Similarly, the
attitudes towards various conditional aspects (e.g. Laenen

et al., 2023; Rincon, 2023) seem driven by the same wel-
fare controversy. Third, despite these distinct controver-
sies underlying UBI support, the strong correlation
between attitudinal dimensions shows that UBI policy is
a reasonably coherent policy in the public mind. Using
survey experiments to investigate how policy designs
alter policy support - the predominant multidimensional
approach - has obscured the strong commonalities in
support between dimensions. Thus, the one-dimensional
approach to measuring UBI is vindicated to an important
extent.

Surprisingly, the lack of educational differences in
ambivalence towards UBI suggests that these three wel-
fare controversies persist amongst societal elites. This
casts doubt on the relevance of ambivalence theory
(Feldman & Zaller, 1992; see also Converse, 1964) on
UBI attitudes. In the extremes, this may point to a
broader development, wherein educational strata become
increasingly similar in distinguishing economic and cul-
tural welfare controversies, possibly because political
parties position themselves increasingly along multiple
lines of conflict (e.g. Pellikaan et al., 2007). The lack of
educational differences in ambivalence may also be par-
ticular to UBI policy. UBI policy is still very much con-
tested in politics along multiple lines and as a policy
proposal it is conceptually flexible (De Wispelaere, 2016;
De Wispelaere & Stirton, 2004). If this confusion amongst
political elites diffuses, as proposed by the theory of
ambivalence, it produces divergent attitudes amongst
educational elites. Moreover, the ambivalence amongst
elites may be partly due to ‘bottom-up’ processes in the
UBI discourse. UBI is typically not strongly endorsed by
mainstream political parties, but instead found its way
back into the mainstream through advocacy from policy
entrepreneurs and activists (Caputo & Liu, 2020). This
agenda-setting dynamic undermines the logic of ambiva-
lence, since the idea now reaches elites via the media and
activist publics rather than the other way around. Both
pathways would explain why educational elites hold
equally ambivalent opinions towards UBI as the lower
educated.

While we leveraged a unique dataset that included
measures on multiple aspects of UBI policy, the sample is
restricted to the Dutch population. Some studies already
point to differences in support between countries
(Parolin & Sitland, 2020; Stadelmann-Steffen &
Dermont, 2020), and Dutch politics seems particularly
receptive to UBI-style reforms (e.g. Groot et al., 2019).
The results presented in this paper are suggestive but the
dimensional structure of UBI support may differ between
countries. Moreover, our methodology limited us to a
particular ‘liberal-egalitarian’ operationalization of UBI
policy, in spite of the known diversity in UBI proposals
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(e.g. De Wispelaere & Stirton, 2004; Rincén, 2023). Even
within a single policy design, while the choice for aspects
of UBI is theoretically grounded, it cannot do full justice
to the complexity of the UBI discussion. Particular justifi-
cations for UBI, such as its liberation from work and eco-
nomic necessity (Offe, 1992; Van Parijs, 1991), are not
included as policy aspects. We also omitted the explicit
benefit eligibility of immigrants as a policy aspect. Reduc-
ing bureaucracy is also a popular argument for UBI pol-
icy (e.g. De Wispelaere & Stirton, 2013) and welfare
policy more generally (e.g. Roosma et al., 2013). Elements
of reducing bureaucracy are only implicitly included as
part of removing means-testing and allowing extra earn-
ings. Unconditionality can also be understood as a practi-
cal instrument to reduce the administrative complexity of
the welfare system.

The differences in support between social categories
point to the opportunities and challenges for designing a
comprehensive UBI proposal with broad public support.
Some constituencies prefer conditional redistributive pol-
icies, while others prefer universal or unconditional poli-
cies funded by through regressive taxation. Interestingly,
we find that unconditionality is the least politically polar-
ising dimension of UBIL. While the idea of unconditional
welfare for everyone finds similar levels of support
amongst all constituencies, the redistributive question
divides the liberals and leftists, and the principle of wel-
fare for everyone is particularly offensive to the Green
constituency. Thus, for a broad range of demographics
and constituencies, there is both something to like and
something to dislike about UBI policy, leaving both room
for compromise (e.g. Reed & Lansley, 2016) and divisions
(e.g. De Wispelaere, 2016). From the perspective of popu-
lar legitimacy, the opportunities to move beyond pilot
studies and implement UBI on a larger scale are shaped
in part by the compromises that coalition partners are
willing to accept.

