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Living apart, losing sympathy: how attitudes to redistribution and to welfare
recipients depend on where you live

Nick Bailey, Maria Gannon, Ade Kearns, Mark Livings & Alastair H. Leyland

1. Introduction

It has long been recognised that policies may bgestito ‘path dependent’ development processes
(Pierson 1993, 2000). There are a number of aspetiiss concept but the critical one here is the
idea of ‘inertia’ or ‘lock in’. Small changes, onestablished, may prove difficult to reverse due to
positive feedback. One implication is that, frore #ame initial starting point, a number of possible
outcomes or end-states are possible. Such arguimavesbeen highlighted in the literature on
welfare regimes (Esping-Andersen 1999) where peffeddence is seen as limiting convergence in
the face of homogenising forces such as ‘globatisatAt the same time, this path dependence can
also be seen as a major constraint on policy chaidghin a particular country. A particular

concern is whether, once societies begin to becoore unequal, it becomes increasingly difficult
for political parties committed to a redistributi@genda to get elected as the social bases for
redistribution — trust, social cohesion or solitlaxi have been eroded (Bowles and Gintis 2000;
Uslaner 2010).

The strength of such feedback processes and thieamiems by which they occur are therefore
significant issues. Pierson (1993) argues thatrtaoh attention has been paid to the role of
bureaucratic interests, politicians or organizesligs, and relatively little to the role of the geale
public. In relation to the latter, two kinds of pess may operate. First, there are processes
connected to the material resources or incentikisgg from particular policies or institutional
arrangements. Pierson argues that this is thewdriel Esping-Andersen (among others) focuses
on in examining the interaction between welfaréestand labour markets. Second, there are
parallel processes operating through politicaltbtualinal mechanisms as policies or institutions
reinforce particular attitudes or beliefs, or dovaypothers. Pierson argues that this area has been
relatively under-explored.

The aim of this paper is to examine whether spagglegation may be part of the picture, helping
to produce ‘positive feedback’ from rising ineqiglithrough its impact on political attitudes. In
common with many developed countries, Britain hesnbwitnessing rising levels of income
inequality in recent decades, notwithstanding tloel@st fall in the most recent data (OECD 2011;
DWP 2012). This has been accompanied by increagagal segregation, which is also apparent in
many developed countries (OECD 1998; Dorling andsR2003). The two are linked through the
operation of the housing system. The rise in shs#igregation reflects the increased ability of
higher income groups to outbid lower income groapke competition for more ‘desirable’
neighbourhoods (Cheshire et al 2003). Allocatiosigcpes within social housing also operate along
parallel lines. At the same time, the role of hagsand urban policy should not be neglected. Most
significant has been the Right to Buy for tenaritsozial housing which has contributed so
dramatically to the residualisation of the sectwul &s concentration into less desirable areas. The
weakness of planning controls on social mix in m@wvelopments and the limited success of
policies to promote greater social mix in more degat neighbourhoods have also been important
factors.
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An extensive literature on neighbourhood effects dleeady explored the material consequences of
this segregation by examining the impacts of nedginbbood context on individual welfare and
hence on economic efficiency (Durlauf 2004; Galg@d7; van Ham et al 2012). This paper
explores whether segregation also impacts on galliittitudes in ways which may undermine
future support for redistribution or welfare benedicipients, potentially fuelling the rise in
inequality.

The paper starts by examining theories about tthieiglual determinants of attitudes to
redistribution and to welfare recipients beforeleripg the possible role for the neighbourhood in
shaping these. It then discusses the data soundesnalytical approach, before presenting the
results of multi-level modelling. It concludes waidiscussion of the findings.

2. Segregation and political attitudes

This paper focuses on attitudes to two distinceetspof welfare policy: more general attitudes to
inequality and redistribution by the state, ondhe hand; and more specific attitudes to welfare
recipients on the other. There has long been grewon that the public hold rather different
attitudes on these two topics (Golding and Middiet882; Taylor-Gooby 1982; Hasenfeld and
Rafferty 1989; Coughlin, 1980). There is fairly wapread support for the idea that inequality is too
high and the Government should do more to redigigincomes or wealth but those attitudes
coexist with low levels of support for increasinglfare expenditures and low levels of trust in
welfare recipients themselves. And the gap apfdedrave widened in recent years. According to
data from the British Social Attitudes Survey sgrihere is still majority support for view that
inequality in Britain is too great although it Ha#len slightly since the peak in 1995 (about 12
percentage points). On the other hand, attitudesettare recipients and welfare benefits have
hardened significantly (Taylor-Gooby and Martin080Clery 2012; Taylor-Gooby 2012).

