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11. What explains the popular support for 
basic income?
Miska Simanainen and Olli Kangas

INTRODUCTION

There is growing interest in understanding the popular support for basic 
income in Finland and globally. On the one hand, researchers have tried to 
evaluate the level of support in different countries, and, on the other hand, to 
explain the variation of support within populations. In addition to scientific 
curiosity, there are practical reasons for surveying population support. These 
reasons are closely linked to politics and policymaking: for example, political 
parties aim to understand the opinions of the electorate to frame their political 
agenda in a way that resonates with opinions among their possible voters and 
maximises their political support in elections.

During the last two decades, support for basic income has been stable in 
Finland. Surveys carried out before the Finnish basic income experiment 
showed that about 60 to 70 percent of Finns were in favour of universal basic 
income (Airio et al., 2016; Andersson and Kangas, 2005). However, recent 
studies on popular support have provided highly divergent results. Differences 
in the results of separate surveys are likely related to differences in the defini-
tions of basic income given in the questionnaires. Previous research has shown 
that there tends to be a substantial framing effect on the level of support for 
policy issues (Rasinski, 1989). Moreover, such general questions as ‘Are you 
in favour of or against basic income?’ and ‘Is basic income good or bad?’ tend 
to produce much higher support levels than more specific questions that aim 
to explain the content of the basic income model (Pulkka, 2018). One obvious 
feature of general survey questions on basic income is that they do not give 
any indication to the respondent about the possible costs of implementing basic 
income. In some Finnish surveys, the respondents were given more detailed 
information about the costs and tax levels needed to finance the benefit. Such 
more-detailed information decreased the support levels to lower than 30 
percent (Airio et al., 2016).
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As regard public support for basic income, Finland is ranked in a middle 
position internationally. The 2016 wave of the European Social Survey (ESS) 
included a question about basic income. The scheme was described as a uni-
versal transfer that everyone receives from the state, regardless of any other 
sources of income. In the ESS survey, basic income was described as covering 
essential living costs and replacing many other social benefits. Meanwhile, 
the strongest support for basic income was found in Russia (73 percent) and 
Israel (65 percent), and the weakest support was found in Sweden, Switzerland 
and Norway (37, 35 and 34 percent, respectively). In Finland, 65 percent 
of the population supported the basic income model as worded in the ESS 
(Fitzgerald, 2017).

In their comparative study, Roosma and van Oorschot (2020) found that, in 
Europe, basic income is supported in countries with low levels of social spend-
ing and high levels of material deprivation. Parolin and Sjöland (2020) showed 
that in countries with high union density, support for basic income is lower 
than in countries with lower unionisation rates. Given these findings, Finland 
appears to be an interesting case: its social spending is one of the highest in the 
world, material and social deprivation among the lowest, the welfare state is 
rather generous, and the unionisation rate is the highest in Europe. However, 
support for basic income in Finland seems to be much higher than in many 
other countries. 

In this chapter, we are interested in the underlying reasons for the support for 
basic income, that is, why some people are more inclined to favour and others 
to oppose universal and unconditional income transfers. In previous studies 
on the support for basic income, socio-economic and demographic factors, 
such as gender, age, education and income, and political affiliation have 
been shown to be important explanatory variables (Andersson and Kangas, 
2004, 2005; Pulkka, 2018; Roosma and van Oorschot, 2020; Simanainen 
and Kangas, 2020). In our subsequent inspections, we extend the analysis by 
studying other potential determinants of basic income support. These include 
(1) income inadequacy and insecure employment relations, and (2) perceptions 
of the causes of social problems and specific opinions about basic income. We 
explore the above-mentioned potential explanatory factors by utilising survey 
data from two opinion surveys conducted after the Finnish experiment. 

The study sheds light on the role of material conditions (income and 
employment) and attitudinal aspects in explaining basic income support within 
the Finnish population.

