Inter generational Justice Per ceptions and the Role of Welfare Regimes:
A Comparative Analysis of University Students
Abstract

This article studies perceptions of intergeneratiquistice among 2,075
undergraduate university students from eight deames spanning four different
models, or 'worlds," of welfare. We examine twdetént, though interrelated, aspects
of intergenerational justice: (1) whether, and hdifferent welfare regimes structure
young people's perceptions of the justness of pubsources transfers from young to
elderly age-groups and (2) the perceived relatordgrdoutions and rewards of various

age-groups. Thus we inquire about both the perdesugport in principleand about

the perceived justness of actual outcowfagsource transfers between age-groups.

We find that support of transfers from the youndgh® old is higher in social-
democratic and conservative welfare regimes thdibénal and radical regimes.
Support of resource transfers also correlatesipelitwith a ‘'welfare-statist'
ideological frame (the endorsement of egalitaredistribution and broad state
responsibility for welfare provision and the attriion of social inequality to external
causes), and negatively with a 'market-based’ fi@maévidualism, a work ethic, and
internal attribution). Regarding actual outcomés, following ordering of age-groups
obtained regarding perceived contributions to sgcikdults > youth > elderly.
Regarding perceived rewards from society, the raplas: Adults > elderly >=
youth. The one exception in both cases was formgedtidoconservative regime, which
stands out by its straightforward profile: the yganthe age-group, the lower its

perceived rewards, and the higher its perceivetriboions.



Inter generational Justice Per ceptions and the Role of Welfare Regimes:
A Comparative Analysis of University Students

In the past few decades, the political, econome:swtial consequences of ageing
societies have risen to the top of the agenda lafypoommunities and social
scientists alike. Fertility rates have hit post-wavs (Castles, 2003) and elderly
cohorts live longer but do not retire later (Ebliiags, 2006; Kohli, Rein, Guillemard,
& van Gunsteren, 1991). As a result, welfare diances and pay-as-you-go
pension systems have come increasingly under sbath in advanced democracies
(Myles & Pierson, 2001; Scharpf & Schmidt, 2000yl &am emerging democracies
(Vanhuysse, 2006). International institutions sastihe OECD (1996) and the World
Bank (1994) have devoted major policy documentsiaci@asing resource levels to
addressing the perceived old age crisis. In elatterms, the political balance
between different age cohorts has increasinglyeshih favor of the elderly. This has
led many observers to argue that liberal democsaaie increasingly reflecting
distributional conflict between generations in teraf public policy (Lynch, 2001;
Lynch, 2006; Mulligan & Sala-i-Martin, 2003; Vanhage, 2006), but see Esping-
Andersen and Sarasa (2002). In this context a nuofleuthors have studied the
changing political attitudes of working-age cohat&l elderly cohorts (Campbell,
2003; Rhodebeck, 1993; Van Parijs, 1998). Howaweigh less attention has been
given to the views of the age group that will atgyde affected by generational

imbalances for the longest span of time — the young

This article addresses perceptions of intergerraltijustice among the latter
age group. We inquire about the perceptions ofgeteerational justice among 2,075
undergraduate university students from eight deawes spanning four different

regimes, or 'worlds," of welfare provisioiwelfare regimes distribute social and



economic resources between different generatiotsisk categories based on
distinct, if sometimes tacit, principles of fairsemerit, and justice. In so doing,
welfare regimes contribute to shaping or structythre justice perceptions of among
the electorate (Andress & Hein, 2001; Arts & Gadiss2001; 2002; Linos & West,
2003; Svallfors, 1993b; 1997; 2003). Since in ageaiocieties ever more welfare
resources are taken up by programs that predonhyrfambr the elderly (notably
pensions and health care), intergenerational pig@rceptions gain prominence in
political and social debate. While this topic hagib the focus of systematic
philosophical analysis, much less attention has lpéeen to the empirical
examination of perceptions of intergenerationdiges(see for example, Hegtvedt &
Flinn, 2000; Silverstein, Parrott, Angelelli, & Agd2000). Still less attention has
been given to the question of how these perceptiansacross different types of

welfare regimes.

We examine whether, and how, different welfaremeags structure young
people's perceptions of the justness of the allmtatf public resources between
different age-groups and of the relative contritmsi and rewards of various age
groups. In so doing, we address two distinct dinmerssof perceived justice between

generations. First, we inquire about the percegtgaport in principlef resource

transfers between different age-groups, as evidemt surveys questions about the
intergenerational fairness of social security,fdimess of taxing the young to

support the elderly, and the degree to which bgérgroups have common interests.

Second, we inquire about university students' etadn of the actual outcomes$
intergenerational resource transfers (hereaftesesef intergenerational (in)justice),
as evident in the degree to which they perceivierdiht age groups to receive a fair

share of society's benefits, and to make a faitridmriion to society. By relating the



former (rewards) to the latter (contributions), @@npute a mathematical estimation
of the degree to which university students evaldéterent age-groups to be justly,

or unjustly, treated in society.

Compared to common understandings of (intrageroeral) distributive
justice, intergenerational justice raises a nunatbelistinct issues. For instance,
intragenerational principles of justice may yielteasonable solutions when applied
to cohorts or populations whose size varies ovee {ilLaslett & Fishkin, 1992).
Similarly, social norms of reciprocity can leadagical problems when applied to
non-adjacent generations whose lifetimes neverapéBarry, 1989, p. 189; 1991).
As Derek Parfit (1984) famously noted, there ieenmnent power asymmetry
between those alive today and those alive the efatdre. Principles of
intergenerational justice thus assume that we Kthot of a choice made by a
particular generation at a single point in time diud pattern of collaboration across
many generations in a common scheme of jusfitet&rgenerational justice as it will
be understood here will be restricted to specifie groups that share the same present

— that coexist, cooperate, and compete in the gatitecal and moral time space.

How are welfare regimes affected by intergeneraligustice? Historically,
welfare states have been set up in part as a puklimns of taxing working-age
individuals in order to transfer and redistributedme across different categories of
income, risk and age. These transfers, which fdgmesed to be primarily the
responsibility of families, have turned welfareoimbhajor agents of intergenerational
justice (Daniels, 1988According to Johnson and colleagues (1989, phé)tdx-
funded welfare systems that evolved in the advaimbastrial democracies in the
1950s and 1960s operated on the basis of an impllfare contract' between age

groups that involved "people paying contributionsilg the productive phases of



their life cycle, and drawing benefits during chitabd, in periods of sickness, and
after retirement.” In this understanding, the "asdfcontract' meant to create a
balance between benefits and relative contributosrisurdens. This works in the long
run only if each generation honors its obligatitmboth the preceding and
succeeding generations (Daniels, 1988; Laslet2)1¥opulation ageing is likely to
strain this implicit welfare contract between gextiens, as fewer children and young
voters are in need of education and job trainingniore elderly voters need health
care and resource transfers. Adverse developmefestility and longevity may
therefore have far-reaching implications for sowalfare institutions and
intergenerational transfers. For instance, sine€l®80s social security and other
programs for the elderly have increasingly comeenradtack in the US (Ermisch,

1989; Silverstein et al., 2000).