Attitudes to inequality and redistribution

Three broad theories attempt to explain why indigid hold particular attitudes towards inequality
and redistribution. The first suggests that a keyed of attitudes iself-interest: more affluent
people are less likely to express concern aboguiaéy and less likely to support redistributive
policies as they stand to lose personally from@ranges (Piketty 1995; Svallfors 1997; Linos and
West 2003; Sefton 2005). Those with more to gdinansfer groups’ such as welfare benefit
recipients or those in social housing, for instan@e more likely to support redistributive pagi
(Hasenfeld and Rafferty 1989; Papadakis and Be8B)1®Dther socio-demographic or life stage
factors are also important as they shape the okksv income (Svallfors 1997).

Second, researchers have emphasised the impodbpaesonal values, and of other attitudes and
beliefs. Valuesare moral principles which an individual holds avitich are important influences

on attitudes, and ultimately on behaviours (Roke&6B8, 1973). Values are formed largely
through socialisation, and are seen as relativetglle and resistant to influence by later
experience or knowledge (Stern et al, 1995). lati@h to redistribution, the critical values are
those concerned with altruism — where one placasaro for others compared with concern for
oneself (Hedges 2005; Sefton 2005; Park et al 208%tell and Thompson 2007). Many studies
have also cited the importanceather attitudes or beliefsiotably views about the causes of
inequality or about the consequences of it (Caatedl Thompson, 2007; Park et al 2007; Bowles et
al 2001; Piketty 1995; Linos and West 2003). Intcast to values, however, attitudes and beliefs
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more easily re-shaped by current experiences orkmewledge (Thggersen and Grunert-
Beckmann, 1997). One problem with this work is ihat difficult to identify the direction in which
causality works: do attitudes to inequality flowrin beliefs about the causes of inequality, or are
the two simultaneously determined, and influencgdther factors? Previous research in this area
has been inconsistent (Hasenfeld and Rafferty 1989)

The third theory is that attitudes are shaped bktitowl edge we derive from our personal
networks, social relationships and daily experisn€nciman’s (1966) relative deprivation thesis
argued that people make comparisons with theiefezfce group’ comprised of close friends and
acquaintances rather than with society as a wRaéerence groups are shaped by proximity in a
social sense and are therefore quite limited. @ns&quence is that people tend to underestimate
the extent of inequality in society (Sefton 200=)rthermore, Bamfield and Horton (2009) found
that, when presented with evidence on the truesdfahequality, support for redistribution tended
to increase.From the literature on social netwaditare is evidence of how personal social
relationships shape attitudes (Boletti, 2012) Idiit any past empirical work on public attitudes t
inequality has tried to measure the effects ofregfee groups or networks directly. It is perhaps
assumed that it is captured by the combinationatenmal position (which shapes ‘reference
groups’ membership) and by other attitudes or fse(which may reflect the knowledge gained).

Attitudes to welfare recipients

The literature on attitudes to welfare recipientgphbasises a rather different set of factors. Rinst,
effect of income or material position appears qgditeerent. One might expect higher income
groups to be more remote and hence less sympathmeficactice, it appears that lower income
groups often hold more critical views (van Oorst2@00, 2006). This may reflect a more direct
sense of competing for scarce resources or peehgpsater desire to differentiate themselves from
a stigmatised group.

Values and other attitudes or beliefs are seempertant, although different ones are identified.
Several studies challenge the view that supponvidfare benefits or welfare recipients is driven
by altruistic concerns. Instead, they emphasiséntipertance of notions of reciprocity and hence of
beliefs about the ‘deservingness’ of welfare resmps (Bowles and Gintis 2000; Horton and
Gregory 2009). Beliefs about the factors which heasgsed need or poverty, and hence claims for
welfare support, are therefore critical (Park €2@07). Such views on desert underpin the well-
established hierarchy of deservingness betweermpgraan Oorschot, 2000).

In general, policies in the UK have both reflectieel hardening of attitudes and shaped them by
shifting from universalism to conditionality andesgivity (Horton and Gregory 2007; Sefton
2009).
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Neighbourhood and attitudes

One possibly neglected factor in this work is tee@hbourhood. Increased mobility and ease of
communication may have produced more spatiallyrestte social networks (Savage et al 2005)
but neighbourhoods are still important places iopbe's daily lives. They shape opportunities for
personal interaction and the building of sociahtiehships or networks, as well as for more
impersonal observation and experience. Both meshemhave been highlighted in previous studies
on neighbourhood effects in relation to socio-eeomooutcomes (Galster 2012) and in relation to
political activity (Marschall and Stolle 2004; Jaton et al 2005a). This is not to argue that the
neighbourhood is the only sphere in which attituoleseliefs may be re-shaped. Places of
employment, education and leisure are also impbrtan

In the case of attitudes to inequality, we therefoypothesise that exposure to higher levels of
poverty or deprivation would tend to lead to greateareness of inequality and hence to greater
support for redistribution. The impact is likelylhe rather different for those on different incomes
People on lower incomes do not need to live in@ided neighbourhood to know about the
existence of material disadvantage. So whetheetisean aggregate effect of neighbourhood
deprivation on attitudes, we might also expectetiect to be greater for more affluent individuals.
Conversely, we might expect low income groups faress greater dissatisfaction with inequality
where they live in a more affluent area.