The rest of the chapter proceeds as follows. First, we present the theoretical 
motivation for our research questions and the survey data used in the empirical 
analyses. The empirical sections focus on different potential explanations for 
popular support. 
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We analyse how income inadequacy and insecure employment relations are 
associated with the likelihood of supporting basic income. Then, we analyse 
how perceptions of ‘deservingness’ (whether individuals’ social problems 
are the result of their own actions or rather of social structures) are linked to 
the popular support of basic income. Thereafter, we focus on the association 
between basic income support and specific opinions on the characteristics of 
basic income. In the final section, we summarise our findings and discuss their 
societal relevance. 

THEORETHICAL FRAMEWORK, OBJECTIVES AND 
METHODS

Income Inadequacy and Insecure Employment 

There are many doomsday prophesies that robots will take over human labour 
and that there will be massive disappearance of paid (human) work in the future 
(Frey and Osborne, 2017). The development of the digital mode of production 
has been seen to lead to mass unemployment. While the prophesies about 
the end of work may be too premature, the new digital economy will likely 
change the characteristics of employment in the future; for example, it has 
been calculated that one-third of the traditional jobs in Finland could disappear 
and be replaced by new types of employment (Pajarinen and Rouvinen, 2014). 
In other countries, this process may be even faster. Technological change 
may also lead to polarisation in labour markets: employment bifurcates into 
the expansion of low-paid and precarious employment on the one hand and 
high-skilled employment with secure positions on the other hand. Moreover, 
the share of middle-skilled routine jobs may diminish (for example, Frey and 
Osborne, 2017; Goos et al., 2010). 

In his Global Labour Flexibility, Guy Standing (1999) analyses major trends 
in labour markets and concludes that flexibility means increasing insecurity 
that gradually threatens the sustainability of the entire production system. 
Standing (2011, 2016) further develops the idea of the ‘precariat’ as a danger-
ous class whose problems must be solved. There are two aspects to the problem 
of the precariat: the first pertains to the unsecure position between employment 
and under-employment, and the second to inadequate income protection that 
the class faces. Due to these problems, people in the precariat are volatile, may 
create instability in the society, and may become frustrated and easy prey for 
populist and extreme social and political movements, argues Standing. Thus, 
in a Polanyian sense (Polanyi, 2001 [1944]), a new social policy system is 
functionally needed to fix the problems of capitalism and prevent the economic 
system from destroying itself. The advocates of basic income see basic income 
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as the new social policy system answering the problems created by technolog-
ical change (Standing, 2016; see also Bregman, 2017).

Attitudes and opinions in general and attitudes toward the welfare state 
in particular are sensitive to individuals’ positions in the social stratification 
system (Larsen, 2006; Roosma and van Oorschot, 2020; Svallfors, 2012). 
In this study, we hypothesise that those in insecure labour market positions 
are more likely to support universal basic income than those coping better or 
having more secure labour contracts. In the following empirical section, we 
aim to shed light on the potential association between insecure employment 
and popular support for basic income. In particular, we analyse whether there 
are any systematic differences in the opinions of those who have permanent 
jobs versus fixed-term employment contracts, and of those who are working 
full-time or part-time, or who have only zero-hour contracts. Furthermore, 
we analyse how people’s perceptions of income adequacy are associated with 
their opinions on basic income. 

Values, Attitudes and Item-specific Opinions

Values define what is good and bad in our society (Rokeach, 1973). There 
is a correspondence between values and attitudes, and in the transition from 
value preferences to various issue attitudes (Jacoby, 2006). However, purely 
based on individuals’ value structures, we cannot say much about individu-
als’ attitudes and opinions on more specific social questions (Zaller, 1992). 
Individuals can share the same values (such as freedom and happiness) but 
their opinions on practical social and political issues and, hence, on wished-for 
policy options may be very different. Therefore, we have to narrow our scope 
and step down from values to focus on attitudes on social matters and to more 
specific issue opinions. 

