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effects' among different social groups 

 

West European Politics – pre-proof version 

 

Tim Vlandas1 and Daphne Halikiopoulou2 3 

Abstract 

This article examines the interplay between social risks, welfare state policies and far right 

voting. Distinguishing between compensatory and protective policies and using data from 

seven waves of the European Social Survey (ESS) and social policy datasets, the article tests a 

range of hypotheses about the extent to which welfare state policies moderate the insecurities 

that drive particular social groups to vote for the far right. Empirical findings confirm 

theoretical expectations that several welfare state policies reduce the likelihood of supporting 

the far right among individuals exposed to high risks including the unemployed, pensioners, 

low-income workers, employees on temporary contracts, individuals in large families, and 

individuals who are disabled/permanently sick. These findings suggest that in order to 

understand why some individuals vote for the far right, one should not only focus on their risk-

driven grievances, but also on policies that may moderate these risks. 
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Introduction 

Is insecurity associated with far right party support, and if so, in what ways? Literature 

examining the economic and welfare dimensions of far right voting is dominated by demand 

and supply-side perspectives, which focus on the anxieties that drive voting behaviour on the 

one hand, and the ways in which parties themselves capitalise on these anxieties on the other. 

On the demand side, a substantial body of work has shown both theoretically and empirically 

that ‘left behind’ voters who perceive themselves in an economically precarious position as 

well as relatively deprived voters who see themselves as comparatively disadvantaged are often 

likely far right supporters (Swank and Betz 2003; Kitschelt and McGann 1995; Kurer 2020). 

On the supply side, an expanding body of literature argues that far right parties are departing 

from the liberal ‘winning formula’ to adopt more protective welfare state policies (e.g. Afonso 

and Rennwald 2018).  

These studies offer valuable insights into why societal risks create favourable conditions for 

radical voting, and when parties are likely to translate risks into political advantage. What they 

do not explain, however, is under what circumstances the societal insecurities that trigger far 

right party support may be contained or exacerbated. This points to the key, yet often 

overlooked, potential importance of an intermediate level of analysis, i.e. the policy level. 

While there is a wealth of studies focusing on the role of social policies in the political economy 

and welfare state literatures (e.g. Gingrich and Ansell 2012; Rueda 2007; Emmenegger et al. 

2012), the role of social policies as potentially mediating the risks faced by certain social groups 

through compensation and protection is theoretically and empirically underdeveloped in the far 

right literature.  

This article addresses this gap by investigating the relationship between social risks, welfare 

state policies and individual voting for far right parties. In line with a growing body of literature 

(Lucassen and Lubbers 2012; Mudde 2019; Halikiopoulou and Vlandas 2020; Stockemer et al 
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2020), we adopt the term ‘far right’ to classify parties on the basis of their authoritarianism, 

populism, and nationalism, while at the same time taking into account the differences between 

extreme and radical variants (Golder 2016). Our analysis relies on a series of multilevel random 

intercept logistic regressions using a dataset merging individual level from seven waves of the 

European Social Survey between 2002 and 2014 with national level data on social policies. We 

focus on the following high-risk groups: the unemployed, pensioners, low-income workers, 

employees on temporary contracts, individuals in large families, and individuals who are 

disabled or permanently sick.  

Distinguishing between compensatory spending policies, such as unemployment and 

retirement benefits, and protective regulatory policies, i.e. minimum wage and Employment 

Protection Legislation (EPL), we theorise two distinct mechanisms behind the association 

between welfare state policies and far right party support. On the one hand, compensatory 

policies provide insurance by reducing the costs of a risk once it has been realised. On the other 

hand, protective policies reduce and/ or prevent the risk from occurring in the first place.  

We develop and test a series of hypotheses on the extent to which these policies might affect 

the propensity of the above-mentioned insecure groups to vote for the far right by mediating 

the risks they face through compensation and protection mechanisms. Our empirical findings 

broadly confirm our theoretical expectations that compensatory and protective welfare state 

policies reduce the likelihood of supporting the far right among individuals exposed to high 

social or economic risks. Taken together our results demonstrate that in order to understand 

why some individuals vote for the far right, we should not only focus on their risk-driven 

grievances, but also on policies that may mediate these risks.  

The article proceeds as follows. First we provide a brief theoretical overview of the relationship 

between insecurity, welfare state policies and voting behaviour. Next, we outline our own 

hypotheses on the mediating role of compensatory and protective social policies. We proceed 
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to describe our data and methods, carry out our empirical analysis and present our findings. 

The article concludes with avenues for future research.   

 

Economic insecurities, political opportunities and welfare state policies 

Economic insecurities are often associated with political behaviour (Chung and van Oorschot 

2011; Emmenegger et al. 2012; Emmenegger et al. 2017; Marx and Picot 2013; Rueda 2007; 

Rodrik 2018; Lipset 1963; Kriesi 1998, 2006; Kitchelt and McGann 1995). On the demand-

side, the argument is that some trigger factor such as economic crisis (Lipset 1963), 

globalization (Kriesi et al. 2006; Rodrik, 2018) or a rapid influx of immigrants (Inglehart and 

Norris 2016) impacts negatively on voters, who care about their welfare and are generally able 

to assess the insecurities and risks they face (cf. Rehm 2016, chapter 4). Even if they are not in 

a position to accurately predict which dimensions of economic developments will affect them 

in what ways, it is reasonable to assume that voters are able to assess whether they are worse 

off than in the past.  

Both actual deteriorating economic performance and relative deprivation may have an impact 

on electoral choices (e.g. Lewis-Beck and Nadeau 2012; Weschle 2014), translating into 

support for far right parties (Kitschelt and McGann 1995; Kitschelt 2007: 1181-884; Lipset 

1963; Lubbers et al. 2002). The far right ‘normalisation’ strategy (Golder 2003) has allowed 

these parties to extend beyond their secure voting base and appeal more broadly to a range of 

insecure groups including less likely supporters such as more educated individuals that suffer 

from relative but not absolute deprivation (Kurer 2020). ‘Newer’ risks, such as those linked to 

automation, particularly affect those who are ‘coping or comfortable’ on present income 

(Anelli, Colantone and Stanig 2019; Imm et al. 2019), also indicating that there is a relative 

deprivation story behind the economic argument. In sum, not only the so-called ‘left-behind’, 
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but also those on more comfortable incomes (Kitchelt and McGann 1995) may be insecure, 

and are therefore potential far right voters. 

The economic insecurity story extends beyond income. Deteriorating conditions and 

unsatisfied expectations resulting in far right party support can be associated with labour 

market competition with immigrants (e.g. Dancygier and Donnelly 2013; Scheve and Slaughter 

2001; Halikiopoulou and Vlandas 2020), loss of social status (Gidron and Hall 2017), housing 

(Adler and Ansell 2019), discontent with the establishment, social pessimism and nostalgia 

(Gest, Reny and Mayer 2017). There are therefore various mechanisms through which 

economic insecurity may translate into support for the far right.  

There is also a supply-side dimension to how insecurity translates into far right party support. 

Political opportunities are associated with the ways in which parties themselves shape their 

programmatic agendas in order to capitalise on the economic insecurities that drive voters.  In 

a nutshell, the far right increasingly proposes solutions that are distinct from its older more 

market liberal positions in the 1980s and early 1990s (Kitschelt and McGann 1995; de Lange 

2007; Ivaldi 2015). This ‘welfarist turn’ in far right party manifestos and agendas (e.g. De 

Koster et al 2013; Afonso and Rennwald 2018; Ennser-Jedenastik 2018) makes these parties 

appear credible to deal with rising unemployment and economic hardship (Betz 2013). 

Economically insecure voters are in this view attracted to far right parties, neither because they 

become disinhibited, nor because they want to protest or become more anti-immigrant, but in 

the hope that far right parties will address their anxieties and concerns. The argument is, 

therefore, that supply complements demand by seizing the opportunities posed by societal 

challenges (Halikiopoulou and Vlandas 2018) and appearing legitimate to a broad range of 

insecure groups.  

The demand- and supply-side perspectives are complementary. They capture the role of 

individual grievances stemming from the various social risks that voters face, and the ways in 
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which political actors capitalise upon these grievances and pledge to address them respectively. 

Recent literature increasingly focuses on policies, which can be seen as representing a third 

level of analysis between demand and supply. Most work to date examining the role of social 

policies within the context of insecurity and far right party support, however, focuses on 

political parties themselves, the social policies they adopt in their programmatic agendas 

(Afonso and Renwald 2018; Ketola and Nordensvard 2018; De Koster et al. 2013) and the 

policy preferences of insecure groups (Gingrich and Ansell 2012; Burgoon and Dekker 2010; 

Häusermann et al 2015; Iversen and Soskice 2001).  

What has not received sustained attention, however, is the extent to which social policies can 

moderate the effects of insecurity on far right party support. While this may have a profound 

effect on voting behaviour, literature focusing on these issues is scarce and relatively recent 

(Halikiopoulou and Vlandas 2016; Gingrich 2019; Swank and Betz 2003; Hübscher et al. 

2019). We know from these recent studies that patterns of protection and compensation affect 

party choices, yet there is still a gap in our knowledge concerning the impact of belonging to a 

specific insecure group, which groups are affected the most, and which policies have the 

greatest moderating effects.  

 

How social policies moderate the insecurity effect  

This article seeks to fill in this gap by investigating the extent to which a broad range of welfare 

state policies may affect far right party support at the individual level. We start from the rich 

literature on institutions and economic insecurity, which suggests that social policies shape and 

moderate the outcomes of both objective and subjective insecurity (e.g. Chung and Mau 2014; 

Chung and van Oorschot 2011; Muñoz de Bustillo and de Pedraza 2010). Historically, high-

risk groups have pushed for policies that protect them (Flora and Heidenheimer 1981). For 

example, low-income workers are likely to favour welfare state policies to redistribute 
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resources from high-income earners. Equally, middle and high-income workers may still face 

risks that increase their support for social insurance and welfare state policies, despite not being 

in an economically precarious situation (Barr 2006, Rehm 2016). For instance, temporary 

workers may, regardless of their income, support redistribution and vote for new left parties 

(e.g. Marx 2013). 

Indeed, literature shows that risk and socio-economic status are distinct, and not only working 

class and/or low-income individuals face economic insecurity. Even highly educated 

individuals may feel ‘cross-pressured’ if they occupy precarious jobs: while their education 

prompts them to oppose redistribution, the high labour market risks they face push in the 

opposite direction and the risk effect often dominates the education effect (Häusermann, Kurer 

and Schwander 2015: 254). Drawing on this literature, we might anticipate that the size of the 

risk that people experience is at least partly determined by the size of the cost that the 

realisation of this risk would entail for the concerned individuals (Halikiopoulou and Vlandas 

2016).  

In our argument, welfare state policies fulfil at least two functions4. First, they can compensate 

workers for the realisation of a particular set of risks (for instance losing one’s income through 

job loss) – henceforth compensatory policies. Second, they can protect workers from the risk 

being realised in the first place (for instance losing the job itself) – henceforth protective 

policies. We might therefore expect that welfare state policies are likely to lower both the costs 

and risks associated with belonging to a particular social group, thus containing those 

grievances that translate electorally into far right party support.  

                                                           
4 Note that a third effect is - by design - empirically unobservable: the existence of the welfare state 

also fundamentally reshapes the prevalence and extent of most social risks, but this effect can never 

be observed since it would require comparing the current risk distribution to a counter factual reality 

without the welfare state, a well-known problem in studies on redistribution, disposable income 

inequality and market income inequality (Brandolini and Smeeding 2011). 
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The degree to which particular social policies reduce the insecurity of specific individuals 

depends on the type of social risks these individuals face. For example, previous studies have 

found that job insecurity is linked to contract type: temporary workers experience higher levels 

of job insecurity than workers on permanent contracts, and only the latter are protected by 

Employment Protection Legislation targeting regular workers (e.g. De Cuyper and de Witte 

2007). Drawing on this logic, we distinguish between distinct risk groups and identify the 

relevant policies in place that may protect or compensate individuals facing these risks. 

Different individuals in distinct social groups experience different problems in the labour 

market and are exposed to varying degree to economic risks.  

We conceptualise different types of non-mutually exclusive risks that individuals may face 

depending on which ‘social risk group’ (henceforth referred to as ‘social group’) they belong 

to. We select these groups on the basis of their likely political importance, the existing literature 

discussing their role for far right party success, and the availability of data on the relevant social 

policies that may affect them. Specifically, we identify six social groups, each understood in a 

loose non-exclusive sense as being comprised of individuals who share a characteristic 

exposing them to a particular social risk, in line with public economics (see for instance Barr 

2005). These include: (1) the unemployed; (2) pensioners; (3) those who are permanently sick 

or disabled; (4) low income workers; (5) workers in permanent contracts; and (6) people with 

children.  

The way these different social groups facing distinct risks experience economic insecurity may 

depend on the degree to which they are compensated and/or protected by various welfare state 

policies in the country where they reside: the more generous the policies in place, the less 

economically insecure these groups may be. Thus, for instance, spending policies such as 

unemployment or pension benefits are in place to compensate individuals in circumstances 

where the risk has already been realised: unemployed people are already unemployed and 

pensioners are already retired. By contrast, regulatory protective policies such as EPL and 
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minimum wages prevent and/or reduce the possibility of the risks materialising in the first place 

as illustrated by the case of employed people who might become unemployed, but are less 

likely to do so if there is restrictive employment protection legislation preventing employers 

from dismissing them. Equally, low-income workers might have insufficient income, but are 

less likely to be in such a situation if minimum wage regulations are in place and effective. 

The idea that groups might experience different levels of insecurity, which feeds into their 

voting behaviour, is not controversial, yet it is rarely explored in the far right literature. 

Economic voting literature already documents that individuals in distinct social groups might 

react differently to economic shocks depending on their income, asset endowments or class 

(e.g. Hicks et al. 2016; Palmer and Whitten 2011; Bojar and Vlandas 2021). This underpins 

our overall expectation that the specific situation of distinct social groups will affect their 

voting behaviour. In turn, each social policy can be expected to reduce the overall likelihood 

of people to vote for the far right, especially if they belong to one or more of these at-risk 

groups.  

Building on existing historical, political and economic welfare state literatures (Flora and 

Heidenheimer 1981; Bonoli 2005; Emmenegger et al. 2012; Rehm 2016), we identify one 

corresponding social policy for each social group. With respect to compensatory policies, 

unemployment benefits compensate people who have become unemployed, while pension 

benefits compensate the retired who have lost their income due to retirement. In addition, 

family policy provides financial and in-kind help to people with children, while disability 

policy compensates people who are too disabled or too sick to work. With respect to protective 

policies, EPL protects workers in permanent contracts from losing their jobs by making it more 

difficult for employers to dismiss these workers, and minimum income legislation creates a – 

more or less generous - minimum floor for low- income workers. The matching of each social 

group to a social policy is summarised in Table 1 and for each match we develop a specific 

hypothesis in the next paragraphs. 
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Table 1: Social groups and corresponding social policies 

Type of policies Social groups Corresponding Policies 

Compensation 

through spending 
 Unemployed individuals 

 Retired individuals 

 Disabled or permanently sick 

 Those with children 

 Unemployment benefits 

 Pension benefits 

 Disability and sickness policies 

 Childcare policies 

Protection through 

regulation 
 Permanent contract workers 

 Low income workers 

 EPL 

 Minimum wages 

 

Compensatory policies first and foremost reduce the costs of a risk once it has been realised. 