Elderly generations have been characterized asansrin the competition for
public resources and are perceived as puttingwiggotax burden on relatively small
age cohorts of youth and working-age adults. Thaltef this intergenerational
competition for scarce resources may be a heigtiteeese of intergenerational
injustice among the younger generations of todaltamorrow. However, such
perceptions are themselves likely to be mediatetthépecific welfare regime in
place for dealing with intergenerational transfémgportant recent work by Rothstein
(1998), Bowles and Gintis (2000), Goodin (2002 &au (2004) emphasizes how
different welfare state configurations drawamd shapaorms of giving, helping,
exchange, and mutuality. These norms embody notibappropriate or fair behavior
and of mutual moral obligation between welfareestaintributors and beneficiaries.
An analytical focus on the ways in which welfarates shape and stabilize a moral

logic of justice between age-groups can theretom@it new light on perceptions of



intergenerational justicén the following we specify how welfare regimes may
differently structure such perceptions and howdlhgerceptions are associated with
other types of welfare attitudésn so doing, we adopt a recent approach to the
evaluation of welfare state attitudes which suggtsit these types of attitudes are
not isolated but rather form complex sets of imeked attitudes within larger market-
based or state-based ideological frames (SabbaglelR & Vanhuysse, in-press;

Sabbagh & Vanhuysse, 2006).

Liberal and radical regimes. Liberal welfare regimes, such as the USA, the
UK, and Canada, provide comparatively small andrite benefits and are
committed to minimal levels of state interventidhey are characterized by low
income tax levels and high income inequalities,disd by high labor market
flexibility and effective job creation. Radical (Antipodean) regimes, such as New
Zealand and Australia, combine high benefit equaiith low social security
contributions, low levels of redistribution, andjhilevels of wage and job regulation.
Both these regime types are residual in the séradeheir benefit systems concentrate
mainly on those in need. Rather than providing camensive safety nets, these
regimes adhere to a narrow conception of which #ebduld be covered by the state
(Castles, 1996; Esping-Andersen, 1990; Mau, 20048.direct responsibility for
providing welfare is primarily assigned not to gtate but to individuals and families
(Daniels, 1988). For instance, a comparativelydgrgpportion of workers are shifted
away from the system of social security into prvpénsions (Silverstein et al., 2000).
Accordingly, support for resource transfers from yloung to the old is likely to be
weaker than in more state-based systems of wedfadgpension provision. Liberal

and radical welfare regimes tend to be bolstered nyarket-based' frame of popular



attitudes towards the welfare state (Sabbagh & Wgsde, 2006). This frame entails

three coexistent facets.

(a) Individualism Individuals, supplemented by the family and biuntary
groups, are seen as first and foremost resporfsibtmpeting in the market to
provide for their own welfare (Pinch, 1997). In etlwords, people are expected to
live and to have control over their own lives, withh worrying too much about others
(Triandis, 1995). Accordingly, each age group Wwél perceived as depending on its
own resources and being responsible only for its axll-being (Daniels, 1988;
Silverstein et al., 2000; Williamson, McNamara, &wling, 2003).(b) Work ethic
Individuals are expected to get ahead economibglimeans of hard work, personal
effort, talent and thrift (Hasenfeld & Rafferty,8%. Resource transfers that do not
explicitly specify the conditions of repayment bat grant benefits for 'nothing’ (no
contributions) are likely to command low supporit&stein et al., 2000]c)

Internal attribution Poverty, unemployment and other social and ecanproblems
tend to be attributed to personal shortfalls, sagthe failure to take advantage of
opportunities, laziness, lack of talent and looseats, rather than to structural,
political or institutional causes (Hasenfeld & Raff/, 1989; Kluegel, 1990; Kluegel
& Smith, 1986). Accordingly, resource transfers laaor an age group

unconditionally or disproportionably to its contutibns will be perceived as unjust.

Conservative and Social-Democratic regimes. These two welfare regime
types rely to a higher degree on state involverimewelfare provision (Esping-
Andersen, 1990; 1999). Conservative (or Christiamaicratic corporatist) regimes,
such as Germany, Austria and France, allocatavelaigenerous welfare benefits
mainly on the basis of previous earnings. They terfatomote the interests of highly

skilled and well-paid (predominantly male) jobhafslat the expense of young,



unskilled, and female workers, and they impose Faghily care burdens (or,
conversely, high employment penalties) on younghexst The high cost of child
care makes it expensive for women to combine watk ehildren, which adds to
existing problems of labor market exclusion, lowtifey, and adverse retiree-to-
worker rates (see also Esping-Andersen, 1996) I\, astcial-democratic regimes,
such as Norway, Finland and Sweden, provide manerges benefits on a universal
basis. While the state is even more involved irfavelprovision in social-democratic
than in conservative regimes, the first regime tgpively promotes the economic
independence of women by providing extensive amddost day care facilities and
by stimulating female employment through publictseabsorption and active labor

market programs.

Retirement pensions in the latter two welfare regtgpes are predominantly
organized by the state on a 'pay-as-you-go' bakisteas extensive publicly financed
education systems represent transfers in the depdisection. In these more public
pension systems, the economic wellbeing of cumeimement cohorts has been
financed more heavily by the state than in morel@m@nantly private pensions
systems. As Esping-Andersen and Sarasa (2002) s\ylé Pierson (2001) and
others have pointed out, current pension-age celrhature public pensions
systems are triple beneficiaries of historical winstance. They have benefited from
(a) privileged labor market insider careers dupegods of rapid real-wage growth,
full employment and rising job security, (b) pemsaipgrading in the 1960s and (c)
rising returns to capital in the 1980s when wagewjn stagnated. The frame of
welfare attitudes that jointly characterizes cownative and social-democratic regimes
was labeled 'welfare-statist' by Sabbagh and Vasdwi{(2006). It entails the

following three coexistent facets.



