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Abstract

This article addresses the question whether th&blegitimacy of the welfare state is multi-
dimensional, in that people have different positime negative evaluations of diverse aspects
of the welfare state they are living in. Based @eaes of confirmatory factor analyses and
using detailed data from a 2006 Dutch welfare ominsurvey the conclusion is affirmative.
Opinions on sets of items regarding ten separatedsmensions of the welfare state group
together significantly in ten corresponding firstder factors, and there is variation in the
structure of structural and ideological determinsuaff peoples’ scores on the factors. There is
partial evidence for the existence of a single ulytteg welfarism dimension, which consists
basically of views regarding the range and degregavernment responsibility, as well as of
the idea that these government provisions do net¢ imfavourable repercussions in the
economic or moral sphere. As for determinants, f@Egpolitical stance on a left-right scale
consistently affects people’s scores on all dinwrssin the expected direction: leftist people
are more positive towards, or less critical on, adlpects of the welfare state, compared to
rightist people. In case of all dimensions, poétistance has a stronger effect on people’s
opinions, than interest related characteristickeliage, income level, educational level and

work status.

1. Introduction

Is it possible that individual citizens, who wetidorse a substantial role for government in
providing welfare of various sorts and by variousams, are at the same time critical about
specific aspects of it? For instance, be crititad what it costs (too high taxes), or about
how the welfare state functions in practice (tocchmisuse, too bureaucratic administrative
practices), can they be disappointed in the outsamhéhe welfare state (too much poverty,
bad quality of services), and/or perceive seriagative consequences of welfare (drain on
the economy, eroding self help, etc)? Likewise, @éimens who reject a large role for
government in social affairs generally, at the séime be positive about specific social
policies, their implementation and/or outcomesther words, can welfare support be multi-
dimensional, in that people have different posianel negative evaluations of diverse aspects

of the welfare state they are living in?



At the face of it, these seem rhetorical questigitis ‘yes’ as an obvious answer. If
the answer would be affirmative indeed it would iynjhat people’s support for the welfare
state, and therefore its overall societal legitiynacthe aggregate level, cannot be captured by
one single indicator. And to the degree that tlaeeeclear differences in people’s evaluations
of various aspects of the welfare state, it woldd anean that it is rather improbable that they
stem from one single underlying attitude dimension.

As we will discuss in more detail later, the mulimensionality of welfare support is
suggested in the literature by some authors whesuneavelfare legitimacy with a series of
relevant indicators. However, the point is thateéhgpirical analysis of welfare legitimacy is
strongly dominated by studies that take as a simglieator people’s preference for
government taking responsibility in providing beteéind service§The most popular
indicators concern what Roller (1995) has called'thnge’ or ‘extensiveness’ of the role of
government (concerning the question what taskshat wolicy areas government should take
responsibility for) and the ‘degree’ or ‘intensityf this role (concerning the question how
much government should spend on certain sociatips). This dominant practice may be
understandable, given the general lack of detaiieifare attitudes databut it is problematic.
Obviously, if welfare legitimacy is multi-dimensial) single indicator studies can only give
partial information. But to a degree they may a@se false information. In particular, for
instance, they may sketch a too rosy picture ofakellegitimacy if is true, as it is regularly
claimed in the literature, that the general pul@iadily tends to says ‘yes’ when asked the
general question whether government should talgresbility for benefits and services (see
e.g. Jacoby, 2000; Pettersen, 200th) the words of Svallfors (1991, p. 611), the piccof
measuring support for the welfare state with oneeoy few general questions ‘...can give a
highly schematic picture; at worst, a greatly disd one’.

A second point is that in empirical welfare legi#icy studies an often implicit, but
sometimes explicit idea (e.g. Bryson, 1997), ig #iteme groups of citizens, notably those
with a stronger personal interest in welfare pnovior those who are considered to be ‘net-
receivers’ of welfare, are pro-welfare generallfile other groups, who are much less in
need of social benefits and services or are coreside be ‘net-payers’ of welfare, are
generally anti-welfare. This idea assumes thaetiseone single underlying attitude
dimension of ‘welfarisnt® which is strongly attached to people’s socio-ecoiegosition,
and which explains (most of) people’s positive ardative evaluations of the welfare state.

However, if welfare state legitimacy is multi-dingonal, the idea of a single welfarism



attitude dimension might run the risk of givingoa tsimple picture of welfare legitimacy, its

underlying attitude dimensions and their individigadel determinants.

In this paper, using data from a 2006 Dutch natiamdfare survey, we aim to contribute to
the knowledge of welfare state legitimacy by analygjuestions regarding the multi-
dimensionality of welfare support. The questionsaddress are:

1) What dimensions of the welfare state could lsérjuished and are the separate
dimensions confirmed in factor analyses of peomeauations of them? In other words, do
people’s evaluations of the various dimensiondye#ifer in practice?

2) Is there evidence for a single welfarism factoderlying people’s evaluations of the
various dimensions?

3) What factors can explain people’s evaluationthefvarious dimensions of the welfare
state, and if applicable, what factors explainrtpesition on a possible single welfarism

dimension?

In the remainder of the paper we will first discpssvious multi-dimensional legitimacy
studies in the next section. We will proceed witheaplanation of our data and methods, and
then continue with a discussion of our empiricatiings. We round off with conclusions and

some points for discussion.

2. Multiple dimensions of welfare legitimacy

Although the multi-dimensionality of welfare staigpport is quite often readily

acknowledged (see e.g. Roller, 1995; Andress & ijet®03) the number of empirical studies
that focus on people’s opinions on more than ooly of government issues is remarkable

low. Some of these studies report on opinionspkaple have on various welfare state issues
(like spending levels, benefit levels, images oféa groups, abuse perceptions, bureaucracy,
etc.), but they do not relate the opinions, orexalf them, to each other to assess whether and
to what degree they actually cluster on differamtahsions, or whether there would be a

single underlying dimension of welfarism. For exd@spsee Ploug (1996) on welfare

attitudes of the Danish population, van Oorsch8®8) on opinions of the Dutch, and Hills
(2002) on British opinions. Other studies measunaraber of opinions on various welfare

related issues and combine them into a single isdditale, however, without any analysis of



whether this is justified going beyond an alph&af®lity test of the resulting scale. For
instance, Gidengil et al. (2003) add up Canadiapleés responses to a brief series of
separate items, that in our view reflect varioufave state dimensions, like principles
(‘reduce gap between rich and poor’), role of ganeent (‘should see that everyone has a
decent standard of living’, ‘increase welfare speg{, and consequences (‘welfare state
makes people less willing to look after themselueSpart from that the additive scale has .69
alpha reliability and that women and people witlvdo income tend to score more in a pro-
welfare direction, nothing else is explicitly sadout the validity and determinants of the
scale. In her longitudinal analysis of British tafties on the welfare state Bryson (1997)
explicitly starts out to construct a welfarism scah the basis of various single items. In her
view, such attitudes can be seen as lying aloraparaium. At one end, she claims, are those
most in favour of welfare provision, and at theesthre those who are most against. Again,
the items she adds up seem to reflect very diffetenensions, like role of government
(‘should spend more money on welfare benefits’hsemuences (‘the welfare state makes
people less willing to look after themselves’ gncourages people to stop helping each
other’), implementation (‘people receiving sociatagrity are made to feel like second class
citizens’), and abuse (‘many people who get saaalrity don't really deserve any help’,
‘most people on the dole are fiddling in one waypother’). The scale has an alpha
reliability of .77, but it is not analysed propeviyether the items reflect various dimensions
or just the assumed one of welfarism. Contraryitte@gil et al. Bryson finds that men are
more pro-welfare then women, and while she ha:moome variable, it shows that employed
people are less pro-welfare than unemployed peopleaetirees.

