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Abstract

A two-dimensional ‘basic structure’ of economic and cultural dimensions has often been
used as a master frame to interpret party system change in Europe. This article questions
whether such a common model of political dimensionality exists on the demand side as
well. Using data from eight European democracies, this article shows that the dimensional-
ity of voter attitudes is similar across Europe - that is, composed of comparable cultural
and economic issue dimensions. However, the findings also reveal that the positioning
of voters and socio-structural groups within this shared dimensional structure remains
dependent on the national political context and the structure of the corresponding party
system. Substantively, the study thus concludes that European political spaces are largely
similar in their ‘dimensionality’ but more different in their ‘structuring’ By highlighting this
distinction, the article expands extant knowledge of political structuration across Europe.

Keywords: cleavage theory; political space; political dimensionality; voting behaviour; non-linear principal
component analysis

In the wake of significant political realignments over recent decades, the structure of
European political spaces has again become a focal point of academic debate. While
some authors argue that structural transformations have generated a new dimension
of political conflict (Warwick 2002), it is commonly believed that critical junctures of
globalization have rearticulated the existing structure of economic and cultural dimen-
sions towards heuristics of integration and demarcation (Bornschier 2010a; Hutter and
Kriesi 2019). On the one hand, the economic dimension has evolved from a state-
market dichotomy to a broader conflict about the scope, boundaries and deservingness
of social solidarity (Mau 2003; van Oorschot 2006). On the other hand, the cultural
dimension has become increasingly centred on conflicts over immigration, European
integration and the demarcation of welfare (Bornschier 2010a). This two-dimensional
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structure is assumed to be undergirded by new structural antagonisms between win-
ners and losers of globalization within national electorates (Kriesi et al. 2006, 2008;
Teney et al. 2014; Zollinger 2024).

Empirical analyses on the supply side of politics have shown that party systems have
congealed into this rearticulated two-dimensional structure in every European democ-
racy (Hooghe et al. 2002; Wheatley and Mendez 2021). The underlying argument
is that new critical junctures have had a homogeneous impact on political competi-
tion, and that national parties have embedded emergent political issues along the two
established dimensions of contestation (Kriesi et al. 2006; Rovny and Edwards 2012).
While this commonality between party systems suggests the existence of a shared ‘basic
structure’ on the supply side of European political spaces (see, for example, Kriesi
et al. 2006; Marks et al. 2006; Rovny and Edwards 2012), research on the ideologi-
cal structure of voters — which reflects the demand side of political conflict - has been
more scant. Consequently, the question remains whether this convergence of European
party systems is reflected in a common structure of demand-side political spaces
as well.

This study aims to evaluate the existence of such a ‘demand-side basic structure’
by investigating the commonalities and divergences between eight national politi-
cal spaces in Europe. This comparative approach will consider both the structure of
voter attitudes, or the ‘dimensionality’, as well as the social and political rootedness,
or the ‘structuring, of the national political space. In doing so, the article contributes
to the literature in two ways. First, it examines whether the ideological structure of
European electorates corresponds to the common structure found in their respective
party systems. I argue that, rather than converging into a basic structure, voters” ide-
ological conflicts are shaped by demand, supply, or contextual differences, and that,
consequently, national electorates should be framed by unique political dimensional-
ities. Second, the article sheds light on the social and electoral anchoring of political
dimensionality by comparing the position of party electorates and social groups across
political spaces. While earlier scholarship has mainly studied dimensionalities inde-
pendently from social structure (e.g. Wheatley 2015; Wheatley and Mendez 2021), this
article additionally investigates how current European politics pits distinct groups of
voters against each other in individual countries.

The analysis will be based on a comparison of the demand-side political spaces of
Belgium, Germany, Spain, Hungary, Italy, Poland, Sweden and the United Kingdom.
All of these countries present important variations in terms of political institutions,
party systems and social structures and therefore resemble a most different systems
design. Using non-linear principal component analysis (Gifi 1990) on data from the
2016 edition of the European Social Survey (ESS), the findings show that political
attitudes have coalesced into a common structure of economic and cultural dimen-
sions in all eight cases (as well as in a group of 10 additional countries included in the
Supplementary Material). While the analyses provide empirical support for a common
dimensionality of European voters, the results simultaneously indicate that national
partisan and social groups often vary in their positioning within this two-dimensional
structure. Taken as a whole, these findings thus demonstrate that demand-side political
conflicts across Europe are similar in terms of ideological composition, but different in
the coalitions of voters which they divide.
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Theoretical background
Political dimensionality in Europe

The basic assumption that politics can be framed along multiple ideological dimensions
has been at the heart of political sociology for many decades. While some authors have
characterized political competition in Europe as being one-dimensional or multidi-
mensional, the most commonly used model of political dimensionality consists of two
(orthogonal) dimensions: an economic dimension, rooted in debates about resource dis-
tribution and market regulation, and a cultural dimension, revolving around ‘rule and
belonging’ and the recognition of social diversity (Borbath et al. 2023).