Finally, even when the opportunities to implement
UBI remain limited, the UBI debate provides guidelines
to improve the system of social security in accordance
with popular demand. Compared to earlier accounts, our
findings suggest that positive social investment principles
such as allowing extra earnings are supported by the
Dutch public (Hemerijck, 2018), while strict activation
principles such as the job search requirements (Gilbert,
2002) seem to become increasingly controversial (see also
Roosma, 2022). Moreover, redistribution, targets and acti-
vation elements seem to constitute the legitimacy of wel-
fare policies in conjunction. Incorporating trade-offs
(e.g. Stadelmann-Steffen & Dermont, 2020) and combina-
tions of policy aspects (e.g. Chrisp et al., 2020) in the mul-
tidimensionality of welfare attitudes will lead us to a

more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of wel-
fare legitimacy.
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APPENDIX A

TABLE A1 Evaluation of demographic composition sample.

Sample Population A
Gender Male 0.514 0.497 0.017
Female 0.486 0.503 —0.017
Age 20-40 0.272 0.324 —0.052
40-65 0.421 0.426 —0.005
65-80 0.293 0.191 0.102
>80 0.030 0.061 —0.031
Migration background Native 0.915 0.754 0.161
First gen. 0.038 0.132 —0.095
Second gen. 0.048 0.114 —0.066
Educational level Low 0.271 0.283 —0.012
Middle 0.335 0.358 —0.023
High 0.394 0.342 0.052
Household income <40,000 0.617 0.781 —0.164
>40,000 0.383 0.215 0.169

Note: Population data retrieved from Statistics Netherlands (CBS) StatLine (opendata.cbs.nl/statline). Age group <20 excluded due to sampling restrictions.

Household income threshold in sample is <43,500.
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TABLE A3 Correlation matrix of UBI aspects.
Universal Sufficient Redistributive Individual No means-test Extra earnings Unconditional
Universal 1.000 0.639 0.300 0.463 0.584 0.505 0.468
Sufficient 0.639 1.000 0.337 0.448 0.412 0.395 0.414
Redistributive 0.300 0.337 1.000 0.346 0.172 0.121 0.310
Individual 0.463 0.448 0.346 1.000 0.474 0.408 0.428
No means-test  0.584 0.412 0.172 0.474 1.000 0.609 0.515
Extra earnings  0.505 0.395 0.121 0.408 0.609 1.000 0.367
Unconditional  0.468 0.414 0.310 0.428 0.515 0.367 1.000
TABLE A4 Descriptive statistics of post hoc variables.
Min. Max. Mean (%) S
Gender Male 51.3
Female 48.7
Age 18 95 52.1 17.4
Migration background Native 91.5
First gen. 3.7
Second gen. 4.8
Income <14,100 6.4
14,100-36,500 239
36,500-43,500 17.8
43,500-73,000 19.5
>73,000 10.4
No response 22
Education Low 27.1
Middle 335
High 39.1
Employment status Employed 44.8
Student 6
Self-employed 6.7
Retired 28.6
Benefits 7.5
Housework 3.9
Searching for job 0.9
Other 1.6
Party family Liberal 15.5
Conservative 10.6
Social democrat 13.7
Green left 12.6
Labour 16.9
Populist 10.1
Other 20.6

Note: The coding of party families is as follows. Liberal: VVD, JA21. Conservative: CDA, CU, SGP. Social Democrat: D66, Volt. Green Left: GroenLinks, PvdD.

Labour: PvdA, SP. Populist: PVV, FvD.
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TABLE A5 OLS regression estimates of background characteristics on dimensions of UBI support (total variance).

Universal Redistribution Unconditional
Intercept 0.012 0.194 —0.027
Gender Male Ref. Ref. Ref.
Female —0.059 —0.075 —0.061
Age 0.000 0.000 0.001
Migration background Native Ref. Ref. Ref.
First gen. —0.031 0.062 —0.029
Second gen. 0.115 0.136 0.071
Income <14,100
14,100-36,500 0.071 —0.021 0.039
36,500-43,500 0.149 0.067 0.122
43,500-73,000 0.117 —0.002 0.065
>73,000 —0.034 —0.223 0.010
No response 0.000 —0.074 —0.019
Education Low Ref. Ref. Ref.
Middle —0.097 —0.144* —0.100
High —0.039 —0.013 0.086
Employment status Employed Ref. Ref. Ref.
Student 0.027 0.002 —0.004
Self-employed 0.149 —0.059 0.029
Retired —0.133 —0.172" —0.172"
Benefits —0.066 —0.009 0.061
Housework 0.070 —0.080 —0.047
Searching for job 0.034 —0.009 0.009
Other —0.091 —0.031 —0.054
R’ 0.011 0.018 0.015
*p<o0.10;
*p < 0.05.
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