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Abstract: This study contributes to the emerging literature on public opinion on
a universal basic income (UBI) not only by investigating the role of basic human
values in influencing support for UBI but also by examining themoderating role
of welfare state development in the association between basic human values
and UBI support. Using the European Social Survey (ESS) Round 8 in 2016,
which has an item asking whether to support UBI and the 21-item measure of
human values that is based on the Schwartz theory of basic human values, the
results show that individual universalism that is a self-transcendence value is
positively and significantly associated with support for UBI, while the other
self-transcendence value, benevolence, has a negative relationship with
that; the two self-enhancement values, power and achievement, are positively
linked to support for UBI. Additionally, in advanced welfare states, people who
are more inclined towards individual universalism are more likely to support
UBI; by contrast, in underdeveloped welfare states, this relationship is not
apparent.

Keywords: basic income, human values, self-transcendence, self-enhancement,
welfare attitudes

1 Introduction

When introducing a newpublic policy, it is important to gather public opinion on
the policy and understand what determines public attitudes towards the policy.
Meanwhile, cross-national comparative research on support for UBI has just
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begun with the European Social Survey (ESS) Round 8 published in 2016
(Lee, 2018; Parolin & Siöland, 2020; Roosma & Van Oorschot, 2020; Vlandas,
2019, 2021). Until this survey, no cross-national surveys have asked respondents
whether or not they support a UBI schemewith providing its elaborate definition.
The ESS is an academically driven survey that has been conducted every
two years across Europe since 2002, and it is well known for producing high
quality data on social structure, attitudes, values, and behavior patterns in
Europe.

The newly available data on UBI not only reveal the different levels of support
for UBI across European countries but also enable us to investigate the de-
terminants of UBI support. Attitudes towards UBI may be influenced by a range of
factors, such as socio-demographic characteristics, self-interest, values or beliefs,
specific attitudes, and socioeconomic structures. Regarding the comparative
research using the 2016 wave of the ESS, Lee (2018) explored the associations
between support for UBI and country-level measures of social protection and
economic insecurity. Parolin and Siöland (2020) found that political ideology and
welfare state chauvinism aremore consequential in forming preferences for UBI in
countries where social spending is high. Roosma and Van Oorschot (2020) and
Vlandas (2019, 2021) investigated the relationships with a variety of individual and
contextual factors.

Unlike the studies above, this study aims to contribute to the literature not only
by focusing on the role of basic human values but also by examining the moder-
ating role of welfare state development in the association between basic human
values and UBI support. Previous research on the determinants of support for UBI
has not paid attention to human values. However, human values are crucial to
understand how policy preferences are structured (Feldman, 2003; Sagiv &
Schwartz, 1995); recent studies propose that values merit renewed theoretical and
empirical attention (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004; Miles, 2015).

Specifically, this study employs certain human values that may be considered
relevant to explaining attitudes towards UBI: self-transcendence values (individ-
ual universalism and benevolence) and self-enhancement values (power and
achievement). These values can be estimated by using the 21-item measure of
human values from the ESS, which is based on the Schwartz (1992) theory of basic
human values. Besides the basic human values, a range of controls are used that
appear to have significant relationshipswithUBI support in the recent literature: in
addition to individual characteristics, conflicting beliefs about economic dispar-
ities, preferences for redistribution, welfare attitudes, and socioeconomic condi-
tions, such as levels of welfare development.
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2 Support for UBI and Its Determinants

2.1 Support for UBI

Before the 2016 wave of the ESS, there were cross-national surveys including a
question about a basic income. For instance, International Social Survey Pro-
gramme (ISSP) 1987 and 1992 and Eurobarometer 56.1 (Sept–Oct 2001) had the
following question: “The government should provide everyone with a guaranteed
basic income.” In these surveys, however, a definition of the basic income was not
provided at all; it is thus hard to assume that people are aware of what a basic
income is. By contrast, Dalia’s (2017) recent survey on UBI, which asked 11,021
respondents across 28 EUmember stateswhat they think of UBI, presented a rather
concrete definition of UBI. However, this survey did not include various covariates
that can be used for empirical analysis exploring the relationships with UBI sup-
port. Of course, a great deal of opinion polls or surveys aboutUBI have been carried
out so far within a country. As such, the ESS in 2016 has been the unique survey,
with which cross-national comparative research can be conducted, providing a
variety of variables with a relatively elaborate definition of UBI:
– The government pays everyone a monthly income to cover essential living

costs.
– It replaces many other social benefits.
– The purpose is to guarantee everyone a minimum standard of living.
– Everyone receives the same amount regardless of whether or not they are

working.
– People also keep the money they earn from work or other sources.
– This scheme is paid for by taxes.

As Vlandas (2019, p. 3) pointed out, however, the definition above has some gray
areas. Specifically, the level of UBI remains abstract; there is no indication ofwhether
or how taxes will be increased; it is not clear to what extent social benefits will be
replaced. The findings from a recent UK survey obviously indicate that both an
increase in taxes and a cut in welfare spending to finance UBI significantly decrease
support for UBI (Smedley, 2017). Accordingly, support for UBI should be interpreted
with caution since it highly depends on how UBI is designed and financed. In other
words, different UBImodelsmay lead to different levels of support, which could also
change the associations between support for UBI and its predictors.

