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| nt roducti on

This report examnes two neasures of public support for
governnmental prograns to assist the elderly. The first asks
about changes in governnment spending on "retirenent benefits."”
The second inquires about whether it 1is the governnent’s
"responsibility" to "provide a decent standard of living for the
old" (See Tables 1 and 2 for full wordings). These itens are
exam ned from four perspectives. First, how has support changed
over time. Second, how does support differ across countries.
Third, how does support for benefits for the elderly conpare to
support for ot her gover nnent al spendi ng progr ans and
responsibilities. Fourth, how does support differ across sub-
groups (within countries).

The data are drawn from the International Social Survey
Program (1 SSP). The | SSP has conducted nationally representative
sanples of adults in a large and growi ng nunber of countries
annually since 1985. Details are presented in Appendix 1. The
Items on governnent benefits for the elderly have been asked as
part of the ISSP studies on the Role of Governnent in 1985,
1990, and 1996. In 1985 six countries were covered (Australia,
West CGernmany, Geat Britain, the United States, Austria, and
Italy). In 1990 11 countries (or divisions of countries) were

i ncluded (Australia, East Germany, West Germany, Geat Britain,



Northern Ireland, the United States, Hungary, Italy, Ireland,
Norway, and Israel). In 1996 25 countries or sub-units were
covered (Australia, East Gernany, Wst GCermany, Geat Britain,
the United States, Hungary, lItaly, Ireland, Norway, Sweden, the
Czech Republic, Slovenia, Poland, Bulgaria, Russia, New Zeal and,
Canada, the Philippines, Israeli Arabs, Israeli Jews, Japan,

Spai n, Latvia, France, and Cyprus).

Changes Across Tinme, 1985-1996

Table 1 shows support for nore governnental spending for
retirement benefits by country and year. Five countries asked
the itemin all three years. Three countries showed a net |o0ss
of approval over the 1ll-year span. In Australia 55% backed nore
spending for retirement benefits in 1985 and 1990, then it fel
to 50% in 1996 (for a net change in wanting nore spending of -
5.4 percentage points: 49.6 - 55.0= -5.4). In Wst Germany and
Italy support rose from 1985 to 1990, but then dropped by an
even larger margin from 1990 to 1996 for net declines of
respectively -2.7 and -7.8 percentage points. Two countries
showed net gains in approval of nore spending. In Geat Britain
support rose from 75% in 1985 to 81% in 1990 then fell to 78%
(for a net gain of 3.0 percentage points). In the United States

support steadily rose from42% in 1985 to 47% in 1990 to 49% in



1996 (+7.7). Another three countries have trends from 1990 to
1996. Support fell by -3.3 percentage points in Hungary and by -
14.8 percentage points in Norway. Approval rose by 3.0
percentage points in Israel.

Table 2 shows that nost countries have had declines in
endorsing the idea that it was "definitely" the governnent’s
responsibility to provide the elderly with a decent standard of
living. The sharpest drop was in Australia where support dropped
from62%in 1985 to 37%in 1990 and 1996 (percentage change from
1985 to 1996 of -25.0). The other declines between 1985 and 1996
were nmuch nore nodest -8.4 in Wst Gernany, -7.8 in Geat
Britain, -5.4 in Italy, and -4.1 in the United States. Hungary
also showed a decline from 1990 to 1996 (-13.9 percentage
poi nts), but Norway showed no change and Israel had a small rise
(1.0 percentage points).

The trends in the two neasures have 1) nostly been snall
with the exception of three large drops (on spending in
Australia from 1985 to 1990 and Norway from 1990 to 1996 and on
responsibility in Hungary from 1990 to 1996) and 2) have shown
nore drops in support than gains. However, the pattern has not
been uniform across countries or itens with the magnitude and

timng of the changes being quite vari ed.

D fferences Across Countries



There is considerable variation in |evels of support across
countries for both spending and responsibilities (Tables 1-3).
Anmong the six countries in 1985 support for nore spending ranged
from 75% in Geat Britain to 42% in the United States for a
range of 32.9 percentage points. For the nine countries in 1990
backing for nore spending went from 90% in Northern Ireland to
47% in the United States (range = 43.5). Anpong the 25 countries
in 1996 approval of nore spending started at 91% in Latvia and
ended at 27% in Canada (range = 64.1). The ranges increased
because nore countries were drawn into the studies. Anong the
five ~countries that asked the item in all three years
(Australia, West Germany, Geat Britain, Italy, and the United
States) the range in support was 43.5 in 1985, 34.5 in 1990, and
34.6 in 1996.

Endor senent of the governnent having a "definite"
responsibility towards providing the elderly wth a decent
standard of living in 1985 varied from 81% in Italy to 42% in
the United States (range = 39.0). In 1990 it ran from 85% in
Norway to 37% in Australia (range = 48.2). In 1996 supported
ranged from 86% in Russia to 35% in Cyprus (range = 51.0). As
with spending, the range grew nostly due to the addition of nore

countries. Anmobng the five countries covered in each period the



range was 39.0 in 1985, 43.7 in 1990, and 38.2 in 1996.1

Table 3 shows support for spending and responsibilities
with countries ordered fromhigh to | ow. For spending support is
greatest in ex-Socialist countries. In 1996 they occupy the top
five spending positions (Latvia, Russia, Hungary, Poland, and
Bul garia). The remaining three ex-Socialist countries (the Czech
Republic, East Germany, and Slovenia) are in the mddle third
and no ex-Socialist country is in the bottomthird. By in |large
t he people of ex-Socialist states still favor a strong degree of
collectivist welfare. Clustered near the bottom (four of the
bottom six) are the colonial off-shoots of Europe in general and
Geat Britain in particular (New Zeal and, Canada, the United
States, and Australia). As previous research has indicated,
these are pioneer and immgrant societies that place nore
enphasi s on individualismand |less on the collective security of
the welfare state. Western European wel fare denocracies run from
Great Britain just below the ex-Socialist block at the top,
through Ireland, Italy, Spain, and Norway in the mddle, to
Sweden, West Gernmany, and France in the bottomthird.

The responsibility neasure shows a simlar pattern, but

IOn responsibilities towards the care of +the elderly the
variation is nostly Dbetween the definite and probable
responsi ble categories. In only the United States in all three
years and in the Philippines, Japan, and Arab Israel in 1996 did
nore than 10% fail to say it was a governnent responsibility to
at | east sone extent.



|l ess strikingly. Three ex-Socialist countries are in the top
third (Russia, Latvia, and Slovenia) and the remaining forner
Communi st societies are in the mddle (Bulgaria, Poland, East
Germany, the Czech Republic, and Hungary). The i mm grant/ pi oneer
societies are either at the very bottom of the mddle group (New
Zeal and) or in the bottom third (Canada, the United States, and
Australia). Once again Wstern European wel fare denocracies run
from Norway, Spain, Ireland, Italy, and Great Britain at the top
to Sweden in the mddle and France and West Gernmany in the
bottomthird (as with spending).

There is a general tendency for countries to consistently
rank high, mddle, or low on both neasures, but there are sone
notable switches (e.g. Norway 17th on spending and 2nd on
responsibilities and the Philippines 7th on spending and 24th on
responsibilities). Also, the basic patterns (e.g. ex-Socialist
states being high, inmmgrant/pioneer societies and West Gernmany
being low, and considerable variation anong other Wstern
Eur opean denocracies holds up for the shorter lists of countries

in 1985 and 1990.

Support Across Prograns

Peopl e were asked about governnment spending prograns and

responsibilities besides those relating to the elderly. In



addition to retirenent benefits the public was asked about
spending levels for the environnent, health, the police and |aw
enforcenment, education, the mlitary and defense, unenploynent
benefits, and culture and the arts. In 1985 two countries (G eat
Britain and Italy) placed spending for retirenent benefits
second anong the eight areas, two countries (Wst Germany and
Austria) ranked it third, and two countries (Australia and the
United States) placed it fourth (Table 4). In 1990 a simlar
pattern energed with retirenment benefits being first in one
country, second in three countries, third or fourth in three
countries, and fifth in two countries. In 1996 retirenent
benefits were ranked first by one country, second by two
countries, third by 12 countries, fourth by seven countries, and
fifth by three countries. Thus, across 38 conparisons (i.e. 6
countries in 1985, 7 in 1990, and 25 in 1996) retirenent
benefits were selected as the nost favored program for nore
spending only once (in Latvia in 1996) and never finished in the
bottom three positions. It has been in the top half of spending
priorities in 33 of 38 conparisons. The expanding |ist of
countries covered over tinme showed sonmewhat |less of a top
priority for retirement benefits. It was anong the top two
pl aces for 33% of the countries in 1985 and for 43%in 1990, but
only 12% in 1996. Wthin the sanme countries the ranking of

retirement benefits declined in only a few instances: fromthird



to fifth in Wst Germany from 1985 to 1996 and from second in
1985 and 1990 in Geat Britain and Italy to third in 1996.