As well as deprivation, we might expect neighboxhdensity to be a factor. First denser
neighbourhoods might be expected to increase éugiéncy of contact with neighbours. Second,
denser neighbourhoods tend to be found in lardgearuareas so density at the neighbourhood scale
can also be seen as an indicator of placementmtitiei urban system. Larger towns and cities
provide greater opportunity to witness the diversitliving standards, with possible consequences
for attitudes.

One issue is the direction of the relationship leemvneighbourhood context and attitudes. Work on
political attitudes argues that contact may lea@s$similation’ or ‘consensus’ as individuals are
drawn towards majority views in their neighbourhdmd ‘reaction’ or ‘conflict’ may also occur
(Miller, 1978; Huckfeldt, 1986). The direction ehpact that neighbourhood context has on
attitudes to redistribution or to welfare recipgeenainnot be taken for granted. Different groups may
respond to the same context in different ways aadh&ed to take this into account.

3. Data and Analysis
Individual data

Individual data come from the 2009 British Socidtitides Survey (BSAS), a long-running
independent social survey. The 2009 data were ohwoseause that year included a module on
inequality and redistribution as well as long-siagdjuestions on welfare recipients. The BSAS is
constructed to provide a random sample of the @djoul 18 and over living in private households
(Park et al, 2010). The sample has a clusteregnl@gth Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) chosen

by a stratified random sample of postcode secWithin each PSU there is a random selection of
addresses and then a random selection from th&esaduhe dwelling. The survey applies weights

to the correct for the unequal chance of beingeseteand for non-response, matching the sample to
the known population distribution in terms of agex and region. The weights are used throughout
the paper.
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In 2009, the achieved sample for England was 2948ghted) cases; for the whole sample, the
response rate was 55 per cent for the face-to-famstionnaire and 47 per cent for the self-
completion section. Many of the questions of irgete us were only put to random subsample of
those interviewed. The questions on redistributivere only asked of two-thirds of those
interviewed, reducing the potential sample to 1828es, while the questions on welfare recipients
were only asked of half this group, reducing théeptial sample for those analyses to 972. Item
non-response across all the variables includetienahalyses reduced the number of cases in the
final models to 1146 and 576 respectively (59 et of the potential sample in both cases).

Dependent variables

The BSAS has a range of questions which were gatgntelevant. Exploratory factor analysis on
a large number of these suggested that four quesstoomed a coherent group, reflecting the same
underlying attitudes to inequality and redistrilbati while another four tapped attitudes in relation
to welfare recipients (Table 1). Internal consistewas tested using Cronbach’s Alpha giving 0.76
and 0.82 respectively, values generally consideretkptable’ and ‘good’. Since variable loadings
for the both factors were quite similar, indicegeveonstructed based on the average of the four
scores rescaled to run from 0 to 100. Where ortleeofour responses was missing, the index is
based on the average for the remaining three; tiegsesent 2 and 1 per cent of cases respectively.
The welfare scale is inverted so that higher vaindgate more sympathetic attitudes to welfare
recipients. The resulting indices are labelled {mrpfor redistribution” and “support for welfare
recipients”. They have means of 62 and 44 (standevditions 19 and 20) and, in both cases,
scores range from 0 to 100. The correlation betvileem is just 0.17, which reinforces the point
that these two sets of attitudes are quite distinct

Fielding (1999) suggests that ordinal variablessagcthe ones underlying our scales should ideally
be analysed using ordinal rather than linear regpas The latter assumes that the gap between
categories in each scale is the same which clezailynot be the case. Multiple questions can be
accommodated using a multivariate response deSigeh an approach would, however, add greatly
to the complexity of the design, leading to a figeel rather than a three-level hierarchical model.
Fielding (1999) also suggests that problems anecexdiin combined scales which may smooth
errors to some extent. The paper is therefore basdidear regression models.
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Table 1: Questions underlying the dependent variables

Variable

Support for Differences in income in Britain are too large .ciffs]
redistribution

Ordinary working people do not get their fair shaf¢he nation’s wealth.
[Wealth]

Government should redistribute income from thedretdff to those who are less
well off. [Redistrb]

It is the responsibility of the Government to regltice differences in income
between people with high incomes and those withitmemes. [IncDiff]

Support for Around here, most unemployed could find job if lpalanted [UnempJob]

welfare
recipients Many who get social security don't really deseregplSocHelp]

Most people on dole fiddling [DoleFidl]

If benefits not so generous, people would standvam two feet [WelfFeet]

Note: Variable names from BSAS shown in bracketsf®nse scales have five items ‘Strongly agreStrongly
disagree’.