In addition to studies that measure various opimi@and do not produce and analyse
possible scales, and studies that measure varpo®os and turn them into a single scale,
there are a few more sophisticated studies thasunealifferent types of welfare related
opinions, and then apply exploratory factor analy&iFA) to see whether sets of items cluster
in different factors. If so, scales are construdtech items that load on one and the same
factor. Yet, the exploratory factor analyses aterotarried out in such a way that they fail to
provide a stringent test of the multi-dimensiornadif welfare attitudes.

Sihvo and Uusitalo (1995), for example, distinguigtween the dimensions (with sub-
dimensions) of responsibility for welfare (publprjvate, civic), financing (public spending),
use of the welfare state (overuse, underuse), ti{pufficiency of incomes, and of services),
and effects of the welfare state (inequality regungtmaking people passive). Based on the

finding that EFA reproduces all hypothesized (stibagnsions, the authors conclude that



people indeed may have different opinions on varisaues. This multi-dimensionality of
welfare support is further analysed by correlatimgvarious (sub-) dimensions, or scales, to
each other. The pattern of inter-correlations satggeccording to Sihvo and Uusitalo, that
there are two attitude clusters, one favourabté¢onelfare state, and the other one critical to
it. In the favourable cluster one finds relativalgh inter-correlations between people’s
opinions on the sufficiency of incomes and servitesir views on public spending and their
opinions on public responsibility. The critical star entails people’s views on private
responsibility, the passivating effect of welfaaad abuse perceptions. However, given the
relatively low inter-correlations within the clustehis finding does not make the authors
conclude that there is a single underlying welfardimension. An additional reason that they
bring forward is that they find substantial diffeces in the determinant structures of the
various scales, although people’s socio-economitist age and political stance affect
people’s attitudes towards most of the separate \dwmensions. Partly, according to Sihvo
and Uusitalo, these effects reflect differenceistarests that people have in the welfare state,
and partly differences in ideological background.

Yet, the analysis of Sihvo and Uusitalo (1995)rshfematic because instead of formulating
one factor model that includes all (sub-)dimensiand items, a factor analysis is performed
for each of the five dimensions separately. Thepaste analyses render it impossible to
discover whether the proposed dimensions are reldutd a more limited number of factors.
Neither can they reveal whether some of the itexad bn multiple factors at a time. Thus
rather than performing a truly critical test of thelti-dimensionality of welfare attitudes,
Sihvo and Uusitalo (1995) have shown that them#eap a number of predefined factors .

This is a crucial difference indeed.

A second example is a study of Svallfors (1991)veifare attitudes in Sweden. Without
discussion it pre-defines four dimensions of wafpolicy, and measures each of them with a
set of items: the distributional dimension, measyiattitudes to social spending in various
areas (health care, support for elderly, for fasilisocial assistance, education, etc), the
administrative, or implementation dimension, megguattitudes to welfare institutions and
procedures, the cost dimension, focusing on isstielfare financing, and the abuse
dimension, measuring attitudes to claimants graumastheir alleged misuse of entitlements.
Unlike Sihvo and Uusitalo (1995), Svallfors (199@t9vides a test of multi-dimensionality by
taking all items into account in a single EFA. Aiss of six separate factors are found from

which it is concluded that ‘....welfare policy cand should be treated as a multi-dimensional



and highly complex phenomenon. In stead of basiadyaes of public support for welfare
policies on a single ‘for or against welfare statteShould be recognized that attitudes to
welfare policy can be fragmented or even contradyci{Svallfors, 1991, p. 617). Like Sihvo
and Uusitalo, Svallfors finds that the effects aieaies of determinants differ for each single
dimension, be it that, overall, people’s work stateducational level and income level have
strongest effects: it is workers, those with onliyrqary school and people on low income who
are in most cases the main proponents of welfdreigs

In his factor analysis, Svallfors (1991) chooserotate the factor structure orthogonally (the
so-called VARIMAX rotation), which implies that titemensional structure is constructed in
such a way that the factors do not inter-correlatstead of testing relations between various
dimensions, Svallfors (1991) a priori assumestiey are unrelated, and imposes zero-
correlations in the model. This could clearly distbe results: The choice for a VARIMAX
rotation necessarily lead to the conclusion that simould not analyse public welfare support
on a single ‘for or against welfare state’ dimensidowever, would Svallfors not have
rotated the factors orthogonally, he might well&d&wnd, as Sihvo and Uusitalo did, that
there are inter-correlations between (severalha)dimensions. If these would have been
high, there might have been reason for furtheryasinag the question whether and to what
degree they would reflect one single underlyingfaredm dimension.

The above-mentioned studies illustrate that ihdBSpensable to readdress the dimensionality
of welfare attitudes, this time using a more adégaaalytical strategy. We are of the opinion
that confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), more tH&A , is the appropriate statistical tool for
this purpose (Thompson, 2004). Similarly to EFA ACESsumes that one or more underlying
latent factors are responsible for the covariahetaeen the observed items. Although CFA
and EFA thus have a lot in common, the two techescare based on a very different logic.
EFA is a data driven technique that explores thaetging factor structure without imposing
a preconceived model on the data, and is therébdoe preferred when the researcher has no
theoretical expectations at all about the factarcstire. CFA, on the other hand, is used to
assess the discrepancy between the data andaspriai theoretical expectations on the
factor structure. If one can fall back on existihgory—and we argue that this is indeed the
case here: the above-cited studies offer moressrdkear expectations on possible
dimensional structures—CFA is a far more powerfd gersatile statistical tool. CFA
renders it possible to evaluate the model fit byanseof various indices and, even more
importantly, provides deeper insight in the souesisfit. Other major advantages of CFA

include detailed control over the model (e.g. bgstmaining or relaxing some parameters),



statistical tests to compare competing theoretieadels and possibilities to specify more
complex factor structures such as second-ordeorachs we will show in the remainder of
this paper, these are crucial features to addnesguestion of the multi-dimensionality of
welfare attitudes adequately.

We know of one welfare support study where CFAleen applied. Based on Eurobarameter
data, Gelissen (2000) investigates support foravelprovisions and its antecedents in 11
European countries. In his study, Gelissen (200€)des on the two well-known welfare
attitude dimensions put forward by Roller (199%mely the preferred range of domains
government should intervene in (extensiveness tfaveeinterventions) and the preferred
degree to which government should be active ingtldesnains (intensiveness of welfare
interventions). Gelissen’s (2000) CFA shows thaeesiveness and intensiveness form two
distinct but correlated factors, and that, perfaps more interestingly, the correlation
between the factor differs strongly from one coymdranother. The finding that the two
dimensions have different antecedents—class iratigafior example, seem to influence the
intensiveness rather than the extensiveness dioressistrengthens the case for a multi-
dimensional treatment of welfare attitudes. A calitimitation of the study by Gelissen
(2000), however, is that only two possible dimensiof welfare attitudes, both referring to

goals of the welfare state rather than to meammsiputs, are taken into account.