Attitudes and opinions are more volatile and less stable over time than 
values, and they may change when new information and experiences are 
received. Attitudes are states of mind representing individuals’ propensity to 
respond in a certain way to a given stimulus (for example in opinion surveys), 
whereas issue opinions are more specific, bound to a specific and more 
detailed question.

In our analyses, we assume that attitudes pertain to a more generic way of 
thinking about the reasons for becoming a welfare recipient. Van Oorschot 
and Halman (2000) distinguish between two general explanations or popular 
perceptions of why some individuals have fallen into poverty, whereas others 
have not (see also van Oorschot, 2000; Andersson and Kangas, 2004, 2005; 
Niemelä, 2008; van Oorschot et al., 2017). According to the first brand of 
explanations, ‘individual blame’, people face problems because they lack 
will-power. Oftentimes, also the welfare state is blamed: it is seen to create 
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overly strong incentives for people not to take care of themselves, and as 
seducing people into idleness (for example, Murray, 1984). 

The second category of explanations, ‘social blame’, pertains to a number 
of social injustices and social problems created by societal structures and 
changes. According to this line of thinking, the existing measures that the 
welfare state offers are not strong enough to help the poor out of poverty. 

There is an abundance of more specific arguments presented in favour of 
and against basic income. The proponents of basic income regard it as a source 
of emancipation and real freedom (Van Parijs, 1995; Standing, 2017; Van 
Parijs and Vanderborght, 2017), solutions to various problems of precarious 
employment (Standing, 1999, 2011), and as a way to diminish bureaucracy 
and simplify the overly complicated and non-transparent ‘jungle’ of social 
benefits. Communitarians support basic income because they see that it would 
enhance voluntary work, facilitate activities in the third sector, and fortify 
their responsibilities toward fellow citizens (Etzioni and Platt, 2008). On the 
other side of the demarcation line, opponents are afraid of detrimental labour 
market effects – basic income would decrease labour supply (for a discussion, 
see Knotz, 2019). Moreover, there are arguments that the one-size-fits-all 
approach is not a good strategy: basic income does not take into consideration 
individual circumstances and therefore, on top of basic income, myriad other 
benefits and services would still be needed. Otherwise, those in the weakest 
positions would be left without adequate support. At the end of the day, basic 
income would not reduce bureaucracy; on the contrary, bureaucracy would 
increase (see, for example, De Wispelaere and Stirton, 2013). 

Based on the aforementioned ways of reasoning about the characteristics 
of basic income, we develop a battery of item-specific questions to look into 
popular perceptions on the potential consequences of introducing a basic 
income (see Table 11A.1 in Appendix). In this study, we hypothesise that the 
two attitudinal dimensions, that is, individual and social blame, are systemat-
ically related to more detailed and item-specific opinions about basic income 
and, more importantly, to the popular support for introducing basic income in 
Finland. 

Data and Methods

To find evidence on the research questions presented in the previous section, 
we utilise data from two survey studies. First, the subsection on income 
inadequacy and insecure employment draws on data from a population survey 
carried out via telephone from February–March 2020. The survey contains 
responses from 2500 respondents. The data sample is weighted by age, gender, 
and place of residence to represent the total Finnish population. Second, data 
on attitudes and item-specific opinions are from a thematic opinion survey 
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conducted in the same period. The data include responses from a survey 
sample of 1002 respondents and represent the mainland Finnish population. 

For descriptive analyses, we present cross-tabulations of the distribution 
of opinions for different survey questions. To study the associations between 
the variables, we utilise regression analysis. In the analyses, we control for 
the known demographic and socio-economic determinants of the variables 
and present the results only for our variables of focus. To squeeze the number 
of variables included in the analyses, we rely on factor analysis to determine 
whether it is meaningful to construct additive summative variables out of 
several survey questions. The validity of the additive summary variables is 
evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha.