Health tops retirenment benefits in 37 of 38 conparisons and
has the best average rank across all countries and all years.
Education is higher in 23 of 38 conparisons. No other spending
program on average ranks ahead of retirenent benefits. The
environnment bests retirement benefits in 13 of 38 conparisons.
The police and |law enforcenent is ranked higher in 12 of 38
conpari sons. Unenpl oynent benefits and culture and the arts are
never nore popular and the mlitary and defense bests retirenent
benefits only in Cyprus in 1996. Education always is ranked
hi gher than retirenent benefits in the immgrant/pioneer
soci eties, appears to gain ground in Wstern European
denocracies (Geat Britain, Wst Germany, and Italy) over tineg,
and is nore popular in ex-Socialist countries outside of the
former Soviet Union. Environment is consistently ranked higher
than retirenment benefits in Wst Gernany, bests retirenent
benefits in a smattering of other Wstern European countries,
but rarely tops retirenent benefits in ex-Socialist states.
Support for police/law enforcenent spending exceeds that for
retirement benefits nmminly anong inmgrant/pioneer societies (in
8 of 8 conparisons) and does so in only one ex- Socialist state
(East CGermany in 1996).

Regardi ng governnent responsibilities, in 1985 in addition



to asking about the government providing a decent standard of

living for the elderly people were asked if the should "provide

a job for everyone who wants one," "provide health care for the
sick,” and "provide a decent standard of Iliving for the
unenpl oyed.” In 1990 and 1996 people were also asked if the

governnent should "provide financial assistance to college
students from lowincone famlies" and "provide decent housing
for those who can’t afford it." Providing for the elderly was
the top listed priority in three countries in 1985 and in second
place in three countries, first in four countries in 1990 and
the second choice in the remaining seven countries, and first in
three countries in 1996, second in 17.5,2 third in 3.5 countries,
and fifth in one country (Table 5). In each of the 27.5 tines
that providing for the elderly was ranked second, it was
outranked by (or tied with) health care. The snall differences
across countries in the rankings of providing for the elderly
does not clearly relate to any of the major groupings of
countries (i.e. inmmgrant/pioneer, ex-Socialist, Wstern Europe,
etc.).

VWiile remaining high, the relative rank of providing for
the elderly slipped over tine. First place finishes fell from
50% in 1985, to 36% in 1990, and to just 12% in 1996. Wthin the

same countries caring for the elderly slipped a position for

2Reference to half countries (i.e. 0.5) represent ties.
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Australia, West Cermany, and the United States from 1985 to 1990
and dropped a rung for East Cermany, Hungary, Norway, and |srael
from 1990 to 1996. The only gains were noving up a rung for the
United States and Ireland from 1990 to 1996. However, the |levels
of support for health and elder care are quite high in nost
countries and usually very close. In only 12 of 42 conparisons
were the differences greater than five percentage points.
Spending for retirenent benefits and providing a decent
standard of living for the elderly are relatively popular
policies in virtually all countries. Only health consistently
does better than prograns for the elderly. Educational spending
does top retirenent benefits in nost conparisons, but providing
for the elderly al nost always does better than giving assistance
to those with low incones to attend college. Qthers proposals
usually are less favored than those for the retired and/or
el derly. However, the relative popularity of prograns for the
el derly appears to have slipped a bit. The shift is smal
however and nore evident on providing for the elderly than

regardi ng spending for retirenment benefits.

Di fferences Across Soci o- Denographi ¢ G oups

Sone systematic differences exist in support for governnent

spending for retirenent benefits and for providing for the
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el derly across genders, age groups, and |abor force statuses. As
Table 6 shows in 1996 in 22 of 25 countries wonmen are nore in
favor of high spending than nmen are. The differences are
generally quite nodest however wth only 11 exceeding 5.0
percentage points. The three |argest gender gaps are in Slovenia
(+11.1), East GCermany (+15.8), and Sweden (+16.8). On gover nnent
responsibilities towards the elderly wonmen were nore supportive
than men were in all 25 countries in 1996 and the differences
were 5.0 or higher in 16 <cases (Table 7). The only two
di fference over 10 percentage points were in Hungary (+11.7) and
Canada (+13.8).

Across age groups the predomi nate pattern was for support
for governmental spending for retirenment benefits to rise wth
age (Table 8). This occurred in 19 of 25 countries. The
generational differences were often quite large. Support for
nore spendi ng anong those 65+ exceeded support anong those under
30 by 20 percentage points or nore in East Germany, G eat
Britain, Sweden, the Czech Republic, Slovenia, Poland, France,
and Cyprus. But rising support as one nears retirenment age did
not appear in all countries. In Latvia there was Ilittle
variation by age, in the Philippines and Wst Germany there were
non-linear patterns with spending nost endorsed by the mddle-
aged in the Philippines and |east backed by the mddle-aged in

West  Germany, and in Canada and the United States the
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predom nate pattern reversed with support generally declining
wi th age.s3

On whether providing for the elderly is a governnental
responsibility, the association with age is even stronger. In
all countries those 65+ are nore likely to say it is the
governnent’s duty conpared to those under 30 and in 18 of 25
conpari son those over 65 are nobre supportive than any other age
group (Table 9). As with spending, many generational differences
are |l arge, exceeding 20 percentage points in East Cermany, G eat
Britain, Sweden, the Czech Republic, Slovenia, New Zeal and, and
Canada. The snallest generations gaps are in Australia (+3.0)
and the United States (+3.1).

Labor force status does not show as consistent a pattern
with support for governnent prograns for the elderly as gender
and age do. On spending neasures the retired are the nobst in
favor of nore spending in 11 countries, followed by those
keeping house in six countries, the unenployed in three
countries, part-time workers in two countries, those in other
circunstances (e.g. students, di sabl ed, unknown) in two
countries, and full-time workers in one country (Table 10). To
assess potential conflict between the retired and current

workers who in nost countries are paying for the benefits of the

SAnong Israeli Arabs there were too few respondents 65+ to
determne fully the age relationship.
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retired through their payroll taxes, the position of the retired
and full-time workers were conpared. In five countries (the
Philippines: -1.4; Latvia: -1.6; Canada: -1.7; the United
States: -7.3; and Arab Israel: -14.2) workers are nore in favor
of increased spending than the retired are. In the remaining 20
countries retirees are supportive of higher benefits. In many
countries the differences are nodest, but in nine countries the
differences are 15 percentage points or nore (Cyprus: +15.7;
Norway: +16.2; France: +16.7; Poland: +19.5; Bulgaria: +20.0;
Sweden: +21.9; Slovenia: +22.9; the Czech Republic: +25.4; and
East Germany: +25.9). In general, in inmmgrant/pioneer societies
differences are small and as likely to be negative (Canada and
the United States) as positive (Australia and New Zealand). In
ex-Soci alist countries the gaps are usually substantial with the
exception of Latvia and Russia where support for nore spending
Is very high anong both workers and retirees. In Wstern Europe
differences are noderate-to-large (from +9.8 in Italy to +21.9
in Sweden) in all countries except Spain (+2.0).