Theoretical tools to interpret UBI support are currently more underdeveloped
than theoretical expectations of preferences for redistribution or welfare attitudes.
On the one hand, there are common grounds between UBI and other redistributive
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policies in the welfare state. UBI is a powerful policy not only for achieving uni-
versalism but also for a broader equalization of opportunities through redistri-
bution (Mays & Tomlinson, 2019).1 Attitudes towards UBI can also be regarded as
“an indicator of support for universalistic welfare policies and the associated
redistributive aspirations” (Bay & Pederson, 2006, p. 432). Furthermore, several
expectations from the welfare state literature are consistent with the recent find-
ings on support for UBI; for example, the explanatory power of the variables
relating to self-interest is significant in building preferences for both welfare state
policies and UBI (Vlandas, 2021).

On the other, UBI is widely considered a radical alternative to the existing
welfare state as the principles of UBI contradict the underlying logic of the welfare
state (Bay & Pederson, 2006; Roosma & Van Oorschot, 2020; Widerquist, Noguera,
Vanderborght, & De Wispelaere, 2013). Universality and unconditionality are the
core principles of UBI, hence it explicitly challenges, first, means-tested benefits
and job-seeking obligations attached to benefits on which the liberal welfare
regime is based; second, wage-related insurance-based benefit systems on which
the corporate welfare regime is based; and third, stressing on full employment and
activation of the unemployed on which the Scandinavian type of welfare regime is
based (Roosma & Van Oorschot, 2020). Consequently, attitudes towards UBI are
expected to be different from attitudes towards the welfare state policies.

2.2 Basic Human Values and UBI Support

It is widely assumed that policy preferences are formed at both individual and
country levels (Blekesaune & Quadagno, 2003; Blekesaune, 2007). If this is the
case, in principle, individual and contextual factors may play a significant part in
shaping preferences for UBI; moreover, the moderating role of contextual factors
cannot be excluded. At the individual level, it has long been suggested that not
only self-interest or group identifications but also values or beliefs play a role in
judging the desirability of policies (Feldman, 1988). This article focuses on human
values as explanatory factors rather than self-interest or group identifications that
are taken as controls. Roosma and Van Oorschot (2020) emphasize the role of
welfare attitudes, which are also considered controls in the current study; how-
ever, these attitudes are distinct from values.

1 Universalism is awidely used concept in thewelfare state literature. This universalism is likely to
be confused with universalism that is one of the basic human values in this study. Thus, welfare
universalism denotes the former and individual universalism denotes the latter hereafter.
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Values refer to general standards on which specific evaluations are based,
but attitudes are considered evaluations of specific objects (Feldman, 2003, pp.
480–481). The consensus has been reached that “values hold a higher place in
one’s internal evaluative hierarchy than attitudes” (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004, p. 361).
Thus, more general value systems as well as specific attitudes would influence
policy preferences (Blekesaune & Quadagno, 2003). If values are working quietly
behind the scenes, a lack of attention to values may hinder explanations of social
phenomenon of interest (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004).

According to the Schwartz (1992) theory of human values, using 54 value items,
the number of fundamental human values can be reduced to 10: self-direction,
stimulation, hedonism, achievement, power, security, conformity, tradition, benev-
olence, (individual) universalism. Inglehart and Baker (2000) and Inglehart and
Welzel (2005) have also developed a values paradigm, but Schwartz’s framework is
considered superior to Inglehart’s for theoretical, empirical, and practical reasons
(Miles, 2015). It cannot be said that Schwartz’s conceptualization of value structure is
immaculate and completely validated. However, Schwartz and Boehnke (2004)
confirmed the 10 values by conducting confirmatory factor analysis with data from
two sets of 23 samples from 27 countries, which is the first statistical test of the
Schwartz theory.

Schwartz and his colleagues have also confirmed the basic categories and
structure of values thereafter with data from hundreds of samples in 82 countries
across the globe, which provides evidence for the validity of the Schwartz theory
across countries. (Schwartz, 2012; see also Bilsky, Janik, & Schwartz, 2011; Davi-
dov, Schmidt, & Schwartz, 2008; Fontaine, Poortinga, Delbeke, & Schwartz, 2008).
Meanwhile, all rounds of the ESS have adopted the 21 survey questions of the value
items recommended by Schwartz (2003). Davidov et al. (2008) have found evi-
dence that the ESS values scale demonstrates configural and metric invariance,
which is essential for investigating relationships among values and other variables
cross-nationally. These are sufficient reasons for the present study to employ the
Schwartz human values in exploring the role of values on UBI support.

Schwartz has classified the 10 human values into a circular continuum
illustrating their relationships, as shown in Figure A1 of the Online Appendix.
The figure illustrates four higher-order value types along the two orthogonal
dimensions: self-transcendence versus self-enhancement and openness to
change versus conservatism. Among them, this article focuses on the two
competing value types: self-transcendence and self-enhancement. The self-
transcendence value type emphasizes “acceptance of others as equals and
concern for their welfare (universalism and benevolence)”, and the self-
enhancement value type stresses “the pursuit of one’s own relative success
and dominance over others (power and achievement)” (Schwartz, 1994, p. 25).
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This value dimension has been taken as it is more relevant to the distribution of
material resources (Barnea, 2003), which is an essential feature of UBI. Schwartz
(1994, p. 40) argues that this dimension is pertinent to people’s stance towards
economic egalitarianism and hypothesizes that individual universalism and
benevolence are most positively associated with egalitarian orientations, while
power is most negatively related to it.