To conclude briefly, the empirical studies thatlgg@pmulti-dimensional perspective on
welfare legitimacy are few in number, while evewéde analyse multi-dimensionality by
means of factor analyses of sets of items. Whatadlies find is positive evidence of multi-
dimensionality, that is, that people may combinsifpee evaluations of certain aspects of the
welfare state, with less strong or even negatiauations on other aspects. However, such
studies, with only one exception, do not applyriie@e appropriate method of CFA. As for
determinants, it is generally found that effectsl@nographic and socio-economic variables
differ per dimension analysed, but it seems thatalV people who can be supposed to have a
stronger personal interest in social policies (kkderly people, and people with low
education and low income) tend to be more pro welfiaan others.

In the remainder of this paper we will presentfihdings of our study on the multi-
dimensionality of welfare support. We contributdhe state of art by applying CFA to a
series of items that are supposed to operationalisenber of different welfare state

dimensions. We will pay specific attention to theer-correlations between the various



dimensions, and thus to the question whether amth&t degree they reflect a single

underlying welfarism dimension.

3. Data and methods

Data

Our data are from a national representative welfgieions survey among the Dutch
population of 16 years of age or older, which wealsliin October-November 2006. It is
uniquely detailed as regards the various aspedtsliamensions of the welfare state about
which people were asked their opinions and beleeid, thus well suited to answer our
research questions. The total questionnaire wadedivin three parts, which where put
successively to all respondents in three wavelsarcourse of a six-week period. The sample
was taken from a large, national representativelp@an by Center Data of Tilburg
University, The Netherlands) and respondents filadcomputer-based questionnaires on
line. Of the 2682 selected respondents 1972 filldtie sub-questionnaires of all three waves,
and thus completed the total questionnaire, gigeimgsponse rate of 73%. In this response
group there is very slight under-representatioyponinger people, people with lower
educational level and people with lower income. Dich Stichting Instituut Gakinanced

the survey.

Indicators

Dependent variables: welfare dimensions

No standard practice has yet developed as to fieeagd number of welfare dimensions to be
included in empirical studies on welfare suppod.we have seen, the multiple dimensions
that are actually distinguished vary quite strorzgyween studies. As we explained we
interpret the single items measured by Bryson (188d Gidengil et al. (2003) as reflecting
various wider dimensions of the welfare state, pki@ciples on which welfare is based, the

role of government in the provision of welfare, impentation practices and abuse of welfare



policies, and unintended outcomes of the welfaatesiThere is quite strong overlap with the
dimensions distinguished by Sihvo and Uusitalo B)98garding responsibility for welfare
c.g. the role of government, use c.g. abuse olviiitare state, and effects c.q. consequences
of the welfare state. Sihvo and Uusitalo in addititistinguish the aspects of financing and
outputs (in terms of sufficiency of incomes, andgeivices). Svallfors’(1991) dimensions
overlap with these regarding administration/implatagon of welfare, the costs/financing of
welfare, and the use/abuse dimension. Svallfosdridutional dimension seems to be
particular, but it actually is operationalised énrhs of people’s opinions on the degree to
which government should spend in various areas@éakpolicy. This is similar to what

Roller (1995) calls the ‘degree’ or ‘intensity’ & of the role of government dimension. The
picture of the various dimensions that come to nandhe basis of this overview corresponds
to a view of the welfare state as being an institutvhich, on the basis of certgminciples
compelsgovernment to take responsibilityr the provision of social welfare, for which it
implementsertain policies, which in turn have certatended effectsand may have certain
unintended consequencés our empirical analysis we will focus on thése dimensions.

The details of the items we have for the operatipagon of our dimensions are mentioned in
the Appendix Table App 1. Here we will discuss thamefly.

As for welfare principles our data set has itehat indicate the principle of equality
(PRINEQUAL), which traditionally guides welfare sta’ actions (Esping-Andersen, 1990).
But we also have items that allow us to includerttoge recent principle of activation
(PRINACT), which has been implemented by many efdbveloped welfare states to the
effect that they increasingly focus on employmesiigees and the re-integration of
unemployed people at the cost of reductions innmebenefit schemes (Hvinden, 2008). It
will be interesting to see how this new princigesvaluated by the public in relation to their
evaluations of other welfare aspects.

Roller’s ‘range’ aspect of the responsibility-adx@rnment dimension (Roller, 1995)
we can measure with three sets of items. One coimgewhether government should take
measures to protect weaker groups in society giynéROGGEN), one whether government
should take responsibilities for protecting pedpden traditional or so-called ‘old’ social
risks (ROGRISK), and one concerning protection rgfdnew’ social risks (ROGRISKN).
(For these types of risk see e.g. Taylor-Gooby4200

Roller's ‘degree’ aspect of role-of-government eam measure with two sets of items,
concerning the degree to which government showdddpn work-related benefits

(unemployment, sickness, disability) (SPENDINGWjd @n other benefits (social
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assistance, pensions) (SPENDINGO) (For the degpress of social categories see Van
Oorschot, 2006).

The aspect of implementation of welfare policiesaan measure with two sets of
items. One concerns people’s perceptions of theeabfia number of benefits (OVERUSE),
and a single item is about people’s perceptionsder-use, or non take-up, of benefits
(UNDERUSE).

The outcomes dimension is measured with peopkrsgptions of the adequacy of
benefits, that is, their ideas concerning the easkfficulty with which claimants of a number
of benefits can make ends meet (OUTCOMES).

The consequences dimension is measured with sletsef items concerning the
perceived economic, moral and social consequerfogslfare (respectively CONSECO,
CONSMOR, and CONSSOC). (As we will explain laterllSECO and CONSMOR were
combined into CONSECOMOR).

Independent variables

The determinants of people’s evaluations of théouarwelfare state dimensions are explored
by means of multivariate regression models. Inglraedels, the following socio-structural
characteristics figure as dependent variables: eeage, income level, educational level,
work status, use of welfare benefits. As a leadhyygothesis we take that people with a
stronger personal interest in social protectiorelraore positive welfare attitudes generally.
So, we expect less critical evaluations among thdsz usually depend more on the welfare
state, like women, older people, people with loimeomes, people with lower educational
level, employees in the (semi) public sector, uneyex people and people who use social
benefits. In addition, we explore the effect of ple¢s ideological positions, indicated as
political stance on a left-right scale. In manyfast support studies this variable was shown
to have a significant effect, in that leftish peop@nd to be less critical, or more positive,
about welfare generally. Operationalizations oEtheariables are as follows: sexe (0 = male,
1 = female); age (in years); income (net monthtpme of household, subdivided into
quintiles); educational level (1-6: 1 = primary soh 2 = lower vocational, 3 = middle
vocational, 4 = secondary school, 5 = higher voceti, 6 = university); work status (1 =
employed private sector, 2 = employed (semi) putdictor, 3 = self-employed, 4 =
unemployed, 5 = other (student, homemaker, pensiotieer); use of benefits (1 =

respondent currently uses an unemployment bemefibaa disability benefit and/or sick pay
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and/or social assistance). Political stance is oredsby respondents’ self-assessment on a

left-right scale ranging from 1 to 10.

Analysis

All CFA models presented below are estimated wWiBREL 8.7 (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1993;
Byrne, 1998). Because all items are measured arb3point scales and some of the items
show a high degree of skewness, the assumptiomubifzariate normality is violated. To deal
with these violations, we apply a weighted leastasgs estimation procedure, in which
polychoric correlations and asymptotic covarian@rioes are used as input rather than
regular covariance matrices (Joreskog, 1990). Mgssalues on the welfare attitude items
were imputed by means of the expectation-maxinmonagigorithm implied in LISREL 8.7.
This procedure replaces missing values by rand@wsifrom the distribution conditional on

the known information.