(d) Egalitarian redistribution Government intervention is supported in order
to reduce socioeconomic inequalities and gapsconre distribution (Hasenfeld &
Rafferty, 1989; Svallfors, 1997¢) Broad scope of welfar@he state is seen as
responsible for ensuring citizens' well-being. Iea wide range of benefits and
services should be delivered to large segmentsaéty or even on a universal basis.
Young people are likely to be perceived as respbms$or furthering the well-being
of the old (Andress & Hein, 2001; Gelissen, 200@al8ors, 1997)(f) External
attribution. Rather than being attributed to personal featyr@sonal socio-economic
problems are largely seen as a consequence of fwcies such as prejudice, limited
opportunities, bad schooling, and exploitation @rk & Szekelyi, 2000; Svallfors,

1993a).
Based on the previous analysis, we derive theviatig hypotheses:

Hypotheses 1a-1b: Support for intergenerational resource transfe@inciple

Hypothesis 1a. Support of resource transfers from the youndpéoaid
will vary negatively with market-based attitudesl grositively with

welfare-statist attitudes.

Hypothesis 1b. Respondents in conservative and social-democratic
regimes will show higher levels of support for nesx® transfers from the

young to the old than respondents in liberal orcadegimes.

Hypothesis 2: Sense of intergenerational (in)justice in actuatomes

The ratio of rewards to contributions to societylafer age-groups will be

perceived to be less just than that of youngergagaps
Method

Samples



We use data collected in 1996-1998 from the Crad&i€al Variations in

Distributive Justice Perception (CVDJP) projantong 2,075 university students in
eight countries: United States, Canada-OntariotrAlis, New Zealand, France,
Sweden, Norway, and the Netherlands. The projgabess the “cognitive maps' used
by citizens in their thinking about justice relatships among different groups and
classes (see special issue of the Journal of @akeral Psychology, 2005 (35/1),
particularly Powell, 2005). Specifically, it measarattitudes towards the programs
and redistributive functions of welfare states, flieness of the relationships between
taxpayers, welfare recipients and governmentstlamgerceived contributions to and
rewards from society of fifty different types ofcsal groupings. In addition to
standard welfare attitude questions (regardinginfstance, the scope of governmental
intervention), which are included in larger repreaéve surveys such as the
International Social Survey Program (ISSP) andkernational Social Justice
Project (ISJP), the present data set includesgyaiaet of topics of special relevance

for intergenerational justice.

Our sample consists of first or second year undedrgte students
participating in large introductory classes in thienanities and the social sciences
(sociology, psychology, anthropology, and politicCR)ere are both limitations and
advantages in using university student sampleshgger virtue of their age, students
may display more instability in their attitudesnhader age-groups. Nevertheless,
there is evidence that regarding basic social galiniere is a degree of crystallization
by the time of young adulthood as a result of wasiforms of political socialization.

In an influential study of values in modern so@stiRonald Inglehart has argued that
"the basic values of individuals are largely fixsdthe time they reach adulthood...

generations have collective memories, imprinteadalescent and early adulthood



that persist throughout the life cycle. Thus weestpo find substantial differences
between the values of the young and the old iresiesi that have experienced a rising
sense of security (Inglehart & Baker, 2000, p.sE& also Mandell, Porter, Tesson, &
Lewko, 1994; Schwartz, 1992). Second, while important to bear in mind that
university student samples are unlikely to be regméative of the general population,
they also present a window on the orientationsfafwe economically and

politically influential subgroup. Third, studies odntext effects on public opinion
typically need to take into account individual-ledéferences and explanations, such
as the belonging of respondents to different subces and/or loci in social structures
(for example, Andress & Hein, 2001; Gelissen, 208@)our sample is likely to
exhibit relatively little variation in subculturend structural location, it is much less
likely to be affected by such compositional effetisother words, the context effects

here are probably clearer than in random popula&mples.

In line with the Esping-Andersen (1990; 1999) ardi@s (1996; 1993)
typologies we split our total sample of students in eight deracies into four
subsamples, each representing a distinct worldetfve. (1) 513 respondents in the
United States and Canada-Ontario representingatiiel world (average age 23,;
SD=5.47; 45% males and 55% females). (2) 617 refgds in Australia and New
Zealand representing the radical world (average2dg&D=9.22; 40% males and 60%
females). (3) 256 respondents in France represgtitenconservative world (average
age 22, SD=5.21; 35% males and 65% females). @épondents in Sweden,
Norway and the Netherlands representing the sdeilalocratic world (average age 23;
SD=5.25; 32% males and 68% femalt§he distribution of background variables

(sex, age and income quartiles) across studenasyies displayed moderate
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differences. As these variables can affect justice and wekidtiazides, we have

included them as control variables.
I nstruments

Support in principle for intergenerational resouremsfers from the young to

the old This construct was measured by means of threesitéa) Social security is a
fair system that rewards both the young and therbidfair social security); (b)
Taxing young workers to support the elderly is {a@versed) (fair taxing young); (c)
the elderly and the young have common interestsifoon interests). Respondents
rated each item along a Likert scale ranging frapiit represents my opinion” to (5)
“It represents my opposite opinion”. Descriptivéues, M= 3.30; Std =.82; Alpha
Cronbach,o= .51

Sense of intergenerational (in)justi@itcomes related aspect of justice):

Following Powell (2005), we use an inventory foe thternational Project on Cross-
Cultural Variations in Distributive Justice Pergeps among the following age-groups:
children, teens, and young adults (aged 18-35)tsa(aged 35-65) and the elderly
(beyond 65). Respondents were asked to rank tleatetxt which each age-group (a)
contributes to society’s well-being, and (b) reesia fair share of society’s benefits
and rewards. Ranking was obtained by placing arofxa line segment at the point
that represented respondents’ subjective evaluditttase line segments were then

scored using a template calibrated 0-100.

When the perceived contributions of various agesgsado not correspond to
their perceived rewards, there will be perceivgdstice between generations.
Guillermina Jasso’s (1980; 1989) definition of jostevaluations can be applied to
our data to more clearly estimate the sense afgaterational (in)justice among

university students. Jasso (1980, p. 3) definesehse of (in)justice as follows:

11



Actual share
Justshare

Justiceevaluation = In

In our conceptualization, ‘actual share’ refersn® respondent's evaluation of
"the extent to which a given age group receivesrashare of society's benefits and
rewards." 'Just share’ in turns refers to the redpot's evaluation of "the extent to
which a given age group contributes to society.'eWthe ratio equals zero, perfect
justice is perceived. A positive (negative) valneurn implies the perception of over-

reward (under-reward).

Welfare attitudes:The inventory included 25 items that we used aoaypfor the six

facets of welfare attitudes discussed above.

Individualism The measure represents the average of three i(@jrdne
must avoid dependence upon persons; (b) a persotdsieel free to live his/her own
life; (c) in life a person should for the most payt it alone". Respondents rated each
item along a five-point Likert scale ranging frofi) flisagree strongly to (5) agree

strongly (reliability Cronbach Alpha=.49).