More specifically, individual universalism as a self-transcendence value,
which should not be confused with welfare universalism, stresses “Understand-
ing, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people and for
nature” (Schwartz, 2003, p. 268). Benevolence as the other self-transcendence
value emphasizes “Preservation and enhancement of the welfare of people with
whom one is in frequent personal contact” (Schwartz, 2003, p. 268). These values
might be compatiblewith the idea of UBI as UBI is advocated as away of improving
everyone’s well-being, not to mention the well-being of people surrounding his or
her. Accordingly, it is hypothesized that the two self-transcendence values are
positively associated with support for UBI.

With respect to the self-enhancement values, the central motivational goal of
power is “Social status and prestige, control or dominance over people and re-
sources” (Schwartz, 2003, p. 267); the goal of achievement is “Personal success
through demonstrating competence according to social standards” (Schwartz,
2003, p. 267). These values may have a negative effect on support for UBI as they
emphasize one’s own material payoffs rather than other-regarding preferences
that are altruistic or inequality-averse. The self-enhancement values are also
placed in diametrical opposition to the self-transcendence values in the value
circle (Caprara, Schwartz, Capanna, Vecchione, &Barbaranelli, 2006, p. 8; see also
Figure A1). Therefore, it is predicted that the two self-enhancement values are
likely to be negatively associated with support for UBI.

2.3 Other Determinants of UBI Support

Apart from the basic human values, the recent literature on support for UBI
employed a range of predictors that can be classified into four groups: individual
characteristics, specific beliefs or preferences, particular attitudes, and contextual
factors. As for the individual characteristics, age, gender, employment status,
income, and ideological position were widely used as individual controls. It is
expected that persons who can benefit from UBI, such as individuals exposed to
high labormarket risk and on low incomes, aremore likely to be supportive of UBI,
as Vlandas (2021) already provided its evidence. Economic individualism and
economic fairness as beliefs about economic disparities as well as preferences for
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redistribution were used in Roosma and Van Oorschot (2020).2 Regarding specific
attitudes, Parolin and Siöland (2020) used welfare chauvinism, and Roosma and
Van Oorschot (2020) employed a number of welfare attitudes. Last, various
contextual factors were used: income inequality, unemployment rate, social
expenditure, social protection, or material deprivation.

Beliefs about economic disparities need further explanation, which Roosma
and Van Oorschot (2020) have not provided. In the welfare state literature, there
are “two dominant social ideologies economic individualism or the work ethic and
social equality or collective responsibility” (Hansenfeld & Rafferty, 1989, p. 1029).
Economic individualism assumes that people’s income disparities reflect differ-
ences in their talents and efforts. It is thus conjectured that people who are
favorably inclined towards economic individualism are less likely to support UBI
because UBI is an unconditional cash transfer regardless of individuals’ talents
and efforts. By contrast, it is hypothesized that people who see a highly unequal
society as unacceptable are likely to be in favor of UBI. For a just society, people
may expect that differences in people’s standard of living should be small, which
UBI pursues by guaranteeing everyone a minimum standard of living. Moreover,
preferences for redistribution are expected to be compatible with support for UBI
since UBI is widely considered a more effective and egalitarian system of redis-
tribution (Widerquist et al., 2013; Wright, 2010).

As Roosma and Van Oorschot (2020) did, it would be interesting to see how
individuals’ evaluations of current welfare policies affect their opinion on UBI. If
people perceive the existing welfare system as satisfying and well-functioning, it
would be less likely for people to support UBI as it is expected to replacemany other
social benefits. Seven survey questions on social benefits and services from the ESS
might be relevant to this study. Two items among them question whether social
benefits and services alleviate poverty andmake a societymore equal. It is supposed
that those who agree with these views aremore likely to support UBI since the views
are in accord with the goals of UBI. Other two items ask about the burden of social
benefits and services on businesses and the economy. It is hypothesized that those
who have more concerns about high taxes and economic strain to sustain generous
welfare policies are less supportive ofUBIbecauseUBI is often considered too costly.
Another question is about a widespread thought that welfare makes people lazy.
This laziness argument is one of the strongest ones for the opponents of UBI.
Therefore, it is predicted that those who agree with the argument are more likely to
oppose UBI. The next to last item asks whether social benefits and services should
target the poorest people. It is assumed that support for targeting is inversely related

2 These beliefs and preferences exactly correspond to ‘meritocracy’, ‘egalitarianism’, and ‘goals’
in welfare attitudes, respectively, in their study.
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to support for UBI since targeting is seemingly against a universalist approach on
which UBI is based. The last question is about welfare chauvinism that might be
associated with a low level of support for UBI. This is not only because anti-
immigrant attitudes are generally linked to a low level of support for broad redis-
tributive policies (Alesina, Miano, & Stantcheva, 2018), but also because one of the
principles of UBI that everyone receives UBI if certain criteria are fulfilled goes
against an idea that immigrants should never get the same rights to welfare benefits
and services asnative-born citizens. It should also be noted that attitudes andvalues
or beliefs may be endogenous to each other; that is why different models excluding
each other blocs of variables have been tested in the current analysis.3