EXPLAINING THE SUPPORT FOR BASIC INCOME IN 
FINLAND: EMPIRICAL EXPLORATIONS

Income Inadequacy and Insecure Employment

A population survey conducted in early 2020 as part of the evaluation project 
of the Finnish basic income experiment explored the association between 
experienced income inadequacy and insecure employment relations and the 
support for basic income in Finland. According to the study, at the population 
level, the experience of inadequate household income was associated with 
support for basic income: the more difficult the respondent’s perceived finan-
cial position was, the more likely he or she was to support the introduction of 
a basic income. About 43 percent of the respondents who indicated that they 
had no difficulties meeting their needs supported basic income. On the other 
hand, about 54 percent of those who had some difficulties in meeting their 
needs with household income, and about 74 percent of those who had major 
difficulties, reported supporting basic income (Simanainen and Kangas, 2020). 

Among those who were employed, the type of employment contract was 
associated with attitudes toward basic income as well. Both part-time and 
fixed-term work contracts increased the probability of supporting basic 
income. About 44 percent of people with full-time and permanent work con-
tracts supported the idea of introducing basic income in Finland. For those 
with a permanent but part-time contract, the share was 53 percent. Meanwhile, 
58 percent of those with a fixed full-time contract supported basic income. 
Finally, the support rate for basic income was as high as 71 percent in the 
group with a fixed part-time contract (Simanainen and Kangas, 2020). 

Table 11.1 presents a regression analysis of the association between income 
inadequacy and type of employment and the support for basic income with 
controls for gender, age, municipality group, labour market position, educa-
tion, income and household type. We find statistically significant estimates 
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Table 11.1 Regression analysis results on the determinants of support 
for basic income in Finland 2020: income inadequacy and 
insecure employment

Coefficient p-value adj. R2 N

Type of employment (model 1) 0.04 1355

    Full-time, permanent (reference) – –

    Full-time, fixed-term 0.23 0.07

    Part-time, permanent 0.09 0.54

    Part-time, fixed-term 0.50 0.01

    Zero-hour contract 0.34 0.27

Inadequate income (model 2) 0.24 0.01 0.06 2360

Notes: In Model 1, explanatory variables include type of employment, income inadequacy, 
gender, age, municipality group, education, income and household size. Model 2 includes 
income inadequacy, gender, age, municipality group, labour market status, education, income 
and household size. The dependent variable is measured with the following survey question: 
‘What do you think about the following statement? A basic income should be introduced as 
a permanent part of the social security system in Finland: strongly agree (5), somewhat agree 
(4), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat disagree (2), strongly disagree (1) and cannot say 
(excluded from the analysis)’. Income inadequacy is measured with: ‘Which of the following 
best describes your household income at present? We live comfortably on our current income or 
we are doing OK (0), we have difficulties or we are barely getting by (1), not sure (excluded)’.

Experimenting with unconditional basic income140

for the association between income inadequacy and type of employment 
(fixed-term and part-time contracts) and support for basic income. Moreover, 
having a fixed contract is a stronger determinant of support than working 
part-time. With additional control variables included, the explanatory power 
of the models is about 5 percent. The relatively low explanatory power of 
the model motivates us to explore other potential explanatory factors for the 
support of basic income in the population. 

Deservingness: Individual or Social Blame?

General opinions on the reasons why people have social and financial problems 
and need support from the welfare state are strongly related to more specific 
opinions on the welfare state, its characteristics, scope, size, and legitimacy. In 
Table 11.2, we present the six questions used in the opinion survey to measure 
respondents’ views on the causes of unemployment: whether they are related 
to individual factors (own fault), or to various societal problems and structural 
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Table 11.2 Perceived causes for unemployment and poverty among the 
Finns in 2020

Causes of unemployment Causes of poverty

1. Own 
fault 
(%)

2. Societal 
problems 

(%)