Political dimensions draw the blueprints of party competition but equally serve as
normative reference points for the public at large. For voters, political dimensions are
latent polarities of interconnected issues that structure consistent ideological think-
ing, each of which is delineated by a collectivist and individualist endpoint (Huber
et al. 2023; Rovny and Whitefield 2019). On the economic dimension, which Seymour
Martin Lipset (1960) argues to be the expression of ‘democratic class struggle, cap-
italism is set against a socialist economy, dividing the middle classes (mainly the
petite bourgeoisie and the self-employed) from manual workers. By the same token,
the cultural dimension represents the antagonism between progressiveness, emphasiz-
ing cultural diversity and self-expression, and conservatism, which advocates cultural
monism and stable authority (Middendorp 1978). These dimensions thus set the
parameters of political conflict in the national community and serve as a cognitive
shorthand to reinforce voters™ ‘established interpretation of what politics is about in
the specific country’ (Bornschier 2010b: 62).

The normative conflicts spanned by political dimensions remain susceptible to
social change. In this connection, the current article starts from the premise that polit-
ical spaces have transformed as a result of recent structural transformations. Indeed,
despite earlier theories describing Western European political conflict as ‘frozen’
(Lipset and Rokkan 1967), there is ample evidence to suggest that this dimensional
structure has changed in recent decades. As major societal shifts related to glob-
alization and individualization disrupted the pre-existing order of the nation state,
novel political issues came to the fore; ultimately resulting in a new phase of politi-
cal realignment. These transformations expressed themselves primarily in a de-closure
and de-structuring of the social contract — where welfare provisions and political rights
were reserved exclusively for national citizens — pressuring the established cultural
compromise and setting the stage for new parties to mobilize (Abts 2012; Mau 2003).
The ramifications of these social developments provoked a wholesale transformation of
national political spaces that has since become structurally anchored in a new cleavage
between so-called ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ of globalization (Kriesi et al. 2006, 2008; Teney
et al. 2014). However, multiple studies also attest to a rearticulation of pre-existing
political dimensions, which occurred at the level of party competition (Bornschier
2010a; Hooghe and Marks 2018; Hutter and Kriesi 2019; Kriesi et al. 2006, 2008), as well
as between voters (Delespaul et al. 2025; Hausermann and Kriesi 2015; Swyngedouw
1995; Wheatley and Mendez 2021).

The focus of this article lies on the dimensionality of voters. In this respect, academic
attention has primarily been centred on the (transformation of the) cultural dimension
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and the related emergence of green and radical right parties. This transformation
unfolded first through a process of value liberalization in the 1960s, which brought new
‘postmaterialist’ issues onto the political agenda and subsequently embedded debates
about alternative lifestyles, political participation and the environment within the cul-
tural dimension (Inglehart 1977). Second, as a result of globalization and increased
migration flows, the cultural conflict was enlarged by further ideological contesta-
tion about immigration and European integration (Bornschier 2010b). Both phases of
transformation relate to the nation state and its capacity to draw internal and exter-
nal membership boundaries - thus recalibrating the cultural dimension towards a
conflict of ‘integration’ versus ‘demarcation’ (Kriesi et al. 2008), or, alternatively, of
‘universalism’ versus ‘particularism’ (Swyngedouw 1995). These heuristics have since
become powerful cues among European voters and their salience has eclipsed that of
the traditional economic dimension (Grande et al. 2019; Hillen 2023).

At the same time, pressures for austerity and welfare state maturation transformed
redistributive politics into a zero-sum game, in which the (efficient) provision of social
rights became increasingly debated in terms of productivity (Hausermann and Kriesi
2015; Mau 2003). While this transformation did not directly erode support for the
agency and scope of government redistribution, it did place more emphasis on ‘good
spending) efficiency and the unintended consequences of social benefits (Mau 2003). In
this context, the universalist redistributive design of the welfare state has become more
strongly politicized on the economic state—market dimension (Abts et al. 2021), with
welfare sceptics campaigning to preserve benefits for either the deserving or the needy
(Hausermann and Kriesi 2015). Moreover, immigration and the blurring boundaries
of national solidarity challenged the welfare state in its ‘external bounding’ (Abts 2012;
Ferrera 2005). The universal provision of welfare benefits thus became contested by
an identitarian ‘welfare populist’ countermovement, championed by the radical right
(Abts et al. 2021; Hausermann and Kriesi 2015).