Regarding contextual factors, first, income inequality is expected to have a
positive effect on attitudes towards UBI. UBI is well known as a redistributive
measure to redress economicdisparities, and increasing income inequalitymay lead
people to prefer more redistribution, according to Meltzer and Richard (1981). Sec-
ond, unemployment rate might be positively associated with support for UBI as it
indicates a country’s socioeconomic condition that signals degrees of social needs,
whichUBImay satisfy by guaranteeing theunemployeda regular income. Third, it is
interesting to see if levels of welfare development influence UBI support because
there exist conflicting hypotheses about that, particularly, in a developed welfare
regime: on the one hand, wemay expect that people in advanced welfare states are
receptive to a generous welfare policy as they have already got used to it; on the
other, there might be no demand for a further redistributive policy in a country
providing comprehensive social protection, as the ‘growth to limits’ hypothesis
(Jæger, 2006) or the saturation hypothesis (Pfeifer, 2009) suggests.4 Last, it is also
meaningful to examine how thedegree ofwelfare universalism in a country is linked
to support for UBI, which has never been considered in the recent literature on UBI
support. It might have conflicting effects on UBI support. According to Bay and
Pederson (2006), positive attitudes towards UBI may reflect the popularity of the
universal welfare state; on the contrary, people in a highly universalist welfare state
may not demand a more universalist policy such as UBI.

Furthermore, it is worth exploring whether or not the associations between the
basic human values and support for UBI are conditional on contextual factors.

3 The empirical results show that the differences of the effects of the variables between different
models in Table 1 are negligible; thus, the endogeneity issue among values and attitudes may not
be problematic.
4 Jæger (2006) hypothesizes that in advanced welfare states support for redistribution does not
automatically increase, and Pfeifer (2009) supposes that people being satisfied with the achieved
level of social protection may not demand stronger state involvement. Furthermore, Parolin and
Siöland (2020) describe as a demand-capacity paradox that higher levels of social spending are
related to lower levels of UBI support.
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Seligman and Katz (1996) suggest that contextual factors may affect value priorities.
Kulin and Svallfors (2013) present empirical evidence that the associations between
human values and attitudes are stronger in amorematerially secure class or society.
Thus, there is a possibility that a certain contextual factor, such as the level of
welfare development, moderates the associations between the basic human values
and support for UBI. We can expect that, for instance, the basic human values may
be more strongly associated with support for UBI in a more developedwelfare state.

2.4 Data and Methods

The dependent variable is support for UBI that is dichotomous: 1 is assigned to the
responses ‘strongly in favor’ or ‘in favor’; 0 is assigned to the responses ‘strongly
against’ or ‘against’. This item is included in the ESS Round 8,5 whichwas conducted
in 23 countries: Israel, Russia, Switzerland, and the European Union and the Euro-
pean Economic Area, including Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland,
France, Germany, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, the Netherlands,
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.

The independent variables are basic human values; the datawere collected from
the ESS Round 8. The basic human values include self-transcendence values (indi-
vidual universalism and benevolence) and self-enhancement values (power and
achievement). To compute the scores of these values, the ESS basic human values
scale items were used. Each value is based on multiple value items: individual
universalism (‘equality’, ‘broad-minded’, and ‘protecting the environment’), benev-
olence (‘helpful’ and ‘loyal’), power (‘wealth’ and ‘social power’), and achievement
(‘capable’ and ‘successful’) (Schwartz, 2003; see also Table A1 in the Online
Appendix). The response categories for eachvalue itemrange from1 to 6. Theoriginal
coding of the items was reversed so that higher scores signify that the value is more
important. Following the recommendation of Schwartz (n.d.), they are treated as
continuous, and then the score of each value was calculated in this way: First, the
mean of the items for each value is computed; second, each individual’s mean score
over all 21 value items is calculated; and third, the centered score of each value is
taken by subtracting the overall mean score from each value’s averaged score.
Additionally, the country-level measures of the basic human values were calculated
by averaging individuals’ value scores in each country.

Regarding the individual-level controls obtained from the ESS Round 8 (see
Table A1 for the survey questions), first, economic individualism, economic fair-
ness, and preferences for redistribution are used. These are dichotomous

5 Data file edition 2.1 is used for all the ESS Round 8 data.
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variables: 1 is assigned to the responses ‘agree strongly’ or ‘agree’ with each
statement. Second, the welfare attitudes variables that are also binary (preventing
poverty, promoting equality, increasing laziness, burden onbusiness, strain on the
economy, support for targeting, and welfare chauvinism) have a value of 1 that
represents ‘agree strongly’ or ‘agree’, except for support for targeting (1 is assigned
to the responses ‘in favor’ or ‘strongly in favor’) and welfare chauvinism (1 is
assigned to the response ‘they should never get the same rights’). Third, the other
controls include age group, gender, employment status, left-right self-placement,
household’s total net income after tax and compulsory deductions, and feeling
about household’s income.