4. Results

4.1 A preliminary step: separate CFA model for shedimensions

In order to be able to deal with our numerous welfeems in an orderly way, we conduct the
CFA in several steps. We start by fitting a semafattor model for each of the five
dimensions that were distinguished on a theorehiasis. (Because of a lack of space the
results of these preliminary tests are not disaigséetail here. Full results can be obtained
from the authors.) This preliminary step not orllpws to test whether the items measure the
intended constructs adequately and to filter arhg that do no perform as expected, but also
yields several noteworthy substantive conclusi@enerally, the items fitted to their
respective scale. However, some specific resultd t@ be mentioned.

Firstly, a clear distinction between perceptioagarding government responsibility
for old and new social risks was detected. Whéeng referring to old risks nicely cluster into
one dimension, the new risks items do not intetealaa coherent manner. A possible

explanation for this finding is that these new sigkuch as breaking up married and
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unmarried cohabitation, and becoming a single gaega so novel, not in themselves, but in
a welfare rights context, that the population doatshave well-structured attitudes toward
this topic yet. Secondly, attitudes towards govesnnspending clearly fall into two separate
sub-dimensions. This distinction takes place ald@ggrvingness criteria: Opinions on
spending for beneficiaries with high perceived desgness (elderly, disabled or sick
persons) are clearly different from attitudes taspending for low-deservingness groups
(divorcees, single parents). This makes cleantiedfare attitudes might consists of even
more dimensions than anticipated, when referringpeific welfare schemes or types of
beneficiaries. Finally, two clearly distinct thetical concepts, namely perceptions of moral
and of economic consequences of the welfare dtateed out to be reducible to a single
dimension. Individuals that perceive the welfagdesto have negative moral consequences
are generally also of the opinion that the wel&ede has adverse effects on the performance
of the economy. This attitude structure (measusethé combined scale of CONSECOMOR)
mirrors the Dutch public debate, in which negageenomic and moral consequences often
appear in conjunction, while positive social consatges are only mentioned rarely.

Because the survey does not contain sufficiendi-performing items to provide
adequate measurements of attitudes toward govetmesponsibility for new social risks
(ROGRISKN) and towards spending for low-deservirsgngroups (SPENDINGO), these
dimensions had to be dropped in subsequent analysis

4.2 A CFA model for all dimensions

As a second step of the analysis, all resultingsmessnent scales were joined in one
measurement model, providing the actual test femtllti-dimensionality of welfare
attitudes. After all, only models that include @incepts make it possible to see how the

various constructs interrelate.

The model with 42 items loading on 10 latent vdgalthas a chi-square value of 4257.79 for
814 degrees of freedofriludging by various fit indices, this models gimegasonable
description of the data: The Root Mean Squaredrifrépproximation (RMSEA) is lower
than the commonly accepted cut-off point 0.05, taedComparative Fit Index (CFl) is
sufficiently close to one (Hu & Bentler, 1991; Bgrrl1998). All standardized factor loadings
are quite high (mostly over .70, see Table 1) arahgly significant. Together with the
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absence of cross-loadings, this indicates thaiteénes are reliable indicators of the intended

concepts.

In the light of our research questions, an impdrtguestion is whether the ten retrieved
factors are reducible to a single dimension remtasg support for the welfare state in
general. In order to answer this question, a secoodkl! with all 42 items loading on one
latent variable is estimated. This model has atanbially worse fit. For 857 degrees of
freedom, the chi-square value amounts to 14662:04n that 43 degrees of freedom are
gained, the increase of the chi-square value (1@404s strongly significant, indicating
deterioration in model fit. Also RMSEA (0.0904) a@&l (0.795) reflect unacceptable
discrepancies between model and data. What is radditjonal tests make clear that all
attempts to reduce two factors to a single dimengésults in significantly worse modéls.
The finding that ten clearly distinct factors canrbheasured adequately supports the claim

that welfare attitudes should be treated as a rduttensional concept.

...TABLE 1 about here....

Probably the most interesting part of our CFA manbeisists of the correlations between the
ten welfare attitudes dimensions (see Table 2jirgttsight, it becomes clear that the ten
latent variables, although they represent cleasgirat dimensions, are far from
independent.Attitudes toward one aspect of the welfare statis tontain information on

opinions regarding other aspects.

The pattern of correlations is consistent, in #rese that factors expressing support for the
welfare state (PRINEQUAL, ROGRISK, ROGGEN, SPENDINE®ONSOCIAL) correlate
positively. Four latent variables correlate negatiwith other factors. The perception of
overuse of welfare benefits (OVERUSE) and negatt@omic and moral consequences of
the welfare state (CONSECOMOR) are indeed indieatifva more critical disposition toward
the welfare state. Furthermore, it is revealing #iso the principle of activation (PRINACT)
correlates negatively with dimensions indicatindfare support, be it only weakly. Although
activation has become a guiding principle for trehdects of contemporary welfare states,
the general public, although strongly in favoutlté principle, tends slightly to experience it

as opposed to traditional welfare fundamentalsalinalso the OUTCOMES dimension is
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inversely related to welfare support. Those whsupwelfare state policies usually evaluate

current provisions more negatively, probably foinlgansufficient.

...TABLE 2 about here...

Some latent variables are more intimately conneitted others. The strongest correlations
are found between PRINEQUAL, ROGGEN, SPENDINGW @@NSECOMOR. Persons
endorsing the principle of equality generally anpportive of government intervention to
reduce inequalities and increased welfare bendfitthhe same time, these individuals do not
perceive the welfare state as having negative nam@leconomic consequences. The
principle of activation (PRINACT) and the perceptithat welfare benefits are sometimes
also underused (UNDERUSE), on the other hand, rserelatively weakly connected to the
other welfare dimensions. The weak correlationRINACT could be explained by ceiling
effects: An overwhelming majority of the populatiagrees with the statements measuring
support for activation. In contrast to over-use, plhnenomenon of benefit under-use, or non
take-up, is probably too little recognized by tlogplation to give rise to crystallized
attitudes. The relatively high item non-responsehenunderuse question is supportive of this

explanation.

4.2 A general welfarism dimension?

Our CFA has led to the conclusion that welfardwdBs is a concept containing a number of
clearly distinct but correlated dimensions. Ithsstlatter finding that raises the question
whether, and to what degree, it would be possibkpeak of a single, general pro vs. contra
welfare dimension, that underlies the specific i®descussed above and causes the
observed pattern of correlations? To answer thestpn, a model with a second order
factor—i.e. a factor that is not measured direljiythe items, but on which all first order

latent variables load—replaces the correlationg/éen the latent variables. This second-
order factor captures what the ten latent variabé&& in common, and can thus be seen as an
indicator of support for welfare state policiegeneral. Therefore, we call this second-order
factor WELFARISM.
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The original second-order factor model had to jasted in one respect: A correlation
between PRINEQUAL and ROGGEN had to be toleratéis Correlation means that these
two dimensions share some content beyond WELFARIB&th factors seem to refer to a
more ideological position that government shoutdrivene to reduce inequality. After this
modification, the second-order factor model has@reptable fit. For 848 degrees of
freedom, the chi-square value equals 4987.19,gadian RMSEA of 0.0492 and a CFI of
0.939. Indeed, the second-order factor model Isdiglatly worse fit than the previous model
with first-order factors only. This expresses M&ELFARISM is not able to explain the
correlation structure between the latent variabteapletely. Apparently, there exist elements
besides welfarism that cause specific dimensiometeelate more strongly. This is not very
surprising, as some dimension refer to generalarelprinciples, while other deal with more
concrete implementation or consequences of polidiesas the overall fit of the model is
acceptable, we can conclude that the relationsdmiwhe ten dimensions are for a relatively

large part accounted for by a common element of WARISM.