Thus, they are directly relevant to those who belong to a high-risk group. While their insurance 

function could also in principle serve to protect those who are anxious about the risk occurring 

in the future, the policy effect is theoretically indeterminate as this is a very large and diverse 

population consisting of groups facing very different actual levels of risk. For instance, some 

employed people might face substantial unemployment risks, while for others unemployment 

may be highly unlikely. Similarly some individuals closer to retirement age may assess pension 

risks as much higher than those further away from it. An adequate assessment of the policy 

effect in each circumstance would require a precise identification and extensive analysis of the 

different magnitudes of the risks faced by distinct groups who have not experienced the 

realisation of the risk, which is outside the scope of this article. As such, we concentrate our 

attention on the high-risk groups, and derive the following hypotheses on the relationship 

between social groups, compensatory policies and far right party support: 

H1(a) More generous unemployment benefits are associated with a lower likelihood to 

vote for the far right among unemployed individuals;  

H1(b) More generous pension benefits are associated with a lower likelihood to vote for 

the far right among retired individuals; 

H1(c) More generous disability benefits are associated with a lower likelihood to vote 

for the far right among disabled or permanently sick individuals; 

H1(d) More generous childcare benefits are associated with a lower likelihood to vote 

for the far right among individuals with children.  
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By contrast to compensatory policies, protective policies reduce and/or prevent risks from 

occurring in the first place. With regards to EPL, a substantial body of literature argues that 

EPL protects permanent workers from the risk of dismissal, which allows them to negotiate 

better salaries and working conditions (Saint-Paul 2000, Rueda 2007, Emmenegger et al. 

2012). It is less clear how EPL may affect those outside the specific high-risk group, as it is 

both plausible that they may reduce or exacerbate the risks other groups face. On the one hand, 

the insider-outsider and dualisation literatures (e.g. Rueda 2007, Emmenegger et al. 2012; 

Vlandas 2020) posit that it makes employers less willing to hire temporary and unemployed 

workers on permanent contracts, thereby making these individuals worse off. On the other 

hand, EPL could strengthen workers’ bargaining powers with employers, thereby improving 

conditions of all workers (e.g. Tsakalatos 2004). Since the theoretical expectations are 

indeterminate, we focus our hypotheses on permanent contract employees who are directly 

affected by this policy: 

H2. More protective EPL is associated with a lower likelihood to vote for the far right 

among individuals on a permanent contract  

 

Second, with regards to minimum wages, their effect on overall and low skill employment is 

debated (Dolado et al 1996). While they tend to improve the wages of low- income workers 

(Card and Krueger 1995, Neumark and Wascher 2008), the direction and magnitude of their 

effect on other parts of the wage distribution is ambiguous. On the one hand, jobs on salary 

scales just above the minimum wages may also be paid more to retain the wage hierarchy 

among different workers (Flinn 2011). On the other hand, this effect is likely not large and 

hence minimum wage provisions tend to reduce inequality in the bottom part of the wage 

distribution (Manning and Smith 2016; DiNardo, Fortin and Lemieux 1996; Lee 1999). Since 

the effect of minimum wages on non-low income workers is indeterminate, we limit our 
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theoretical predictions regarding minimum wage regulations to their impact on the propensity 

of low- income workers to vote for the far right: 

H3. More generous minimum wages are associated with a lower likelihood to vote for 

the far right among low- income individuals. 

 

Data and methods 

In order to test these hypotheses, we merge data from seven waves (2002-2016) of the ESS 

with national level welfare state policy datasets. Given that little social policy data is available 

post-2016, the inclusion of the eighth wave (2018) would make no difference to our results. 

Using the last vote in national election variable in the ESS data we can identify far right voters.  

Consistent with a growing body of literature that uses the ‘far right’ classification (see Lucassen 

and Lubbers 2012, Mudde 2019; Halikiopoulou and Vlandas 2020; Stockemer et al 2020), we 

use this term to refer to parties that all adopt authoritarianism, populism and nationalism 

(Mudde 2007) in their programmatic agendas. All far right parties focus on the cohesion and 

homogeneity of the nation, and identify a conflict between in-groups and out-groups (Mudde 

2007). Debates about entitlement to national membership speak directly to the immigration 

issue: far right parties frame immigrants as a threat to various dimensions of national cohesion 

(e.g. Lucassen and Lubbers 2012) and thus compete by emphasising extreme positions on 

immigration (Ivarsflaten 2008; Immerzeel et al. 2015). Their repeated emphasis on this issue 

over time has led to an established association of immigration with far right parties (van Spagne 

2010).  

Their ‘ownership’ of the immigration issue (Lucassen and Lubbers 2012; Van Spagne 2010; 

Van De Brug and Fennema 2007) is precisely what distinguishes far right parties from other 

party families. They offer nationalist solutions to all socio-economic problems (Halikiopoulou 

and Vlandas 2016), and share a common insistence that societal issues must be addressed by 
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policies that prioritise the in-group over the out-group. They differ, however, in terms of their 

degree of extremism and the extent to which they adopt violence and espouse democratic 

principles (Mudde 2007; Golder 2016). The ‘far right’ umbrella term allows us to group them 

together while at the same time taking into account these differences (Golder 2016). Our 

classification is also in line with research in the field that adopts different terminology- for 

example ‘radical right’- but examines a similar set of parties (for example, Immerzeel et al 

2015 and Rooduijn and Burgoon 2018 use the term ‘radical right’ but incorporate both radical 

and extreme variants in their analysis, including for example the radical PVV and FPÖ as well 

as the more extreme BNP and NPD, as we do).  

In terms of country coverage, we follow previous literature in including only Western European 

countries (Kriesi 1998) with adequate information on far- right-wing party preferences 

(Lucassen and Lubbers 2012) and non-zero support for far right parties (Arzheimer 2009) in 

our analysis. In total, our analysis includes 19 far right parties in 14 countries5. Our dependent 

variable is a dummy variable coded 1 for respondents who voted for a far right party at the last 

national election, and 0 otherwise.  

Moreover, we want to identify key characteristics of individuals that could expose them to 

different forms of insecurity and as a result affect their voting behaviour. Following our 

theoretical discussion above, we create a series of individual level identifiers. Specifically, we 

create dummy variables that respectively take value 1 if the respondent is unemployed, a 

pensioner (retired), on a low income, permanently sick or disabled, has children living at home, 

or is on permanent contract; and 0 otherwise. 

Next, we merge this individual level data with a range of national level welfare state policies 

at the country-wave level that could moderate the impact of social group insecurity on far right 

                                                           
5 See section A.1 in appendix for a list of parties and countries and the distribution of far right party 

support in our sample. 
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party support. Specifically, we include variables that capture unemployment, pension and 

sickness benefit replacement rates, respectively, spending on family benefits as percentage of 

GDP, and the presence and level of minimum wage regulation. Each social policy observation 

is matched to the time of the last election in which the respondent voted. Precise definitions, 

sources and descriptive statistics are presented in appendix A1. We use multilevel random 

intercepts logistic regressions to estimate the impact of belonging to a particular risk group on 

far right voting, conditional on the generosity of the welfare state policy targeting that 

particular group. The probability of the occurrence of a response (voting for a far right party) 

is predicted via a logit link function by a set of variables that vary across individuals.  

 

Results 

Before presenting and discussing our results on the interaction effects between social groups 

and social policies, we first present results with individual level controls, and show how these 

change when inserting a measure of generosity for one policy at a time in the regression (Figure 

1, for specific results see section A2.1 in appendix). In line with previous literature, we find 

that young, male respondents with low education and in low skill occupations (clerk, service 

and elementary workers) are more likely to vote for the far right. The effects of being on a low 

income or being unemployed are positive, but statistically significant only in certain 

specifications, consistent with our argument that these are conditional on policies.  

With respect to welfare state policies, we find that unemployment benefits, EPL, sickness and 

family benefits are all negatively associated with support for the far right, while pension 

benefits and minimum wage regulations are not statistically significant. This average 

statistically significant effect is consistent with the notion that these policies compensate and 

protect at least certain social groups in the electorate, without making other social groups more 

likely to vote for the far right. This makes sense for compensation policies since they provide 
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compensation for people where the risk has been realised (e.g. they are unemployed) and social 

insurance against the risk being realised to others (e.g. insurance against becoming 

unemployed). For protective regulatory EPL, the overall negative effect suggests that EPL 

protects permanent workers but does not harm temporary workers. We empirically unpack, and 

discuss the group specific effects of social policies in the next paragraphs. 

We now discuss our empirical results concerning the mediating role of welfare state policies6 

on how different social groups vote for the far right, separating our discussion between 

compensatory and protective policies. All models control for same variables as before and the 

results concerning interaction effects are broadly consistent with our expectations.7  

 

Compensation policies 

First, in support of H1(a), the unemployed are less likely to vote for far right parties when 

unemployment benefit replacement rates are generous, and we note that this effect is much 

stronger than for the employed (Figure 2a). At the lowest level of unemployment benefits in 

the sample the predicted probability of an unemployed respondent voting for the far right is 

almost 25%, while it is below 15% for the employed. At the highest level, the probability of 

being unemployed and employed become indistinguishable. Plotting the marginal effect of 

being unemployed conditional on the level of unemployment benefits confirms that the average 

marginal effect of being unemployed is positive and significant below a certain threshold but 

becomes insignificant beyond a certain point (see section A4.1 in appendix).  

 

                                                           
6 See section A1.4 in appendix for histograms of these variables. 
7 The full results for all variables are shown in section A3 of the appendix – but note that the 

interaction effects can only be interpreted from the interaction plots shown in section A4. 
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Figure 1: Factors associated with far right party support 

 

Note:  Results from Table A2.1 in appendix. The coefficients are represented by point estimate and the 90% confidence interval by the lines around these point 

estimates. Coefficients have been rescaled by standard deviation of their underlying variable.  
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One problem with the replacement rate is that it does not capture how many people are actually 

covered by unemployment benefits. If we reproduce the analysis with a variable that combines 

the replacement rate with the coverage rate, the results are event clearer and hold at the 5% 

level. Restricting the analysis to individuals who hold anti-immigration attitudes reveals a 

similar picture but with both unemployed and employed expressing higher support for far right 

parties (section A4.2 in appendix). 

Reproducing the analysis for the case of individuals who have in the past been unemployed for 

more than 3 months yields crisper results (Figure 2b). The marginal effects also now have 

smaller confidence intervals, and consistent with our expectations this effect also falls with the 

generosity of unemployment benefits (section A4.3 in appendix), regardless of whether the 

sample has pro-immigration or anti-immigration attitudes and whether we incorporate the 

coverage rate (sections A4.4 and A4.5 in appendix). This individual level finding is consistent 

with previous research, which has shown that the impact of unemployment on national votes 

for far right parties in both European and national-level elections is conditional on the level of 

unemployment benefits (Halikiopoulou and Vlandas, 2016, 2018).  

Second, the interaction between social risk groups and social policies in the case of pensioners 

is consistent with our expectations, confirming H1(b): more generous standard pension 

replacement rates reduce the predicted probability of voting for the far right among retired 

individuals (Figure 2c). At the lowest level of replacement rate, the probabilities for both retired 

and non-retired individuals are very similar: about 27% for a retired individual and 25% for a 

non-retired individual. When pensions are very generous, the probability falls for pensioners 

but remains stable for non-retired individuals. In fact, the probability is then lower for retired 

individuals consistent with the notion that when they have generous pensions, most retired 

people experience low levels of insecurity as many of them have accumulated assets of various 

kinds (cf. Vlandas 2018).  
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However, the difference between the two groups is not large and it is only statistically different 

at high levels of generosity, where pensioners become less likely to vote for far right than 

workers (section A4.6 in appendix). Note that excluding Scandinavian countries from the 

sample and accounting for coverage of pension policies does not change these results (section 

A4.7). 

Third, disabled and permanently sick respondents are indeed more likely to vote for the far 

right and the results concerning the effect of policies are consistent with our expectations 

(H1(c)). We also find that as sickness replacement rates increase, the difference in the predicted 

probability of support between disabled and/or permanently sick individuals on the one hand, 

and non-disabled and non-sick individuals on the other hand, shrinks and eventually becomes 

substantively indistinguishable (Figure 2d). This effect remains statistically significant 

throughout at both 10% and 5% significance level, and as with the case of unemployment 

benefits, we can combine the replacement rate with the coverage rate and the results remain 

the same (section A4.11 in appendix). Equally, restricting the sample to those with anti-

immigration attitudes does not change the results (section A4.12 in appendix). 

Fourth, our results confirm H1(d). Individuals with children are more likely to vote for far 

right parties when spending on families is below a certain threshold (about 0.8% of GDP), 

while beyond that level they become less likely to vote for these parties than individuals with 

no children (Figure 2e). We note however that the differences between individuals with and 

without children are small, especially in light of the overall strong reducing effect of family 

policies. The average marginal effect of having children is positive, but not statistically 

significant below a certain threshold, and then actually becomes negative and statistically 

significant above that threshold. One possible interpretation of this result is that in countries 

with extensive family policies, having children may be capturing the fact that the most socially 

excluded individuals may not have children. If we capture the ‘need’ for policies by weighing 

the spending on family policies by the percentage of the population with children in that 
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country, the results become more encouraging: the effect of having children is positive and 

significant at the 10% level but becomes negative beyond a certain level (section A4.13 in 

appendix). 

Figure 2: Compensatory policies and far right party support 

2.a. Predicted probabilities for current unemployed and 

employed at different levels of unemployment benefits 

 

 
Note: unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-axis), 

unemployed (dotted line) and employed (solid line) 

 

2b. Predicted probability of having ever been unemployed 

for more than 3 months at different levels of unemployment 

benefits 

 
Note: unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-axis), ever 

unemployed for more than 3 months (dotted line) and not 

ever unemployed for more than 3 months (solid line). 

 

2c. Predicted probabilities for retired and non-retired  

respondents at different levels of standard pension 

replacement rate 

 
Note: pension benefit replacement rate (x-axis), retired 

(dotted line) and non-retired (solid line) 

 

 

2d. Predicted probabilities for disabled or sick recipients 

at different levels of sickness benefits 

 

 
Note: sickness benefit replacement rate (x-axis), 

sick/disabled (dotted line) and non-sick/non-disabled (solid 

line) 

 

2e. Predicted probabilities for recipients with and without 

children at home at different levels of family spending 

 
Note: Spending on family benefits (x-axis), individuals with 

children at home (dotted line) and without children at home 

(solid line) 
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Protective policies 

First, consistent with H2(a), we find that permanent workers are less likely to vote for far right 

parties when EPL is more protective and reduces their (perceived) sense of the risk of losing 

their job. Recall that we had indeterminate expectations concerning the effect of EPL on 

temporary workers because while some literature argues that EPL protects all workers (e.g. 