A number of contextual variables are also used: net income inequality, unem-
ployment rate, welfare development indicators (social expenditure, social protec-
tion, and material deprivation), and an index of welfare universalism. The net
income inequality data were collected from the Standardized World Income
Inequality Database (SWIID) Version 8.0 (Solt, 2019). Unemployment rate can be
measured as a percentage of the unemployed of total labor force, and the data were
taken from theWorldDevelopment Indicators (WorldBank, 2019). The level of social
expenditure as a percentage of GDP is used to measure the relative development of
the welfare states; the public social expenditure data expressed as a percentage of
GDPwere taken from theOECDSocial Expenditure Database (SOCX) (OECD, 2019). A
social protection indicator can also be used to measure welfare state development
because it reflects the level of protection that people actually experience (Lee, 2018);
alternatively, we can use an indicator of material deprivation that is measured as
percentage of people who are severely materially deprived.6 The social protection
data as a logarithm of social protection benefits in PPS (Purchasing Power Stan-
dards) per head and the material deprivation rate were collected from Eurostat
(2019). Thewelfare universalism index that is a geometric mean of the percentage of
non means-tested social protection benefits of the total social protection benefits
and the percentage of public social expenditure of the total social expenditure,
which is similar to the index constructed by Jacques and Noël (2018); the data came
from Eurostat (2019) and OECD (2019). Most of the contextual variables data were
collected in 2016, but in some caseswhere the data are not available, observations in
2015 were used instead. For Israel, data on social protection, material deprivation,
and welfare universalism are missing; for Russia, data are missing on social
expenditure, social protection, material deprivation, and welfare universalism.

Given the fact that the dependent variable is binary and that country-level factors
and their cross-level interactions are taken into account in the main analysis, I begin

6 Material deprivation can be an alternative to social protection as they are strongly correlated:
r = −0.69, as shown in Table A3(c).
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with a multilevel logistic regression as a primary modelling framework in estimating
each model. In this multilevel analysis, however, there are some concerns over the
higher-level sample size that is, at best, 23. According to a simulation study of Bryan
and Jenkins (2016), there should be at least 30 countries for multilevel logistic models
to guarantee reliable estimates, although this threshold is simple rulesof thumb rather
than hard-and-fast rules. Thus, the results from the multilevel analysis should be
(Möhring 2012) cautiously interpreted. To address this issue, in the sensitivity checks,
following Möhring’s (2012) recommendation, alternative estimation strategies with
countryfixedeffects are taken:7 a logistic regression andanordered logistic regression
using an ordinal measure of support for UBI.

3 Findings

3.1 Descriptive Analysis

Before moving on to statistical estimations, descriptive findings are presented on
the country-level support for UBI and the associations between themain predictors
and support for UBI. Figure A2 illustrates public support for UBI across the
countries, using a country-level aggregate measure in each country that was
produced by computing the percentage of respondents who support UBI (‘in favor’
or ‘strongly in favor’). In post-communist countries, the level of support is very
high; for instance, 80.4% in Lithuania and 73.6% in Russia. By contrast, Norway
and Sweden, which are the Scandinavian welfare states, show noticeably low
support for UBI: 33.9% and 39.4%, respectively.

Figure A3 presents the relationships between the country-means of the four
basic human values and the country-level measure of UBI support. In this figure,
the national average self-enhancement values (power and achievement) are
positively related to support for UBI,while the national average self-transcendence
values (individual universalism and benevolence) are negatively linked to support
for UBI. Meanwhile, if we focus on the four Nordic countries (Finland, Iceland,
Norway, and Sweden), a different pattern of relationship emerges. In particular,
Norway and Finland serve as clearly opposing cases, although the two countries
share the Nordic tradition of universal welfare policies (Kildal & Kuhnle, 2005).8

7 This estimation method has definite advantages, such as being immune to a small sample size
and avoiding omitted variable bias at the country level.
8 For example, levels of income inequality, social expenditure, social protection, material
deprivation, and the welfare universalism index, which are among the contextual factors
considered in this study, show very slight differences between Finland and Norway.
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Norway features a lower level of individual universalism but higher levels of power
and achievement than Finland, and support for UBI is greater in Finland than in
Norway: 55.5% and 33.9%, respectively. These imply that Finish people who are
more egalitarian-oriented and less inclined to stress one’s ownmaterial payoffs are
more supportive of UBI than Norwegian people.

Additionally, regarding the relationships among the basic human values, as
expected in the Schwartz theory, individual universalism and benevolence are
positively and moderately related to each other, while they are negatively and
moderately linked to power and achievement, as shown in Table A3(b). Table A3(c)
provides the correlation coefficients between the country-level support for UBI and
the contextual factors. Social protection and material deprivation are strongly
related to support for UBI, and net income inequality is moderately related to that:
r = −0.68,  0.82,  0.42, respectively.

3.2 Estimation Results

Table 1 presents the results of the multilevel analysis. Column (0) is the empty
model. The intraclass correlation (ICC) for this model is 0.067. This indicates that
6.7% of the chances of individual support for UBI is explained by between-country
differences; conversely, 93.3% is explained by differences between individuals in a
country. Column (1) includes the control variables of individual characteristics.
Support for UBI consistently decreases with age. For instance, we can see 56%
decrease in the odds of an individual aged over 70 being in favor of UBI, compared
to an individual aged between 15 and 19.9Women are slightly less likely to support
UBI, although it is marginally significant, which is an unexpected result. Ac-
cording to Van Parijs and Vanderborght (2017), women are expected to be more
supportive of UBI than men. As predicted, those who are unemployed are more
supportive of UBI than those who are employed; people whose political position is
close to right are less likely to support UBI; high-income earners and those satisfied
with their income are also less likely to support UBI. All the effects of the individual
characteristics are robust to different models in all the tables.