3. Structural 
change (%)

4. People do 
not try hard 
enough (%)

5. Inadequate 
basic security 

(%)

6. It is too easy 
to live on social 

benefits (%)

Fully 
disagree

45.7 6.2 5.0 33.0 12.4 16.2

Partially 
disagree

36.9 26.7 18.1 37.0 37.2 25.0

Partially 
agree

13.5 49.8 56.5 22.4 33.6 35.0

Fully 
agree

2.5 11.2 13.0 4.6 11.3 20.6

Do not 
know

1.4 6.1 7.0 3.0 5.5 3.2
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changes in the society. Similarly, the respondents could express their opinions 
about why people are poor and if it is too easy to obtain social benefits. 

A majority of the respondents considered unemployment and poverty to be 
caused by factors beyond individuals’ own control, whereas about half of the 
respondents considered that social benefits in Finland are too lucrative and too 
easy to live on. To determine the extent to which responses to these questions 
possibly cluster into social blame and individual blame dimensions, we ran 
a factor analysis. The answers loaded on two distinct factors, and the loadings 
were strong and clear. On the one hand, questions 2, 3 and 5 formed their own 
‘social blame’ component and questions 1, 4 and 6 clustered on the ‘individual 
blame’ attitudinal dimension. Based on these results, we formed two additive 
variables that were used in the regression models presented in Table 11.3. 
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.628 for social blame and 0.679 for individual blame. 

According to the analysis, gender is not significantly related to individual or 
social blame. Whereas age increases the propensity to emphasise social expla-
nations, age is not significantly associated with individual blame. Although 
education and income are strongly correlated, the association between educa-
tion and income vis-à-vis social blame and individual blame moves in different 
directions. While higher levels of education are positively associated with 
social blame and negatively associated with individual blame, the opposite is 
true for income. A closer analysis shows an interesting interaction: those with 
high educational attainments but low income tend to blame societal factors, 
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whereas high-income earners with low educational achievements are more 
prone to blame individuals.

Both dimensions are correlated with political affiliations. If we use the 
voters for the National Coalition Party (the Conservatives) as a reference 
point, voters for all other parties – with the exception of the Centre Party 
– are significantly more against blaming the individual when background 
variables are controlled for. As far as social blame is concerned, only 
voters for the Social Democrats, the Left Alliance, and the Greens signif-
icantly deviate from the voters for the National Coalition.

Attitudes on Deservingness, Item-specific Opinions, and Support for 
Basic Income

The respondents could respond separately to each item-specific ques-
tion about the anticipated consequences of introducing basic income in 
Finland. The response scale ranged from 0 (totally disagree) to 10 (totally 
agree). The means for each question are presented in the appendix (Table 
11A.1). In the positive attributes, the means varied from a low of 5.71 for 
‘Social spending would decrease’ to a high of 6.84 for ‘Social security 
for short-term employees and the self-employed would improve’. In the 
negative item-specific opinions, the lowest mean 5.04 was for ‘Because 
of duplicate benefits paid, the social security system would become more 
complicated’ (mean = 5.04) and the highest one for ‘Responsibilities 
between individuals and the state would become blurred’ (mean = 5.53). 
The means of the responses show that the positive aspects have a slightly 
stronger acceptance than the negative ones. The Finns seem to have at 
least a lukewarm positive perception to the specific outcomes of basic 
income.

As in the case of the attitudinal dimensions of deservingness, we ran 
factor analysis to reduce the number of variables. The item-specific ques-
tions were loaded into two factors. Based on these results, we formed two 
additive variables with high consistency. Cronbach’s alpha for the posi-
tive dimension was as high as 0.899 and for the negative dimension it was 
0.857. Thereafter, we ran regressions to study the connections between 
demographic background variables and political affiliations, and positive 
and negative item-specific opinions on basic income. 