The standardized second-order factor loadingsessprg the strength of the relation between
the ten dimensions and general factor WELFARISM,gven in Table 3. The second
column of Table 3 contains the shared variancesthe proportion of variance that the
separate dimensions have in common with the seoahel-factor. Judging by the strength of
the factor loadings, three dimensions— ROGGEN, SPIRNEW and CONSECOMOR —

are the key constituents of welfarism. Each oféhtbsee dimensions shares over three thirds
of its variance with the second-order factor. Agr@ahdisposition to support welfare systems
consists thus in the first place of views regardjogernment responsibility, i.e. that
government should take action to promote equafity@cent living standards and should
spend adequate amounts on the social protectidas@rving categories. From this finding
one could praise the critized dominant practicasmng role-of-government based single
indicators for welfare legitimacy, in that it ugeg single indicator that appears to be most
close to overall welfarism. Secondly, strongly cected to positive role-of-government
thinking is the idea that government provisionsxdbhave unfavourable repercussions in the

economic or moral sphere (after all, the loading@G®ONSECOMOR is negative).

....TABLE 3 about here...
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ROGRISK, UNDERUSE and especially PRINACT are muarerioosely connected to
WELFARISM. They share between roughly between 52mger cent of their variance with
the general pro or contra welfare dimension, meatiiat they are for the largest part
determined by considerations apart from welfarig¥ith correlations ranging in absolute
value between 0.60 and 0.80, the remaining fouedsions (PRINEQUAL, OUTCOMES,
CONSSOCIAL and OVERUSE) are situated in betweers frireans that these dimensions
have about half of their variance in common with slecond-order factor, while the other half

is specific.

This analysis indicates that it is indeed posdiblspeak of a general welfarism dimension,
and has provided a view on what is this dimensgseetially represents. Nevertheless, it
should be clear that welfare attitudes cannot baaed entirely to this overarching
disposition to support the welfare state in gendakides the meaning they share, the
separate dimensions also have, to a certain exiamient that is dimension-specific and that
deserves the attention of welfare attitude reseasciResearchers that solely focus on
welfarism pass in silence over a part of the stbay might deepen our insight in the

formation of welfare attitudes.

4 .3 Differential antecedents of the welfare att@wimensions

A study into the dimensionality of welfare attitsdeannot bypass the question whether
attitudes toward various aspects of the welfare $tave similar antecedents. Previous
research has repeatedly shown that popular evahsatif the welfare state depend on the
individual’'s structural position in society, reftegy interests in social protection, and
ideological variables such as political stance ésgeHasenfeld & Rafferty, 1989; Van
Oorschot, 2002). In this section, we investigatethbr these classical variables in welfare

research have a differential impact on the wel&tiéude dimensions.

Table 4 presents the results of multiple regresamalyses that were performed with this
purpose. The dependent variables in these anadysdke ten dimensions of welfare attitudes
that were retrieved earliéThe scores of the dimension that load negatively o
WELFARISM (these are PRINACT, OUTCOMES, CONSECOM@am! OVERUSE) were

reversed. By consequence, higher scores expregspusttive attitudes toward the welfare
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state for all dependent variables, facilitating tbenparison of explanation models

considerably.

We start by presenting the explanation model feraverarching welfarism-factor. Such a
model can give us more insight in the common robtie different dimensions of welfare
attitudes. Welfarism turns out to be influencedha first place by one’s ideological
orientation as indicated by political stance oefa\s. right scale. Judging by the size of the
standardized parameter, this effect is very laRgditical ideology alone explains almost a
guarter of the variance in pro or contra welfatguates. As expected, respondents tending
toward the political left are far more supportividlte welfare state. The strong impact of
ideological position confirms the earlier findirtat second-order factor welfarism contains

an important ideological component, referring te gfoals pursued by welfare policy.

The impact of the socio-demographic and intereditators, on the other hand, is less strong.
Males as well as the 45 to 65 years old are foarizetmore supportive for the welfare state in
general. Regarding the income of the respondédrdsetin the highest quintile hold
significantly more critical attitudes toward thelfaee state, although this income-effect is
quite small. We find that education has no sigaifitcdirect effect on welfarism. Some
evidence is found that education has an indirgberahan direct impact on welfarism, via
political ideology: On average, the higher educdiade a more leftist orientation (see final
column in Table 4), which brings along higher |lesvet welfare state support. Contrary to
education, work status is perceivably related tasiem. Those employed in the (semi-)
public sector, the unemployed and those not inagheur market hold more positive attitudes
toward the welfare state in general. Finally, dlsocurrent use of welfare benefits—the most
direct indicator of personal interest in welfardigies—is a significant predictor of welfare
state support. In agreement with rational choigeiaents, persons enjoying social benefits
are more welfare-minded. All variables taken togetthis model explains roughly one third

of the total variance in welfarism.

For each of the ten dimensions of welfare attituttias were retrieved in a previous section, a
similar model was estimated. These analyses yiglté gifferent patterns than the ones found
for WELFARISM, suggesting that the antecedents elfave attitudes are dimension-specific
indeed. Significant gender differences, for examate present for three dimensions only.

Females are more critical of government interventioorder to reduce inequality
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(ROGGEN), opine less often that welfare policiegehpositive social consequences
(CONSSOCIAL) and perceive lower levels of benefideruse (UNDERUSE). Regarding the
other dimensions, attitude differences between srahel females are negligible.

While age has no impact on some of the dimensgirnsng age-effects are present for others.
For ROGRISK, OUTCOMES, UNDERUSE and to a lesseemixalso for CONSECOMOR,
very similar curve-linear patterns are found. Etcte, persons aged 45to 64 years old are
found to be most in favour of welfare regulationgjle the most critical views are found
among the youngest cohort (15-24 years of age) nidael for PRINACT, however, reveals
very different age-effects. Here, the strongesiosfmn against the principle activation—a
principle that is inversely related to welfarism—eamg the youngest group. Very likely, this
finding is due to the specific context of the itemeasuring support for activation: Three out
of six items refer to young unemployed personsifipalty. Furthermore, the group between
25 and 44 years old is most critical about increggjovernment spending (SPENDINGW)
and perceives most benefit overuse (OVERUSE). Niqirsingly, precisely this age group
contributing significantly to the welfare budgetamaving a long career ahead without
immediate perspective on enjoying retirement bésdias negative attitudes toward financial

aspects of the welfare state.

The income individuals dispose of turns out toddewant particularly for the more
ideological attitude dimensions that refer to gahprinciples of the welfare state. Persons in
the two highest income quintiles less frequentigaee the principles of equality
(PRINEQUAL) and government intervention to insueetain levels of equality (ROGGEN).
The lowest support for activation policies (PRINAGS found among people in the lowest

income category.