Tsakalatos 2004), others have argued that this hurts temporary workers (see Emmenegger et al 

2012 for a summary of these debates). We nevertheless explore this question empirically. Our 

results support the former contention since stricter EPL is also associated with lower support 

for far right among temporary workers (Figure 3a). Surprisingly, when EPL is not strict, 

permanent workers are more likely to vote for the far right and it is only beyond a certain level 

of EPL that they become less likely than temporary workers to support the far right. This effect 

remains when excluding Scandinavian countries that have strong unions who protect workers 

even if EPL might be low and when distinguishing between permanent, temporary and no 

contracts.  

Second, consistent with H3(a) the probability of voting for the far right is lower for low income 

individuals in countries with minimum wage provisions (Figure 3b). Recall that the effect on 

workers in other parts of the income distribution was indeterminate but we nevertheless subject 

this question to empirical exploration: if employers are less able to pay other workers more as 

a result of minimum wage regulations then other workers will support the far right more; but 

if high minimum wages ‘trickle up’ then their presence will be associated with lower far right 

party support across all parts of the income distribution. We find evidence in support of the 

latter scenario since the probability of voting for the far right falls also for non-low income 

workers when minimum wages are regulated.  

When plotting the marginal effect of being on a low income conditional on minimum income 

provisions, it is noteworthy however, that we do not find statistically significant differences 

between low and non-low income workers in the full sample. Our results are similar if we use 
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minimum wage levels rather than the presence of the binary variable capturing the presence of 

minimum wages (section A4.8 in appendix). When excluding Scandinavian countries, which 

often have no statutory minimum wages but have strong unions enforcing protective wage 

agreements, we do find that when minimum wages regulations are absent or their levels are 

low, then low income workers are more likely to vote for the far right than workers in the rest 

of the income distribution (section A4.9 in appendix). The results are similar if we include all 

countries but restrict the analysis to individuals with anti-immigration attitudes (section A4.10 

in appendix). 

Overall, our results confirm that welfare state policies play an important role in moderating the 

insecurities that trigger far right party support among different social groups. As such, they 

echo previous findings in the few studies that have considered the role of welfare state policies 

(Swank and Betz 2003, Arzheimer 2009: 28, Halikiopoulou and Vlandas 2016; Vlandas and 

Halikiopoulou 2018). Our argument is also consistent with a slowly emerging literature on the 

impact of austerity on dissatisfaction and political behaviour (e.g. Hubscher, Sattler and 

Wagner 2019).  

Figure 3: Protective policies and far right party support 

 
3.a. Predicted probabilities for permanent and temporary 

workers at different levels of employment protection 

legislation 

 
Note: Employment Protect Legislation (EPL) for regular 

workers (x-axis), permanent workers (dotted line) and 

temporary workers (solid line) 

 

3b. Predicted probabilities for low income workers and non-

low income workers with different minimum wage policies 

 

 
Note: National minimum wage regulation (x-axis), low 

income workers (dotted line) and non-low income workers 

(solid line) 
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Discussion and conclusion 

This article has emphasised the importance of the complex interplay between the various social 

risks that individuals face, the generosity of welfare state policies in place to address these 

risks, and voting behaviour. Using a combination of a large cross-national survey dataset and 

data on welfare state policies, we have carried out a series of multilevel logistic regressions to 

test a range of hypotheses about the extent to which welfare state policies moderate the 

insecurities that drive particular social groups to vote for the far right. Our empirical findings 

suggest that social policies reduce support for the far right among individuals exposed to high 

social risks including the unemployed, pensioners, low-income workers, employees on 

temporary contracts, individuals in large families and individuals who are disabled/ 

permanently sick. 

Our findings speak to the debate on whether, and if so how, socio-economic risks matter for 

explaining the success of far right parties. By integrating the literatures on the political 

relevance of social policies and far right voting we provide an innovative perspective which 

suggests that support for the far right among several 'at risk' groups is conditioned by the 

generosity of the policies that address their needs. Specifically, our contribution is twofold.  

First, we broaden the conceptualisation of what it means to face economic and social risks 

beyond the traditional focus on unemployment. Complementing literature, which suggests that 

social policy preferences cut across income distribution lines, we show that economic 

insecurity is a matter of relative, rather than absolute deprivation. Indeed, not only low- income 

and/ or working class individuals are economically insecure. This is consistent with the finding 

that perceptions of relative economic decline, rather than absolute impoverishment, drive 

support for the far right (Kurer 2020). Welfare state policies may serve as an effective remedy 

for far right party support precisely because they deter not only the most vulnerable, but a broad 
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range of distinct social groups thus preventing the far right from forging voter alliances and 

extending support beyond its secure voting base.   

Second, we consider the importance of an intermediate level of analysis that complements 

demand and supply-side perspectives by focusing on the ways in which compensation and 

protection mechanisms may serve to shape voting behaviour. By showing that economically 

'at risk' voters do not always vote for the far right, but rather whether they do depends on the 

generosity of relevant social policies, we provide an important comparative perspective on the 

debate on the economic drivers of far fight voting. One important implication of our argument 

is that societal anxieties in themselves are not enough to explain under what circumstances 

insecure people are more or less likely to vote for far right parties. If we are right, the answer 

also lies in institutions. Governments can play a significant role in shaping political outcomes 

based on the policies that they implement.  

This also raises new questions that should be addressed in future research. More work is needed 

on the interplay between secure and insecure groups and the policies that target them in 

different countries and regions. Other groups such as those affected by automation (see e.g. 

Gingrich 2019) and/or climate change can also be expected to be insecure and more work is 

needed to explore which, if any, policies can mitigate this insecurity and hence affect their 

support for far right parties.  

Moreover, our analysis has theorised, and empirically substantiated, the importance of 

compensatory social policies in reducing costs for the directly affected group once the risk has 

been realised. However, in this article we have not theorised the effect of these policies on 

other (lower) risk groups and only provided a cursory empirical examination for these lower 

risk groups. Future research could expand on our study by formulating hypotheses about 

indirectly affected groups- for example the effect of unemployment benefits on working class 

individuals who fear losing the job, or those close to retirement age who are most concerned 
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about their future pension income.  

Future research should also address the potential unintended consequences of social policies, 

and by extension their differentiated effect on the voting behaviour of distinct social groups. 

This is consistent with research that has shown that individuals tend to be unfavourable to 

policies from which they do not benefit themselves (Busemeyer and Neimanns 2017). For 

instance, funding policies through taxation could negatively affect higher income individuals 

and/or regulations might negatively affect small employers who therefore may be averse to 

such policies.  The effect may be particularly pronounced within the context of the so-called 

‘deservingness’ or ‘selective solidarity’ debate: national insiders often oppose non-native 

access to welfare policies. Individuals with stronger anti-immigrant attitudes (Arndt and 

Thomsen 2019), or those exposed to inequality (Magni 2020) tend to be supportive of 

redistribution only when it benefits native-born citizens and as such prefer dualistic over 

universal welfare states These complex effects may impact on the voting behaviour of different 

groups differently: it is possible that while social policies reduce the likelihood of some 

insecure groups to vote for the far right, they may increase this likelihood among other groups.  

Finally, what about insecure groups that vote for populist, or niche parties located on the left 

of the political spectrum? This alludes to the broader puzzle of why some insecure groups opt 

for the far right while others opt for the far left. Future work is needed to disentangle these 

distinct channels and identify whether specific social policies have a similar or different effect 

when it comes to voting for left-wing parties. While our article has highlighted the importance 

of compensation and protection in mediating the far right vote, it is important to develop a 

bigger picture that explains the link between social policies and voting patterns for various anti-

establishment or niche parties, especially at a time of heightened economic insecurity and 

political upheaval.  
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A1. Data 
 

A1.1. Coding and data sources 

Table A1.1 below lists the countries and parties included in our analysis. The question on last national 

vote tends to have the most restricted sample so the inclusion of other controls often does not change 

sample size, but social policy indicators are sometimes not available for all countries in our sample 

and/or all waves, so their inclusion does affect sample size (see section A1.2 for descriptive statistics 

on all variables). 

 

Table A1.1: List of 19 far right parties in 14 countries 

 

Country Far Right Party ESS Wave 

Austria 

Austrian Freedom Party 

(FPÖ) 

R1, R2, R3 and R7 

 

Austria 

Alliance for the Future of 

Austria (BZÖ) 

R3 and R7 

Belgium (Flanders) Flemish Interest (VB) R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 and 

R7 

Denmark Danish People’s Party (DF) R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 and 

R7 

Finland True Finns (PS) R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 and 

R7 

France Front National (FN) R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 and 

R7 

Germany National Democratic Party 

of Germany (NPD) 

R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 and R7 

Germany The Republicans (REP) R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 and 

R7 

Greece Popular Orthodox Rally 

(LAOS)  

R2, R4 and R5 
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Greece Golden Dawn (GD) R5 

Italy Northern League (LN) R1, R2 and R6 

Netherlands List Pim Fortuyn (LPF) R1, R2, R3 and R4 

Netherlands Party for Freedom (PVV) R5, R6 and R7 

Norway Progress Party (FrP) R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 and 

R7 

Portugal Partido National Renovador 

(PNR) 

R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 and 

R7 

Sweden Sweden Democrats (SD) R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 and 

R7 

Switzerland Swiss People’s Party (SVP) R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 and 

R7 

United Kingdom British National Party (BNP) R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6 and 

R7 

United Kingdom  United Kingdom 

Independence Party (UKIP) 

R7  
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Figure A1.1. Share of respondents who vote far right in sample 
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A1.1.2. Coding of welfare state policies 

We combine several datasets to cover the relevant welfare state policies we focus on. For measures of 

unemployment, pension and sickness benefit replacement rates, we use Scruggs et al. (2017). Van Vliet 

and Caminada (2012) provide an alternative proxy for unemployment benefits. Unfortunately, there is 

no widely available entitlements dataset to capture family benefits, so we use spending on family 

benefits as percentage of GDP as a proxy, which we take from Armingeon et al. (2017). We also extract 

the coding of the OECD EPL indices for permanent and temporary workers from this source. For 

minimum wages, we use information from Visser (2009) about the presence of minimum wage 

regulation: a dummy variable taking the value 1 if there is a statutory national minimum wage in the 

country, and 0 otherwise. The OECD also provides information about the level of minimum wages. 
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Table A1.2. Descriptive statistics 
 

Variable Description Mean  Standard 

deviation 

Maximum Minimum Number 

Dependent 

variable 

      

Farright Voting for far right 0.0611 0.2396 1 0 111,106 

Social Policies       

Pensions Standard pension 

benefits replacement 

rate 0.6239 0.124 0.902 0.396 117,858 

Unemployment 

benefits 

Unemployment benefit 

replacement 0.6524 0.109 0.781 0.403 95,991 

Minimum wage 

regulation 

National minimum 

wage regulation 0.4506 0.497 1 0 168,262 

Minimum wage 

level 

National minimum 

wage level 0.232 0.2642 1 0 168,262 

EPL regular Employment protection 

legislation (regular 

workers) 2.44 0.722 4.583 1.262 164,792 

EPL temporary  Employment protection 

legislation (temporary 

workers) 1.727 0.9872 4.75 0.25 152,372 

Family policies Spending on family 

policies 0.9093 0.3661 2.076 0.38 152,061 

Family policies 

(weighted) 

Spending on family 

policies weighted share 

of respondents with 

children 0.026 0.00971 0.057 0.009 152,061 

Sickness policies Sickness benefit 

replacement rate 0.762 0.204 1 0.23 127,858 

Pensions 

(weighted) 

Standard pension 

benefits replacement 

rate multiplied by 

coverage rate 0.556 0.0855 0.76 0.396 73,269 

Unemployment 

benefits 

(weighted) 

Unemployment benefit 

replacement multiplied 

by coverage rate 0.540 0.1137 0.774 0.262 93,255 

Sickness policies 

(weighted) 

Sickness benefit 

replacement rate 

multiplied by coverage 

rate 0.672 0.2170 1 0.1953 126,086 

Social risk group       

Retired Respondent Retired 0.236 0.4246 1 0 172,276 

Unemployed 3 

months 

Respondent at least 

once unemployed for 

more than three months 0.254 0.435 1 0 172,435 

Currently 

unemployed 

Respondent currently 

unemployed 0.0379 0.191 1 0 173,093 

Permanent 

contract 

Respondent on a 

permanent contract 0.9693 0.172 1 0 107,770 

Temporary 

contract 

Respondent on a 

temporary contract 0.031 0.172 1 0 107,770 

Low income Respondent located in 

bottom three income 

deciles 0.286 0.452 1 0 76,083 

With children Respondent has 

children at home 0.3463 0.476 1 0 172,821 
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Disabled  Respondent is disabled 0.032 0.177 1 0 173,093 

Socio-

demographic 

 

     

Male Respondent is Male 0.4734 0.4993 1 0 173,029 

Age Age of respondent 48.356 18.55 123 13 172,605 

Education Years of education of 

respondent 12.230 4.2833 56 0 171,708 

       

Source of income       

Self-employed Respondent is self-

employed 0.069 0.254 1 0 168,904 

Pension benefit 

income 

Respondent main 

source of income is 

pension benefits 0.2596 0.44 1 0 168,904 

Unemployment 

benefit income 

Respondent main 

source of income is 

unemployment benefits 0.020 0.141 1 0 168,904 

Social benefit 

income 

Respondent main 

source of income is 

social benefits 0.0283 0.1658 1 0 168,904 

Investment 

income 

Respondent main 

source of income is 

investments 0.0057 0.075 1 0 168,904 

Other income Respondent main 

source of income is 

‘other sources’ 0.01284 0.1126 1 0 168,904 

Occupations       

Professionals Occupation of 

respondent is 

Professionals  0.1561 0.363 1 0 157,178 

Technicians Occupation of 

respondent is 

Technicians  and 

associate Professionals  0.1658 0.372 1 0 157,178 

Clerks Occupation of 

respondent is Clerks 0.1107 0.314 1 0 157,178 

Service Occupation of 

respondent is Service 

workers and shop and 

market sales workers 0.1645 0.371 1 0 157,178 

Agriculture Occupation of 

respondent is in Skilled 

agricultural and fishery 

workers 0.0341 0.1816 1 0 157,178 

Craft  Occupation of 

respondent is Craft and 

related trades workers 0.1131 0.317 1 0 157,178 

Operators Occupation of 

respondent is Plant and 

machine Operators and 

assemblers 0.07 0.255 1 0 157,178 

Elementary Occupation of 

respondent is 

Elementary occupations 0.0990 0.2986 1 0 157,178 
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A1.3. Correlation matrix 