Independent variables

The BSAS provides data on a range of individuaratizristics, including demographic
characteristics (gender, age, household situatashj¢ation and housing tenure. The survey collects
data on household incomes through a single questithnl7 pre-set response bands. Incomes were
equivalised using the standard modified OECD scahtesband mid-points.

The BSAS includes a measure of how altruistic redpats consider themselves to be. People are
asked to indicate their support for the statemefitable 2. In the analysis, respondents in onbef t
first two categories were contrasted with thosthenlast two. On other attitudes and beliefs, the
survey includes a number of potentially relevargsijions. For inequality and redistribution, four
separate questions ask for views about income algg(Table 3). Each is converted to a dummy,
contrasting those who agree with those neutralsaggeeing. In relation to attitudes to welfare
recipients, the question which came closest touraqg alternative explanations is shown in Table
4. It had four exclusive response categories warehused to create three dummy variables in the
models; the first response is the default category.
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Table 2: Survey question on altruism

Altruism Question %

“Some people think it is
important to put yourself first
whilst other people think it is
more important to think about
others” [SelfFrst]

Less altruistic Put yourself first and leave 4%
others to do the same
Put yourself first but also 32%
consider other people's needs and
interests

More altruistic | Consider everyone's needs and 53%
interests equally, including your
own
Put other people's needs and 11%
interests above your own

Note: Variable name from BSAS shown in bracket@riDknows’ excluded (0.3 per cent of cases). Reeges are for
those providing one of the first four responses.

Table 3: Survey questions underlying the other attitudes and beliefs variables

Variable Question % agreeor
agree strongly
Large differences in peoplefs
incomes:
Inequality - ... are morally wrong. [IncWrng]| 64%
immoral
Inequality - ... are inevitable whether we like 77%
inevitable them or not. [Incinev]
Inequality - ... give people an incentive to 61%
incentive work hard. [IncWrk]
Inequality - ... are necessary for Britain’s 28%
necessary prosperity. [IncNec]

Note: Variable names from BSAS shown in bracketterAative responses were ‘neither agree nor disagr
‘disagree’ and ‘disagree strongly’. ‘Don’t knows'eaexcluded from our analysis. Percentages arthéme providing
one of the first five responses.

Table 4: Survey questions underlying the other attitudes and beliefs variables

Variable Question %

“Why do you think there are people who live in
need? Of the four views on this card, which one
comes closest to your own?” [WhyNeed]

Need — luck Because they have been unlucky 12%
Need - effort Because of laziness or lack of willj|go 28%
Need - injustice Because of injustice in our sqgciet 20%
Need - inevitable It's an inevitable part of modie 40%

Note: Variable names from BSAS shown in brackethe®responses (‘none of these’ or ‘don’t know’yravexcluded
(5.4 per cent of cases). Percentages are for firoséing one of the first four responses.



SPATIAL SEGREGATION ASPOLICY FEEDBACK

Neighbourhood context

Permission was obtained for the researchers tohatt@ighbourhood contextual variables to the
individual respondent data in an anonymised forratdling was carried out by the data custodians
and a small amount of random error added to thghbeurhood variables before the anonymised
data was made available.

This paper uses Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAENngiand as its ‘neighbourhood’ unit. Only
data from England have been used because of tompatibility of data and geographic areas
between England and the rest of the UK. LSOAs whosen because: they were designed to be
relatively homogeneous in terms of levels of s@tonomic characteristics; they have a fairly
consistent size; and they are the smallest unitalidcch a wide variety of data is available, natju
Census data. Although there have been many dedlades the subjectivity of neighbourhood
boundaries and about how different neighbourhoocha@isms may operate at different scales,
previous research suggests that there is verydugielation between measures at different scales
(Johnston et al 2004; Gannon et al 2012). In otfweds, the scale at which neighbourhood is
measured makes relatively little difference in pice

A database of neighbourhood characteristics wagtedifor all LSOAs in England (32,482). Data
came from a number of sources, including the 2@bkes and other sources of neighbourhood
statistics such as the Government’s Indices of idlelDeprivation (IMD) (Noble et al, 2006) and
the General Land Use Database (GLUD). At the na&ghiood level these were reduced to five
factors by the use of factor analysis. Three aféhfactors represented socio-economic differences
and are omitted. The remaining two identified degtion (loading on a familiar set of variables
including unemployment, lone parent households,ddwcational attainment and social housing)
and density (loading on population density and ggpace). They had a modest correlation (around
0.4) as might be expected.