A simlar pattern energes for governnent responsibilities.
In 12 countries retirees are nost likely to see the governnent
as having a definite responsibility to provide a decent standard
of living for the elderly, those keeping house are first in 5.5
countries, the unenployed in 4 countries, part-tinme workers in

1.5 countries, and others in 2 countries. Conparing full-tine
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enpl oyees and retirees shows that retirees are nore in favor of
governnment providing for the elderly than workers are in 24 of
25 cases (lsraeli Arabs at -8.1 being the only exception).
Unlike in nmany previous conparisons the immgrant/pioneer
societies do not cluster together. Differences run from +5.6 in
Australia to +7.9 in the United States, +16.3 in Canada, and
+24.2 in New Zealand. There is al so considerable variation
anong the ex-Socialist countries where differences range from
+1.4 in Latvia to +24.0 in the Czech Republic. Simlarly, in
Western Europe differences go from +6.4 in Wst Germany to +21.5
in Sweden.

Overall, a potential for conflict between current workers
and retirees exists in a nunber of countries. On both spending
for retirenent benefits and providing for the elderly Ilarge
di fferences appear in Poland, Sweden, the Czech Republic, and
East CGermany and noderate-to-large differences appear on both
nmeasures in nost countries.

Concl usi on

Prograns for the elderly are popular in nost countries.
Only health policies typically garner nore support. In addition
educational spending is rated nore highly than spending for
retirement benefits in nost conparisons, but this educational
advantage does not prevail when caring for the elderly is

conpared to hel ping those with | owincones go to coll ege.
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Suppor t S not uni form across countries. The
I mm grant/pioneer societies, Wst GCernmany, and Japan are | east
supportive of these policies to aid the retired and elderly and
ex-Socialist countries are usually the npbst supportive. O her
West ern European countries show consi derable variation, but tend
to be between these two pol ar groups.

There has been sone decline in both absolute I|evels of
support and the relative rank across conpeting prograns.
However, these changes are nodest in nagnitude and do not occur
in all countries.

Wnen are consistently nore supportive of progranms for the
elderly, but the differences are wusually quite small. Support
tends to increase with age and in a fair nunber of countries
there are large generation gaps, but a few countries (e.g. the
United States and Canada on spending) show a contrary
relationship. D fferences by labor force status are |less
consistent than either the gender or age patterns, but support
is nost often highest anobng the retired. D fferences between
retirees and full-time workers are usually noderate in size, but
| arge and consistent differences appear in about a quarter of

the countri es.
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Table 1

Support for Governnent Spending on Retirenent Benefits
by Country and Year

1985 Much Much Can’t
More Mre Sane Less Less Choose N
Australia 17.3 37.7 40.9 3.3 0.8 0.0 1471
Ger man (\West) 10.4 35.3 48.9 3.3 0.6 1.5 1037
Geat Britain 25.3 49.3 23.4 1.0 0.1 1.0 1474
United States 12.4 29.3 41.1 10.3 2.7 4.2 655
Austri a 11.5 36.6 45.9 1.6 0.4 4.1 987
Italy 22.3 51.9 19.8 3.1 0.6 2.3 1500
1990
Australia 11.7 42.9 40.1 4.3 0.6 0.3 2382
Ger many (\West) 15.4 38.4 41.9 1.7 0.6 1.9 3028
Geat Britain 28.4 52.8 17.1 0.4 0.3 1.1 1148
No. Irel and 40.3 49.9 8.8 0.2 0.0 0.8 766
United States 12.1 34.6 40.0 7.2 2.2 3.9 1178
Hungary 40.3 46.5 10.2 1.6 0.2 1.2 972
Italy 25.2 55.3 16.0 1.9 0.5 1.1 999
Nor way 15.7 54.9 27.1 0.7 0.3 1.4 1467
| srael 27.3 43.6 23.7 3.0 0.4 2.0 989
1996
Australia 11.7 37.9 46.7 2.9 0.5 0.2 2111
Ger many 13.5 32.1 47.1 3.9 0.4 2.9 3450
West 12.5 30.5 49.2 4.3 0.5 3.2 2855
East 18.6 39.8 37.5 2.3 0.0 1.9 595
Geat Britain 26.5 51.1 20.9 0.8 0.3 0.4 978
United States 12.8 36.6 38.3 7.7 2.0 2.6 1294
Hungary 33.0 50.5 13.2 1.3 0.1 1.9 1495
Italy 17.8 48.6 23.5 4.8 2.0 3.2 1100
| rel and 28.5 45.1 24.8 0.6 0.0 1.1 992
Nor way 12.6 43.2 40.7 1.4 0.2 2.0 1323
Sweden 14.6 39.4 39.5 2.3 0.1 4.1 1336
Czech Rep. 18.2 46.7 29.6 1.8 1.0 2.7 1096
Sl oveni a 22.5 34.6 33.5 4.5 1.9 3.0 1003
Pol and 35.3 43.9 15.4 1.9 0.5 3.0 1168
Bul gari a 31.9 46.5 16.9 1.5 0.5 2.8 998
Russi a 55.5 33.8 6.4 0.6 0.2 3.5 1691
New Zeal and 11.8 33.8 47.8 4.2 0.8 1.6 1153
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Canada 6.7 20.5 61.3 8.2 1.4 1.8 1205
The Phi li ppi nes 12.2 64.8 18.5 3.2 0.1 1.2 3947
| srael

Jews 40.7 34.2 21.0 1.9 0.3 1.9 1040

Ar abs 46.4 27.3 19.6 2.8 1.6 2.2 494

Tabl e 1 (continued)
1996 Much Much Can’t
More Mre Sane Less Less Choose N

Japan 25.2 30.3 33.7 2.7 1.4 6.8 1244
Spai n 15.7 48.3 28.6 1.9 0.3 5.2 2484
Latvia 52.3 39.0 5.5 0.3 0.1 2.8 1495
France 13.0 23.4 53.4 52 2.0 3.0 1278
Cyprus 10.6 46.1 39.2 3.7 0.3 0.1 996

Source: ISSP ROG I,11,111

Wor di ng:

Listed below are various areas of governnment spending. Please
i ndicate whether you would like to see nore or |ess government
spending in each area. Renenber that if you say "nuch nore", it
m ght require a tax increase to pay for it.

Spend Much  More/ Spend More/Spend the Same  Anmount/ Spend
Less/ Spend Much Less/Can’t Choose

f. Retirement Benefits
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Tabl e 2

Governnent’ s Responsibility for Providing for the Elderly
by Country and Year

1985 Defin- Prob- Prob- Defin- Can't
itely ably ably itely Choose N
Not Not
Australia 62. 4 33.7 3.3 0.6 0.0 1452
Ger many (\West) 55.4 40.5 2.9 0.4 0.8 1036
Geat Britain 78. 2 19.6 1.1 0.5 0.6 1483
United States 42.0 44. 8 9.1 2.5 1.7 658
Austri a 63. 2 33.8 1.3 0.1 1.6 993
Italy 81.0 17. 4 0.4 0.1 1.0 1500
1990
Australia 37.2 56. 6 5.4 0.4 0.5 2389
Ger many 59.7 35.2 3.9 0.4 0.7 3769
West 53.7 40. 3 4.8 0.5 0.8 3021
East 84.3 14. 4 0.6 0.2 0.5 748
Great Britain 77.6 20.2 0.9 0.3 0.9 1157
No. Irel and 80.5 17.9 0.9 0.3 0.3 767
United States 39.0 46. 2 10.1 2.0 2.7 1180
Hungary 76. 6 22.1 0.9 0.0 0.4 975
Italy 80.9 18.1 0.6 0.3 0.1 1000
| rel and 77.6 20. 3 1.7 0.2 0.2 1003
Nor way 85. 4 13.2 1.0 0.1 0.3 1502
| srael 64. 8 27.6 5.6 1.3 0.7 986
1996
Australia 37.4 56. 6 5.5 0.4 0.2 2107
Ger many 49.9 44.5 3.1 0.4 1.8 3444
West 47.0 47. 2 3.5 0.4 2.0 2853
East 63. 8 33.8 1.3 0.4 0.8 591
Geat Britain 70. 4 26.0 2.2 0.4 1.0 983
United States 37.9 47. 6 9.8 3.3 1.5 1278
Hungary 62.7 34. 4 1.7 0.1 1.1 1500
Italy 75. 6 21. 7 1.8 0.3 0.7 1100
| rel and 76. 3 22.6 0.5 0.3 0.3 994
Nor way 85. 4 13.2 0.5 0.4 0.5 1329
Sweden 67.0 27.6 1.5 0.7 3.2 1347
Czech Rep. 63.1 32.8 2.1 1.3 0.7 1097
Sl oveni a 73.8 21.8 2.7 0.9 0.9 1002
Pol and 64. 4 32.2 1.2 0.2 1.9 1174
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Bul gari a 66.3 30.8 1.5 0.4 1.1 1000
Russi a 85. 6 12.3 1.1 0.2 0.8 1691
New Zeal and 58.0 35.5 5.1 0.6 0.9 1163
Canada 49. 1 41.5 7.0 1.7 0.8 1229
The Phili ppi nes 37.7 52.0 7.2 2.1 1.0 3947
Tabl e 2 (continued)
1996 Defin- Prob- Prob- Defin- Can’t
itely ably ably itely Choose N
Not Not

| srael

Jews 65. 8 28. 8 3.7 1.1 0.8 1040

Ar abs 63. 3 24.5 4.6 6.4 1.2 498
Japan 45.2 38.3 6.1 2.3 8.1 1240
Spai n 78.7 19.2 0.8 0.2 1.1 2490
Latvi a 79.9 19.0 0.3 0.1 0.7 1492
France 54.1 39.0 4.7 1.6 0.6 1283
Cyprus 34.6 58.5 6.2 0.1 0.5 993