 

Table A1.3.1. Correlation matrix between individual level variables 

 Male Age Education Low income Self-employed 

Pension benefit 

income 

Unemployment 

benefit income 

Social benefit 

income 

Male 1 0.003 0.0211 -0.070 0.0492 -0.022 0.012 -0.026 

Age 0.003 1 -0.282 0.1724 -0.047 0.692 -0.05 -0.066 

Education 0.021 -0.28 1 -0.298 0.036 -0.288 -0.020 -0.0211 

Low income -0.069 0.1724 -0.298 1 -0.052 0.264 0.125 0.149 

Self-employed 0.0492 -0.047 0.036 -0.052 1 -0.150 -0.038 -0.044 

Pension benefit income -0.0219 0.692 -0.288 0.2646 -0.151 1 -0.0843 -0.099 

Unemployment benefit 

income 0.0120 -0.051 -0.019 0.125 -0.038 -0.084 1 -0.025 

Social benefit income -0.026 -0.066 -0.021 0.149 -0.044 -0.099 -0.025 1 

Investment income 0.0150 0.0343 0.0220 -0.0150 -0.0196 -0.043 -0.011 -0.013 

Other income -0.006 -0.077 0.019 0.066 -0.026 -0.057 -0.0145 -0.017 

Professionals  -0.005 -0.025 0.4124 -0.180 0.0067 -0.06 -0.037 -0.040 

Technicians -0.037 -0.031 0.1187 -0.105 -0.025 -0.049 -0.021 -0.030 

Clerks -0.149 0.0062 -0.029 0.0164 -0.04 0.0152 -0.004 8.24E 

Service -0.203 -0.089 -0.10 0.0872 -0.02 -0.024 0.0179 0.0436 

Agriculture 0.0479 0.0912 -0.151 0.0952 0.1538 0.0743 -0.002 -0.01 

Craft 0.2488 0.0156 -0.164 0.0778 -0.003 0.028 0.0160 -0.003 

Operators 0.1378 0.0376 -0.152 0.073 -0.040 0.038 0.0210 0.007 

Elementary -0.073 0.0167 -0.219 0.151 -0.044 0.047 0.050 0.0643 
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Table A1.3.1 (cont.). Correlation matrix between individual level variables 
 

 

Investment 

income 

Other 

income Professionals Technicians Clerks Service Agriculture Craft Operators Elementary 

Male 0.015 -0.006 -0.005 -0.037 -0.149 -0.2036 0.04787 0.2488 0.138 -0.074 

Age 0.034 -0.077 -0.025 -0.031 0.0062 -0.089 0.0912 0.01564 0.0376 0.0167 

Years education 0.022 0.020 0.4124 0.1187 -0.029 -0.103 -0.1514 -0.164 -0.152 -0.219 

Low income -0.015 0.066 -0.179 -0.105 0.0164 0.0872 0.09523 0.0778 0.073 0.151 

Self-employed -0.020 -0.026 0.0067 -0.025 -0.042 -0.0225 0.1538 -0.003 -0.040 -0.044 

Pension benefit income -0.043 -0.057 -0.064 -0.049 0.0152 -0.024 0.0743 0.02846 0.0385 0.0470 

unemployment benefit 

income -0.011 -0.0145 -0.037 -0.0211 -0.0046 0.0179 -0.0016 0.01591 0.021 0.0499 

Social benefit income -0.013 -0.017 -0.040 -0.0303 0.0001 0.0436 -0.010 -0.003 0.007 0.0643 

Investment income  1 -0.007 0.0036 -0.0004 -0.002 -0.007 0.0045 -0.007 -0.013 -0.014 

Other income -0.007 1 -0.011 -0.012 0.0089 0.0336 -0.007 -0.012 -0.009 0.0163 

Professionals  0.003 -0.011 1 -0.2042 -0.1546 -0.193 -0.080 -0.157 -0.122 -0.142 

Technicians -0.0004 -0.012 -0.2042 1 -0.159 -0.198 -0.083 -0.162 -0.126 -0.1465 

Clerks -0.002 0.0089 -0.155 -0.159 1 -0.1503 -0.063 -0.1225 -0.095 -0.111 

Service -0.007 0.0336 -0.19 -0.198 -0.150 1 -0.078 -0.153 -0.119 -0.138 

Agriculture 0.004 -0.007 -0.080 -0.083 -0.063 -0.078 1 -0.064 -0.049 -0.058 

Craft -0.007 -0.012 -0.165 -0.1618 -0.1225 -0.153 -0.064 1 -0.097 -0.113 

Operators -0.013 -0.009 -0.122 -0.126 -0.095 -0.119 -0.0495 -0.097 1 -0.088 

Elementary -0.014 0.0163 -0.142 -0.146 -0.111 -0.138 -0.058 -0.113 -0.088 1 
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Table A1.3.2. Individual or national level variables with correlation above |0.3| 

 

Variable 1 Variable 2 Correlation 

Receiving pension 

benefits Children at home -.3221 

Years education Pension coverage .3698 

Receiving 

unemployment 

benefits Currently unemployed .3719 

Receiving 

unemployment 

benefits Currently unemployed .3719 

Low income Bottom three income deciles .63751 

Low income Bottom three income deciles .63751 

Age Retired .6943 

Age Retired .6943 

Receiving pension 

benefits Retired .8003 

Receiving pension 

benefits Retired .8003 
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A1.4. Histograms of welfare state policies 

 
Employment Protection Legislation for Regular Workers 

 

 
Employment Protection Legislation for Temporary Workers 

 

 
Spending on cash benefits for Families (% of GDP) 

 
Spending on cash benefits for Families (% of GDP), weighted by % of 

respondents who have children 
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Minimum wage level 

 
Presence of minimum wage regulations 

 
Sickness benefit replacement rate 

 
Sickness benefit replacement rate, weighted by sickness coverage 
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Standard pension replacement rate 

 
Standard pension replacement rate, weighted by coverage 

 
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 

 
Unemployment benefit replacement rate, weighted by coverage 
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A2. Baseline results and robustness checks 

A2.1. Baseline results on full sample 

 Column 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Male 0.414*** 0.410*** 0.446*** 0.393*** 0.404*** 0.415*** 0.414*** 

Age -0.012*** -0.013*** -0.013*** -0.012*** -0.013*** -0.011*** -0.011*** 

Years education -0.070*** -0.069*** -0.074*** -0.080*** -0.070*** -0.066*** -0.068*** 

Low income 0.098** 0.102** 0.078 0.073 0.092** 0.100*** 0.084** 

Source of income (ref: wages)        

Self-employed 0.049 0.027 0.124 0.105 0.036 0.036 0.035 

Receiving pension benefits 0.064 0.068 0.096 0.071 0.061 0.049 0.053 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.248* 0.232 0.269* 0.105 0.253* 0.313*** 0.306*** 

Receiving other social benefits -0.036 -0.046 -0.192 -0.066 -0.033 -0.065 -0.070 

Source of income is investments 0.270 0.289 0.173 0.270 0.264 0.152 0.141 

Source of income is other sources -0.660*** -0.645*** -1.009*** -0.907*** -0.659*** -0.641*** -0.663*** 

Occupation (ref: manager)        

Professionals   -0.577*** -0.583*** -0.494*** -0.581*** -0.587*** -0.551*** -0.556*** 

Technicians   0.113 0.098 0.142 0.079 0.100 0.154** 0.149** 

Clerks  0.325*** 0.317*** 0.429*** 0.271*** 0.321*** 0.349*** 0.350*** 

Service  0.601*** 0.594*** 0.638*** 0.560*** 0.582*** 0.610*** 0.609*** 

Agriculture 0.465*** 0.463*** 0.406*** 0.531*** 0.464*** 0.447*** 0.445*** 

Craft 0.752*** 0.753*** 0.755*** 0.671*** 0.750*** 0.791*** 0.793*** 

Operators 0.846*** 0.836*** 0.924*** 0.821*** 0.831*** 0.830*** 0.827*** 

Elementary 0.683*** 0.672*** 0.734*** 0.710*** 0.673*** 0.664*** 0.667*** 

Sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate -2.979***       
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate  -4.218***      
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate   -2.048*     
Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate    2.316*    
Sickness benefits replacement rate     -3.882***   
Spending on family policies weighted by share of respondents with 

children      -7.335  
Spending on family policies       -0.968*** 

Constant -0.691 -0.577 -1.906** -4.302*** 0.302 -2.422*** -1.704*** 

Observations 62,716 62,704 47,595 38,781 63,616 77,255 77,255 

Number of countries 14 13 13 11 14 14 14 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Note that the number of countries differs depending on the availability of data on social policies. 
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A2.1. Baseline results on full sample (cont.) 

 Column  8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Male 0.427*** 0.415*** 0.407*** 0.407*** 0.406*** 0.439*** 0.391*** 

Age -0.012*** -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.013*** -0.013*** -0.013*** 

Years education -0.073*** -0.070*** -0.069*** -0.069*** -0.070*** -0.075*** -0.075*** 

Low income 0.128*** 0.128*** 0.122*** 0.123*** 0.092** 0.052 0.093** 

Source of income (ref: wages)        

Self-employed 0.013 0.019 0.011 0.011 0.036 0.133 0.036 

Receiving pension benefits 0.021 0.036 0.026 0.025 0.064 0.094 0.072 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.203* 0.271** 0.313*** 0.309*** 0.260* 0.312** 0.233 

Receiving other social benefits 0.004 0.029 0.034 0.033 -0.032 -0.175 -0.031 

Source of income is investments 0.179 0.065 0.070 0.068 0.291 0.158 0.320 

Source of income is other sources -0.630*** -0.651*** -0.634*** -0.636*** -0.638*** -1.007*** -0.791*** 

Occupation (ref: manager)        

Professionals  -0.565*** -0.565*** -0.560*** -0.560*** -0.578*** -0.485*** -0.574*** 

Technicians 0.136** 0.152** 0.153** 0.153** 0.103 0.153* 0.113 

Clerks 0.334*** 0.328*** 0.326*** 0.326*** 0.318*** 0.439*** 0.301*** 

Service 0.596*** 0.602*** 0.612*** 0.612*** 0.587*** 0.633*** 0.578*** 

Agriculture 0.466*** 0.412*** 0.436*** 0.436*** 0.467*** 0.424*** 0.551*** 

Craft 0.760*** 0.787*** 0.802*** 0.803*** 0.756*** 0.769*** 0.759*** 

Operators 0.835*** 0.821*** 0.834*** 0.834*** 0.834*** 0.932*** 0.845*** 

Elementary 0.683*** 0.668*** 0.677*** 0.677*** 0.675*** 0.751*** 0.673*** 

EPL temporary workers -1.253***       
EPL regular workers  -2.656***      
Minimum wage level   0.186     
National minimum wage regulation    -1.133    
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2     -4.569***   
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1      -16.384***  
Pension benefit replacement rate       -0.374 

Constant -0.303 3.955*** -2.587*** -2.060*** 0.087 7.508*** -2.319*** 

Observations 77,340 84,840 87,333 87,333 63,529 48,420 60,410 

Number of countries 14 14 14 14 14 14 13 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Note that the number of countries differs depending on the availability of data on social policies. 
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A2.2. Robustness of results to inclusion of variable controlling for immigration attitudes 

 

Table A2.2.1. Baseline results on full sample controlling for anti-immigration attitudes 
 

Column 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Positive immigration attitudes -0.010*** -0.008*** -0.008*** -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.009*** -0.008*** -0.008*** 

Male 0.024*** 0.018*** 0.020*** 0.023*** 0.025*** 0.024*** 0.019*** 0.018*** 

Age -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** 

Years education -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** 

Low income 0.004 -0.000 0.002 0.006* 0.006 0.005 0.002 0.000 

Source of income (ref: wages)                 

Self-employed -0.002 -0.002 -0.006 -0.000 0.001 -0.001 -0.006 -0.002 

Receiving pension benefits -0.014** -0.019** -0.019** -0.016*** -0.018*** -0.021*** -0.020** -0.019** 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.002 -0.038** -0.032* -0.003 -0.009 -0.011 -0.033* -0.039** 

Receiving other social benefits 0.013 -0.002 -0.001 0.012 0.012 0.000 -0.002 -0.002 

Source of income is investments -0.006 0.028 0.029 -0.004 -0.003 -0.004 0.026 0.028 

Source of income is other sources -0.058*** -0.062*** -0.062*** -0.057*** -0.058*** -0.059*** -0.066*** -0.062*** 

Occupation (ref: managers)                 

Professionals  -0.006 -0.003 -0.004 -0.006 -0.007 -0.008 -0.005 -0.004 

Technicians 0.004 0.001 -0.000 0.003 0.003 0.001 -0.001 0.000 

Clerks 0.011* 0.012 0.012 0.009 0.010* 0.010 0.012 0.011 

Service 0.025*** 0.022*** 0.022*** 0.023*** 0.024*** 0.024*** 0.021*** 0.021*** 

Agriculture 0.014 0.028 0.027 0.019 0.020 0.022 0.025 0.028 

Craft 0.050*** 0.058*** 0.057*** 0.051*** 0.053*** 0.053*** 0.056*** 0.058*** 

Operators 0.029*** 0.026*** 0.024*** 0.028*** 0.028*** 0.025*** 0.024*** 0.026*** 

Elementary 0.022*** 0.021** 0.023** 0.020*** 0.021*** 0.021*** 0.023** 0.021** 

Retired 0.015*** 0.023*** 0.020** 0.016*** 0.019*** 0.022*** 0.020** 0.023*** 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past 0.009*** 0.014*** 0.014*** 0.008*** 0.008** 0.007** 0.014*** 0.014*** 

Currently unemployed -0.015 0.003 0.007 -0.009 -0.009 -0.002 0.007 0.003 

Bottom three income deciles -0.000 -0.001 -0.004 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 -0.003 -0.002 

Children at home -0.002 -0.007 -0.007* -0.001 -0.002 -0.003 -0.007* -0.007 

Disabled 0.015** 0.020* 0.019* 0.015* 0.018** 0.020** 0.019* 0.020* 

Pension benefit replacement rate  -0.202*      -0.127 

Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2   0.191**     0.187 
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Column 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

National minimum wage regulation    -0.075***    -0.031 

EPL regular workers     -0.042***   -0.071*** 

Spending on family policies      0.042  -0.020 

Sickness benefits replacement rate             0.202*** 0.128 

Constant 0.282*** 0.394*** 0.146** 0.313*** 0.384*** 0.244*** 0.113** 0.335*** 

Observations 35,337 16,342 16,890 33,713 31,892 26,517 16,956 16,342 

Number of country waves 47 21 23 46 44 36 23 21 

Note: Country-wave random intercepts regressions*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Table A2.2.2. Baseline results on full sample controlling for growth in immigration flows and 

unemployment 
 

Column 1 2 

Male 0.747*** 0.694*** 

Age 0.196*** 0.190*** 

Years education -0.026** -0.023** 

Low income 0.157 0.146 

Source of income (ref: wages)   