Column (2) adds the basic human values. As predicted, individual universalism
as a self-transcendence value is positively related to support for UBI; however,
benevolence that is the other self-transcendence value is not positively associated
with support for UBI. This finding is interpreted that beingmore interested in caring

9 The odds ratio is 0.64, derived from exp(−0.453). This ratio is less than 1, so the reciprocal of 0.64
is taken to calculate the percent change in the odds: 1/0.64 = 1.56. This implies a decrease of 56%.
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Table : Predicting support for UBI using multilevel logistic regression.

() () () () () ()

Constant . . . . . .
(.) (.)

***
(.)

***
(.) (.)

***
(.)

Basic human values
Individual universalism . .

(.)
***

(.)
***

Benevolence −. −.
(.)

***
(.)**

Power . .
(.)** (.)*

Achievement . .
(.)

***
(.)

***
Control group  (individual characteristics)
Age groupa

– −. −. −. −. −.
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

– −. −. −. −. −.
(.)** (.)* (.)** (.)* (.)*

– −. −. −. −. −.
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)**

– −. −. −. −. −.
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
– −. −. −. −. −.

(.)
***

(.)
***

(.)
***

(.)
***

(.)
***

– −. −. −. −. −.
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
Genderb

Female −. −. −. −. −.
(.)* (.)* (.)** (.) (.)

Employment statusc

Retired −. −. . −. −.
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

Unemployed . . . . .
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)** (.)**

Not employed . . . . .
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.)
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Table : (continued)

() () () () () ()

Left–right self-placement −. −. −. −. −.
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
Net household income −. −. −. −. −.

(.)
***

(.)
***

(.)
***

(.)
***

(.)
***

Feeling about income . . . . .
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
Control group  (beliefs or preferences)
Economic individualism −. −.

(.)** (.)*
Economic fairness . .

(.)
***

(.)
***

Preferences for
redistribution

. .
(.)

***
(.)

***
Control group  (welfare attitudes)
Preventing poverty . .

(.)
***

(.)**

Promoting equality . .
(.)

***
(.)

***
Increasing laziness −. −.

(.)
***

(.)
***

Burden on business −. −.
(.)* (.)

Strain on the economy −. −.
(.)** (.)**

Support for targeting . .
(.)

***
(.)

***
Welfare chauvinism −. −.

(.) (.)
Observations , , , , , ,
Countries      

σ
u . . . . . .

Entries are multilevel logistic regression coefficients with standard errors. σ
u is the estimated variance

component, which is randomeffects at the country level. a– group is a reference. bMale is a reference. cPaid
work is a reference. *Significant at %; **significant at %; ***significant at .%.
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for everyone is in accordwith the dimension of universality inUBI,while beingmore
helpful and loyal to people around his or her may conflict with that. Regarding the
self-enhancement values, both power and achievement are positively linked to
support for UBI, which contradicts the hypothesis. Column (3) adds beliefs or
preferences instead of the basic human values. Those who prefer economic fairness
and redistribution are more likely to support UBI, but those who support economic
individualism are less likely to support UBI, as expected.

Column (4) adds welfare attitudes instead of the basic human values. Pre-
venting poverty and promoting equality are positively associated with support for
UBI, while increasing laziness, burden on businesses, and strain on the economy
are negatively related to support for UBI, as hypothesized. Interestingly enough,
thosewho support targetedwelfare policies for the lowest income earners aremore
likely to support UBI: the odds of those who support targeting being supportive of
UBI are 50% higher than the odds of those who do not support targeting being
supportive of UBI.10 This seems contradictory to the well-known fact that UBI is a
policy strongly against targeting. In addition, welfare chauvinismdoes not seem to
be significantly associated with support for UBI, which contradicts one of themain
findings of Parolin and Siöland (2020). The different operationalization of welfare
chauvinism in the present research from theirs may give rise to this result. They
used an original ordinal measure, but this study produced a dichotomous variable
on the assumption that accepting the same rights to welfare benefits and services
as native-born citizens if certain criteria are fulfilled, on the one hand, is funda-
mentally distinguishable from denying the same rights in any case, on the other
(see Table A1). The results of Column (5) are similar to those of the preceding
models.

Table 2 provides the results of the impacts of the country-level factors on
individual support for UBI. In addition to the variables in Column (5) of Table 1,
Columns (6)–(11) add a different contextual factor in eachmodel, and Columns (12)
and (13) include all these factors, except that material deprivation is used as an
alternative to social protection as the two variables are strongly correlated. The
results indicate that the levels of income inequality, unemployment, social
expenditure, and welfare universalism are not significantly associated with sup-
port for UBI, whereas social protection ormaterial deprivation is strongly related to
UBI support. It is thus reasonable to focus on the levels of welfare state

10 The odds ratio is 1.50, derived from exp(0.402), so the percent change in the odds is an increase
of 50%.
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development expressed by social protection or material deprivation rather than
social spending.11 This leads us to look at the moderating effects of social pro-
tectionwhich Table 3 reports.12 Columns (14)–(17) show the cross-level interactions
with each basic human value and social protection. Among them, the interaction
effect between individual universalism and social protection is positive and sig-
nificant. Column (18) includes all the interactions into a single model. The
moderating effect of social protection still remains significant in the relationship
between individual universalism and support for UBI.

Table : Predicting support for UBI with contextual factors.

() () () () () () () ()

Contextual factors
Net income
inequality

. −. −.
(.) (.) (.)

Unemployment rate . −. .
(.) (.) (.)

Social expenditure −. . −.
(.) (.)