Source: | SSP ROG 1985, 1990, 1996

Wwrding: On the whole, do you think it should of should not be
t he governnent’s responsibility to...

Definitely Should Be/Probably Should Be/Probably Should Not
Be/ Definitely Should Not Be/Can’t Choose

d. Provide a decent standard of living for the old
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Tabl e 3

Support for Mre Spending and Definite Responsibility by
Level of Support by Year

1985 Spendi ng Responsi bility
Great Britain: 74.6 Italy: 81.0
ltaly: 74.2 Great Britain: 78.2
Australia: 48.1 Australia: 63.2
West Germany: 45.7 West Gernmany: 55.4
United States: 41.7 United States: 42.0
1990 No. Ireland: 90.2 Norway: 85.4
Hungary: 86.8 East CGermany: 84.3
Great Britain: 81.2 Italy: 80.9
Italy: 80.5 No. Ireland: 80.5
Israel: 70.9 Ireland: 77.6
Norway: 70.6 Great Britain: 77.6
Australia: 54.6 Hungary: 76.6
West Germany: 53.8 Israel: 64.8
United States: 46.7 West Gernmany: 53.7
United States: 39.0
Australia: 37.2
1996 Latvia: 91.3 Russia: 85.6

Russia: 89.3
Hungary: 83.5

Norway: 85.4
Latvia: 79.9

Pol and: 79.2 Spain: 78.7
Bul garia: 79.2 Ireland: 76.3
Great Britain: 77.6 Italy: 75.6

The Philippines: 77.0

| sraeli Jews: 74.9
| sraeli Arabs: 73.7
Ireland: 73.6

Sl ovenia: 73.8
Great Britain: 70.4
Sweden: 67.0

Bul garia: 66.3

Italy: 66.4 Israeli Jews: 65.8
Czech Rep.: 64.9 Pol and: 64. 4
Spain: 64.0 I sraeli Arabs: 63.3

East Gernmany:. 58.4
Sl ovenia: 57.1

East Germany: 63.8
Czech Rep.: 63.1

Cyprus: 56.7 Hungary: 62.7
Norway: 55.8 New Zeal and: 58.0
Japan: 55.5 France: 54.1

Sweden: 54.0
Australia: 49.6
United States: 49.4
New Zeal and: 45.6

Canada: 49.1
West Germany: 47.0
Japan: 45.2
United States: 37.9



West Germany: 43.0 Australia: 37.4
France: 36.4 The Phi |'i ppi nes:
37.7

Canada: 27.2 Cyprus: 34.6

Source: | SSP ROG 1985, 1990, 1996
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1985
ARTS

Australia
9.6

Ger many (\West)
13.0

Geat Britain
9.2

United States
14. 6

Austri a
10.6

Italy
31.4

1990

Australia
13.0

Ger many (\West)
21.0

Geat Britain
12.0

No. Irel and
13.0

United States
12. 7

Hungary
63.0

Italy
44.5

Nor way
9.4

| srael
34.8

1996

Support for Governnent Spending by
Program Country,

Tabl e 4

and Year

(% for More Spending)

ENV  HLTH POL  EDUC
31.9 62.5 67.4 64.0
81.1 51.4 29.0 39.4
35.4 87.8 38.8 73.8
41. 5 58.6 49.9 64.5
69.9 59.3 21.4 35.5
58.4 79.4 46.0 60. 5
63.5 67.7 67.7 69.7
89.5 72.4 42.1 S57.7
61.8 89.5 49.3 78.9
56.1 89. 2 35.2 73.2
58.5 70. 4 54.3 72.6
85.5 94.8 53.1 86.7
73.1 84.7 56.7 65.0
73.2 82.7 61.3 54.6
53.0 79.2 57.6 80.5

23

ARMS

45.

17.

19.

12.

11.

25.

14.

13.

13.

11.

53.

8

55.

45.

74.

41.

48.

74.

54.

53.

81.

90.

46.

86.

80.

70.

70.

UNEM

12.6

33.6

40. 3

24.2

15.1

54.5

10.1

35.8

35.5

53.1

26. 2

46. 5

52.3

18.4

29. 2



Australia
12.5

Cer many
15.5

West
13.5
East

25.5

Geat Britain
5.9

United States
15.1

Hungary
46.9

Italy
41. 6

| rel and
21.8

Nor way
7.9

Sweden
14. 3

Czech Rep
26.5

Sl oveni a
47. 8

Pol and
47. 7

Bul gari a
49. 8

Russi a
59.4

New Zeal and
13.0

Canada
25.3

The Phi li ppi nes

54.9
| srael
Jews

41. 1

ARTS

Ar abs

47.9

57.0

57.2

55.8

42.9

48. 4

62.8

57.6

51.2

41.8

52.6

66. 1

70.5

73.2

59.6

75.1

36.5

49. 0

57.3

62.5

Tabl

ENV

75.0

79.8 67.1 70. 4
55.8 58.2 51.2
52.8 55.4 49.8
70. 2 71.2 58.1
91.2 72.1 83.9
66.4 57.2 76. 4
91.9 63.5 80.5
76. 5 31. 4 70.0
83.4 75.0 62. 2
84.5 61.4 50.1
76.0 46.6 57.8
81.0 41.5 65. 6
78.4 36.9 82.7
91.4 69.7 80.9
92.2 69. 6 78.9
93.4 34.5 86. 4
87.3 83.3 82.6
53.8 31.8 62.4
83.4 48.1 83.0
83.1 59.2 88.6
e 4 (continued)

HLTH POL  EDUC
86.3 49.3 81.6

24

26.7

17.6

21.0

31.8

23.0

10. 2

13.0

11.2

24.1

51.3

67.5

67.4

16. 8

52.3

65. 6

ARNMS

34.6

49.6 12.3
45.7 32.5
43.0 27.9
58.4 55.0
77.6 34.5
49.4  27.6
83.5 34.0
66.4 47.3
73.6 46.7
55.8 19.0
54.0 41.3
64.9 18.6
57.1 47.3
79.2 41.0
78.4 65.3
89.3 60.4
45.6 10.1
27.2 15.6
77.0 ----
74.9 32.6

RET  UNEM
73.7 70.0



69.5

Japan 65.5 65.6 22.2 47.2 8.8 55.5 31.0
3lé§ai n 58.6 75.7 60.4 69.9 14.1 64.0 49.0
M avia 45.5 89.8 39.4 85.8 37.8 91.3 58.2
> e ance 42.2 51.7 39.7 62.3 7.9 36.4 23.8
ZQZpr us 61.7 78.9 51.3 83.4 79.6 56.7 44.9

Source: ISSP ROG I,11,111

Wor di ng:

Listed below are various areas of government spending. Please
I ndi cate whether you would like to see nore or |ess governnent
spending in each area. Renenber that if you say "nuch nore", it
mght require a tax increase to pay for it.