Analysis

Data were analysed in multilevel models using MLW\ersion 2.25) with Restricted Iterative
Generalised Least Squares estimation (Rasbash291)). At time of writing, the weights facility
in MLWin is not considered fully validated but, te& BSAS weights make the sample substantially
more representative, they have been used in diysashere

The models have three levels: the individual (Leb)ekthe neighbourhood (LSOA) (Level 2); and
the PSU (Level 3) to adjust for the clustered samjdeighbourhood characteristics of deprivation
and density are therefore included at the secorel.|€he data is relatively sparse at level 2 and
there is a relatively high proportion of ‘singletiflevel 2 units with just one level 1 case).
Simulation research suggests that this design mlotesffect the validity of the modelling approach.
Where the number of higher level units is largeD(60more), neither point nor interval estimates
appear biased even with high proportions of simgietand complex data structures (Maas and Hox,
2005; Bell et al, 2008).

For each dependent variable, models are producsddban: (i) individual socio-demographic
characteristics and durable value of altruism;tfigse characteristics plus neighbourhood context;
and (iii) those characteristics plus other attimidad beliefs. As noted previously, it is less rclea
that the last additions can legitimately be consdeas exogenous or causally prior to our
dependent variables. It is possible that neighbmagtttontext shapes attitudes and beliefs about the
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causes of inequality or welfare receipt at the sime as it shapes attitudes to our two dependent
variables. Including these variables in the modelsy, to some extent, mask the effect of
neighbourhood. Separating out the analyses insthysallows results to be judged with and without
these factors included.

The key methodological issue which confronts anggiof contextual effects is the problem of
selection which can also be seen as a speciabfasritted variable bias (Galster et al 2008).
Characteristics which affect individual attitudeaymalso affect the choice of neighbourhood. If we
fail to control for all of these characteristicstimates of the impacts of neighbourhood on atisud
may be biased; the direction of any bias is digpW&arious econometric techniques have been
implemented to respond to these challenges, mba#igd on longitudinal data (Galster et al 2008).
This paper is restricted to the analysis of crasgisnal data. The extensive range of controlbat t
individual level, reflecting the theoretical dissimns above, is designed to reduce the potential fo
such bias although it cannot eliminate it.

4. Results
Individual-level models

We start with models which include only individueirel socio-demographic characteristics plus
the measure of altruism (Model 1 in Tables 6 aheldw, for attitudes to redistribution and to
welfare recipients respectively).

As expected, the individual determinants of atésitb redistribution and to welfare recipients are
quite different. As expected, economic resourcee laastrong influence on attitudes to
redistribution but not attitudes to welfare recijgge Support for redistribution declines sharply as
incomes rise but is also lower for those with asdesa car which can be seen as an additional
indicator of wealth. Source of income does not appe influence attitudes to redistribution but
social renting does, as does being currently engalay the public sector. Both can be seen as
reflecting material interests in redistributiondbgh service receipt or employment, though the
latter may also be seen as either a socialisaffenter as selection.

With attitudes to welfare recipients, educatiorttdiament stands out as the main determinant.
Those with higher levels of qualifications expresarkedly higher support for welfare recipients.
Support is also higher among those in social hgudins markedly lower for those whose main
source of income is employment, perhaps refledtiegemphasis on activation policies and
workfare in public discourse.

In contrast to much previous work, women do nobrepigher levels of support on either variable
once other factors have been taken into accouher@emographic characteristics have modest or
negligible influence on attitudes.

Those who identify themselves as more altruistjgress higher support for redistribution and for
welfare recipients. The former is certainly whatex@ect but the latter runs contrary to several
papers which have argued that support for welfacgients is driven by a sense of reciprocity or
the ‘deservingness’ of recipients based on padriboions or current efforts, rather than the one-
way transaction implied by altruism.

10
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Overall, the fit of these models is modest at kb$tand 9 per cent of variance respectively) but in
line with previous research in this area.

Neighbourhood context

In the second pair of models (Model 2 in Tablesn® @), we add measures of neighbourhood
deprivation and density. We also allow the effeftaeighbourhood context to vary by income
level and by altruism through interaction terms.

With support for redistribution, the results appeasupport our hypotheses. Support is greater in
more deprived neighbourhoods and in those whicle hayher density. The effect of deprivation is
much greater for those on higher incomes (Figuréntleed, the attitudes of those on a low income
to redistribution do not appear to be significarmfiected by the level of deprivation in their
neighbourhood.