Regarding positive opinions, income had a negative and significant 
regression coefficient. Those in higher income groups were sceptical 
about the beneficial aspects of basic income. Gender, age, and education 
were not significant. In comparison with the voters for the Conservatives, 
voters for the Greens, the Left Alliance, and Social Democrats had signif-
icantly more positive views, whereas the Centre Party and the Finns Party 
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Table 11.3 Regression analysis results on the determinants of support 
for basic income in Finland 2020: deservingness and 
opinions on the characteristics of basic income, coefficients 
and p-values

Model M1 M2 M3 M4 M5

Social blame 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.06

(<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001)

Individual blame –0.10 –0.07 –0.07 –0.06

(<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001)

Positive opinions 0.21 0.19 0.18 0.17

(<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001)

Negative opinions –0.04 –0.02 –0.04 –0.03

(<0.001) (0.216) (0.007) (0.047)

Party affiliation

  Conservatives (reference)

  Finns Party 0.18

(0.083)

  Centre 0.17

(0.173)

  Greens 0.41

(<0.001)

  SDP 0.15

(0.172)

  Left Alliance 0.32

(0.019)

Adj. R2 0.08 0.18 0.23 0.30 0.31

Notes: Model 1 considers only social blame and individual blame; Model 2 considers only 
positive and negative attributes of basic income; Model 3 = Model 1 + Model 2; Model 4 = 
Model 3 and age, gender, income and education controlled for; and Model 5 = Model 4 and 
political affiliation. The dependent variable is measured with the following survey question: 
‘What do you think about the following statement? A basic income should be introduced as 
a permanent part of the social security system in Finland: strongly agree (5), somewhat agree 
(4), neither agree nor disagree (3), somewhat disagree (2), strongly disagree (1) and cannot say 
(excluded from the analysis)’.
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voters did not deviate from the Conservatives. With regard to negative 
attributes, age and gender were significantly associated with critical opin-
ions. Criticism increased when moving from younger to older age groups 
and from women to men. Education significantly decreases negative 
opinions, such as voting for the Left Alliance, Social Democrats, Centre 
or the Greens.

Table 11.3 gives a numeric summation of the discussion presented 
above. Attitudinal dimensions have a highly significant association with 
support for basic income, and the association remains significant, even 
when the two variables pertaining to item-specific opinions (Model 3) and 
political affiliations are added to the model and demographic background 
variables are controlled for (Model 5). Positive item-specific opinions are 
highly significantly linked to support for basic income in all the models, 
whereas negative perceptions have weaker connections and their coeffi-
cients sometimes lose significance. Of the political affiliations depicted in 
Model 5, only voting for the Greens and the Left Alliance is a significant 
determinant of a positive basic income opinion. 

The first, attitudinal model explains 8 percent of the variation (Adj. 
R2) in the support for basic income. The second model, with specific 
characteristics of basic income as independent variables, performs better 
and increases the variance explained to 18 percent. If we combine both 
the attitudinal and item-specific variables, as in Model 3, the R2-values 
increase further. However, introducing demographic controls (Model 4) 
or political affiliations of the respondents (Model 5) did not substantially 
increase the variance explained. 

Based on this study, we cannot establish whether values, attitudes, 
and opinions come first followed by party affiliation, whether it is vice 
versa, or whether they are formed simultaneously. The cross-sectional and 
one-dimensional analysis carried out above cannot reveal all the multidi-
mensional interactions between various demographic, socio-economic, 
and other background variables, attitudes, item-specific opinions of basic 
income, and political affiliations. In the concluding section, we attempt 
to provide a heuristic description of the possible multidimensional rela-
tionships of different factors behind the popular support for basic income.
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CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter focused on different factors explaining the support for basic 
income in Finland. We used data from two opinion surveys to explore the 
potential determinants of popular support. 