Spend Much  More/ Spend More/Spend the Sanme  Anmount/ Spend
Less/ Spend Much Less/Can’t Choose

The environnent

Heal t h

The police and | aw enf or cenent
Educati on

The mlitary and defense
Retirenent benefits
Unenpl oynment benefits
Culture and the arts

SQ@ e aoooe
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Tabl e 5

Support CGovernnent Social Wl fare Prograns
by Program Country, and Year

(% Definitely Should Provide For)

Jobs Car e El der- Job- St u- Hous-

for of ly | ess dents i ng
Al | Si ck

1985
Australia 20. 2 60. 3 62. 4 15.1 ---- ----
Ger many (\West) 34.9 53.4 55.4 23.2 ---- ----
Great Britain 36.7 85. 6 78. 2 42.8 ---- ----
United States 12.8 35.4 42.0 14. 7 ---- ----
Austri a 44. 7 63.7 63. 2 14. 8 ---- ----
Italy 51.2 86.0 81.0 38.7 ---- ----

1990
Australia 11.2 37.5 37.2 5.5 21.6 12.8
Ger many 35.4 61.5 59.7 24.9 35.6 28. 2
West 28.9 56. 4 53.7 18.5 30.2 23. 4
East 61.8 82.0 84.3 50.9 57.5 47. 7
Geat Britain 22.9 84. 2 77.6 30.5 47.8 45, 2
No. Ireland 31.9 82.3 80.5 43. 5 54.2 53.4
United States 15. 2 39.4 39.0 13.1 29.5 20.0
Hungary 50.7 74.2 76. 6 20.5 37.9 33.5
Italy 38.2 87.7 80.9 32.1 53.8 44.5
| rel and 37.0 80.0 77.6 48. 0 62. 8 55.6
Nor way 51.2 83. 2 85. 4 41.1 36.3 25.1
| srael 55.2 64.5 64. 8 30.6 50. 8 44. 6

1996
Australia 10. 9 42. 3 37. 4 8.7 24.5 10.5
Ger many 31.9 52.5 49.9 19.5 28.1 21.5
West 26.9 49. 8 47.0 15.9 25.2 18. 4
East 56.1 65. 6 63. 8 37.0 41. 7 36.0
Geat Britain 27.1 81.5 70. 4 27.0 35.8 34.5
United States 13.1 37.5 37.9 12.0 33.5 18.8
Hungary 46.5 69. 6 62.7 15.6 36.0 21.5
Italy 41. 2 80. 6 75. 6 29. 2 58. 6 44. 7
| rel and 28.9 74. 1 76. 3 39.3 57.8 46. 3
Nor way 47. 1 87.0 85. 4 39.9 32.2 20. 3
Sweden 32.6 68. 5 67.0 36.6 33.3 24.9
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Czech Rep. 48. 3
Sl oveni a 57.3
Pol and 54.7
Bul gari a 52.0
Russi a 70.9
T
Jobs

for

Al |
New Zeal and 18.0
Canada 10.9
The Phili ppi nes 44, 3

| srael

Jews 40. 5
Ar abs 75. 3
Japan 22.1
Spai n 59.7
Latvi a 67.2
France 44.0
Cyprus 20.5
Source: | SSP ROG 1985, 1

Wrding: On the whole,

71.7 63.1 9.5 48. 4 27.5
79.3 73.8 41.8 74. 3 50. 2
66. 3 64.4 26.6 44.4 35.8
70. 2 66.3 48.0 49.8 37.3
79.7 85.6 37.6 61.3 48.6

able 5 (continued)
Care El der- Job- St u- Hous-

of ly | ess dents i ng

Si ck
71.1 58.0 14. 7 33.3 22. 7
63.0 49.1 15.9 34.3 20. 3
44.7  37.7 27.6  37.6 27.7
70.1 65. 8 28. 2 60.6 52.9
66. 5 63.3 53.8 65.0 65.5
45. 4 45. 2 21. 4 20. 8 16. 3
80.0 78.7 57.1 74. 1 68. 3
83.4 79.9 38.4 63.2 37.9
54.1 54.1 35.0 60. 7 46. 3
43.1 34.6 20.2 36.1 25.5

990, 1996

do you think it should of should not

t he governnent’s responsibility to...
Definitely Should Be/Probably Should Be/Probably Should Not

Be/ Definitely Should Not Be/Can’'t Choose

Provide a job for everyone who wants one
Provi de health care for the sick

Provi de a decent standard of
Provi de a decent standard of

a.
C.

d.

f.

g. Gve financial
famlies

living for the old
living for the unenpl oyed

be

assi stance to college students from | owi ncone

h. Provi de decent housing for those who can't afford it
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Tabl e 6

Support for Mre Spending for Retirenent Benefits
by Gender and Country in 1996

(% for More Spending)

Men Wnen

Australia 45. 7 52.8
Cer many 41. 7 49. 6
West 40.0 46.0
East 50.1 65.9
Geat Britain 76.9 78. 2
United States 46. 3 52.0
Hungary 80.5 86. 2
Italy 63.5 69. 2
I rel and 73.7 73.5
Nor way 51.9 60. 0
Sweden 45. 7 62.5
Czech Rep. 62.6 67.0
Sl oveni a 51.1 62. 2
Pol and 77.3 80.8
Bul gari a 76. 4 80. 2
Russi a 87.8 90.5
New Zeal and 44. 4 46. 9
Canada 24. 2 30.0
The Phili ppi nes 77. 4 76.5
| srael
Jews 71.7 77.6
Ar abs 73. 4 74. 1
Japan 55.2 55.8
Spai n 64. 3 63.6
Latvi a 90. 6 92.0
France 36.0 36.5
Cyprus 54,2 59.2

Source: |SSP ROG 1996
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Table 7

Supporting for Providing for the Elderly
by Country and Gender in 1996

(% Definitely Shoul d)

Men Wnen

Australia 34.3 39.8
Cer many 46. 3 53.3
West 43. 7 50.3
East 60.0 67.1
Geat Britain 66. 6 73.1
United States 32.8 42.0
Hungary 56.5 68. 2
Italy 73.5 77.5
I rel and 75. 4 77. 3
Nor way 82.5 88.5
Sweden 64. 2 69. 8
Czech Rep. 58.5 67.6
Sl oveni a 71.1 75. 8
Pol and 59.4 69.0
Bul gari a 62.7 69.7
Russi a 84.1 86. 8
New Zeal and 53.0 62. 3
Canada 42.0 55.8
The Phili ppi nes 36.7 38.7
| srael
Jews 64. 9 66. 5
Ar abs 61.6 65. 6
Japan 44. 6 45. 7
Spai n 78.1 79.2
Latvi a 78. 2 81.4
France 50.9 57.0
Cyprus 30. 3 38.9

Source: |SSP ROG 1996
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Tabl e 8

Support for Mre Spending for Retirenent Benefits
by Age and Country in 1996

(% for More Spending)

LT30 30- 39 40- 49 50- 64 65+
Australia 38.1 46. 3 50.9 56. 4 46. 2
Ger many 45. 5 41. 6 41. 6 48. 4 51.7
West 44,7 40. 3 38.6 44,7 47. 1
East 50.9 48. 2 56.1 63. 6 71.0
Geat Britain 63. 3 79. 2 79.7 79.8 87.1
United States 55.0 51.0 45. 7 48. 9 45. 2
Hungary 72.5 80. 6 85.5 90. 2 89.9
Italy 55.8 60. 4 65. 8 65. 8 75. 6
I rel and 64. 2 70. 8 74. 2 79.3 81.9
Nor way 51.9 51.4 52.2 61.5 66. 3
Sweden 41. 7 51.3 51.9 59. 8 66. 8
Czech Rep. 47.5 53.3 61.9 72.0 80.0
Sl oveni a 43.5 48. 2 55.2 69. 8 73.5
Pol and 70.0 71.0 79.7 89.0 91.5
Bul gari a 71.6 67.6 68.7 87.3 90.1
Russi a 84.9 89. 2 92.7 89. 8 92.0
New Zeal and 41. 4 38.1 43. 2 54.7 49.5
Canada 34.8 23. 4 24.6 30.5 20.5
The Phili ppi nes 74. 3 78. 2 81.9 76. 8 71.4
| srael
Jews 67.0 73.7 82.0 81.8 78.1
Ar abs 76. 8 70. 2 71.4 80.0 ----
Japan 54.6 48. 0 53.9 57.9 60.9
Spai n 58.1 63.0 68. 8 66. 1 66. 5
Latvi a 90.0 93.2 92.2 91.2 90. 4
France 26. 8 31. 4 33.0 42.6 47.8
Cyprus 48. 5 57.1 65. 4 64. 6 75.5