Figure 1: Support for redistribution by neighbourhood context and income (Model 2)

< {112k

16— : £1125-£18.3k

£18 20-£27 5k

£27 Sl-£40.5%

£405k+

Predicted support for redistribution

Neighbourhood deprivation (f51)

Note: Based on version of model where interactietwiken deprivation and income based on banded mcom

While the effects of deprivation are essentially same for people who are more or less altruistic,
density only changes attitudes for those who exgmser levels of altruism (Figure 2). Including
neighbourhood context does little to change theachpf individual characteristics discussed above
but it does improve the overall fit of the modeligthnow explains around 16 per cent of the
variance.

11
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Attitudes to welfare recipients appear to be meds lsensitive to neighbourhood context. Adding
measures of neighbourhood context improves tred the model by less than one per cent. If
anything, there is a suggestion that living in éensore deprived neighbourhoods may lead to
lower levels of support; although not significaneall, the coefficients for both terms are negativ
The effects do not vary by income groups but theraction with altruism indicates that these
effects apply only to those with low altruism (FiguB). Those with higher altruism have
consistently higher support for welfare recipiemibjle those with lower altruism have lower
support which may fall further in denser or moreridesd neighbourhoods.

12



Figure 2: Support for redistribution by neighbourhood context and altruism (Model 2)

SPATIAL SEGREGATION ASPOLICY FEEDBACK

Support for redistribution

75

71—

67—

63—

59

[
3 -

Neighbourhoo1 deprivation

— ot

— Altruistic

Support for redistribution

T2

87—

62—

57—

52

I l | I
-30 -23 15 -08 00 08 15 23 30

Neighbourhood density

— Nat

— Altruistic

Figure 3: Support for welfare recipients by neighbourhood context and altruism (Model 2)
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Other attitudes and beliefs

In the last stage, we add measures of the othtrdats and beliefs which are thought to be directly
relevant to support for either redistribution onfaee recipients (Model 3 in Tables 6 and 7). As
discussed above, a different set of variablesdeddn each case. To the model of support for
redistribution, we add views about the causesedquality (whether inevitable or necessary for
national prosperity or to provide an incentive torky and about the morality of inequality. To the
model for support for welfare recipients, we adelws about the causes of need: whether it reflects
lack of effort, injustice in society or is simplyavitable with the contrast case that need results
from bad luck. As with altruism, interaction termere tested for each term with both
neighbourhood deprivation and density. For simplj@nly two significant terms were retained —
both appear in the model for redistribution.

The explanatory power of both models increasestantially (to 32 and 22 per cent respectively)
and the direction of the relationships is as e)gxeat every case, with the majority of terms
significant. Support for redistribution is highehare inequality is viewed as morally wrong and
lower where inequality is thought to be necessatyemeficial for work incentives. Support for
welfare recipients is reduced substantially whespondents believe that need arises from lack of
effort rather than bad luck.

In both cases, controlling for these other attitudebeliefs reduces the apparent effect of ahtruis

In other words, altruists are more likely to sesqguality as wrong and less likely to believe that
need is the result of lack of effort. With suppiort redistribution, these other attitudes and lilie
also absorb some of the effect of income (and wereoship), suggesting that one reason that
support is lower among high income groups is thay iare more likely to perceive inequality as
necessary or justified on other grounds, and l&slylto see it as morally wrong. It seems more
plausible to argue that these beliefs flow fromig@gzonomic status rather than the other way
around. With support for welfare recipients, a gamprocess is as work. Controlling for beliefs
about the causes of need results in the effeadwdational attainment weakening, suggesting that
those with higher qualifications were more likebyascribe need to bad luck or injustice in society.

In relation to neighbourhood effects, there arbaamixed effects. Looking at support for
redistribution (Figure 4), the effect of neighboowk deprivation remains broadly the same in the
sense that groups which express lower support erage (e.g. those who view inequality as
inevitable) tend to express greater support whendiin more deprived neighbourhoods. On the
other hand, those who view inequality as morallgivg may express greater support overall but
that support weakens when they live in more depriveghbourhoods. The relationship between
altruism, density and support for redistributiomeens the same.