Self-employed 0.972*** 0.975*** 

Receiving pension benefits 3.363*** 3.363*** 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.252 0.385 

Receiving other social benefits 1.355*** 1.364*** 

Source of income is investments 1.791*** 2.186*** 

Source of income is other sources 0.394 0.459 

Occupation (ref: managers)   

Professionals  -0.208 -0.142 

Technicians -0.123 -0.147 

Clerks -0.165 -0.170 

Service -0.618*** -0.651*** 

Agriculture -0.637* -0.676* 

Craft 0.128 0.135 

Operators -0.320 -0.292 

Elementary -0.589*** -0.457** 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past -0.003 -0.014 

Currently unemployed -2.155*** -2.257*** 

Bottom three income deciles 0.061 0.070 

Children at home -0.234** -0.290*** 

Disabled -3.110*** -3.181*** 

Pension benefit replacement rate 1.024 -0.679 

Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2 -5.449** -2.071 

National minimum wage regulation 0.601 -0.164 

EPL regular workers 0.118 0.519 

Spending on family policies -0.915* 0.273 

Sickness benefits replacement rate -1.542 -0.566 

Immigration flows 0.264  
Unemployment rate  0.049 

Constant -9.509*** -13.241*** 

Observations 20,292 22,713 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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A2.3. Baseline results in restricted sample without concerns about immigration 

Column 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Male 0.281*** 0.303*** 0.301*** 0.349*** 0.275*** 0.376*** 0.373*** 

Age 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.002 0.002 0.002 

Years education -0.068*** -0.068*** -0.076*** -0.074*** -0.068*** -0.065*** -0.066*** 

Low income 0.082 0.095 0.057 0.068 0.087 0.010 -0.006 

Source of income (ref: wages)        

Self-employed -0.032 -0.066 -0.027 -0.089 -0.050 0.071 0.070 

Receiving pension benefits -0.233 -0.236 -0.237 -0.283* -0.231 -0.155 -0.150 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.257 0.261 -0.723 0.232 0.269 0.205 0.198 

Receiving other social benefits -0.322 -0.327 -0.284 -0.291 -0.314 -0.166 -0.174 

Source of income is investments -0.511 -0.485 -0.324 -0.374 -0.518 -0.441 -0.466 

Source of income is other sources -0.873 -0.863 -1.123 -1.039 -0.865 -0.292 -0.315 

Occupation (ref: managers)        

Professionals  -0.729*** -0.716*** -0.826*** -0.982*** -0.731*** -0.530*** -0.535*** 

Technicians -0.032 -0.059 -0.107 -0.190 -0.054 0.117 0.108 

Clerks 0.436** 0.411** 0.441** 0.197 0.408** 0.402** 0.397** 

Service 0.678*** 0.682*** 0.703*** 0.469** 0.652*** 0.703*** 0.700*** 

Agriculture 0.817*** 0.867*** 0.913*** 0.867*** 0.845*** 0.765*** 0.759*** 

Craft 0.934*** 0.934*** 0.901*** 0.812*** 0.920*** 0.818*** 0.820*** 

Operators 0.816*** 0.806*** 0.810*** 0.722*** 0.789*** 0.804*** 0.799*** 

Elementary 0.536** 0.532** 0.606** 0.451* 0.511** 0.531*** 0.530*** 

Sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate -4.042       
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate  -4.431**      
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate   -2.397     
Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate    1.881    
Sickness benefits replacement rate     -5.016**   
Spending on family policies weighted by share of respondents with children      -26.674  
Spending on family policies       -1.612*** 

Constant -1.517 -1.960* -2.902* -5.265*** -0.395 -3.420*** -2.624*** 

Observations 22,776 22,684 17,134 14,170 22,936 29,134 29,134 

Number of countries 14 13 13 11 14 14 14 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Column 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Male 0.358*** 0.433*** 0.435*** 0.434*** 0.297*** 0.294*** 0.273*** 

Age 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.003 

Years education -0.075*** -0.070*** -0.068*** -0.068*** -0.068*** -0.076*** -0.071*** 

Low income 0.092 0.070 0.060 0.058 0.091 0.039 0.096 

Source of income (ref: wages)        

Self-employed 0.042 0.017 0.002 0.001 -0.069 -0.035 -0.116 

Receiving pension benefits -0.206 -0.103 -0.086 -0.085 -0.246* -0.243 -0.239 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.177 0.211 0.245 0.254 0.255 -0.709 0.274 

Receiving other social benefits -0.271 -0.160 -0.123 -0.119 -0.313 -0.271 -0.327 

Source of income is investments -0.403 -0.538 -0.555 -0.553 -0.496 -0.342 -0.478 

Source of income is other sources -0.507 -0.493 -0.506 -0.503 -0.860 -1.120 -0.860 

Occupation (ref: managers)        

Professionals  -0.532*** -0.497*** -0.523*** -0.523*** -0.715*** -0.820*** -0.762*** 

Technicians 0.084 0.117 0.108 0.108 -0.052 -0.091 -0.068 

Clerks 0.462*** 0.447*** 0.449*** 0.447*** 0.412** 0.444** 0.370* 

Service 0.719*** 0.711*** 0.726*** 0.726*** 0.680*** 0.704*** 0.651*** 

Agriculture 0.791*** 0.746*** 0.783*** 0.783*** 0.866*** 0.927*** 0.927*** 

Craft 0.875*** 0.817*** 0.821*** 0.820*** 0.936*** 0.911*** 0.924*** 

Operators 0.833*** 0.819*** 0.814*** 0.815*** 0.803*** 0.813*** 0.791*** 

Elementary 0.562*** 0.612*** 0.624*** 0.625*** 0.535** 0.611** 0.484** 

EPL temporary workers -0.355       
EPL regular workers  -2.839***      
Minimum wage level   -0.970     
National minimum wage regulation    -0.709    
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2     -7.440***   
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1      -13.360*  
Pension benefit replacement rate       -2.597 

Constant -3.355*** 2.658 -3.858*** -3.766*** 0.158 4.173 -2.481* 

Observations 28,853 32,139 33,415 33,415 22,897 17,347 22,504 

Number of countries 14 14 14 14 14 14 13 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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A2.4. Baseline results in restricted sample with concerns about immigration 

Column 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Male 0.461*** 0.452*** 0.486*** 0.427*** 0.450*** 0.445*** 0.444*** 

Age -0.015*** -0.016*** -0.016*** -0.015*** -0.015*** -0.013*** -0.014*** 

Years education -0.055*** -0.054*** -0.058*** -0.066*** -0.055*** -0.053*** -0.054*** 

Low income 0.111** 0.111** 0.089 0.088 0.101** 0.123*** 0.107*** 

Source of income (ref: wages)        

Self-employed 0.042 0.018 0.134 0.111 0.031 0.019 0.016 

Receiving pension benefits 0.066 0.072 0.121 0.092 0.063 0.043 0.047 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.209 0.196 0.367** 0.091 0.221 0.317** 0.309** 

Receiving other social benefits 0.106 0.098 -0.089 0.032 0.112 0.062 0.052 

Source of income is investments 0.595** 0.598** 0.415 0.655** 0.588** 0.351 0.345 

Source of income is other sources -0.510* -0.482* -0.889** -0.805** -0.508* -0.626** -0.650*** 

Occupation (ref: managers)        

Professionals  -0.443*** -0.460*** -0.328*** -0.377*** -0.458*** -0.450*** -0.456*** 

Technicians 0.136 0.118 0.178* 0.135 0.123 0.143* 0.137* 

Clerks 0.264*** 0.255*** 0.382*** 0.268** 0.263*** 0.292*** 0.292*** 

Service 0.542*** 0.531*** 0.580*** 0.554*** 0.525*** 0.537*** 0.534*** 

Agriculture 0.278** 0.259** 0.172 0.359** 0.271** 0.248** 0.243** 

Craft 0.624*** 0.620*** 0.634*** 0.569*** 0.625*** 0.671*** 0.670*** 

Operators 0.734*** 0.723*** 0.842*** 0.738*** 0.723*** 0.707*** 0.702*** 

Elementary 0.649*** 0.636*** 0.700*** 0.707*** 0.641*** 0.601*** 0.602*** 

Sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate -2.827***       
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate  -4.423***      
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate   -1.763     
Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate    2.541*    
Sickness benefits replacement rate     -3.904***   
Spending on family policies weighted by share of respondents with children      -11.493  
Spending on family policies       -1.116*** 

Constant -0.517 -0.193 -1.784* -4.192*** 0.592 -2.019*** -1.267** 

Observations 39,109 39,183 29,798 24,145 39,833 47,160 47,160 

Number of countries 14 13 13 11 14 14 14 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Column 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Male 0.467*** 0.433*** 0.421*** 0.421*** 0.448*** 0.477*** 0.435*** 

Age -0.014*** -0.013*** -0.013*** -0.013*** -0.016*** -0.016*** -0.016*** 

Years education -0.058*** -0.056*** -0.055*** -0.055*** -0.055*** -0.060*** -0.061*** 

Low income 0.141*** 0.148*** 0.142*** 0.142*** 0.100** 0.064 0.100** 

Source of income (ref: wages)        

Self-employed -0.003 0.016 0.009 0.009 0.031 0.148 0.046 

Receiving pension benefits 0.014 0.016 0.000 -0.000 0.071 0.119 0.077 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.204 0.287** 0.329*** 0.327*** 0.232 0.413** 0.197 

Receiving other social benefits 0.157 0.150 0.151 0.151 0.113 -0.074 0.117 

Source of income is investments 0.416* 0.282 0.282 0.281 0.603** 0.404 0.641** 

Source of income is other sources -0.590** -0.590*** -0.569*** -0.569*** -0.470* -0.892** -0.665** 

Occupation (ref: managers)        

Professionals  -0.464*** -0.467*** -0.448*** -0.448*** -0.455*** -0.322*** -0.439*** 

Technicians 0.138* 0.147** 0.151** 0.151** 0.122 0.187* 0.139 

Clerks 0.274*** 0.271*** 0.268*** 0.268*** 0.255*** 0.389*** 0.248** 

Service 0.527*** 0.535*** 0.545*** 0.544*** 0.522*** 0.573*** 0.519*** 

Agriculture 0.277** 0.218** 0.239** 0.239** 0.268** 0.194 0.342*** 

Craft 0.636*** 0.676*** 0.692*** 0.692*** 0.625*** 0.649*** 0.630*** 

Operators 0.723*** 0.703*** 0.718*** 0.718*** 0.721*** 0.848*** 0.738*** 

Elementary 0.630*** 0.594*** 0.604*** 0.603*** 0.636*** 0.715*** 0.645*** 

EPL temporary workers -1.189***       
EPL regular workers  -2.449***      
Minimum wage level   0.060     
National minimum wage regulation    -1.267*    
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2     -4.401***   
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1      -15.704***  
Pension benefit replacement rate       -0.080 

Constant -0.142 3.744*** -2.272*** -1.715*** 0.278 7.350*** -2.211*** 

Observations 47,514 51,676 52,875 52,875 39,787 30,402 37,109 

Number of countries 14 14 14 14 14 14 13 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 

  



54 
 

A3. Interactions – tables 
A3.1. Interaction effects in full sample 

 Column 1 2 3 4 5 

Male 0.394*** 0.396*** 0.442*** 0.410*** 0.451*** 

Age -0.013*** -0.012*** -0.012*** -0.012*** -0.013*** 

Years education -0.076*** -0.082*** -0.075*** -0.070*** -0.074*** 

Low income 0.095** 0.081* 0.042 0.082** 0.068 

Source of income (ref: wages)      

Self-employed 0.040 0.114 0.137 0.043 0.130 

Receiving pension benefits 0.100 0.102 0.096 0.069 0.101 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.215 0.106 0.230 0.172 0.162 

Receiving other social benefits -0.025 -0.064 -0.185 -0.036 -0.198 

Source of income is investments 0.327 0.268 0.154 0.291 0.176 

Source of income is other sources -0.789*** -0.913*** -0.990*** -0.620*** -0.995*** 

Occupation (ref: managers)      

Professionals  -0.566*** -0.568*** -0.488*** -0.581*** -0.496*** 

Technicians 0.110 0.074 0.151* 0.100 0.137 

Clerks 0.295*** 0.261*** 0.428*** 0.306*** 0.414*** 

Service 0.568*** 0.543*** 0.625*** 0.576*** 0.624*** 

Agriculture 0.542*** 0.519*** 0.432*** 0.479*** 0.412*** 

Craft 0.757*** 0.668*** 0.761*** 0.745*** 0.743*** 

Operators 0.845*** 0.816*** 0.914*** 0.815*** 0.901*** 

Elementary 0.664*** 0.694*** 0.727*** 0.644*** 0.700*** 

Retired  0.342 0.682**    
Pension benefit replacement rate 0.009     
Retired*Pension benefit replacement rate -0.657*     
Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate  2.952**    
Retired*Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate  -1.353***    
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past   0.249 0.992*** 0.852*** 

Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   -16.470***   
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   -0.113   
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    -4.141***  
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    -1.254***  
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate     -1.753 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate     -1.134** 

Constant -2.546*** -4.637*** 7.498*** -0.261 -2.151** 

Observations 60,283 38,679 48,366 63,464 47,542 

Number of countries 13 11 14 14 13 
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 Column 6 7 8 9 

Male 0.414*** 0.438*** 0.405*** 0.445*** 

Age -0.012*** -0.013*** -0.012*** -0.013*** 

Years education -0.069*** -0.075*** -0.070*** -0.074*** 

Low income 0.092** 0.049 0.089** 0.075 

Source of income (ref: wages)     

Self-employed 0.035 0.134 0.038 0.125 

Receiving pension benefits 0.075 0.093 0.063 0.094 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.132 0.198 0.117 0.131 

Receiving other social benefits -0.049 -0.191 -0.045 -0.207 

Source of income is investments 0.292 0.155 0.283 0.166 

Source of income is other sources -0.628*** -1.007*** -0.638*** -1.008*** 

Occupation (ref: managers)     

Professionals  -0.586*** -0.485*** -0.578*** -0.494*** 

Technicians 0.093 0.153* 0.103 0.141 

Clerks 0.301*** 0.434*** 0.314*** 0.425*** 

Service 0.580*** 0.631*** 0.584*** 0.635*** 

Agriculture 0.474*** 0.424*** 0.466*** 0.406*** 

Craft 0.738*** 0.769*** 0.755*** 0.755*** 

Operators 0.813*** 0.930*** 0.832*** 0.921*** 

Elementary 0.635*** 0.747*** 0.668*** 0.729*** 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past 0.992***    
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1  -16.531***   
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2   -4.559***  
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate    -2.107* 

Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate -3.784***    
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate -1.434***    
Currently unemployed  -0.053 0.975 0.727 

Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1  0.450   
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2   -1.078  
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate    -0.798 

Constant -0.891 7.592*** 0.063 -1.890** 

Observations 62,640 48,420 63,529 47,595 

Number of countries 13 14 14 13 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.   
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 Column 10 11 12 13 14 

Male 0.409*** 0.402*** 0.409*** 0.386*** 0.385*** 

Age -0.013*** -0.013*** -0.014*** -0.010*** -0.010*** 

Years education -0.069*** -0.071*** -0.073*** -0.073*** -0.073*** 

Low income 0.099** 0.118*** 0.110*** 0.160*** 0.160*** 

Source of income (ref: wages)      

Self-employed 0.030 0.237* 0.255* -0.148* -0.148* 

Receiving pension benefits 0.067 0.087 0.064 -0.073 -0.073 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.070 0.159 0.050 0.252* 0.249* 

Receiving other social benefits -0.061 0.123 0.033 0.007 0.004 

Source of income is investments 0.278 0.211 0.377 -0.214 -0.216 

Source of income is other sources -0.646*** -0.721** -0.622** -0.601*** -0.601*** 

Occupation (ref: managers)      

Professionals  -0.583*** -0.438*** -0.411*** -0.591*** -0.593*** 

Technicians 0.098 0.301*** 0.319*** 0.161* 0.158* 

Clerks 0.313*** 0.471*** 0.506*** 0.291*** 0.290*** 

Service 0.590*** 0.747*** 0.791*** 0.586*** 0.583*** 

Agriculture 0.462*** 0.700*** 0.820*** 0.379*** 0.377*** 

Craft 0.751*** 0.969*** 0.978*** 0.902*** 0.899*** 

Operators 0.833*** 0.967*** 1.029*** 0.785*** 0.782*** 

Elementary 0.665*** 0.800*** 0.855*** 0.661*** 0.658*** 

Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate -4.222***     
Currently unemployed 1.015**     
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate -1.289     
Permanent contract  1.747**    
EPL regular workers  -2.013***    
Permanent contract*EPL regular workers  -0.718**    
Temporary contract   -0.328   
EPL temporary workers   -1.126***   
Temporary contract*EPL temporary workers   0.144   
Bottom three income deciles    0.094 0.092 

National minimum wage regulation    -0.924  
Bottom three income deciles*National minimum wage regulation    -0.138  
Minimum wage level     -4.494** 

Bottom three income deciles*Minimum wage level     -0.250 

Constant -0.595 2.342** -0.593 -1.872*** -1.299** 

Observations 62,704 61,548 55,965 48,275 48,275 

Number of countries 13 14 14 14 14 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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 Column 15 16 17 18 

Male 0.412*** 0.413*** 0.406*** 0.416*** 

Age -0.011*** -0.011*** -0.013*** -0.013*** 

Years education -0.068*** -0.066*** -0.069*** -0.069*** 

Low income 0.080** 0.095*** 0.088** 0.093** 

Source of income (ref: wages)     

Self-employed 0.031 0.033 0.040 0.053 

Receiving pension benefits 0.040 0.035 0.056 0.059 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.298** 0.304** 0.240* 0.233* 

Receiving other social benefits -0.077 -0.072 -0.144 -0.153 

Source of income is investments 0.132 0.140 0.261 0.266 

Source of income is other sources -0.668*** -0.642*** -0.680*** -0.683*** 

Occupation (ref: managers)     

Professionals  -0.557*** -0.551*** -0.587*** -0.577*** 

Technicians 0.148** 0.152** 0.099 0.112 

Clerks 0.348*** 0.348*** 0.322*** 0.326*** 

Service 0.608*** 0.609*** 0.581*** 0.601*** 

Agriculture 0.450*** 0.452*** 0.463*** 0.464*** 

Craft 0.791*** 0.789*** 0.745*** 0.747*** 

Operators 0.827*** 0.829*** 0.826*** 0.841*** 

Elementary 0.665*** 0.662*** 0.666*** 0.675*** 

Children at home 0.142 0.190*   
Spending on family policies -0.896***    
Children at home*Spending on family policies -0.187*    
Spending on family policies weighted by share of respondents with children  -4.233   
Children at home* Spending on family policies weighted by share of respondents with children  -8.256**   

Disabled   0.847* 0.915** 

Sickness benefits replacement rate   -3.796***  
Disabled*Sickness benefits replacement rate   -0.610  
Sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate    -2.900*** 

Disabled*Sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate    -0.701 

Constant -1.747*** -2.482*** 0.227 -0.755 

Observations 77,206 77,206 63,616 62,716 

Number of countries 14 14 14 14 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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A3.2. Interaction effects in restricted sample without concerns about immigration 

 Column 1 2 3 4 5 

Male 0.269*** 0.348*** 0.296*** 0.298*** 0.303*** 

Age 0.001 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.002 

Years education -0.071*** -0.074*** -0.077*** -0.069*** -0.077*** 

Low income 0.090 0.065 0.027 0.082 0.047 

Source of income (ref: wages)      

Self-employed -0.102 -0.067 -0.029 -0.061 -0.016 

Receiving pension benefits -0.344* -0.350* -0.225 -0.233 -0.217 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.284 0.235 -0.849 0.139 -0.871 

Receiving other social benefits -0.341 -0.299 -0.278 -0.310 -0.284 

Source of income is investments -0.541 -0.427 -0.347 -0.502 -0.326 

Source of income is other sources -0.881 -1.055 -1.100 -0.835 -1.110 

Occupation (ref: managers)      

Professionals  -0.751*** -0.967*** -0.824*** -0.720*** -0.832*** 

Technicians -0.063 -0.186 -0.096 -0.058 -0.117 

Clerks 0.370* 0.191 0.425* 0.394** 0.411* 

Service 0.660*** 0.478** 0.691*** 0.666*** 0.679*** 

Agriculture 0.887*** 0.821*** 0.941*** 0.879*** 0.917*** 

Craft 0.932*** 0.817*** 0.894*** 0.919*** 0.877*** 

Operators 0.795*** 0.726*** 0.795*** 0.781*** 0.784*** 

Elementary 0.497** 0.459* 0.576** 0.499** 0.555** 

Retired 0.223 0.517    
Pension benefit replacement rate -2.409     
Retired*Pension benefit replacement rate -0.055     
Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate  2.422    
Retired*Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate  -0.759    
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past   0.828 1.132 1.183* 

Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   -13.131*   
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   -0.863   
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    -6.920***  
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    -1.405  
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate     -1.827 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate     -1.583 

Constant -2.554* -5.555*** 3.948 -0.243 -3.286** 

Observations 22,464 14,138 17,332 22,881 17,120 

Number of countries 13 11 14 14 13 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  
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 Column 6 7 8 9 

Male 0.303*** 0.293** 0.296*** 0.300*** 

Age 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.002 

Years education -0.069*** -0.076*** -0.068*** -0.076*** 

Low income 0.086 0.036 0.089 0.055 

Source of income (ref: wages)     

Self-employed -0.057 -0.033 -0.065 -0.025 

Receiving pension benefits -0.222 -0.245 -0.245* -0.240 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.138 -0.942 0.098 -0.944 

Receiving other social benefits -0.320 -0.285 -0.333 -0.293 

Source of income is investments -0.491 -0.350 -0.495 -0.339 

Source of income is other sources -0.843 -1.123 -0.864 -1.126 

Occupation (ref: managers)     

Professionals  -0.722*** -0.819*** -0.715*** -0.825*** 

Technicians -0.068 -0.092 -0.052 -0.109 

Clerks 0.389** 0.435* 0.406** 0.432* 

Service 0.663*** 0.701*** 0.679*** 0.699*** 

Agriculture 0.876*** 0.926*** 0.863*** 0.911*** 

Craft 0.913*** 0.911*** 0.935*** 0.900*** 

Operators 0.779*** 0.811*** 0.800*** 0.808*** 

Elementary 0.489** 0.597** 0.526** 0.591** 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past 1.015**    
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1  -13.404*   
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2   -7.478***  
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate    -2.453 

Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate -3.884**    
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by 

coverage rate -1.410*    
Currently unemployed  2.301 -0.261 2.098 

Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1  -2.793   
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2   0.900  
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate    -2.918 

Constant -2.314** 4.177 0.172 -2.898* 

Observations 22,669 17,347 22,897 17,134 

Number of countries 13 14 14 13 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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 Column 10 11 12 13 14 

Male 0.301*** 0.409*** 0.319*** 0.582*** 0.582*** 

Age 0.003 0.000 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 

Years education -0.068*** -0.063*** -0.069*** -0.076*** -0.076*** 

Low income 0.094 0.103 0.142 0.170 0.170 

Source of income (ref: wages)      

Self-employed -0.063 0.444* 0.510* 0.050 0.050 

Receiving pension benefits -0.236 -0.139 -0.238 0.022 0.025 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.091 -0.116 0.078 0.649** 0.644** 

Receiving other social benefits -0.340 -0.327 -0.467 -0.043 -0.046 

Source of income is investments -0.489 -0.244 -0.029 -0.857 -0.856 

Source of income is other sources -0.866 -0.226 -0.162 -0.286 -0.286 

Occupation (ref: managers)      

Professionals  -0.716*** -0.287 -0.320 -0.433** -0.434** 

Technicians -0.060 0.237 0.237 0.219 0.218 

Clerks 0.405** 0.662*** 0.704*** 0.360* 0.360* 

Service 0.679*** 0.966*** 0.993*** 0.755*** 0.754*** 

Agriculture 0.864*** 0.762** 0.880** 0.712*** 0.713*** 

Craft 0.933*** 1.074*** 1.151*** 0.813*** 0.812*** 

Operators 0.803*** 1.006*** 1.092*** 0.808*** 0.808*** 

Elementary 0.521** 0.717*** 0.675*** 0.653*** 0.652*** 

Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate -4.449**     
Currently unemployed 0.606     
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate -0.494     
Permanent contract  4.554*    
EPL regular workers  -0.954    
Permanent contract*EPL regular workers  -1.633    
Temporary contract   -0.393   
EPL temporary workers   -0.184   
Temporary contract*EPL temporary workers   -0.189   
Bottom three income deciles    -0.284** -0.296** 

National minimum wage regulation    -0.762  
.Bottom three income deciles*National minimum wage regulation    -0.175  
Minimum wage level     -2.007 

Bottom three income deciles*Minimum wage level     -0.222 

Constant -1.964* -2.746 -3.862*** -3.422*** -3.315*** 

Observations 22,684 23,796 21,371 20,270 20,270 

Number of countries 13 14 14 14 14 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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 Column 15 16 17 18 

Male 0.371*** 0.374*** 0.272*** 0.278*** 

Age 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 

Years education -0.066*** -0.065*** -0.068*** -0.068*** 

Low income -0.009 0.007 0.088 0.082 

Source of income (ref: wages)     

Self-employed 0.070 0.072 -0.050 -0.032 

Receiving pension benefits -0.158 -0.165 -0.226 -0.226 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.192 0.198 0.268 0.255 

Receiving other social benefits -0.179 -0.171 -0.283 -0.296 

Source of income is investments -0.470 -0.450 -0.529 -0.522 

Source of income is other sources -0.313 -0.288 -0.873 -0.879 

Occupation (ref: managers)     

Professionals  -0.537*** -0.531*** -0.731*** -0.729*** 

Technicians 0.106 0.115 -0.054 -0.032 

Clerks 0.396** 0.400** 0.405** 0.433** 

Service 0.698*** 0.703*** 0.654*** 0.680*** 

Agriculture 0.763*** 0.768*** 0.847*** 0.820*** 

Craft 0.820*** 0.818*** 0.925*** 0.939*** 

Operators 0.798*** 0.803*** 0.792*** 0.820*** 

Elementary 0.531*** 0.532*** 0.509** 0.534** 

Children at home 0.257 0.289   
Spending on family policies -1.502***    
Children at home*Spending on family policies -0.306    
Spending on family policies weighted by share of respondents with children  -22.613   
Children at home*Spending on family policies weighted by share of respondents with children  -11.669   
Disabled   1.488 1.400 

Sickness benefits replacement rate   -4.937**  
Disabled*Sickness benefits replacement rate   -1.881  
Sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate    -3.975 

Disabled*Sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate    -1.835 

Constant -2.713*** -3.519*** -0.457 -1.563 

Observations 29,121 29,121 22,936 22,776 

Number of countries 14 14 14 14 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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A3.3. Interaction effects in restricted sample that excludes Scandinavian countries 

  Column 1 2 3 4 5 

Male 0.356*** 0.321*** 0.435*** 0.384*** 0.446*** 

Age -0.009*** -0.007*** -0.009*** -0.009*** -0.010*** 

Years education -0.069*** -0.074*** -0.068*** -0.063*** -0.067*** 

Low income 0.128*** 0.123** 0.090 0.128*** 0.112** 

Source of income (ref: wages)      

Self-employed 0.063 0.159 0.154 0.058 0.147 

Receiving pension benefits 0.056 0.021 0.018 0.005 0.031 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.169 -0.061 0.174 0.170 0.118 

Receiving other social benefits -0.150 -0.292 -0.355* -0.160 -0.360* 

Source of income is investments 0.296 0.257 0.176 0.275 0.204 

Source of income is other sources -0.568* -0.779* -0.727* -0.327 -0.735* 

Occupation (ref: managers)      

Professionals  -0.557*** -0.565*** -0.460*** -0.574*** -0.469*** 

Technicians 0.172* 0.124 0.223** 0.157* 0.207** 

Clerks 0.299*** 0.233* 0.429*** 0.311*** 0.419*** 

Service 0.581*** 0.552*** 0.657*** 0.602*** 0.665*** 

Agriculture 0.837*** 0.918*** 0.641*** 0.713*** 0.618*** 

Craft 0.784*** 0.677*** 0.793*** 0.768*** 0.776*** 

Operators 0.788*** 0.705*** 0.862*** 0.752*** 0.847*** 

Elementary 0.658*** 0.684*** 0.704*** 0.630*** 0.678*** 

Retired 0.283 0.766*    
Pension benefit replacement rate -1.976*     
Retired*Pension benefit replacement rate -0.598*     
Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate  -3.075*    
Retired*Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate  -1.680**    
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past   0.349 0.962*** 1.001*** 

Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   -4.656   
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   -0.369   
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    0.276  
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    -1.325***  
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate     -0.240 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied 

by coverage rate     -1.537*** 

Constant -1.529* -1.293 -0.023 -3.170*** -2.889*** 

Observations 42,897 25,201 35,483 46,072 34,659 

Number of countries 10 8 11 11 10 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  
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 Column 6 7 8 9 

Male 0.390*** 0.430*** 0.378*** 0.439*** 

Age -0.010*** -0.009*** -0.009*** -0.010*** 

Years education -0.061*** -0.068*** -0.063*** -0.066*** 

Low income 0.136*** 0.096* 0.132*** 0.115** 

Source of income (ref: wages)     