Source: |SSP ROG 1996
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Table 9

Supporting for Providing for the Elderly
by Country and Age in 1996

(% Definitely Shoul d)

LT30 30- 39 40- 49 50- 64 65+
Australia 35.6 34.8 34.9 39.9 38.6
Ger many 45. 6 47.0 46. 2 53.7 56.7
West 45,1 44. 6 43. 6 49.7 52.2
East 48. 8 59.4 58.7 71.0 74. 9
Geat Britain 57.9 70.0 71.6 71.7 80. 3
United States 38.7 36.0 35.3 39.3 41.8
Hungary 57.7 59.9 61.7 65. 9 68. 7
Italy 69. 3 77.9 73. 4 78.1 80. 4
I rel and 70.5 74. 0 79.1 75.6 84. 4
Nor way 75.7 85.5 85. 4 91.1 95.6
Sweden 59.1 57.4 69.7 68. 3 80.9
Czech Rep. 51.8 48. 4 65. 8 62. 2 80. 8
Sl oveni a 62. 2 71.2 71.0 84.7 82.4
Pol and 50. 8 66. 9 64.1 71.1 75. 4
Bul gari a 65.9 65.0 62. 4 64.7 71.9
Russi a 82.2 83.3 89.0 84.8 92.6
New Zeal and 50.5 46.5 53.4 65. 4 73.8
Canada 38.4 47. 2 51.0 54.0 62.7
The Phili ppi nes 31.1 42.2 40. 1 37.8 38.0
| srael
Jews 57.1 66. 7 71.1 70.9 74.0
Ar abs 60. 9 64.5 62.5 78.0 ----
Japan 40.5 42.9 45. 9 47. 3 48.5
Spai n 74.7 79.9 83.2 77.1 80.9
Latvi a 75. 2 82.1 78.8 83.8 80. 8
France 46. 7 51.5 57.3 58.1 57.1
Cyprus 29.1 30.6 38.3 51.0 46. 7

Source: | SSP ROG 1996
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Tabl e 10

Supporting for Mdre Spending for Retirement Benefits
by Country and Labor Force Status in 1996

(% Spend More)

Full Part Un- Re- Keep O her Retired

Time Tine enp tired House - Ful |
Australia 47.4 44.8 48.9 49.4 52.9 ---- +2.0
Ger many 40.2 41.8 61.1 56.3 48.4 42.0 +16. 1
West 38.5 39.8 56.0 51.0 48.1 41.1 +12.5
East 48.6 60.4 69.0 74.5 ---- 47.3 +25.9
Geat Britain 73.6 71.9 76.9 86.9 82.5 78.6 +13. 3
United States 49.9 45,7 ---- 42.6 52.6 57.4 -7.3
Hungary 80.8 76.5 70.7 90.4 ---- 81.0 +9. 6
Italy 63.0 65.6 70.3 72.8 68.7 62.9 +9. 8
| rel and 67.9 73.1 81.7 82.5 78.1 76.0 +14. 6
Nor way 50.5 63.3 71.1 66.7 75.9 53.6 +16. 2
Sweden 46.3 60.7 59.5 68.2 ---- 551 +21.9
Czech Rep. 55.6 62.1 ---- 81.0 61.9 69.7 +25. 4
Sl oveni a 50.2 ---- 60.0 73.1 73.4 40.3 +22.9
Pol and 73.2 77.0 77.8 92.7 70.8 69.7 +19.5
Bul gari a 71.3 59.8 70.2 91.3 ---- 81.7 +20. 0
Russi a 87.8 88.4 95.0 91.9 95.4 83.4 +4. 1
New Zeal and 41.7 48.2 53.4 50.5 50.0 42.2 +8. 8
Canada 24.6 28.6 41.3 22.9 25.7 41.4 -1.7
The Phi li ppi nes 78.5 77.5 70.9 77.1 77.8 69.4 -1. 4
| srael
Jews 75.5 69.4 82.8 79.5 88.9 64.3 +4. 0
Ar abs 69.1 86.9 ---- 54,9 76.3 82.1 -14.2
Japan 53.7 62.9 ---- 56.7 57.9 53.2 +3.0
Spai n 64.9 ---- 67.2 66.9 61.6 52.9 +2.0
Latvia 93.1 88.6 87.7 91.5 94.1 89.5 -1.6
France 29.1 32.7 41.4 45.8 41.8 35.5 +16. 7
Cyprus 54,5 ---- ---- 70.2 68.5 44.1 +15.7

Source: | SSP ROG 1996
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Table 11

Supporting for Providing for the Elderly
by Country and Labor Force Status in 1996

(% Definitely Shoul d)

Full Part Un- Re- Keep O her Retired

Time Tine enp tired House - Ful |
Australia 34.4 37.3 45.5 40.0 35.4 ---- +5. 6
Ger many 47.2 48.0 57.3 57.0 53.0 40.3 +9. 8
Vst 44.7 46.8 51.1 51.1 53.1 40.5 +6. 4
East 59.1 59.6 66.9 77.1 ---- ---- +18.0
Geat Britain 63.7 68.5 92.4 78.2 71.3 76.2 +14.5
United States 34.2 36.0 ---- 42.1 46.5 51.6 +7.9
Hungary 58.8 64.5 59.1 68.6 ---- 555 +9. 8
Italy 74.8 74.1 73.2 81.7 75.4 70.4 +6. 9
I rel and 73.6 86.4 66.0 80.8 81.4 69.6 +7.2
Nor way 85.6 87.7 89.5 95.8 86.8 75.7 +10. 2
Sweden 60.1 65.6 74.1 81.6 ---- 70.5 +21.5
Czech Rep. 54.0 ---- ---- 78.0 57.1 77.3 +24.0
Sl oveni a 69.9 ---- 67.7 84.6 80.0 57.9 +14.7
Pol and 59.5 50.2 75.5 75.1 66.5 40.8 +15. 6
Bul gari a 63.4 67.2 63.8 69.6 ---- 73.7 +6. 2
Russi a 84.9 82.5 87.6 89.6 87.3 80.1 +4.7
New Zeal and 48.7 59.9 75.7 72.9 62.7 51.5 +24. 2
Canada 45.4 46.4 35.9 61.7 45.6 52.9 +16. 3
The Phi li ppi nes 37.2 41.0 37.4 42.5 36.7 31.7 +5.3
| srael
Jews 63.1 61.9 68.6 74.8 82.2 60.6 +11.7
Ar abs 62.9 68.4 ---- 54.8 68.4 64.6 -8.1
Japan 43.5 47.4 ---- 51.5 51.8 37.1 +8.0
Spai n 78.3 ---- 77.7 80.9 80.1 74.5 +2.6
Latvi a 81.0 80.7 77.7 82.4 81.2 72.1 +1. 4
France 48.7 61.6 61.4 57.0 56.2 56.3 +8. 3
Cyprus 30.8 44.0 ---- 43.9 44.2 33.6 +13.1

Source: | SSP ROG 1996
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Appendi x 1: International Social Survey Program

The International Social Survey Program (ISSP) is a
continuing, annual program of crossnational collaboration. It
brings together pre-existing, social science projects and
coordinates research goals, thereby adding a crossnationa
perspective to the individual, national studies.

| SSP evolved from a bilateral collaboration between the
Al'l genei nen Bevol ker ungsunf ragen der Soci al wi ssenschaften
(ALLBUS) of the Zentrum fuer Unfragen, Methoden, und Analysen
(ZUMA) in Mannheim West Germany and the General Social Survey
(GSS) of the National Opinion Research Center (NORC), University
of Chicago. Both the ALLBUS and the GSS are replicating, tine
series studies. The ALLBUS has been conducted biennially since
1980 and the GSS nearly annually since 1972. In 1982 ZUVA and
the NORC devoted a small segnment of the ALLBUS and GSS to a
common set of questions on job values, inmportant areas of I|ife,
abortion, and femnism (A nerged data set is available fromthe
Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social Research
(ICPSR), University of Mchigan.) Again in 1984 collaboration
was carried out, this tinme on class differences, equality, and
the welfare state

Meanwhile, in late 1983 the National Centre for Social
Research (NCSR) (then known as Social and Community Pl anning
Research), London, which was starting a social indicators series
called the British Social Attitudes Survey (BSA) simlar to the
ALLBUS and GSS, secured funds from the Nuffield Foundation to
hol d neet i ngs to further i nt ernati onal col | aborati on
Representatives from ZUVA, NORC, NCSR, and the Research Schoo
of Social Sciences, Australian National University organized
|SSP in 1984 and agreed to 1) jointly develop topical nodules
dealing wth inportant areas of social science, 2) field the
nodules as a fifteen-mnute supplenment to the regular national
surveys (or a special survey if necessary), 3) include an
extensi ve common core of background variables, and 4) nmake the
data available to the social science comunity as soon as
possi bl e.