Work ethic:The measure was defined as the average of thras:i{a) any
person who works hard has a good chance of sucugdt) people who fails has not
tried enough; (c) the person who can approach aptkasant task gets ahead.
Respondents rated each item along a five-pointrtg@ale ranging from (1) disagree

strongly to (5) agree strongly (reliability Cronba&lpha=.53).

Internal attribution of inequalityRespondents were asked to evaluate who
important are four different causes for explainimguccessful people to support
themselves financially. These causes includedajsd to take advantage of

opportunities; (b) laziness and little ambition); lgck of talents; (d) lack of character
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and will power. Respondents rated each item aldingegpoint Likert scale ranging
from (1) not important at all to (5) very importafte measure represents the

average of these four items (reliability Cronbadpha=.74).

Egalitarian distribution The measure represents the average of the folgpwi
six items: (a) people with more ability should ebmgher income (reversed); (b)
taxing punishes those who have worked the hardegtrised); (c) | would prefer to
see more freedom (reversed); the private enteri@igenerally a fair system
(reversed) (d) the government should reduce themecgap between the poor and the
rich; (e) there should be a law limiting the amoahinoney an individual is allowed
to earn. Respondents rated each item along a Gire-pikert scale ranging from (1)

disagree strongly to (5) agree strongly (reliapironbach Alpha=.77).

Broad scope of welfaré&kespondents were shown a list of five benefits an
asked to indicate to what extent the governmentaviduals, should be responsible
for providing them: (a) health and medical caré.r@irement income in old age (c)
financial assistance during periods of unemployni@nfinancial assistance to poor
families (e) financial assistance to the disablRespondents rated each item along a
five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) individuedsponsibility to (5) government
responsibility. The measure represents the averalge of these five items

(reliability Cronbach Alpha=.83).

External attribution of inequalityRespondents were asked to evaluate how
important are four different causes for explainimguccessful people to support
themselves financially. These causes includedori@ldice and discrimination; (b)
limited opportunities; (c) failure to provide gosdhools; (d) being taken advantage

of by persons who are better off. Respondents edet item along a five-point
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Likert scale ranging from (1) not important attall(5) very important. The measure

represents the average of these four items (réfiaBironbach Alpha=.68).

Individual level variablesAs individual level variables have been found teetf

attitudes towards the welfare state and justicegmions (Andress & Hein, 2001,
Kluegel, Mason, & Wegener, 1995), the followingiahies were included as control

variables;
Sex 0= females; 1= males
Age Mean age as reported by respondents 22.92 (SI).6.7

Political ideologyof attitude towards socio-economic issues, whitges
from 1= far right to 7 far left. Mean value of 4.22D 1.27), meaning a slight

tendency towards the left.
Results
Support for intergenerational resourcetransfersin principle

Hypothesis 1a: Support for intergenerational resetransfers and welfare attitudes

To clarify the validity of the construct referring legitimacy of resource transfers, we
computed bivariate correlations for these compas#asures and the six types of
welfare attitudes which were found to be organiretivo ideological frames —
market-based and welfare-statist (Table 1). leViith our expectations, there is a
positive and statistically significant correlatibatween support for intergenerational
resource transfers and the three types of attittefgesenting the welfare-statist
frame. Respondents who support intergeneratiosalree transfers also tend to
support egalitarian resource redistributions abdoad involvement of government in
welfare provision, and they tend to attribute slbiciaquality to external causes. It is

worth noting that the strongest correlation wasilgd with the broad scope of
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welfare provision. In contrast, support for intargeational resource transfers is
correlated negatively with the three measures okatebased ideological frame.
Respondents who score high on support for interg¢ineal resource transfers tend
to disregard the individualist and work ethic sesand to attribute internal causes to
social inequality. The strongest negative correfatvas obtained with the measure of

individualism.

Table 1 about here

Hypothesis 1b: Support for intergenerational resedransfers by regime typé/e

conducted a hierarchical regression analysis irthvhielfare regimes (coded as
dummy variables) and individual level variables evdefined as predictors of support
of resource transfers from the young to the ole (Ba&ble 2). We found significant
effects of the individual level variables (Model Woreover, when the predictors of
welfare regimes are added to these controls, sdemlocratic, rather than liberal or
radical, regime membership significantly predicsénger support for resource
transfers from the young to the old. No significdifterences were found between
respondents of social-democratic and conservagigignes. Thus, Hypothesis 1b was

corroborated.
Table 2 about here
The sense of intergenerational (in)justicein outcomes

Table 3 presents mean ratings of the perceivedibatibns and rewards for the
young, adults, and the elderly, thus indicatinggbeially constructed map of
equitable relations within different welfare reggn®8y means of MANOVA,
moderate main effects were obtained for age-grbipsfser=7.51, p<.001) and

regime (ks, 1693714.47, p < .000), and a strong effect was foumdtfe equity
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componentF, s3s6= 149.37; p<.000), meaning a disparate perception o
contributions and rewards. There was a moderdieijtaignificant, interaction effect
of age-group x equity component x regime (fzs615.34, p<.000). Table 3 indicates
that the mean contribution and reward ratings aopng age groups and welfare
regimes. Adults were judged to be higher contrilsitban youth in three out of four
welfare regime types, the conservative regime b#iagxception. University
students clearly perceived the young to contrilnubee to society than the elderly in
every welfare regime type. The picture of perceir@slards from society is similar.

In the liberal, radical, and social-democratic negs, adults were judged to be best
rewarded, followed by, respectively, the elderlg &me young (which were perceived
as receiving broadly similar rewards in the lattés regimes). Again, the
conservative regime stands out by its straightfotveage profile: the younger the age-

group, the lower its perceived rewards.
Table 3 about here

In other words, respondents in different welfagime types do not think that
the contributions of various age-groups necessaoityespond to their rewards. Using
Jasso's definition, we then applied MANOVA — repéamneasures - for estimating
variation of perceived injustice estimation acrttesthree age-groups and welfare
regimes. We defined welfare regime type as a gfacipr and the three age-groups
as a factor of repeated measures, controllingiidividual level variables. The
computed justice evaluations of three age-groupggine type are shown in Table 4

and visually represented in Figure 1.
Table 4 about here

Figure 1 about here
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MANOVA results suggest a moderate main effect fgg-group (k,
3386=4.77, p<.001) but not for welfare regimes(ksos=.99, p=.398) . A remarkably
consistent pattern is evident. The elderly weregiged as being only very mildly
under-rewarded (or even over-rewarded in the coasige regime). In contrast,
adults and, to a still larger degree, the youngevparceived as more strongly under-
rewarded, most starkly so in the conservative redidypothesis 2a). But contrary to
expectations, there was no main effect of welfaggme, but a small, though
significant, interaction effect of age categoryegime (F(6, 3202) = 9.94, P<.000).
We also found a slight, though significant, intei@t effect of age-group x regime
(F, 3386712.26, p<.001), indicating that the slight diffieces between welfare
regimes are dependent on the age-group in queltionder to assess the unique
predictive ability of welfare regimes on the seag@n)justice across age-groups,
ANOVA was separately applied to each set of agequsoln each analysis, regime
was defined as a group factor, age-groups as deptwdriable, and sex and reported
income as control variables. The results of thesdyaes are presented. in Tablk
clear that there is a moderate effect of welfagéme type on sense of (in)justice as
pertaining to young people, and smaller but stijhiicant effects of regime type on

sense of (in)justice pertaining to both adults tedelderly.