*
(.)

Social protection −. −.
(.)

***
(.)

***
Material
deprivation

. .
(.)

***
(.)

***
Welfare universal-
ism index

. −. .
(.) (.)

*
(.)

Observations , , , , , , , ,
Countries   

a


b


b


b


b


b

σ
u . . . . . . . .

Entries are multilevel logistic regression coefficients with standard errors. σ
u is the estimated variance

component, which is random effects at the country level. All columns include the variables of basic human
values and control groups , , and  in Column () of Table . The coefficients and standard errors of the
variables, except for the contextual factors, are not reported. aRussia is missing. bIsrael and Russia aremissing.
*Significant at %; **significant at %; ***significant at .%.

11 This finding suggests that the demand-capacity paradox proposed by Parolin and Siöland
(2020) should be revised by substituting social spending with social protection or material
deprivation. Roosma and Van Oorschot (2020) also found that material deprivation is more
strongly related to support for UBI than social spending.
12 The moderating effects of material deprivation are reported in Table A5.
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Figure A4 illustrates themarginal effects of the basic human values on support
for UBI by the level of social protection ranging from 8.2, which is close to the
lowest level in Lithuania (8.12) to 9.4, which is close to the highest level in Norway
(9.41). In the figure, the marginal effect of individual universalism on support for
UBI becomes larger and significant as the level of social protection increases above
8.8, while this marginal effect is insignificant where the level is below 8.8. This
indicates that individual universalism is not significantly related to support for UBI
in Portugal and Spain as well as Post-communist countries in which the level of

Table : Predicting support for UBI with the moderating effects of social protection.

() () () () ()

Basic human values
Individual universalism −. . . . −.

(.)** (.)
***

(.)
***

(.)
***

(.)**

Benevolence −. . −. −. .
(.)** (.) (.)** (.)** (.)

Power . . . . .
(.)* (.)* (.) (.)* (.)

Achievement . . . . .
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.)

***
(.) (.)

Contextual factor
Social protection −. −. −. −. −.

(.)
***

(.)
***

(.)
***

(.)
***

(.)
***

Moderating effects
Individual universalism # social
protection

. .
(.)

***
(.)

***
Benevolence # social protection −. −.

(.) (.)
Power # social protection −. .

(.) (.)
Achievement # social protection −. .

(.) (.)
Observations , , , , ,
Countries 

a


a


a


a


a

σ
u . . . . .

Entries are multilevel logistic regression coefficients with standard errors. σ
u is the estimated variance

component, which is random effects at the country level. All columns include the variables of control groups ,
, and  in Column () of Table . The coefficients and standard errors of these variables and the constant terms
are not reported. *Significant at %; **significant at %; ***significant at .%. aIsrael and Russia are missing.
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social protection is below 8.8. Conversely, the relationship is significant in the
other European countries. By contrast, the marginal effect of benevolence in-
creases in the opposite direction as the level of social protection increases; how-
ever, this effect is not statistically significant (see Table 3). As for power and
achievement, their moderating effects appear negligible since there is little change
by the level of social protection, as shown in the figure.

Additionally, sensitivity checks assess the robustness of the current findings.
In the Online Appendix, Table A4 presents the moderating effects of material
deprivation instead of social protection. The interaction effect between individual
universalism and material deprivation is consistently negative and significant in
Columns (1) and (5); the other interaction effects are not significant in Column (5)
where all the interaction effects are integrated. This finding indicates that the
association between individual universalism and support for UBI is positive and
significant in countries where thematerial deprivation rate is low, such as Sweden
(0.8) and Switzerland (1.5). By contrast, the relationship is not significant in
countries where the material deprivation rate is relatively high. This result is
consistent with the finding that the moderating effect of social protection is sig-
nificant in the association between individual universalism and UBI support.
Moreover, TableA5 provides the results using logistic regressionwith countryfixed
effects, and Table A6 reports the results using ordered logistic regression with
country fixed effects in which individual support for UBI is operationalized as an
ordinal variable. The key findings are robust to these alternative estimations.

4 Discussion and Conclusion

The two new findings of the current research make a contribution to the emerging
literature on public opinion on UBI. First, regarding the basic human values, indi-
vidual universalism as a self-transcendence value is positively and significantly
associated with support for UBI, while benevolence that is the other self-
transcendence value has a negative relationship with that; power and achieve-
ment that are self-enhancement values are positively linked to support forUBI. These
results show that values play a significant role in forming policy preferences; the
findings, however, suggest that the bipolar dimension in the Schwartz human value
structure (self-transcendence versus self-enhancement) doesnot seamlessly apply to
explaining support for UBI. Second, the level of welfare development expressed by
social protection or material deprivation moderates the relationship between indi-
vidual universalism and UBI support.

There are several issues about the findings to discuss. The empirical evi-
dence conflicting with the hypotheses, to begin with, needs some discussion.
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First, unlike individual universalism, benevolence is not positively related to
support for UBI. Although both individual universalism and benevolence are
self-transcendence values, there is a sharp distinction between them: the former
encompasses everyone, but the latter does not transcend friends or acquain-
tances. This may make a difference in the relationships with support for UBI.
However, it should be further investigated by more elaborate quantitative or
qualitative research why those being more inclined to care for people around his
or her are less likely to support UBI.