While education did not have any direct impact oBIMYARISM, the educational level does
matter for some specific aspects of attitudes tda/étne welfare state. What is more, the sign
of the education-effect is different accordinghe specific content of the dimension
concerned. The higher-educated score lower on diloes that refer to the general principles
the welfare state, such as PRINEQUAL and ROGGENhAtsame time, those with a higher
educational level are less concerned with unintémekgative effects of the welfare state,
such as possible moral and economic consequen@$FECOMOR) and benefit overuse
(OVERUSE).
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The effects of work status are considerably marelar across welfare attitude dimension,
although the significance of the effects differer BImost all dimension, the unemployed hold
more favourable views on the welfare state, a pattet was also found in the explanation
model for WELFARISM. Besides that, employees ofphblic or semi-public sector are

more supportive of the principles of equality (PEQUAL) and government intervention
(ROGGEN). The self-employed, on the other handratteer ill-disposed toward the equality
principle. Another interesting finding is that tieasot in the labour market more frequently

think of the welfare state as having positive domimsequences.

The current use of welfare benefits leads to moppsrtive attitudes for about half of the
dimensions, covering a wide variety of aspecthefwelfare state (PRINEQUAL, ROGGEN,
SPENDING, CONSECOMOR, OVERUSE), while significaffeets are absent for the other
dimensions. The dimensions on which benefit useahampact are precisely those with the
strongest loadings on second-order factor WELFARISM

Ideological position, finally, has a significantexft on all dimensions of welfare attitudes: A
more leftist orientation leads to more positivétadies toward all surveyed aspects of the
welfare state. However, for dimensions referringfw® key principles of the welfare state
(PRINEQUAL and ROGGEN) or to moral and economicai®g@ consequences
(CONSECOMOR), ideology offers a far better predictthan for dimensions regarding the
practical organization of the welfare state, suslha level of spending (SPENDINGW), the
range of risks the government should offer protectigainst (ROGRISK), satisfaction with
benefit levels (OUTCOMES) or over- and under-usbeafefits (OVERUSE, UNDERUSE).

The presented explanation models make clear thlabugh also some common patterns were
detected, the various dimensions can have quiterdift antecedents. It is not the case that
low socio-economic status and a more leftish malitorientation uniformly lead to more
positive evaluations of all aspects of the welfstede. Instead, the strength and sometimes

even the sign of the effects depend on the speamiitent of the dimensions concerned.

5. Conclusion and discussion
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We set out this paper with the question whethisriossible that individual citizens, who
well endorse a substantial role for governmentraviging welfare of various sorts and by
various means, are at the same time critical afjoextific aspects of it? In other words, is the
social legitimacy of the welfare state multi-dimiemsl, or not? Based on a series of
confirmatory factor analyses on peoples’ opiniaarding several aspects of the welfare
state we conclude in the affirmative, which isimelwith the few previous empirical studies
that exist. Opinions on sets of items regardingsegparate sub-dimensions group together
significantly in ten corresponding first-order fat, and there is variation in the structure of
structural and ideological determinants of peopdesres on the factors. However, the first-
order factors correlate to a degree, which raisedjuestion whether and to what degree they
are determined by a single second-order factorcimaitl be seen as representing a single
underlying welfarism dimension. Confirmatory factoralysis showed that this is partially the
case. The welfarism dimension, reflecting a gendisgdosition to support welfare systems,
consists basically of views regarding governmespoasibility, i.e. that government should
take action to promote equality and decent livitagndards and should spend adequate
amounts on the social protection of deserving categ, as well as of the idea that these
government provisions do not have unfavourablermesions in the economic or moral
sphere. Where we generally critized the dominaattpre of using role-of-government based
single indicators for measuring welfare legitimagyr findings regarding the welfarism
factor suggest that this practice is not too baithat it uses the single indicator (range and
degree of role-of-government) that appears to bst klose to overall welfarism. Other first-
order factors, especially those concerning peojdig’as on the principle of activation, the
underuse of benefits, and government’s role irsti@al protection of traditional risk
categories (unemployed, sick, disabled), are mohgty affected by a person’s welfarism
score.

Notwithstanding that determinant structures differ dimension, people’s political
stance on a left-right scale consistently affeetsgbe’s scores on all dimensions in the
expected direction: leftist people are more positowards, or less critical on, all aspects of
the welfare state, compared to rightist peopleitiPal stance also has a strong effect on
welfarism. In case of all dimensions, politicalrsta has a stronger effect on people’s
opinions, than interest related characteristi&g, éige, income level, educational level and
work status. From this, it seems that, among ouofsgeterminants, people’s political

preference is the most consistent and effectivglesimdicator of their support for the welfare
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state and its various aspects. More than a mdtiatesest, welfare support seems to be a

matter of ideology, then.

Although our analysis contributes to, and improweshe existing knowledge about welfare
legitimacy in several ways, our findings need tajbelified. Firstly, they are based on data
from The Netherlands. It can be expected thatherotountries, with different social realities
and welfare systems, not only people’s opinionshenwelfare state are different, but they
may also be differently structured. In a globalwedl as a European context, the Netherlands
is a wealthy country, with a well-developed welfagstem, which may make some groups of
citizens more content with welfare policies (ettpge who are need in of help), and others
less (e.g. those who have to pay the necessary)taampared to countries where provisions
are less comprehensive and generous, and theoefstréess. However, because of its
comprehensiveness broad classes of citizens fnafit it in some way, and actually do
perceive it like that (Van Oorschot, 2002), whiclgiht explain why ideological factors
structure Dutch welfare opinions more, than interelated factors. In other countries, with
sharper social divisions in welfare, this doesmatessarily have to be the case. Also, the
correlations between opinions on various dimensioay differ in function of social realities
and welfare systems. Again, where social protegidess comprehensive, and class
differences in neediness are larger than in Théétktnds one could perhaps expect more
negative public images about claimant groups leatbrstronger intercorrelations between
role of government ideas on the one hand, and p&ocs of overuse and negative moral
consequences on the other. A fact is that Geli€@00) found rather large country
differences in correlations between people’s idgathe range of government responsibilities
and on the degree of social spending. Secondignihot be excluded that opinions and their
intercorrelations change over time, as a resuthahges in the welfare system (e.g. a
growing emphasis on welfare to work policies) stwual changes in society (e.g. an
increasing prevalence of ‘new’ social risks), atdelalogical changes (e.g. swings in the
ideological climate to either the political left, wght). Thirdly, the welfare items in our data
set focused mostly on the income protection fumctibthe welfare state, leaving aside its
other functions as regards health, education andihg. Generally, people’s opinions on
what the welfare state does and should do in ttéfsgent fields, can differ quite strongly
(see e.g. Cnaan, 1989).

So, there is ample reason to suggest that ounfysdare not definite and universal,

which means that new studies on the multi-dimeraignof welfare legitimacy are
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necessary. Hopefully, colleagues will be inspirgdhe types of dimensions that we have
distinguished here, as well as by our suggestiarséothe methodology of confirmatory factor
analysis. This could contribute to the comparabditfindings over studies, which in the

present situation is rather problematic.
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Notes

! Examples of such single indicator studies are:rAssl& Heien (2003), Blekesaune & Quadagno (2003),
Bonoli (2000), Bowles & Gintis (2000), Brooks & Mza (2006), Deitch (2004), Feldman & Steenbergen
(2001), Haller et al. (1990), Kluegel & Miyano (9Linos & West (2003), Papadakis & Bean (1993)dam
(2003), Roller (1995), Svallfors (1999), Svallf¢2903), Gelissen (2000), Matheson & Wearing (1988ier
Jaeger (2005), Edlund (2007) Blomberg (1999), Beeall. (2001), Edlund (2004), Edlund (2007), Feagi
(1975), Feldman & Steenbergen (2001), Forma (199&dlJer et al. (1990), Hasenfeld & Rafferty (1989),
Papadakis & Bean (1993), Pettersen (1995), Gelig@0), Rehm (2007), Veghte et al. (2007).