We first analysed how income inadequacy and insecure employment 
relations are associated with the likelihood of supporting or opposing basic 
income. Our analyses showed that fixed-term full- and part-timers are 
more likely to support basic income than are those who have full-time and 
permanent contracts or part-timers with permanent jobs. This result fits our 
expectations: own experience of insecurity in the labour market is likely 
to affect how people view the desirability of basic income. According to 
the results, inadequate income increases the probability of supporting basic 
income.

Opinions on policy issues are also based on individuals’ value pref-
erences, which, in turn, are related in a number of ways to how people 
perceive societal problems. Previous studies show that support for social 
policy is strongly linked to the so-called ‘deservingness’ principle, that 
is, who should get what and on what grounds (van Oorschot et al., 2017). 
In the second part of our study, we focus on this value-based attitudinal 
dimension. Individual blame, pertaining to the view that social problems 
and welfare needs are a result of individuals’ own actions. Social blame, 
meanwhile, refers to the societal roots of individual problems. These two 
dimensions appear to have significant ramifications for the support for 
basic income. Those who emphasise individual reasons tend to be scepti-
cal of unconditional transfers, whereas the opposite is true for those who 
emphasise social blame: they tend to support basic income. The two dimen-
sions of deservingness are also strongly linked to an individual’s political 
affiliation. Voters for left-wing parties and the Greens are more inclined 
to emphasise the social blame paradigm than are voters for other parties.

From the analyses of deservingness, we then moved to more specific 
questions on the possible outcomes of introducing a basic income scheme. 
Not surprisingly, proponents regard basic income as a solution to many 
problems of the present social security system and the world’s societies, 
while opponents of basic income emphasise its possible detrimental behav-
ioural effects. Similar to deservingness, these item-specific dimensions are 
important determinants of the support for basic income.

If we then compare the relative significance of various background 
factors, our tentative conclusion is that, on the one hand, socio-economic 
characteristics and labour market statuses of respondents are important 
explanatory factors for basic income, but on the other hand, attitudinal 
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Figure 11.1 Summary of the relationships between demographic 
properties and labour market positions, political affiliations, 
views about deservingness, item-specific opinions concerning 
basic income, and support for basic income
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dimensions in general and deservingness criteria in particular are even 
more relevant.

Figure 11.1 summarises our previously presented analyses. The thickness 
of an arrow indicates the strength of the relationship between the study 
variables. Demographic factors and socio-economic status are linked to 
party preferences. Those with higher positions in the social hierarchy tend 
to vote for right-wing parties, adhere to individual blame explanations, and 
have negative views of the possible outcomes of basic income. Those on 
the lower ladder of the social hierarchy and uncertain labour market posi-
tions are more likely to emphasise societal reasons for individuals’ prob-
lems and evaluate basic income in positive terms. As indicated by thicker 
arrows, the attitudinal dimensions are strongly associated with the likeli-
hood of support for basic income. Double-headed thick arrows describe the 
dialectic interaction between values, attitudes, and item-specific opinions. 
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To more reliably study these linkages and even establish causality between 
the variables, we would need longitudinal data. Collecting such data is 
a task for future studies.
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APPENDIX

Table 11A.1 Means for item-specific question on the characteristics of 
basic income (0=fully disagree, 10=fully agree)

Item Mean

If basic income was implemented:  

Bureaucracy in social security would decrease 6.52

Social spending would decrease 5.71

It would be easier to accept short-term and low-paid jobs 6.77

Social security for short-term employees and the self-employed would improve 6.84

Tax avoidance and fraud in social security would decrease 6.13

The unemployed would have better possibilities to participate in society 6.60

Individuals’ freedoms to decide about their own business would increase 6.65

Those most in need would be left without adequate support 5.05

Low-paid ‘slave’ labour would increase 5.27

Idleness and laziness would increase 5.44

Responsibilities between the individual and society would be blurred 5.53

Because of duplicate benefits, the social security system would become more 
complicated

5.04

The ability of the social security system to respond to changes in the labour market 
would diminish

5.23
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