Self-employed 0.049 0.152 0.057 0.143 

Receiving pension benefits 0.015 0.018 0.005 0.027 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.132 0.152 0.098 0.096 

Receiving other social benefits -0.166 -0.360* -0.173 -0.366* 

Source of income is investments 0.284 0.172 0.263 0.181 

Source of income is other sources -0.324 -0.734* -0.343 -0.739* 

Occupation (ref: managers)     

Professionals  -0.581*** -0.460*** -0.574*** -0.468*** 

Technicians 0.148* 0.224** 0.158* 0.211** 

Clerks 0.308*** 0.432*** 0.314*** 0.429*** 

Service 0.612*** 0.659*** 0.605*** 0.675*** 

Agriculture 0.705*** 0.635*** 0.702*** 0.616*** 

Craft 0.761*** 0.796*** 0.772*** 0.784*** 

Operators 0.745*** 0.874*** 0.763*** 0.865*** 

Elementary 0.622*** 0.719*** 0.644*** 0.704*** 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past 1.032***    
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1  -4.671   
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2   -0.138  
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate    -0.718 

Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate -0.845    
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by 

coverage rate -1.644***    
Currently unemployed  0.447 1.285* 1.084 

Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1  -0.458   
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2   -1.623  
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate    -1.620 

Constant -2.624*** 0.023 -2.874*** -2.582*** 

Observations 45,248 35,528 46,127 34,703 

Number of countries 10 11 11 10 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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 Column 10 11 12 13 14 

Male 0.383*** 0.296*** 0.332*** 0.277*** 0.275*** 

Age -0.010*** -0.011*** -0.010*** -0.009*** -0.009*** 

Years education -0.061*** -0.072*** -0.072*** -0.072*** -0.073*** 

Low income 0.139*** 0.165*** 0.140*** 0.198*** 0.199*** 

Source of income (ref: wages)      

Self-employed 0.049 0.291* 0.323** -0.151 -0.154 

Receiving pension benefits 0.013 0.031 -0.002 -0.073 -0.072 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.053 0.131 0.065 0.223 0.209 

Receiving other social benefits -0.182 -0.105 -0.233 -0.097 -0.108 

Source of income is investments 0.260 0.339 0.464 -0.257 -0.267 

Source of income is other sources -0.345 -0.317 -0.346 -0.178 -0.183 

Occupation (ref: managers)      

Professionals  -0.580*** -0.500*** -0.435*** -0.715*** -0.724*** 

Technicians 0.150* 0.254*** 0.301*** 0.122 0.107 

Clerks 0.314*** 0.392*** 0.462*** 0.252** 0.246** 

Service 0.618*** 0.685*** 0.760*** 0.526*** 0.510*** 

Agriculture 0.695*** 0.782*** 0.949*** 0.584*** 0.576*** 

Craft 0.768*** 0.913*** 0.921*** 0.824*** 0.813*** 

Operators 0.761*** 0.894*** 0.942*** 0.677*** 0.661*** 

Elementary 0.641*** 0.709*** 0.769*** 0.594*** 0.576*** 

Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate -1.357*     
Currently unemployed 1.367**     
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate -2.008**     
Permanent contract  1.636**    
EPL regular workers  -1.447***    
Permanent contract*EPL regular workers  -0.708**    
Temporary contract   -0.121   
EPL temporary workers   -1.236***   
Temporary contract*EPL temporary workers   0.170   
Bottom three income deciles    0.185** 0.183** 

National minimum wage regulation    -0.762  
Bottom three income deciles*National minimum wage regulation    -0.269**  
Minimum wage level     -19.057** 

Bottom three income deciles*Minimum wage level     -0.495** 

Constant -2.313*** 1.021 -0.611 -2.032*** 2.802 

Observations 45,302 43,466 39,539 33,644 33,644 

Number of countries 10 11 11 11 11 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  
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 Column 15 16 17 18 

Male 0.329*** 0.331*** 0.377*** 0.391*** 

Age -0.008*** -0.008*** -0.010*** -0.009*** 

Years education -0.065*** -0.066*** -0.061*** -0.061*** 

Low income 0.134*** 0.141*** 0.129*** 0.141*** 

Source of income (ref: wages)     

Self-employed 0.043 0.035 0.059 0.077 

Receiving pension benefits -0.016 -0.021 -0.000 0.002 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.204 0.186 0.201 0.188 

Receiving other social benefits -0.287** -0.318** -0.264* -0.283* 

Source of income is investments 0.144 0.120 0.222 0.225 

Source of income is other sources -0.292 -0.311 -0.400 -0.399 

Occupation (ref: managers)     

Professionals  -0.595*** -0.594*** -0.587*** -0.573*** 

Technicians 0.134* 0.122 0.152* 0.171** 

Clerks 0.298*** 0.293*** 0.324*** 0.330*** 

Service 0.539*** 0.532*** 0.605*** 0.632*** 

Agriculture 0.742*** 0.724*** 0.697*** 0.706*** 

Craft 0.731*** 0.723*** 0.768*** 0.769*** 

Operators 0.700*** 0.689*** 0.761*** 0.779*** 

Elementary 0.572*** 0.560*** 0.653*** 0.663*** 

Children at home 0.063 0.170   
Spending on family policies 2.174***    
Children at home*Spending on family policies -0.145    
Spending on family policies weighted by share of respondents with children  81.433***   
Children at home*Spending on family policies weighted by share of respondents with children  -8.480*   
Disabled   1.317*** 1.522*** 

Sickness benefits replacement rate   -2.531***  
Disabled*Sickness benefits replacement rate   -1.280**  
Sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate    -1.393 

Disabled*Sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate    -1.611** 

Constant -4.796*** -4.872*** -1.093 -2.134** 

Observations 54,811 54,811 46,214 45,314 

Number of countries 11 11 11 11 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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A3.4. Interaction effects in sample that only includes Scandinavian countries 

 Column 1 2 3 4 

Male 0.479*** 0.505*** 0.463*** 0.472*** 

Age -0.021*** -0.020*** -0.021*** -0.020*** 

Years education -0.101*** -0.105*** -0.100*** -0.101*** 

Low income -0.085 -0.171** -0.039 0.070 

Source of income (ref: wages)     

Self-employed -0.059 -0.018 0.044 -0.058 

Receiving pension benefits 0.234 0.295* 0.302** 0.202* 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.439 0.400 0.629 0.150 

Receiving other social benefits 0.240 0.230 0.104 0.104 

Source of income is investments 0.326 0.093 -0.042 0.296 

Source of income is other sources -1.111*** -1.083*** -1.469*** -1.050*** 

Occupation (ref: managers)     

Professionals  -0.586*** -0.570*** -0.589*** -0.587*** 

Technicians -0.054 -0.031 -0.069 -0.049 

Clerks 0.293* 0.320* 0.399** 0.269 

Service 0.502*** 0.495*** 0.472*** 0.450*** 

Agriculture -0.237 -0.284 -0.239 -0.214 

Craft 0.642*** 0.610*** 0.571*** 0.596*** 

Operators 0.861*** 0.852*** 0.892*** 0.824*** 

Elementary 0.678*** 0.712*** 0.712*** 0.594*** 

Retired 0.660 -1.620   
Pension benefit replacement rate 7.793***    
Retired*Pension benefit replacement rate -1.054    
Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate  14.418***   
Retired*Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate  2.453   
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past   2.494 0.817 

Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   -33.397***  
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   -3.112  
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    -43.831*** 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    -0.745 

Constant -6.508*** -12.193*** 17.856*** 25.687*** 

Observations 17,386 13,478 12,883 17,392 

Number of countries 3 3 3 3 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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 Column 5 6 7 

Male 0.459*** 0.477*** 0.468*** 

Age -0.020*** -0.019*** -0.022*** 

Years education -0.097*** -0.098*** -0.102*** 

Low income -0.014 0.090 -0.040 

Source of income (ref: wages)    

Self-employed 0.054 -0.055 0.041 

Receiving pension benefits 0.268* 0.186 0.289** 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.477 0.161 0.687 

Receiving other social benefits 0.069 0.111 0.102 

Source of income is investments -0.022 0.297 -0.013 

Source of income is other sources -1.405*** -1.046*** -1.491*** 

Occupation (ref: managers)    

Professionals  -0.562*** -0.573*** -0.582*** 

Technicians -0.033 -0.037 -0.057 

Clerks 0.399** 0.264 0.413** 

Service 0.484*** 0.461*** 0.488*** 

Agriculture -0.195 -0.215 -0.251 

Craft 0.592*** 0.596*** 0.602*** 

Operators 0.910*** 0.829*** 0.918*** 

Elementary 0.708*** 0.589*** 0.753*** 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past 1.243 0.610  
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   -35.059*** 

Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate -8.309**   
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate -1.497   
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate  -15.470***  
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate  -0.483  
Currently unemployed   -1.430 

Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   2.661 

Constant 0.229 5.836*** 19.134*** 

Observations 12,883 17,392 12,892 

Number of countries 3 3 3 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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 Column 8 9 10 

Male 0.479*** 0.465*** 0.485*** 

Age -0.021*** -0.021*** -0.020*** 

Years education -0.102*** -0.099*** -0.099*** 

Low income 0.075 -0.013 0.097 

Source of income (ref: wages)    

Self-employed -0.071 0.050 -0.069 

Receiving pension benefits 0.178 0.258* 0.163 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.230 0.518 0.251 

Receiving other social benefits 0.103 0.067 0.110 

Source of income is investments 0.323 0.022 0.329 

Source of income is other sources -1.067*** -1.427*** -1.063*** 

Occupation (ref: managers)    

Professionals  -0.576*** -0.555*** -0.563*** 

Technicians -0.035 -0.022 -0.023 

Clerks 0.290* 0.417** 0.287* 

Service 0.471*** 0.503*** 0.483*** 

Agriculture -0.221 -0.207 -0.223 

Craft 0.629*** 0.622*** 0.630*** 

Operators 0.859*** 0.939*** 0.866*** 

Elementary 0.644*** 0.752*** 0.641*** 

Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2 -44.214***   
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate  -8.522**  
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate   -15.653*** 

Currently unemployed -4.614 0.137 -1.662 

Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2 7.674   
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate  0.462  
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate   3.525 

Constant 26.054*** 0.529 6.062*** 

Observations 17,402 12,892 17,402 

Number of countries 3 3 3 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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A3.5. Interaction effects in restricted sample with concerns about immigration 

 Column 1 2 3 4 

Male 0.439*** 0.431*** 0.481*** 0.452*** 

Age -0.015*** -0.015*** -0.016*** -0.015*** 

Years education -0.062*** -0.068*** -0.060*** -0.055*** 

Low income 0.106** 0.099* 0.054 0.090** 

Source of income (ref: wages)     

Self-employed 0.048 0.117 0.152 0.040 

Receiving pension benefits 0.146* 0.157 0.117 0.072 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.176 0.095 0.340** 0.147 

Receiving other social benefits 0.126 0.037 -0.089 0.103 

Source of income is investments 0.671** 0.670** 0.409 0.611** 

Source of income is other sources -0.659** -0.808** -0.882** -0.458* 

Occupation (ref: managers)     

Professionals  -0.432*** -0.364*** -0.323*** -0.458*** 

Technicians 0.135 0.129 0.184* 0.119 

Clerks 0.240** 0.255** 0.379*** 0.242** 

Service 0.505*** 0.530*** 0.563*** 0.510*** 

Agriculture 0.336** 0.353** 0.199 0.277** 

Craft 0.627*** 0.564*** 0.641*** 0.614*** 

Operators 0.737*** 0.731*** 0.829*** 0.702*** 

Elementary 0.636*** 0.689*** 0.687*** 0.603*** 

Retired 0.148 0.558*   
Pension benefit replacement rate 0.229    
Retired*Pension benefit replacement rate -0.434    
Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate  3.125**   
Retired*Pension benefits replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate  -1.217**   
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past   0.101 0.958*** 

Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   -15.906***  
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   0.107  
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    -4.038*** 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    -1.198** 

Constant -2.409*** -4.509*** 7.410*** -0.038 

Observations 37,022 24,075 30,367 39,743 

Number of countries 13 11 14 14 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.   
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 Column 5 6 7 8 

Male 0.492*** 0.458*** 0.476*** 0.447*** 

Age -0.016*** -0.015*** -0.016*** -0.015*** 

Years education -0.058*** -0.054*** -0.060*** -0.055*** 

Low income 0.079 0.100** 0.062 0.097** 

Source of income (ref: wages)     

Self-employed 0.140 0.027 0.149 0.034 

Receiving pension benefits 0.122 0.075 0.118 0.069 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.265 0.097 0.344* 0.114 

Receiving other social benefits -0.102 0.087 -0.088 0.099 

Source of income is investments 0.426 0.609** 0.403 0.594** 

Source of income is other sources -0.877** -0.469* -0.890** -0.473* 

Occupation (ref: managers)     

Professionals  -0.328*** -0.462*** -0.323*** -0.456*** 

Technicians 0.174* 0.114 0.187* 0.122 

Clerks 0.369*** 0.240** 0.386*** 0.252*** 

Service 0.567*** 0.516*** 0.571*** 0.519*** 

Agriculture 0.177 0.270** 0.195 0.268** 

Craft 0.625*** 0.605*** 0.649*** 0.624*** 

Operators 0.820*** 0.700*** 0.847*** 0.719*** 

Elementary 0.666*** 0.599*** 0.712*** 0.631*** 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past 0.766** 0.998***   
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   -15.826***  
Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    -4.368*** 

Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2     
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate -1.586    
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate -0.988*    
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate  -4.067***   
Unemployed for more than 3 months in past*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate  -1.439***   
Currently unemployed   -0.331 1.181 

Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 1   0.742  
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefit replacement rate 2    -1.472 

Constant -1.977** -0.483 7.422*** 0.241 

Observations 29,763 39,139 30,402 39,787 

Number of countries 13 13 14 14 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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 Column 9 10 11 12 13 

Male 0.485*** 0.451*** 0.414*** 0.448*** 0.360*** 

Age -0.016*** -0.016*** -0.016*** -0.016*** -0.012*** 

Years education -0.058*** -0.054*** -0.060*** -0.060*** -0.058*** 

Low income 0.087 0.107** 0.138*** 0.119** 0.141** 

Source of income (ref: wages)      

Self-employed 0.135 0.021 0.159 0.154 -0.205** 

Receiving pension benefits 0.119 0.070 0.078 0.067 -0.145** 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.268 0.053 0.178 0.032 0.178 

Receiving other social benefits -0.102 0.079 0.277** 0.232 0.079 

Source of income is investments 0.410 0.585** 0.425 0.578 0.008 

Source of income is other sources -0.888** -0.487* -0.888** -0.808** -0.584** 

Occupation (ref: managers)      