Looking at support for welfare recipients (Figude éontrolling for views about the causes of need
does not change the impacts of neighbourhood cohtext does strengthen them in every case.
Neighbourhood deprivation and density again apjebhave a greater impact on those with lower
altruism but, in contrast to attitudes to redisitibn, the effect of living in denser or more depd
neighbourhoods is to widen the gap in judgementsden those with higher and lower altruism.
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Figure 4: Support for redistribution by neighbourhood deprivation and other beliefs (Model
3)
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Figure 5: Support for welfare recipients by neighbourhood context and altruism (Model 3)
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Table 6: Support for redistribution — models

SPATIAL SEGREGATION ASPOLICY FEEDBACK

0. Null 1. Individual 2. Nhd context 3. Other attitudes
Regressior  S.E. |Regressior S.E. |Regressior S.E. |RegressiofS.E.
Fixed part:
Constant 62.044 0.659 63.870 2243 62.711 2176 64.434 2339
Gender (male) Female -1.611 1.045 -1.577 1.047 -1.786 0.955
Age Years 0.017 0.044 0.032 0.043 -0.009 0.040
Years sqrd -0.005 0.002 -0.005 0.002 -0.004 0.002
Hhid type Children in hhid -3.500 1.300 -3.164 1.286 -2.250 1.214
Couple hhid 1.691 1.238 2.325 1215 2299 1.055
Non-dep adults in hhid 1.640 1.621 2.061 1.602 2.445 1.368
Region (South) North 1.164 1.288 1.432 1.351 0.457 1.227
Midlands 2220 1.338 249712 1.343 2173 1.192
Education (noflow gualifications) Degree -1.308 1.924 -1.527 1.905 -2.819 1.682
Mid-level qualifications -2.136 1416 -1.771 1.386 -1.607 1.268
Tenure (DO/PRS) Social rent 4645 1.371 3.929 1.464 4.426 1415
Main income source (Employment)  Private Pension -2412 2103 -1.944 2075 -1.213 1917
State benefits -0.085 1.819 0.418 1.796 0.946 1.776
Other 0.089 4586 0.349 4894 1.683 3.615
Occupation (Other) Intermed/prof 0418 1.194 0.660 1.206 -0.039 1.147
Public sector currently (not) Yes 3248 1554 2.897 1483 1.899 1.347
Public sector previously (No) Yes 2182 2.005 2.110 2038 2.574 1.762
Car access (No) Yes -4.505 1.229 -4.010 1220 -2.734 1.188
Income (equivalised) £000s pa -0.394 0.075 -0.340 0077 -0.264 0.075
= sgrd 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.002
Alfruism (low) High 3689 1.146 3.837 1.106 1.849 1.049
Altruism x Income 0.032 0.074 0.004 0.078 -0.018 0.073
Meighbourhood Diepnvation 2.005 0803 -1.254 1301
Density 3.855 1.097 3.986 0.953
Income x MNhd depvn 0.107 0.036 0.052 0.034
Income x Nhd density 0.026 0032 0.035 0.026
Altruism x Nhd depvn -0.578 0.994 -0.493 0.921
Altruism x Mhd density -3.849 1.311 -4.235 1.181
Inequality - Inevitable -2 164 1.164
MNecessary £.623 1242
Incentive -2.433 0.992
Wrong 10.608 1.032
Inequality interactions Inevitable x Nhd depvn 45959 0962
Wrong x Nhd depvn -1.899 0.900
Random Part
Lewvel: SPoint 195 8.7 6.1 6.7 6.8 6.6 20 48
Lewvel: IsoaAnon 445 16.8 3386 14.5 256 144 138 105
Level: Serial 2945 196 269.8 17.8 2681 18.0 2294 14.2
-2*loglikelinood: 10136.4 9956 .4 9917.9 9680.5
Units: SPoint 194 194 194 194
Units: IscaAnon 74 74 774 774
Units: Serial 1162 1162 1162 1162
Change in deviance 180.0 386 2374
Df. 22 6 6
Significance (chi square) 0.000 0.000 0.000
R sqd 13.7% 16.2% 31.6%

Notes: Shading indicates significance at 5% level.
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Table 7: Support for welfare recipients — models