Second, the self-enhancement values (power and achievement) have a positive
relationship with support for UBI. This finding can be interpreted that people who
want togain socioeconomicpower anddemonstrate their competenceand successare
more eager to receiveUBI than peoplewho are not desperate for them. If UBI is simply
considered a policy expressing economic egalitarianism, the results obviously
contradict the Schwartz (1994) hypothesis discussed earlier. However, if UBI is not
reducible to just an egalitarian policy, this might not be understood as conflicting
findings. In fact, UBI is supposed to guarantee aminimum standard of living, thereby
building a sturdy floor onwhich everyone can stand as individualswith freedom from
obligation (Van Parijs & Vanderborght, 2017). From this perspective, UBI can be used
as a resource, particularly, for those who lack of economic security to enhance their
socioeconomic power and achieve what they want. In this respect, it is not surprising
that those being more concerned with self-enhancement values exhibit more positive
attitudes towards UBI.

Third, the finding that support for targeting is a significant predictor for UBI
support conflicts with the proposed hypothesis. Presumably, many people seem
to consider UBI as a policy tool that is consistent with helping those earning the
lowest incomes, which may be interpreted as a guaranteed minimum income
scheme. In fact, support for targeting may not necessarily mean being in favor of
residualism or selectivism to which UBI is diametrically opposed. If we under-
stand support for targeting as a belief of helping those in need, this result does
not appear contradictory. Moreover, if one should choose one of the two welfare
policies with a limited budget, helping the most vulnerable would be preferable
to paying an equal amount ofmoney to all. In fact, advocates for UBI hardly insist
that the existingwelfare budget being supposed to be distributed among targeted
groups should be equally distributed to all members of a society.

An interesting part of the findings is that the level of social protection or
material deprivation is significantly related to support for UBI. In other words,
those living in advanced welfare states where the level of social protection is
high (or the material deprivation rate is low) are less supportive of UBI. The
survey question of support for UBI gives some hints about the reasons why. The
question clearly describes themain features of UBI: replacingmany other social
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benefits, guaranteeing a minimum standard of living, and financing through
taxes. If you live in a country where generous social benefits are provided; few
people fall below a minimum standard of living; and heavy taxes are levied,
substituting UBI for an existing welfare system would not be attractive. This
finding supports the ‘growth to limits’ hypothesis (Jæger, 2006) or the satura-
tion hypothesis (Pfeifer, 2009). However, Finland is an exceptional case among
the Nordic countries because support for UBI is far higher in Finland than in
Norway and Sweden.13

Relatively low levels of support for UBI in advanced welfare states seemingly
indicate that introducing UBI in these countries are less feasible than in other
welfare states. The influence of public opinion on policy is substantial (Burstein,
2003), and it is crucial to garner public support if proponents of UBI want it to be
implemented, although policy opinions do not always correspond to policy out-
comes. Regarding this issue, it appears necessary to conduct further analysis
examining the differences between Finland and Sweden or Norway in depth. In
doing so, we may have a better understanding of what stimulates a public appetite
for UBI.With the empirical findings provided here, discussions in Andersson (2000)
and Andersson and Kangas (2005) might be a point of departure.14 We may need to
pay more attention to the different role of political elites in each country in
explaining the dissimilarity of sup_port for UBI between countries, as Andersson
(2000) claims.

Another important finding is the significant moderating effect of welfare
development. In other words, although public support for UBI is relatively low in
developed welfare states, those being more inclined towards individual univer-
salism in these countries are more likely to support UBI, while in underdeveloped
welfare states this relationship is not apparent. This finding is consistent with the
evidence from the country-level comparison of individual universalism and sup-
port for UBI between Norway and Finland. As discussed, Finish people having a
higher country-mean of individual universalism are more likely to support UBI
than Norwegian people. Furthermore, this finding partly supports Kulin &

13 In a similar vein, Pfeifer (2009) points out the distinctive attitudes towards minimum income
protection between Finland and the other Nordic countries; see Halmetoja, De Wispelaere, and
Perkiö (2019) for the unique nature of the Finnish basic income debate.
14 Andersson (2000) stressed the role of the hegemony of the Swedish Social Democratic Party,
which is the main defender of the existing welfare system, and the relative success of the Swedish
welfare state. Andersson andKangas (2005) found that 63%of the Finnish respondents are in favor
of the basic income idea, whereas 46% of the Swedish respondents support the idea, by con-
ducting surveys on a basic incomewithout providing its specific definition in Finland and Sweden
in 2002.
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Svallfors’ (2013) results that human values aremore strongly related to attitudes in
a more materially secure class or society.

In future research, a class-specific approach, as employed by Kulin and Svall-
fors (2013), might be fruitful in analyzing the link between human values and atti-
tudes towards UBI. More research is also needed to figure out the mechanism of the
association between values and attitudes. Furthermore, it would be worth estab-
lishing a framework different from Schwartz’s on human values to analyze attitudes
towardsUBI; for instance,AlemánandWoods (2020) suggest four distinct clusters of
individuals to explain social policy preferences: moderate altruists, moderate ego-
ists, extreme altruists, and extreme egoists. It should also be noted that the current
study is limited to one point in time. If a future ESS round asks the same question on
UBI, however, longitudinal analysis investigating changes in public support for UBI
will be productive to understand the dynamics of attitudes towards UBI.

Supplementary Material

The Online Appendix and the material to reproduce the analysis are available at:
https://doi.org/10.3886/E111201V5.
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