Young (18-35). While respondents in all four welfare regimescpére young
people as being under-rewarded, this sense ofticguis strongest in the conservative
regime (value of -.61) followed by, respectivelye tsocial-democratic and radical
regimes (values .37, non-significant) and the Abeegimes (-.49)Adults (35-65).
Respondents in all four samples perceived adubbe tonder-rewarded, although
levels of injustice are lower than those obtair@dybung people. Specifically,

respondents in the social-democratic regimes re@aignificantly lower levels of
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perceived injustice (-.20) with respect to aduitst those in the radical (-.28) and
conservative regimes (-.33yo significant differences were obtained for respents

in liberal regimes (-.25) and respondents in tliieothree types of regimes,
respectivelyElderly (65+). Interestingly, respondents in liberal, radicad ancial-
democratic regimes also perceived the elderly towéakly under-rewarded (-.06, -

17, -.11, respectively). But perceived inequityaods this group is lower than for
young people and adults, and the mean values ebtaimong respondents in these
regimes types were not significantly differeim contrast, respondents in conservative
regimes perceived the elderly to be over-rewardHs);(a difference that is

statistically significant in relation to the threther welfare regime types.

In sum, the conservative welfare regime is the aulel out in terms of
intergenerational justice perceptions among unitsessudents. Our findings are
corroborated also by other attitudinal researchragvazult populations. Boeri et al.'s
(2001, pp. 27-283urvey of 5,500 citizens in four conservative wadfeegimes shows
that between 43 and 82 percent of respondents eagrdlic pensions crisis 10-15
years ahead. Similarly, between 19 and 47 perdamspondents favor an
unconditional opt-out away from public pensionsevwdby they would receive the
cash equivalent of a 50% reduction of their pup&asion contributions, with youth
(<35) being strongly positively, and old age (>6é4)ng strongly negatively related to
having such an opt-out preference. Lastly, givenctimoice, within a status-quo
overall welfare budget, between re-allocating resesitowards the young (less to
pensions and more to the unemployed and younggekess) or towards the old
(more to pensions), the first option was more papamong respondents in
conservative welfare regimes by between 6 and B¥epeage points. Again, a

generational pattern could be discerned: the y¢u8§) as well as labor market
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outsiders (the unemployed) strongly opposed pra@distribution, whereas the
elderly (>54) and labor market insiders (permanpanholders) strongly favored such

a move (Boeri et al., 2001, p. 36).

Discussion

This study has empirically examined how universitydent populations perceive the
legitimacy of resource transfers from younger tteolage groups, the sense of
(in)justice they feel towards different age grougpiand the extent to which these
justice perceptions are differently structured asrour types of welfare regimes. A
number of noteworthy or counter-intuitive findingeerit discussion. Intergenerational
justiceprinciples,as measured by the perceived generational faiofesscial

security and of tax-based redistribution as welp@xeived commonality of interests
across generations, received higher support irasdemocratic and conservative
welfare regimes than in liberal and radical reginiergenerational justice
perceptions also correlate positively with whatterened a 'welfare-statist'
ideological frame — the endorsement of egalitarehstribution, of broad state
responsibility for the provision of welfare, anctthttribution of social inequality to
external causes. Conversely, high levels of inteegational justice correlate
negatively with a 'market-based' ideological framadividualism, a work ethic, and
external attribution. In the same vein, we foundderate, albeit statistically
significant, levels of perceived injustice regaginesource transfeutcomesand of
differences across age-groups and welfare regiesalso found moderate but
significant differences in intergenerational justferceptions between market-based
(liberal and radical) and 'welfare-statist' (conative and social-democratic) regimes.

These findings jointly corroborate the validitytbé general distinction between the
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basic role of states versus markets in shapingaweeffrovision (e.g. Esping-
Andersen, 1990, 1999), welfare attitudes (e.g. &gbl& Vanhuysse, 2006; Svallfors,
2003) and the larger institutional constellatiohpdlitical economies (e.g. Hall &
Soskice, 2001; lversen, 2005)

Regarding the perceived justice of actoiaicomedetween age-groups, as
measured by respective contributions to and rewfands society, we found relatively
clear patterns in three out of four welfare regint&sgarding perceived contributions
to society, the following ordering of age-groupsambed: Adults > youth > elderly.
Regarding perceived rewards from society, the raplwas: Adults > elderly >=
youth. The one exception in both cases was theecoasve regime. There, younger
the age-group, the lower its perceived rewards tl@dhigher its perceived
contributions. Relating each age-group's perceigagrds to its contributions, we
found that university students' sense of generatimjustice followed a clear-cut
pattern. The elderly were perceived as being oaty mildly under-rewarded and
even over-rewarded in the conservative regime, @dseadults and, to a still larger
degree, the young, were perceived as more stramglgr-rewarded, most starkly so
in the conservative regime. Importantly therefamqd consistent with claims in much
of the recent policy and research literature orldbening crisis of ageing welfare
statesthe implicit post-war ‘welfare contract' betweamngrations appears to be
challenged, at least by the socially advantagedpgof university students which we
have studied here.