2 This is especially the case with cross-nationta dats. The ISSP survey with its modules on Rble o
Government is exceptional in that they pay mosdithn to welfare attitudes compared to e.g. Wafddles
Survey, and European Social Survey. It is thereffioeemost used data set for cross-national studieglfare
legitimacy. However, the ISSP questions relevanafalysing welfare legitimacy are still limited doe asking
about the role of government in taking respongibgiin a series of policy fields (Roller’s ‘degreencept) ,
and one asking about preferred government spemeeds in these fields (Roller’s ‘range’ conceplote that
in 2009 the European Social Survey will releasedda of its 2008 wave which contain a detailed nf®dn
welfare attitudes.

% In this way the dominance of role-of-governmenmii¢ator studies would contribute to understandihg well
known discrepancy that exists between continuirggpipastic theories about the erosion of welfarepsupin
industrialised countries on the one hand, and erother hand the invariantly optimistic findingsesfipirical
studies that show high levels of popular supparttie welfare state (see e.g. Van Oorschot, 200 &
Manza, 2006).

* Welfarism is defined as ‘the complex of policiattjtudes, and beliefs associated with the welétate’ in the
Merriam-Webster’s dictionary. Here we stress thituates and beliefs aspect of welfarism, and assthatepro-
welfarists have a generally positive appreciatibthe welfare state, while anti-welfarists haveoaerall

negative appreciation.

®> As mentioned before, Sihvo and Uusitalo (1995)haerformed a separate EFA for each of the theaieti
dimensions they distinguish. Each of these modmtsains several factors referring to different slilmensions.
Here, Sihvo and Uusitalo make use of the orthogu@®IMAX rotation as well, which causes them to

underestimate the relations between factors tHaheo one and the same dimension.

® This model has the following specifications. Feasons of model identification, the first loadirigewery
concept was fixed to one. To make the estimaticRRINEQUAL—a concept measured by two indicatoryonl
while three items per concept are necessary tdifgdehe model—possible, the loadings were fixecézh

other. Three error correlations were tolerated,elgbetween Actl - Act4, Act2 — Act5 and Act3 — BcThese
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pairs of items have almost identical formulatioesulting in common content that is not coveredhaylatent

factor. Correlations between the latent factorsadioaved.

" To illustrate this, we give the results of a modelvhich the two factors with the highest corriglat i.e.
PRINEQUAL and ROGGEN, are joined. This model hatiasquare value of 4605.18 for 823 degrees of
freedom. The chi-square difference between thisictsd model with 9 factors and the full modeltmd.0
factors is statistically strongly significant¢hiz = 347.39Adf=9, p<.0001), indicating that the PRINEQUAL

and ROGGEN are not reducible to one single dimensio

8 The assumption of unrelated factors underlyinguse of VARIMAX rotations as Sihvo and Uusital (599

and Svallfors (1991) do is clearly untenable.
° The factor scores on the dimensions were calailagesumming the items weighted by the factor resjon

scores that were obtained as output from the LISRER analysis. More weight is thus given to itenithw

higher factor loadings
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Table 1. Standardized factor loadings

PRINEQUAL

ROGRISK

ROGALG

SPENDINGW

OUTCOMES

MOR

SOCIAL

OVERUSE

UNDERUSE

Actl

Act2

ol O
2 S| PRINACT
o &

Act3

0.89

Act4

0.94

Actb

0.95

Act6

0.92

Eql

0.93

Eq2

0.93

Risk1

0.67

Risk2

0.87

Risk3

0.70

Risk4

0.91

Rogl

0.81

Rog2

0.67

Rog3

0.73

Rog4

0.79

Rog5

0.74

Spenwl

0.89

Spenw?2

0.79

Spenw3

0.55

Outl

0.72

Out2

0.74

Out3

0.95

Out4

0.71

Out5

0.87

Ecol

0.88

Eco2

0.89

Eco3

0.81

Eco4

0.87

Morl

0.93

Mor2

0.91

30



Mor3 0.87
Mor4 0.66
Socl 0.59
Soc2 0.77
Soc3 0.78
Soc4 0.93
Soch 0.89
Overl 0.85
Over2 0.91
Over3 0.84
Over4 0.75
Underl 1.00
Fit Indices: Chi2: 4257.788 Df=814 RMSEA = 0.0461GF0.95
Table 2. Correlations between latent factors
~ —
s 305z 8|82/ 5|8|¢
=1 2| 5/8/8|8|8|g|¢z|¢&
2| el &| 8|52 z|3]|¢8
o ) O 8 O )
PRINACT 1.00
PRINEQUAL -0.11| 1.00
ROGRISK 0.11| 0.27] 1.0
ROGGEN -0.11] 0.82] 0.34 1.00
SPENDINGW -0.21) 0.62] 033 0.68 1.00
OUTCOMES 0.11| -0.46 -0.27 -0.49 -0.34 1.00
CONSECOMOR 0.22 | -0.53| -0.42 -0.64 -0.62 046 1.00
CONSSOCIAL | -0.04| 0.44/ 041 0.6L 049 -0.87 -0J63001
OVERUSE 0.22| -0.37 -0.2y -048 -045 0.33 0.b7 90.41.00
UNDERUSE -0.13| 033y 0.11 032 031 -0.24 -0{31 0}2D.13| 1.00




Table 3. Second-order factor loadings on WELFARISMand shared variances

Shared
WELFARISM variance
PRINACT -0.22 0.046
PRINEQUAL 0.71 0.502
ROGRISK 0.51 0.255
ROGGEN 0.83 0.683
SPENDINGW 0.82 0.670
OUTCOMES -0.63 0.400
CONSECOMOR -0.85 0.727
CONSSOCIAL 0.74 0.547
OVERUSE -0.66 0.440
UNDERUSE 0.38 0.142
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Table 4. Explanation models — standardized regressa coefficients