Each research organization funds all of its own costs.
There are no central funds. The nerging of the data into a
crossnational data set is perforned by the Zentralarchiv fuer
Enpi ri sche Sozi al f or schung, Uni versity of Col ogne in
collaboration with the Analisis Sociologicos, Economcos vy
Politicos in Spain.

Since 1984, |ISSP has grown to 37 nations, the founding
four--Germany, the United States, Geat Britain, and Australia--
plus Austria, Italy, Ireland, Hungary, the Netherlands, |Israel
Norway, the Philippines, New Zeal and, Russia, Japan, Bulgaria,
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Canada, the Czech Republic, Slovenia, Poland, Sweden, Spain,
Cyprus, France, Portugal, Slovakia, Latvia, Chile, Bangladesh,
Denmar k, South Africa, Swtzerland, Venezuela, Brazil, Flanders,
Finl and, and Mexico. In addition, East Germany was added to the
German sanple upon reunification. The affiliated organizations
are listed in Table 1. Other nations have replicated particul ar
nodul es wi thout being |SSP nenbers (e.g. Poland, in 1987, and
Switzerland, in 1987 and 1993).

The annual topics for |ISSP are devel oped over several years
by a sub-commttee and pretested in various countries. The
annual pl enary neeting of |SSP then adopts the final
guestionnaire. The |SSP researchers especially concentrate on
devel opi ng the questions that are 1) neaningful and relevant to
all countries and 2) can be expressed in an equival ent manner in
all relevant |anguages. The questionnaire is originally drafted
in British English and then translated to other | anguages using
standard back transl ati on procedures.

The thenmes covered in the |ISSP nodule and the nations
collecting data are listed in Table 1. The first theme on the
rol e of governnment covered attitudes towards a) civil |iberties,
b) education and parenting, c) welfare and social equality, and
d) the econony. The second theme was on social networks and
support system It contained detailed behavioral reports on
contacts with various friends and relatives and then a series of
questions about where one would turn for help when faced with
various situations such as financial need, mnor illness, career
advice, and enotional distress. The third nodule, on social
equality, concerned beliefs about what factors effect one's
chances for social nobility (e.g. parental status, education,
contacts, race, etc.), explanations for inequality, assessnents
of social conflicts, and related questions. It also asked people
to estimate the average earnings of various occupations (e.g.
farm | aborer and doctor) and what the average earnings of these
occupations shoul d be.

The fourth nodule covered the inpact on the famly of the
changing |labor force participation of wonen. It included
attitudes on nmarriage and cohabitation, divorce, children, and
child care and speci al denographics on | abor force status, child
care, and earnings of husband and wife. The fifth nodule on
orientations towards work dealt wth notivations to work,
desired <characteristics of a job, problenms relating to
unenpl oynment, satisfaction with one’s own job (if enployed), and
wor ki ng conditions (if enployed).

The sixth nodule in 1990 repeats the role of governnent
theme. By replicating substantial parts of earlier nodules
(approximately two-thirds), [ISSP not only has a crossnational
perspective, but also an over tine perspective. One is not only
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be able to conpare nations and test whether simlar social
sci ence nodel s operate across societies, but is also able to see
if there are simlar international trends and whether paralle
nodel s of social change operate across nations.

The seventh nodule covers the inpact of religious beliefs
and behaviors on social, political, and noral attitudes. It
I ncludes questions on religious upbringing, current religious
activities, traditional Christian beliefs, and existential
beliefs. The non-religious itens concern such topics as personal
norality, sex roles, crinme and punishnment, and abortion. The
eighth nodule in 1992 replicates and extends the 1987 soci al
equality nodule. The ninth nodule in 1993 is on the environnent.
It includes an environnental know edge scale along wth
attitudi nal and behavi oral neasures.

The tenth nodule in 1994 repeats the 1988 nodul e on gender,
famly, and work. It also adds itens on household division of
| abor, sexual harassnent, and public policy regarding the
famly. The 11th nodule in 1995 was on national identity. It
assess nationalism and patriotism |localism and globalism and
diversity and immgration. The 12th nodule in 1996 was the
second replication of role of governnent. The 13th nodule in
1997 was the first replication of the 1989 nodule on work
orientations. The 14th nodule in 1998 was the first replication
of the 1991 religion nodule. The 15th nodule in 1999 is the
second replication of the social inequality nodule fielded in
1987 and 1992.

These will be followed in 2000 by the first replication of
the 1993 environnment nodule, in 2001 by the first replication of
the 1986 social relations and social support nodule, in 2002 by
the third replication of the gender, famly, and work nodule,
and in 2003 by the first replication of the 1995 nati onal
i dentity nodul e.

| SSP  marks several new departures in the area of
crossnati onal research. First, the collaboration between
organi zations is not special or intermttent, but routine and
continual. Second, while necessarily nore circunscribed than

col | aboration dedicated solely to crossnational research on a
single topic, |SSP makes crossnational research a basic part of
the national research agenda of each participating country.
Thi rd, by conbining a cross time wth a crossnational
perspective, two powerful research designs are being used to
study soci etal processes.

Data from the first 14 nodules on role of governnent,
social networks and support systenms, social equality, the

famly, work orientation, role of governnment 11, religion,
social equality 1lI, the environnent, the famly 1I, national
identity, role of governnent 111, work orientation Il, and
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religion Il are presently available from the Zentralarchiv and
various national archives such as Essex in Britain and ICPSR in
the United States. The 1999 social inequality nodule wll be
avail able shortly and the other nodules wll be released
periodically as soon as the data can be processed.

Publ i cati ons based on the ISSP are listed in a bibliography
avail able from the |ISSP Secretariat (see below). It currently
lists nearly 900 publications.

There are seven collections of |1SSP research 1) Roger
Jowel |, Sharon W therspoon, and Lindsay Brook, eds., British
Soci al Attitudes: Speci al I nt er nati onal Report. (Al dershot:
Gower, 1989); 2) J.W Becker, James A Davis, Peter Ester, and
Peter P. Mhler, eds., Attitudes to Inequality and the Role of
Governnment. (Rijswijk, The Netherlands: Sociaal en Cultureel
Pl anbureau, 1990); 3) Roger Jowell, Lindsay Brook, and Lizanne
Dowds, eds., International Social Attitudes: The 10th BSA
Report. Al dershot: Dartnouth Publishing, 1993; 4) Alan Frizzell
and Jon H Pammett, eds., Social Inequality in Canada. Qtawa:
Carleton University Press, 1996; 5) Alan Frizzell and Jon H
Panmett, eds., Shades of Geen. Otawa: Carleton University
Press, 1997; 6) Roger Jowell, John Curtice, Alison Park, Lindsay
Brook, Katrina Thonson, and Caroline Bryson, eds., British - and
European - Social Attitudes: The 15th Report. Al dershot:
Ashgate, 1998; and 7) N ko Tos, Peter Ph. Mhler, and Brina
Mal nar, eds., Mdern Society and Values: A Conparative Analysis
Based on ISSP Project. Ljubljana: University of Lubljana and
ZUVA, 2000.