Perhaps the most remarkable finding regards tharapfly pervasive sense of
perceived intergenerational injustice in the covatve regime. University students
in this regime perceived both the young and thédtsuti be more strongly under-

rewarded than in the other three regimes, andjtiaged the elderly to be positively
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over-rewarded. One plausible explanation mightla¢ ¢conservative regimes
uniquely combine a high level of state involvemianivelfare with a particularly
strong policy bias in favor of elderly age coho@snservative welfare regimes are
simultaneously characterized by heavy tax burdenalmor, high levels of labor
market exclusion or precarious employment for yaurage cohorts, and generous
earnings-related public pensions (Esping-Ander$886; 1999; Scharpf & Schmidt,
2000). For instance Esping-Andersen and Saras& (PO 6-7) have calculated an
aged/non-aged public policy spending ratio of h.predominantly conservative
Continental Europe, compared to 1.2 in Anglo-Sasaumtries and 0.8 in
Scandinavia. This has been corroborated extensiyelyynch (2001, p. 419), who
has calibrated an elaborate demographically adjuetierly/non-elderly per capita
public spending ratio (see also Lynch, 2006). Corseve countries such as lItaly,
Spain, Austria, France and Germany occupied reiseécthe fourth, fifth, sixth,
eight, and eleventh rank amidst a population o©OELD countries in terms of this
pro-elderly spending ratio, while the bottom eigdriks were exclusively occupied by
countries from radical or social-democratic regimes

In addition, conservative regimes have seen inarghsdivergent socio-
economic fortunes between the young and the alddant years. One the one hand,
as we argued above, current retirement cohorts Ihewe triple beneficiaries of
historical circumstance in the predominantly pubbnservative pensions systems
(Myles & Pierson, 2001). Conservative regimes #e aeharacterized by significantly
higher levels of early retirement, typically at higeplacement rates (Ebbinghaus,
2006). On the other hand, by the mid-1990s, povatss among families with
children (less than half of median income of ali$®holds with children) stood at 7,

9, 10 and 17 percent in conservative countries asdfrance, Germany, Spain and
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Italy -- lower than in liberal regimes such as th& and the UK (19 and 16 percent),
but much higher than in social-democratic Scandaméyetween 2 and 3 percent)
(Esping-Andersen & Sarasa, 2002, p. 9). Tellinglgen we include into Lynch's pro-
elderly public spending ratio a policy variabletpardarly relevant to student
populations -- per capita expenditures on educatitimese same four countries plus
Austria turn out to occupy five of the top six OE@dnhks throughout the 1980s and
1990s (Lynch, 2001, p. 424). In other words, theig@aarly high levels of perceived
intergenerational injustice appear to be foundetiamd distributional grounds in the
conservative world of welfare. Admittedly, our usfedata from the Cross-Cultural
Variations in Distributive Justice Perception (C\H)project has limited our study of
this regime type to the case of France. A widergamative study of other
conservative welfare regimes would undoubtedly d&efhl. Yet France can be
confidently singled out as an example in this esadlary analysis, as it closely
resembles other conservative welfare regimes, edjyeGermany and Austria, on all
the indicators of elderly/non-elderly spending bj@nsioners' welfare and poverty
outcomes discussed above.

Nevertheless, a number of further remarks and ¢awaa in place in
conclusion. We have measured the sense of (injiogugenerally, by asking
respondents about different age-groups without filting more contextualized
guestions about specific issues such as, for instgension benefit systems and
income insurance programs. Such contextualizedestuwdnstitute a promising
avenue for future research. Of course, age-growgyshe perceived as heterogeneous
along lines of class, education, or ideology, mathan as a consolidated group that
can be characterized by a specific socio-econogeada. Finally, it is possible that

welfare states have indeed succeeded to transfeunees between age-groups in line
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with citizen expectation, so that distributions pegceived as relatively just.
Evaluations of resource transfers between genesatice performed under a specific
ideological frame. For instance, people in libeegjimes judge the elderly to be justly
rewarded because there is no expectation on thefidue state to intervene and give
them a larger (or smaller) part of the resourcestly, we have measured perception
of intergenerational justice at only one pointime and for just one or two countries
typifying each world of welfare. Future researcbwdld explore more explicitly the
temporal dynamics of such perceptions, ideallyaftarger number of countries. The
use of qualitative methods, including in-depth ivigews, is likely to shed further

light on the cognitive maps regarding justice iielag and resource transfers between

generations in ageing welfare states.

23



References

Andress, H. J. C., & Hein, T. (2001). Four Worldd/elfare State Attitudes? A
Comparison of Germany, Norway and the United St&esopean

Sociological Review, 1%), 337-356.

Arts, W., & Gelissen, J. (2001). Welfare Statedidaoity, and Justice Principles.

Does the Type Really MatteAtta Sociologica, 44), 283-299.

Arts, W., & Gelissen, J. (2002). Three Worlds of[#&iee Capitalism or More? A

State-of-the-Art Reportlournal of European Social Policy, @, 137-158.

Barry, B. (1978). Circumstances of Justice and feu&enerations. In R. |. Sikora &
B. Barry (Eds.)Obligations to Future Generatior{pp. 205-248).

Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Barry, B. (1988). Justice Between Generations.. IMPS. Hacker & J. Raz (Eds.),
Law, Morality and Society: Essays in Honor of HAL Hart (pp. 268-284).

Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Barry, B. (1989)Theories of Justicév/ol. 1). London: Harvester - Wheatsheaf.
Barry, B. (1991)Liberty and JusticeOxford: Clarendon Press.

Boeri, T., Borsch-Supan, A., & Tabellini, G. (200%ould You like to Shrink the

Welfare State? A Survey of European Citizéfsonomic Policy8-50.

Bowles, S., & Gintis, H. (2000). Reciprocity, Séiterest, and the Welfare State.

Nordic Journal of Political Economy, 26), 33-53.

Campbell, A. L. (2003). Participatory Reaction$ticy Threats: Senior Citizens
and the Defense of Social Security and Medidacoditical Behavior, 251),

29-49.

24



Castles, F. (1996). Needs-Based Strategies of IS&mtection in Australia and New
Zealand. In G. Esping-Andersen (Ed\elfare States in Transition: National

Adaptations to Global Economi@sp. 88-105). London: Sage Publications.

Castles, F. G. (2003). The World Turned Upside Dddglow Replacement Fertility,
Changing Preferences and Family-Friendly Publiecdyoh 21 OECD

CountriesJournal of Europan Social Policy, (3, 209-227.

Castles, F. G. (Ed.). (199Families of Nations: Patterns of Public Policy iregtern

DemocraciesDartmouth: Aldershot.

Daniels, N. (1988)Am | My Parents' Keeper?: An Essay on Justice Bsiwiee

Young and the OldNew York: Oxford University Press.

Ebbinghaus, B. (2006Reforming Early Retirement in Europe, Japan andUBa

Oxford: OUP.

Epstein, R. A. (1992). Justice across GeneratiorB. Laslett & J. S. Fishkin (Eds.),
Justice between Age Groups and Generat{pps 84-106). New Haven and

London: Yale University Press.

Ermisch, J. (1989). Demographic Change and Intenggional Transfers in
Industrialised Countries. In P. Johnson & C. Cor&dd. Thomson (Eds.),
Workers Versus Pensioners: Intergenerational Jesticand Ageing World

(pp. 18-32). Manchester and New York: Manchesteavérsity Press.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1990)he Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalis@ambridge,

United Kingdom: Polity Press.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1996). Welfare States WithWgatk: the Impasse of Labor

Shedding and Familialism in Continental Europeaci&@drolicy. In G.