SPATIAL SEGREGATION ASPOLICY FEEDBACK

0. Null 1. Individual 2. Nhd context 3. Other attitudes
Regressiol S.E.  |Regressiol S.E.  |Regressiot S.E. |Regressioi SE.
Fixed part:
Constant 44 594 0.838 35.058 3.698 34999 3.650 40.859 4473
Gender (male) Female 0432 1.662 0.750 1.653 0.554 1548
Age Years 0.063 0.061 0.067 0.063 0.013 0.060
Years sqrd -0.011 0.003 -0.011 0.003 -0.010 0.003
Hhid type Children in hhid -1.265 1.905 -1.001 1.911 -0.343 1.787
Couple hhid 1.169 1923 0.863 1.934 0.949 1.866
Non-dep adults in hhid 3.255 2.456 2.953 2.550 2.847 2.384
Region (South) North -0.018 1.897 0.224 1.941 0.334 1.802
Midlands 0.924 2.001 1.298 1.991 0.955 1.834
Education (no/low qualifications) Degree 13.039 2775 13.036 2766 8.066 2611
Mid-level qualifications 6.707 2232 6.536 2.202 4275 2105
Tenure (OO/PRS) Social rent 7.592 2611 8.161 2837 6.643 2722
Main income source (Employment) Private Pension 8.076 3.195 8.102 3261 8.650 2877
State benefits 8.439 3.345 8.111 331 9.496 3138
Other -0.496 2728 0.113 3484 3.710 3135
Occupation (Other) Intermed/prof 0.389 1.920 0.126 1.933 -0.674 1.805
Fublic sector currently (not) Yes -0.472 2244 -0.248 2181 -0.682 1.987
FPublic sector previously (No) Yes -0.567 3.120 -0.229 3.140 -0.969 3.023
Car access (No) Yes -3.190 2476 -2.718 2472 -2.000 2313
Income {equivalised) £000s pa -0.064 0.095 -0.102 0.101 -0.057 0.095
=-sqrd 0.005 0.002 0.004 0.002 0.003 0.002
Altruism (low) High 4225 1.631 34970 1614 2 696 1489
Altruism x Income 0.058 0.085 0.111 0.089 0.106 0.083
Neighbournood Deprvation 2627 1542 | -2988 1470
Density -1.491 1.502 -1.725 1.539
Income x Nhd depvn -0.047 0.054 -0.063 0.053
Income x Nhd density 0.015 0.046 0.002 0.043
Altruism x Nhd depwvn 2.547 1.787 2.939 1.676
Altruism x Mhd density 3732 1.860 3037 1.839
Need - Effort 13440 2950
Injustice 5620 2.866
Inevitable -2.348 2.620
Random Part
Level: SPoint 19 132 56 112 6.0 114 49 98
Level: IsoaAnon 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.3 26.6
Level: Serial 3ar2o 230 3454 219 3418 212 20915 296
-2*loglikelinood: 514987 51243 51128 50391
Units: SPoint 183 183 183 183
Units: IsoaAnon 495 495 495 495
Units: Serial 591 531 581 591
Change in deviance T4.4 115 73T
Df 22 6 3
Significance (chi square) 0.000 0.074 0.000
R sod 8.6% 9.4% 19.6%

Notes: Shading indicates significance at 5% level.
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5. Discussion

The analyses presented here make a number oftmatndns to our understanding of the
factors which shape attitudes to redistribution emaelfare recipients. At the individual

level, the analyses highlight the very differentedminants of attitudes to these two

particular issues, re-emphasising their distinctess in most people’s minds. Self-interest or
socio-economic status is a key determinant of stgporedistribution but education plays
the key role in relation to support for welfareipgents. The core value of altruism appears to
increase support for both redistribution and welf@cipients, partly because it makes people
less inclined to individualistic explanations faequality or for need, and to see them as
necessary or inevitable.

Once individual factors are taken into account,rtheire of the ‘neighbourhood’ in which
individuals live does appear to have some additimflmence on their attitudes. Support for
redistribution rises with neighbourhood deprivataomd density as expected. This may
suggest that social contact and observation aeeteff both by the immediate neighbourhood
but also be the wider urban context in which onedi The effect of exposure to deprivation
through the neighbourhood is largely confined twugss less inclined to support

redistribution in the first place (those on highmmomes and those who are less altruistic).
When controls are added for beliefs about the saakmequality, the effect appears largely
confined to those who see inequality as inevitablas morally acceptable.

With attitudes to welfare recipients, the impadta@ghbourhood context overall are much
weaker. Where there are impacts, they appear torilie opposite direction to that observed
with redistribution. As with redistribution, thefe€ts appear to be largely on less altruistic
individuals who express lower support for welfageipients on average and for whom that
support ebbs further when they live in denser, ndegrived neighbourhoods.

The overall implications of this work are that unfarm does appear to have consequences
for political attitudes to redistribution and to Weee recipients but in slightly contradictory
directions. Segregation and sprawl appear to esadport for redistribution but, to a lesser
extent, they may support more positive views towavelfare recipients. Overall, this
suggests that there is a positive feedback effeat fnequality through urban form. Urban
and housing policies may have impacts on a mucadanoset of social attitudes. Policies to
promote ‘mixed communities’ and ‘compact cities’yfeave important political as well as
social or environmental impacts.

These results come from an analysis of cross-sedtdata and it is therefore impossible to
discount the influence of selection effects. Evi@hey do not actively choose to live in
“deprived” neighbourhoods, people more sympathetiedistribution or to welfare
recipients may be more prepared to move to or reimamnore urban and more mixed areas.
Those less sympathetic may put a higher spendingtgrof acquiring housing distant from
such areas. The range of controls for socio-econamd attitudinal characteristics does
reduce the scope for such selection but does moinalte it. The logical extension of this
work would therefore be a move to longitudinal kiag of attitudes in relation to places of
residence.
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