For further information there are two Wb sites that one
can contact:

1) Zentral archiv fuer Enmpiri sche Sozi al f or schung,
University of Cologne: http://ww.za. uni-koeln.de/en/issp/

2) | SSP Secretariat: http://ww.issp.org/
For further details contact the |SSP secretariat, Tom W

Smth, NORC 1155 East 60th St. Chicago, IL 60637. Phone: 773-
256- 6288 Fax: 773-753-7866 Email: smtht@orcmail.uchicago. edu
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Envi ro- Fam | y/

I ment CGender |1

| SSP Menber s Countries
RSSS Australia
D93 D94

1S Austria
D95 D95

BUP Bangl adesh
I UPERJ Brazil

ASA Bul gari a
D94 D95

SC Canada

D93 D94

CES Chile

CAR Cyprus

| SCAS Czech Republic?@
D93 D94

DEPPA Denmar k
FSD Fi nl and
CDA Fl ander s
France- | SSP France
ZUMA Ger manyP
D93 D94

NCSR Gt BritainC
D93 D94

Tar kai Hungary
D93 D94

SSRC Irel and
D93 D94

TAU | srael

D93 D94

Euri sko Italy
D92 D93 D94
BCRI Japan

D93 D94

LAS/ LSRC Latvia

Rol e of

D86
D86

Table 1: |SSP
Soci al Soci al Fam | y/
Govt Support Equality CGender
D87 D88 D90
D86 D88 D88
D86 D87 D88
D85 D86 D87 D88
D86 D87 D88
D89 D89 D89
D85 D87 D87

| SSP Modul es

Vor k Rol e of

Govt
-- D90
D89 --
D89 D90

D89 D90

D89 D90
D89 D91
D89 D91
D88 D89

Rel i gi on

Soci al

Equal .

D92

D92
D92



CEO
SCP
DO3
MJ
DO3
NSD
D93
SW6
DO3

I SS
DO3

I CS
VCl OM
DO3

I S- SAS

POMCRC
D93

Cl S/ ASEP
D94

uJ

SI DOS
D93

NORC

D93
LACSO

O hers:
| FS

BS

D=Done

D93
D94
D94

D94

Mexi co

The Net her | ands
New Zeal and

Nor way

The Phili ppi nes
Pol and

Por t ugal

Russi a

Sl ovaki a

Sl oveni ad
Spai n

Sweden
Switzerl and
United States

Venezuel a

Pol and

Li t huani a

P=Pl anned
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Table 1 (continued)

Nat i onal Rol e Wor k

| SSP Menbers Countries Identity of Govern-
ment 111 I

RSSS Australia D96 P98 P98
IS Austria D95 -- --
BUP Bangl adesh -- P98 D98
| UPERJ Brazil -- -- --
ASA Bul gari a D95 D96 D97
SC Canada D95 D96 P99
CEP Chile -- --
CAR Cyprus -- D96 D97
| SCAS Czech Republic@ D95 D96 D97
DEPPA Denmar k -- -- --
FSD Fi nl and -- -- --
CDA Fl anders -- -- --
FRANCE- | SSP France -- D97 D98
ZUVA Cer many D95 D96 D97
NCSR Gt BritainbP D95 D96
Tar kai Hungary D95 D96 D97
SSRC I rel and D95 D96 --
TAU | srael -- D96 D97
Euri sko Italy D95 D6
BCRI Japan D95 D97
LAS/ LSRC Latvia D95 D96 D97
CEO Mexi co -- -- --
SCP The Net herl ands D96 -- D98
MJ New Zeal and D96 Do7 Do7
NSD Nor way D95 D96 D97
SWS The Phili ppi nes D95 D96 D97
| SS Pol and D95 D97 D97
I CS Por t ugal -- -- D97
VCI oM Russi a D96 D97 P98
| S- SAS Sl ovaki a D96 -- --
POMCRC Sl oveni a D95 D96 D97
Cl S/ ASEP Spai n D95 D96
uu Sweden D95 D96 D97
SI DCS Switzerl and -- -- --
NORC United States D96 D96 D98
LACSO Venezuel a -- -- --

8 ncl udes Slovakia in 1992.

B el udes East Germany starting in 1990.

Clncludes Northern Ireland 1989-1991, 1993, and 1994.
dpartial version of 1986 Soci al Support nodul e.
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Soci a

Rel i gion Equal . II1
Il

P9o8
P99

P99
P99

P99

P99
P99

D98
Do8

Do7
D99
DO9
P99

P99
D8
D98
DO8
D98
P99
D98
P98
P98
Do8

D98
P99
Do8

P99
P99
P99
P99
P99
Do8
P99

P99
P99

P99
POO

Do8
P99
P99
P99

D99
P99
P99
P99
P99
P99
P99
P99
P99
P99
D99

D98
P99
P99
POO
POO

D99

Envi r onnment

POO
POO
POO
POO
POO
POO
P99
POO

POO
POO
POO
POO
POO
POO

P99
POO
POO
POO

POO
POO
POO
POO
POO
POO
POO
POO
POO
POO
POO
POO

P99
POO
POO
D00
POO

P99

POO

POO

POO

POO

POO



Table 1 (continued)

ASA=Agency for Social Analyses (Sofia)

BCRI =Br oadcasting Culture Research Institute, NHK (Tokyo)

BS=Bal ti ¢ Surveys, Lithuania

BUP=Bangl adesh Unnayan Pari shad (Dhaka)

CAR=Cent er for Applied Research, Cyprus College (N cosia)

CEO=Centro de Estudi os Opinion, University of Cuadal aj ara

CDA=Cent rum voor Dataverzaneling en -Anal yse, Katholieke Universiteit Leuven

CES=Centro de Estudi os Publicos (Santiago)

Cl S/ ASEP=Centro de I nvestigaci ones Soci ol ogi cas and Anal i sis Soci ol ogi cos, Econom cos y Politicos (Madrid)
Eurisko, in collaboration with the University of Mlan (M an)

FSD=Fi nni sh Soci al Sci ence Data Archive, University of Tanpere

FRANCE- | SSP=consorti um of Centre de Recherche en Econonie et Statistique, Centre d Informatisation des Donnees Soci o-
Politiques, Cbservatoire Francais des Conjonctures Economi ques, and Laboratoire d’ Analyse Secondaire et de Methodes
Appl i quees en Soci ol ogi e (Paris)

ICS=Instituto de Ciencias Sociais, University of Lisbon (Lisbon)

| FS=l nstytut Fiozofuu i Socjologii, University of Warsaw (\Warsaw)

| S=Instituet fuer Soziologie, University of Gaz (G az)

| SCAS=I nstitute of Sociol ogy, Czech Acadeny of Sciences (Prague)

| SS=Institute of Social Studies, University of Warsaw (\Warsaw)

I S-SAS=Institute of Sociology, Slovak Acadeny of Sciences (Bratislava)

| UPERJ=Instituto Universitario de Pesqui sas do R o de Janerio

LACSO=Laboratori o de Ciencias Social es (Caracas)

LAS/ LSRC=Lat vi an Acadeny of Sci ence and Latvia Social Research Centre (Riga)

NCSR=Nat i onal Center for Social Research; fornerly Social and Comunity Pl anni ng Research (London)
NORC=Nat i onal Opi ni on Research Center, University of Chicago (Chicago)

NSD=Nor sk Sanfunnsvi t enskapel i g Dat aj eneste, University of Bergen (Bergen)

MJ=Massey Uni versity (Pal nerston)

POMCRC=Publ i ¢ Opi ni on and Mass Conmuni cati on Research Center, University of Ljubljana (Ljubljana)
RSSS=Resear ch School of the Social Sciences, Australian National University (Canberra)

SC=Survey Center, Carleton University (Otawa)

SCP=Soci aal en Cultureel Planbureau (Rijkswi jk)

Sl =Sozi ol ogi sches Institut, University of Zuerich (Zurich)

SI DOS=Swi ss I nformati on and Data Archive Service for the Social Sciences (Neuchatel)

SSRC=Soci al Sci ence Research Center, University College (Dublin)

SW5=Soci al Weat her Stations (Quezon City)

Tar ki =Tar sadal onkut at asi | nformati ka Tarsul a (Budapest)

TAU=Tel Aviv University (Tel Aviv)

UU=Uni versity of Unmea (Unea)

VCl OVFSovi et Center for Public Opinion and Market Research (Mscow)

ZUVA=Zentrum fuer Unfragen Methoden und Anal ysen (Mannhei m
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