25



Esping-Andersen (Ed.}YVelfare States in Transition: National Adaptatidas

Global Economiegpp. 66-87). London: Sage Publications.

Esping-Andersen, G. (199%ocial Foundations of Postindustrial Economidsw

York: Oxford University Press.

Esping-Andersen, G., & Sarasa, S. (2002). The G¢inaal Conflict Reconsidered.

Journal of European Social Policy, (13, 5-21.

Fishkin, J. S. (1992). The Limits of IntergeneratibJustice. In P. Laslett & J. S.
Fishkin (Eds.),Justice Between Age Groups and Generat{pps 62-83).

New Haven and London: Yale University Press.

Gelissen, J. (2000). Popular Support for Instindieed Solidarity: A Comparison
between European Welfare Statesernational Journal of Social Welfare, 9

285-300.

Goodin, R. E. (2002). Structures of Mutual ObligatiJournal of Social Policy, 31

579-596.

Hall, P., & Soskice, D. (Eds.). (2000Marieties of CapitalismOxford: Oxford

University Press.

Hasenfeld, Y., & Rafferty, J. A. (1989). The Det@amants of Public Attitudes Toward

the Welfare StateSocial Forces, 6(4), 1027-1048.

Hegtvedt, K. A., & Flinn, P. J. (2000). Intergen@aal Justice and the Environment.
In S. R. Thye & E. J. Lawler & M. Macy, W. & H. AValker (Eds.),
Advances in Group Process@fl. 17, pp. 225-284). Greenwich, CT: JAI

Press.

26



Inglehart, R., & Baker, W. E. (2000). Modernizati@ultural Change, and the

Persistence of Traditional Valugsmerican Sociological Review, 649-51.

lversen, T. (2005)Capitalism, Democracy, and Welfafdew York: Cambridge

University Press.

Jasso, G. (1980). A New Theory of Distributive tzestAmerican Sociological

Review, 453-32.

Jasso, G. (1989). The Theory of the Distributivetide Force in Human Affairs:
Analyzing the Three Central Questions. In J. Be&ét. Zelditch Jr. & B.
Anderson (Eds.)Sociological Theories in Progress: New Formulatigps.

354-387). Newbury Park, California: Sage.

Johnson, P., Conrad, C., & Thomsom, D. (Eds.). 9L98orkers Versus Pensioners:
Intergenerational Justice in and Ageing Worldanchester and New York:

Manchester University Press.

Kluegel, J. R. (1990). Trends in Whites' Explanasiof the Black-White Gap in
Socioeconomic Status, 1977-198@nerican Sociological Review,

55(August), 512-525.

Kluegel, J. R., Mason, D. S., & Wegener, B. (Ed4.995).Social Justice and
Political Change: Public Opinion in Capitalist afRbst-Communist States

New York: Aldine de Gruyter.

Kluegel, J. R., & Smith, E. R. (198@®eliefs About Inequality: Americans' Views of

What Is and What Ought to Bdew York: Aldine.

Kohli, M., Rein, M., Guillemard, A. M., & van Guresten, H. (1991)Time for

RetirementCambridge: CUP.

27



Laslett, P. (1992). Is There A Generational Con®rdc P. Laslett & J. S. Fishkin
(Eds.),Justice Between Age Groups and Generat{pps 24-47). New Haven

& London: Yale University Press.

Laslett, P., & Fishkin, J. S. (Eds.). (1992)stice Between Age Groups and

GenerationsNew Haven & London: Yale University Press.

Linos, K., & West, M. (2003). Self-Interest, Socigsliefs, and Attitudes to
Redistribution: Re-Addressing the Issue of Crostigdal Variation.

European Sociological Review, (49, 393-409.

Lynch, J. (2001). The Age Orientation of Sociali®&oRegimes in OECD Countries.

Journal of Social Policy, 30111-436.

Lynch, J. (2006)Age and the Welfare State: The Origins of Socien8mg on

Pensioners, Workers and Childredambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Mandell, N., Porter, E., Tesson, E., & Lewko, J(£294).Macro-Micro Connections

in Pathways to Adulthoodsreenwich, Connecticut: JAI Press.

Mau, S. (2004). Welfare Regimes and the Norms aféd&xchangeCurrent

Sociology, 501), 53-74.

Mulligan, C., & Sala-i-Martin, X. (2003)50cial Security, Retirement, and the Single-
Mindedness of the Electorat€ambridge, Mass.: NBER Working Paper No.

9691.

Myles, J., & Pierson, P. (Eds.). (200The Comparative Political Economy of

Pension ReformOxford: Oxford University Press.

OECD. (1996)Ageing in OECD Countries: A Critical Policy Challge. Paris:

OECD.

28



Orkeny, A. C., & Szekelyi, M. C. (2000). Views on@&al Inequality and the Role of
the State: Posttransformation Trends in EasterrCamdral EuropeSocial

Justice Research, (3, 199-218.
Parfit, D. (1984)Reasons and Persar@®xford: Clarendon Press.
Pinch, S. (1997Worlds of WelfareNew York: Routledge.

Powell, L. A. (2005). Justice Judgments as Complgychocultural Constructions:
An Equity-based Heuristic for 'Mapping' Two- andré&&Dimensional
Fairness Representations in Perceptual Sgacenal of Cross-Cultural

Psychology, 3@), 48-73.
Rawls, J. (1971)A Theory of JusticecCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Rhodebeck, L. (1993). The Politics of Greed? RulltPreferences among the

Elderly. Journal of Politics, 5&), 342-364.

Rothstein, B. (1998)lust Institutions Matter: The Moral and Politicabgic of the

Welfare StateCambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge Universitg$s.

Sabbagh, C., Powell, L. A., & Vanhuysse, P. (inspjeBetwixt and Between the
Market and the State: Israeli Students' Welfar@guttes in Comparative

Perspectivelnternational Journal of Social Welfare

Sabbagh, C., & Vanhuysse, P. (2006). Exploringtédiés towards the Welfare State:
Students' Views in Eight Democracidsurnal of Social Policy, 38), 607-

628.

Scanlon, T. M. (1998)/Vhat We Owe to Each Oth&ambridge, Massachusetts: The

Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

29



Scharpf, F., & Schmidt, V. A. (200Q)Velfare and Work in the Open Economy

Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the Context Structure of Values:
Theoretical Advances and Empirical Tests in 20 @Qoes In M. P. Zanna
(Ed.),Advances in Experimental Social Psychol{ggl. 25, pp. 1-65).

Orlando: Academic Press.