Professionals  -0.328*** -0.460*** -0.375*** -0.345*** -0.494*** 

Technicians 0.177* 0.118 0.292*** 0.314*** 0.143 

Clerks 0.379*** 0.251*** 0.385*** 0.414*** 0.273** 

Service 0.576*** 0.527*** 0.637*** 0.683*** 0.502*** 

Agriculture 0.172 0.259** 0.588*** 0.717*** 0.166 

Craft 0.634*** 0.618*** 0.833*** 0.826*** 0.806*** 

Operators 0.841*** 0.721*** 0.832*** 0.891*** 0.647*** 

Elementary 0.697*** 0.632*** 0.720*** 0.798*** 0.580*** 

Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate -1.802     
Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate  -4.425***    
Currently unemployed 0.570 1.151**    
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 1 multiplied by coverage rate -0.664     
Currently  unemployed*Unemployment benefits replacement rate 2 multiplied by coverage rate  -1.605    
Permanent contract   1.520*   
EPL regular workers   -1.873***   
Permanent contract*EPL regular workers   -0.641**   
Temporary contract    -0.123  
EPL temporary workers    -1.066***  
Temporary contract*EPL temporary workers    0.068  
Bottom three income deciles     0.185*** 

National minimum wage regulation     -1.072* 

Bottom three income deciles*National minimum wage regulation     -0.146 

Constant -1.775* -0.212 2.389** -0.395 -1.480*** 

Observations 29,798 39,183 37,015 33,896 27,533 

Number of countries 13 13 14 14 14 
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 Column 14 15 16 17 18 

Male 0.360*** 0.442*** 0.443*** 0.451*** 0.462*** 

Age -0.012*** -0.014*** -0.013*** -0.016*** -0.015*** 

Years education -0.058*** -0.054*** -0.053*** -0.055*** -0.055*** 

Low income 0.140** 0.102** 0.118*** 0.097** 0.106** 

Source of income (ref: wages)      

Self-employed -0.205** 0.012 0.015 0.035 0.047 

Receiving pension benefits -0.144** 0.033 0.029 0.056 0.059 

Receiving unemployment benefits 0.175 0.301** 0.309** 0.206 0.192 

Receiving other social benefits 0.076 0.045 0.055 -0.012 -0.026 

Source of income is investments 0.006 0.333 0.337 0.593** 0.600** 

Source of income is other sources -0.584** -0.658*** -0.630** -0.532** -0.537** 

Occupation (ref: managers)      

Professionals  -0.496*** -0.457*** -0.451*** -0.456*** -0.440*** 

Technicians 0.140 0.137* 0.143* 0.124 0.137 

Clerks 0.272** 0.290*** 0.291*** 0.265*** 0.265*** 

Service 0.499*** 0.533*** 0.536*** 0.525*** 0.543*** 

Agriculture 0.163 0.248** 0.253** 0.270** 0.277** 

Craft 0.804*** 0.669*** 0.670*** 0.621*** 0.621*** 

Operators 0.644*** 0.702*** 0.707*** 0.720*** 0.731*** 

Elementary 0.577*** 0.600*** 0.599*** 0.634*** 0.641*** 

Bottom three income deciles 0.186***     
Minimum wage level -3.683**     
Bottom three income deciles*Minimum wage level -0.275     
Children at home  0.112 0.156   
Spending on family policies  -1.052***    
Children at home*Spending on family policies  -0.159    
Spending on family policies weighted by share of respondents with children   -8.660   
Children at home*Spending on family policies weighted by share of respondents with children   -7.164*   
Disabled    0.679 0.790* 

Sickness benefits replacement rate    -3.815***  
Disabled*Sickness benefits replacement rate    -0.398  
Sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate     -2.745*** 

Disabled*Sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate     -0.529 

Constant -1.139** -1.297** -2.066*** 0.516 -0.584 

Observations 27,533 47,125 47,125 39,833 39,109 

Number of countries 14 14 14 14 14 

Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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A4. Interaction effects - plots 
 

A4.1. Effect of being currently unemployed mediated by unemployment benefit 

replacement rate indicator 1 (left hand side) or unemployment benefit replacement 

rate indicator 1 multiplied by coverage rate (right hand side) in full sample 
 

Figure A4.1.1. Predicted probability of voting for far 

right and unemployment benefits 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-

axis) and unemployed (dotted line) versus employed 

(full line) 

 

Figure A4.1.2. Predicted probability of voting for far 

right and weighted unemployment benefits 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate 

weighted by coverage of scheme (x-axis) and 

unemployed (dotted line) versus employed (full line) 

 

Figure A4.1.3. Average marginal effect of being 

unemployed on voting for far right and 

unemployment benefits 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-

axis) and 90% confidence interval 

Figure A4.1.4. Average marginal effect of being 

unemployed on voting for far right and weighted 

unemployment benefits 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate 

weighted by coverage of scheme  (x-axis) and 90% 

confidence interval 
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A4.2. Effect of being currently unemployed mediated by unemployment benefit 

replacement rate (left hand side) or unemployment benefit replacement rate multiplied 

by coverage rate (right hand side) in restricted sample with concerns about 

immigration 
 

Figure A4.2.1. Predicted probability of voting for far 

right and unemployment benefits 

 

Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-

axis) and unemployed (dotted line) versus employed 

(full line) 

 

Figure A4.2.2. Predicted probability of voting for far 

right and weighted unemployment benefits 

 

Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate 

weighted by coverage of scheme (x-axis) and 

unemployed (dotted line) versus employed (full line) 

 

Figure A4.2.3. Average marginal effect of being 

unemployed on voting for far right and 

unemployment benefits 

 

Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-

axis) and 90% confidence interval 

Figure A4.2.4. Average marginal effect of being 

unemployed on voting for far right and weighted 

unemployment benefits 

 

Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate 

weighted by coverage of scheme  (x-axis) and 90% 

confidence interval 
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A4.3. Effect of having been unemployed for more than 3 months in the past, mediated 

by unemployment benefit replacement rate (left hand side) or unemployment benefit 

replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate (right hand side) in full sample 
 

Figure A4.3.1. Predicted probability of voting for far 

right and unemployment benefits 

 

Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-

axis) and unemployed for more than 3 months 

(dotted line) versus not ever unemployed for more 

than 3 months (full line) 

 

Figure A4.3.2. Predicted probability of voting for far 

right and weighted unemployment benefits 

 

Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate 

weighted by coverage rate (x-axis) and unemployed 

for more than 3 months (dotted line) versus not ever 

unemployed for more than 3 months (full line) 

Figure A4.3.3. Average marginal effect of ever being 

unemployed for more than 3 months on voting for far 

right and unemployment benefits 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-

axis) and 90% confidence interval 

Figure A4.3.4. Average marginal effect of ever being 

unemployed for more than 3 months on voting for far 

right and weighted unemployment benefits 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate 

weighted by coverage of scheme  (x-axis) and 90% 

confidence interval 
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A4.4. Effect of having been unemployed for more than 3 months in the past, mediated 

by unemployment benefit replacement rate in restricted sample without immigration 

concerns 
 

Figure A4.4.1. Predicted probability of voting for far 

right and unemployment benefits 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-

axis) and unemployed for more than 3 months 

(dotted line) versus not ever unemployed for more 

than 3 months (full line) 

 
Figure A4.4.2. Average marginal effect of ever being 

unemployed for more than 3 months on voting for 

far right and unemployment benefits 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-

axis) and 90% confidence interval 
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A4.5. Effect of having been unemployed for more than three months in the past, 

mediated by unemployment benefit replacement rate (left hand side) or unemployment 

benefit replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate (right hand side) in restricted 

sample of individuals with immigration concerns 
 

Figure A4.5.1. Predicted probability of voting for far 

right and unemployment benefits 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-

axis) and unemployed for more than 3 months (dotted 

line) versus not ever unemployed for more than 3 

months (full line) 

 

Figure A4.5.2. Predicted probability of voting for far 

right and weighted unemployment benefits 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate 

weighted by coverage rate (x-axis) and unemployed 

for more than 3 months (dotted line) versus not ever 

unemployed for more than 3 months (full line) 

 
Figure A4.5.3. Average marginal effect of ever being 

unemployed for more than 3 months on voting for far 

right and unemployment benefits 

 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate (x-

axis) and 90% confidence interval 

Figure A4.5.4. Average marginal effect of ever being 

unemployed for more than 3 months on voting for far 

right and weighted unemployment benefits 

 
Note: Unemployment benefit replacement rate 

weighted by coverage rate (x-axis) and 90% 

confidence interval 
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A4.6. Effect of being retired mediated by standard pension benefit replacement rate in 

full sample  
 

Figure A4.6.1. Predicted probability of voting for far right and 

pension benefits 

 
Note: Pension benefit replacement rate (x-axis) and retired 

(dotted line) versus non-retired (full line) 

 
Figure A4.6.2. Average marginal effect of being retired on voting 

for far right and pension benefits 

 
Note: Pension benefit replacement rate (x-axis) and 90% 

confidence interval 
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A4.7. Effect of being retired mediated by standard pension benefit replacement rate in 

restricted sample without Scandinavian countries 
 

Figure A4.7.1. Average marginal effect of being retired on voting for far 

right and pension benefit replacement rate 

 
Note: Pension benefit replacement rate (x-axis) and 90% confidence 

interval 
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A4.8. Effect of being on a low income mediated by level of minimum wage (left hand 

side) or presence of national minimum wage regulation (right hand side) in full 

sample 
 

Figure A4.8.1. Predicted probability of voting for far 

right and level of minimum wage 

 
Note: Minimum wage level (x-axis) and low income 

(dotted line) versus non-low income worker (full 

line) 

 

Figure A4.8.2. Predicted probability of voting for far 

right and presence of minimum wage regulations 

 
Note: Presence of minimum wage regulations (x-

axis) and low income (dotted line) versus non-low 

income worker (full line) 

 
Figure A4.8.3. Average marginal effect of being on a 

low income on voting for far right and level of 

minimum wage 

 
Note: Minimum wage level (x-axis) and 90% 

confidence interval 

 

Figure A4.8.4. Average marginal effect of being on a 

low income on voting for far right and presence of 

minimum wage regulations 

 
Note: Presence of minimum wage regulations (x-

axis) and 90% confidence interval 
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A4.9. Effect of being on a low income mediated by level of minimum wage (left hand 

side) or presence of national minimum wage regulation (right hand side) in non-

Scandinavian restricted sample 
 

Figure A4.9.1. Average marginal effect of being on a 

low income on voting for far right and level of 

minimum wage 

 
Note: Minimum wage level (x-axis) and 90% 

confidence interval 

 

Figure A4.9.2. Average marginal effect of being on a 

low income on voting for far right and presence of 

minimum wage regulations 

 
Note: Presence of minimum wage regulations (x-

axis) and 90% confidence interval 
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A4.10. Effect of being on a low income mediated by level of minimum wage (left 

hand side) or presence of national minimum wage regulation (right hand side) in 

restricted sample of individuals with concerns about immigration 
 

Figure A4.10.1. Predicted probability of voting for 

far right and level of minimum wage 

 
Note: Minimum wage level (x-axis) and low income 

(dotted line) versus non-low income worker (full 

line) 

 

Figure A4.10.2. Predicted probability of voting for 

far right and presence of minimum wage regulations 

 
Note: Presence of minimum wage regulations (x-axis) 

and low income (dotted line) versus non-low income 

worker (full line) 

 
Figure A4.10.3. Average marginal effect of being on 

a low income on voting for far right and level of 

minimum wage 

 
Note: Minimum wage level (x-axis) and 90% 

confidence interval 

 

Figure A4.10.4. Average marginal effect of being on 

a low income on voting for far right and presence of 

minimum wage regulations 

 
Note: Presence of minimum wage regulations (x-axis) 

and 90% confidence interval 
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A4.11. Effect of being disabled mediated by level of sickness replacement rate (left 

hand side) or sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate (right hand side) 

in full sample 
 

Figure A4.11.1. Predicted probability of voting for 

far right and sickness benefits replacement rate 

 

 
Note: Sickness benefit replacement rate (x-axis) and 

sick/disabled (dotted line) versus not sick/disabled 

(full line) 

 

Figure A4.11.2. Predicted probability of voting for 

far right and sickness benefits replacement rate 

weighted by coverage rate 

 
Note: Sickness benefit replacement rate weighted by 

coverage rate (x-axis) and sick/disabled (dotted line) 

versus not sick/disabled (full line) 

 
Figure A4.11.3. Average marginal effect of being 

sick/disabled on voting for far right and sickness 

benefits replacement rate 

 
Note: Sickness benefit replacement rate (x-axis) and 

90% confidence interval 

Figure A4.11.4. Average marginal effect of being 

sick/disabled on voting for far right and sickness 

benefits replacement rate weighted by coverage rate 

 
Note: Sickness benefit replacement rate weighted by 

coverage rate (x-axis) and 90% confidence interval 
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A4.12. Effect of being disabled mediated by level of sickness replacement rate (left 

hand side) or sickness replacement rate multiplied by coverage rate (right hand side) 

in restricted sample of individuals immigration concerns 
 

Figure A4.12.1. Predicted probability of voting for 

far right and sickness benefits replacement rate 

 

 
Note: Sickness benefit replacement rate (x-axis) and 

sick/disabled (dotted line) versus not sick/disabled 

(full line) 

 

Figure A4.12.2. Predicted probability of voting for 

far right and sickness benefits replacement rate 

weighted by coverage rate 

 
Note: Sickness benefit replacement rate weighted by 

coverage rate (x-axis) and sick/disabled (dotted line) 

versus not sick/disabled (full line) 

 
Figure A4.12.3. Average marginal effect of being 

sick/disabled on voting for far right and sickness 

benefits replacement rate 

 
Note: Sickness benefit replacement rate (x-axis) and 

90% confidence interval 

Figure A4.12.4. Average marginal effect of being 

sick/disabled on voting for far right and sickness 

benefits replacement rate weighted by coverage rate 

 
Note: Sickness benefit replacement rate weighted by 

coverage rate (x-axis) and 90% confidence interval 
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A4.13. Effect of having children at home mediated by spending on families (left hand 

side) or spending on families weighted by share of respondents with children (right 

hand side) in full sample 
 

Figure A4.13.1. Predicted probability of voting for 

far right and spending on family benefits  

 

 
Note: Spending on family benefits (x-axis) and 

individuals with children (dotted line) versus not 

with children (full line) 

 

Figure A4.13.2. Predicted probability of voting for 

far right and weighted spending on weighted family 

benefits  

 
Note: Spending on family benefits weighted (x-axis) 

and individuals with children (dotted line) versus not 

with children (full line) 

 

Figure A4.13.3. Average marginal effect of an 

individual with children on voting for far right and 

spending on family benefits 

 
Note: Spending on family benefits (x-axis) and 90% 

confidence interval 

Figure A4.13.4. Average marginal effect of an 

individual with children on voting for far right and 

spending on weighted family benefits 

 
Note: Spending on weighted family benefits (x-axis) 

and 90% confidence interval 

 

 

 