WELFARISM | PRINACT® | PRINEQUAL| ROGGEN | ROGRISK | SPENDINGV T cons CONS- 1 ERUSE® | UNDERUSE| | - TIOAR
coMesS | ECOMOR' | SOCIAL STANCE
Gender
Female -0.05 | * -0.03 0.03 -0.04 * -0.038 0.00 -0.01 .00 -0.06| ** 0.00 -0.07 **| -0.08 ***
(ref.cat. : Male)
Age
25-44 0.00 -0.16] ** | -0.08 -0.05 0.14 **| -0.12 * 0.22 **1 0.05 -0.05 -0.14 ** 0.18 *** 0.13 | *
45-65 0.12 | ** | -0.16 | * | -0.03 -0.02 0.30f ** 0.01 0.30| ***| 0.12 | * -0.02 0.00 0.23 *4 0.01
65+ 0.07 -0.21] ***| 0.04 -0.02 0.20] ***+ -0.01 0.18| ***| 0.05 -0.01 -0.03 0.13 ** 0.08
(ref.cat. : 15-24)
Income
Q2 0.02 -0.10| ***| 0.03 0.01 0.08 **| 0.03 0.02 0.0D 0.01 0.p1 0.04 0.05
Q3 0.02 -0.08| ** | -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.02 0.02 2.0 0.06 | * 0.01 0.00 0.04
Q4 0.00 -0.10| ***| -0.07 | ** | -0.06 | ** | 0.06 | * -0.02 -0.01 0.02 0.05 0.05 -0.06| * 0.05
Q5 -0.05 | * -0.11| ***| -0.14 | ¥** | -0.10 | ** | 0.02 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 0.05 -0.01 -0.06 1 0.p**
(ref.cat.: Q1)
Education
Cat2 0.01 -0.07 -0.06 -0.0% 0.0p -0.01 -0.01 0/06 | -0.01 0.02 0.04 -0.03
Cat3 0.02 -0.06 -0.12 *** -0.07 | * 0.11| ** | -0.05 -0.07 0.13 *| 0.01 0.09 *| 0.01 -0.01
Catd 0.01 -0.05 -0.07 -0.06 0.04 -0.06 -0.05 0/08 | 0.02 0.03 0.01 -0.06
Cats 0.03 -0.09| * -0.18| ***| -0.10 | ** | 0.09 -0.06 -0.08 0.1 *t 0.07 0.12| * | -0.07 -0.17 *
Cat6 0.00 -0.05 -0.20 ***| -0.12 | *** | 0.04 -0.08| * -0.09 * 0.13) ** 0.07 0.12| **| -0.07 -0.12| **
(ref.cat.: Catl)
Work status
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(Semi-)public

0.05

-0.01

0.06

*%

0.06| * -0.01 0.04 0.0B 8.Q 0.04 0.01 -0.02 -0.12 **
Self-employed | -0.03 -0.03 -0.0§ **| -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 0.01 0.03 0.02 -0.01 -0.038 0.01
Unemployed | 0.10 | *** | 0.06 | * 0.05 | * 0.09| **| 0.01 0.07 | * | 0.06| * 0.08| ** 0.04 0.07| = | 0.03 0.02
Other 0.08 | ** | 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.02 .100| ** | 0.04 0.04 0.00
(ref.cat.: Private)
Use of benefits 0.08| **4 0.01 0.06 | * 0.07| **| -0.01 0.09 | ***| 0.03 0.08| ** 0.00 0.05| * 0.00 -0.07 **
Political stance -0.49 ** -0.12 | **=* | -0.37 | *** | -0.46 | *** | -0.11 | *** | -0.23 | *** | -0.26 | *** | -0.38 | *** | -0.24 | *** | -0.28 | *** | -0.18 | ***
Adjusted R2 0.300 0.041 0.234 0.263 0.051 ®.1L0 0.094 0.197 0.07f 0.127 0.060 0.05

*p<.05 ** p<.01 ** p<.001 *factor scores were reversed, so that higher scieneste a more positive attitude toward the weléhate
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APPENDIX

Table Appl: Dimensions of welfare legitimacy: Items and scales of measurement

Dimension Item Freq. N
Principles % (strongly)
agree
- 4 Eql: “Large income inequalities are unjust” 42.5 1906
; 2 5': Eqg2: “Government needs to take substantial measures to reduce income
S s < _ o 51.4 1907
g 5z inequalities
o E Disagree-Agree (5-point scale)
“What should a long-term unemployed do in order to keep his or her benefit?”
Actl. Search for a job 94.7 1930
é Act2. Participate in reintegration activities 92.2 1919
% 5 Act3. Get schooling or re-training 91.1 1931
5 <Z': “What should a young unemployed person do in order to keep his or her benefit?
L& Act4. Search for a job 97.6 1943
g Act5. Participate in reintegration activities 95.4 1934
. Act6. Take schooling or re-training 95.6 1856
Disagree-Agree (5-point scale)
Role of government % (strongly)
agree /
government
“Government should....”
?‘3 Rogl. reduce income inequalities 50.6 1886
é 5 Rog2. offer more chances for children of poor families to go to university 68.6 1911
“g 8 Rog3. spend less on benefits for the poor 7.6 1901
-% 8 Rog4. guarantee a reasonable standard of living to unemployed people 47.0 1908
% Rog5. offer a basic minimum income to everybody 52.5 1889
= Disagree-Agree (5-point scale)
= “Should government organise statutory social benefits to provide for the financial
§ needs that arise for people when being...or should it be left to people
:‘_g 9 themselves?”
E © g Riskl. unemployed 74.8 1858
% 2 8 Risk2. incapacitated for work 69.3 1894
S & Risk3. widow(er) 53.0 1844
g Riskd. il 715 1866
DE_ People-Government (5-point scale)
. “Should government organise statutory social benefits to provide for the financial
2 needs that arise for people when being...or should it be left to people
‘g % g themselves?”
S = £ [RisknL divorced 8.2 1834
é g § Riskn2. a parent to children 121 1866
f]j Riskn3. single after co-habitation 7.4 1833
ne_ People-Government (5-point scale)
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Spending

% (strongly)

increase
x “Should government increase or decrease the level of the benefit...? Increase
% g = would result in higher contributions, decrease in lower contributions.”
(] "
-_E é % Spenwl. u.nem.p.loymehT benefit 13.6 1860
% E’ z Spenw?2. disability benifit 39.0 1863
£ g % Spenw3. sick pay 17.1 1866
g Decrease-Stay the same-Increase (5-point scale)
. “Should government increase or decrease the level of the benefit...? Increase
é :g § would result in higher contributions, decrease in lower contributions.”
? % 9 Spenol. social assistance 33.7 1893
“§ f:j H_J Speno2. state old age pension 49.6 1887
g ° @ Decrease-Stay the same-Increase (5-point scale)
Implementation % often
“How often is benefit... being misused”
" Overl. disability benefit 32.6 1846
3); g Over2. unemployment benefit 42.3 1859
“;’ g Over3. social assistance 42.1 1855
©3 Overd.sick pay 325 1780
Hardly ever — Sometimes — Often (3-point scale)
o % Underl. “How often do you think does it occur that people do not claim or receive
g § w a benefit to which they are entitled?”
5 Z Seldom-Often (5-point scale) 37.7 1825
Outcomes % (very)
difficult
“How difficult or easy is it for people with benefit...to make ends meet?”
ot Outl. unemployment benefit 254 1728
% é Out2. disability benefit 30.7 1719
2 3 Out3. sick pay 50.8 1785
25 Out4. old age pension 34.4 1824
;" © Out5. minimum benefit 49.4 1790
Easy - Difficult (5-point scale)
Consequences % (strongly)
agree
“Because of the system of social benefits and services...”
o O Ecol. the international competitiveness of the Dutch economy decreases 26.8 1741
g 8 Eco2. labor costs increase too much 35.1 1825
§ % Eco3. the economy deteriorates 9.3 1815
“o Eco4. unemployment increases 18.6 1835
Disagree — Agree (5-point scale)
“Because of the system of social benefits and services...”
o Morl. people get lazy 394 1921
B g Mor2. people lose their sense of self-responsibility for their subsistence 39.2 1910
§ % Mor3. people become egoistic and calculative 33.6 1878
O Mor4. people do not want to care for each other anymore 37.4 1861
Disagree — Agree (5-point scale)
g % o “Because of the system of social benefits and services...”
3 8 8 Socl. societal unrest is prevented 57.8 1864

36




Soc2. people divorce too easily 71.6 1893
Soc3. the Dutch population is happier 50.8 1845
Soc4. wealth is distributed more fairly 55.7 1897
Socb5. everybody gets a chance to make something of life 59.9 1914

Disagree — Agree (5-point scale)
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