Silverstein, M., Parrott, T. M., Angelelli, J. &,Cook, F. L. (2000). Solidarity and
Tension Between Age-Groups in the United Statesil@mge for an Aging
America in the 21st Centurinternational Journal of Social Welfare, 870-

284.

Svallfors, S. (1993a). Dimensions of InequalityCAmparison of Attitudes in

Sweden and BritairEuropean Sociological Review(3), 267-287.

Svallfors, S. (1993b). Policy Regimes and Attitutietnequality: A Comparison of
Three European Nations. In T. Boje & S. Olsson-HBds.),Scandinavia in a

New Europdpp. 87-135). Oslo: Scandinavian University Press.

Svallfors, S. (1997). Worlds of Welfare and Attiasdto Redistribution: A
Comparison of Eight Western Natiofi&uropean Sociological Review, (B3,

283-304.

Svallfors, S. (2003). Welfare Regimes and Welfapinfdns: A Comparison of Eight

Western CountriesSocial Indicators Research, 6495-520.

Triandis, H. C. (1995)ndividualism and CollectivisnBoulder, Colorado: Westview

Press.

van Kersbergen, K. (1995%ocial CapitalismLondon: Routledge.

30



Van Parijs, P. (1998). The Disfranchisement ofElderly, and Other Attempts to
Secure Intergenerational JustiBdilosophy and Public Affairs, 24), 292-

333.

Vanhuysse, P. (200aivide and Pacify: Strategic Social Policies andifcal
Protests in Post-Communist Democracidadapest and New York: Central

European University Press.

Williamson, J. B., McNamara, T., & Howling, S. (Z)0Generational Equity,
Generational Interdependence, and the FramingedD#bate Over Social

Security ReformJournal of Sociology & Social Welfare, (30, 13-24.
World Bank (1994)Averting the Old Age Crisis: Policies to Protece tBld

and Promote GrowthOxford: Oxford University Press.

31



Table 1:Bivariate correlations between perceived intergati@mal justice, trust and

six types of welfare attitudes

1. Support of intergenerational

resource transfers

2. Individualism -.21

3. Work ethic -14 .20

4. Internal attribution -.18 .16 41 -13

5. Egalitarian redistribution .08 -08 -05 -3321.

6. Broad scope of welfare 38 -25 -33 -19 .10

7. External attribution A1 -12 -32 -13 21 6.3

* non-significant.
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Table 2: Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Vhles Predicting Perception of

Intergenerational Justice

Model 1 Model 2

Variables B SEB B B SEB
Background variables

Gender (1=men) 10 04 -06** -.07 04 04

Age 02 00 3%k 02 .03 140

Political ideology 11 02 W .08 .02 2%
Welfareregime

Radical 17 .05 Q9xxx

Conservative 36 06 157

Social-democratic 48 05 28%*

Note. R? = .052 for Model 1AR?= .052 for Model 2 (ps: .000).

**p < .01; **p < .000.
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Table 3: Mean (standard deviations) “contributicarsd “rewards” rating by stimuli-

age group and regime type

Stimuli-age Liberal Radical Conservative Social-
group Democratic
Young adults (18-35)
Rewards 42.24 42.89 39.44 43.84
(17.43) (17.14) (17.07) (14.62)
Contributions 63.09 59.76 67.16 61.30
(19.18) (19.04) (20.32) (16.44)
Adults (35-65)
Rewards 54.68 50.25 49.43 52.15
(18.00) (18.77) (15.21) (13.68)
Contributions 67.17 62.95 65.48 62.70
(16.57) (18.69) (16.60) 16.11
Elderly (over 65)
Rewards 48.66 42.59 57.86 42.81
(24.77) (24.52) (21.32) (20.17)
Contributions 49.57 47.47 51.15 47/02
(22.03) (23.24) (23.06) (20.01)
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Table 4: Mean values (standard deviation) of jeséicaluations by stimuli-age group

and regime type

Stimuli-age Liberal Radical Conserva- Social- F

group tive Democratic (df, df)

Young adults (18-35)  -.48 -.37 -.61 -.37 10.70%
(.70) (.58) (.75) (.55) (3, 1708)

Adults (35-65) -.25 -.28 -.33 -.20 4.11*
(.25) (.66) (.58) (.45) (3,1717)

Elderly (over 65) -.06 -.17 .16 -11 5.88*
(.99) (1.00) (.87) (.82) (3,1774)

*p < .01 ** p < .000
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Figure 1: Justice evaluations for 3 stimulus-agrigs by regime type
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Endnotes

! The original "three worlds of welfare" typology svauggested by Esping-Andersen
(1990). For subsequent summaries and extension&astles (1996; 1993), Esping-

Andersen (1999), Iversen (2005).

2 See Barry, (1989, p. 201)Another problem of intergenerational justice regard
generations that do not coexist at the same tinaeryB1988; Epstein, 1992; Fishkin, 1992;
Laslett, 1992; Scanlon, 1998). Philosophical andmadive problems here include the
guestion of what current generations owe to fugeeerations with regard to the preservation
of the environment's finite resources (Barry, 199é&gtvedt & Flinn, 2000), the development
of technologies (Barry, 1978), and just savingswWRa1971). On 'generational equity' -- the

balance of benefits and burdens between age greepdf)aniels (1988).

% See footnote 1 for the relevant literature on déffe worlds of welfare. Our two-fold
grouping below of liberal and radical models ondine hand, and conservative and social-democratic
models on the other, is in line with a relatedidetton in the Varieties of Capitalism literaturettyeen
Liberal and Coordinated Market Economies (Hall & Sosk2001; Iversen, 2005; Scharpf & Schmidt,

2000).

* The Netherlands are admittedly a more ambiguoss. dhe Dutch model of 'social
capitalism' (van Kersbergen, 199®hile less supportive of families, can be clasdifis social-
democratic on the grounds that it combines strarigensalism, comprehensive coverage and generous
benefits in its income maintenance programs (sEeBdping-Andersen, 1999, pp. 85-87). Note also
that we do not consider Mediterranean countriearseply, although many authors argue that these

countries constitute another distinct model of edfcapitalism.

® Statistical differences in sample composition wasdollowing: sex x regime type,
Chi-Square=24.36; p<.000; age x regime type, F=,939; p<.000 and income quartiles x
regime type Chi-Square=67.29; p<.000. Income dtistidon into quartiles specifies to what
extent a given respondent belongs to the upperdlsigbper, middle-lower and lower

income quartile.
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® Of course, a number of factors outside of this ywtothy still cause substantial
variation in student populations. For instance,ssroountry differences with respect to
university financing, eligibility criteria, and sty costs may affect who enters university,
thereby causing variation in student populatiorsfave attitudes. Likewise, different cross-

country distributions of study fields may affectlfaee attitudes.
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