It is plausible that the content and composition of these two rearticulated dimen-
sions varies across countries. After all, political transformations will usually unfold at
the national level, where established actors and institutions can rearticulate new polit-
ical issues into distinct ideological packages (Kriesi et al. 2006). The national political
environment - shaped by demand-side, supply-side and contextual factors - therefore
remains key to understanding the structure of voter conflicts across Europe (e.g. de
Wilde et al. 2023; Jackson and Jolly 2021; Manow 2015; Wheatley and Mendez 2021).
The country-specific interplay between these three factors can determine how issues
are articulated, how salient they are to voters and the way in which they cluster with
other issues to form coherent political dimensions.

The first set of demand-side factors covers all social conditions that shape politi-
cal dimensions. These primarily include the different attitudes and social structures
of European societies. Because the rate of social change can differ between countries,
we can expect political transformations to have occurred in stages. In this sense, cross-
national differences in dimensionality should result from the variable pace of structural
transformations across Europe. Céline Teney et al. (2014), for instance, show that the
national degree of globalization influences how issues of EU integration are embed-
ded within the cultural dimension. In the same vein, Anna Pless et al. (2023) find
that polarization over moral issues decreases with secularization, while conflict over
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immigration broadens. The main implications from these studies are that both dimen-
sions can develop asymmetrically across countries, as long as structural change has
not (yet) reconfigured national politics. The composition of dimensions thus reflects
the ‘old’ structure wherever national social structures have remained stable, and the
‘new’ structure wherever these have transformed.

In addition, the behaviour of national political elites matters for structuring the
issues that emerge from social change. Indeed, in moulding the political landscape,
parties and politicians at the supply side compete in ‘a struggle over issue linkages’
and more specifically determine ‘the dimensional configuration of [the] political space’
(Rovny and Edwards 2012: 59). When faced with novel political issues, the program-
matic strategies of parties can determine the structure of voter conflicts. If mainstream
parties engage in a dismissive strategy, these new issues may be taken up by issue
entrepreneurs and form a dimension of their own. If, on the other hand, parties pursue
an accommodative strategy, they will try to incorporate these newly introduced issues
within the existing dimensional fold, organizing them to maximize their capacity to
mobilize group interests (Meguid 2005). The crux is that the dynamics of national party
competition amalgamate issues into ideological conflicts that are coherent in the spe-
cific country. Parties may as such perpetuate dimensions in some countries but trigger
their transformation in others (Bornschier 2010b).

Finally, the national political institutional context determines the opportunity struc-
ture in which political elites can exercise their agency. This wider context determines
‘which ideas are considered “sensible”, which constructions of reality are seen as “real-
istic”, and which claims are held as “legitimate” within a certain polity at a specific time’
(Koopmans and Statham 1999: 228). The ideological structure of national electorates
can accordingly be determined by the broader environment in which dimensions are
formed: institutional factors such as welfare regimes can, for example, shape public
opinion on the scope, burden and distribution of public welfare (Henjak 2010; Jaeger
2006; Svallfors 2013), while historical legacies and critical junctures may establish
distinct issue linkages in the national political space (Bornschier 2009; Chaisty and
Whitefield 2015). Factors such as electoral systems, institutional access for new par-
ties or national histories can therefore frame the conditions for political restructuring
(Kriesi et al. 2008).

In short, all this suggests that the dimensionality of demand-side political spaces
remains the combined product of national social structures, how these are politicized
by parties, and the subsequent interaction with the prevailing political opportunity
structure. Although a more thorough investigation of the isolated role of these three
factors would certainly produce a fruitful avenue of inquiry, the present study will take
a step back by providing an exploratory comparison of demand-side political spaces
across Europe. Given the well-documented differences in demand, supply and national
context, my first hypothesis maintains that the dimensionality of European electorates
differs across countries — and hence does not coalesce into a common ‘basic structure’
at the demand side. This inquiry extends both to the number of dimensions required
to describe political conflict and to the composition of the dimensions themselves.

Hypothesis 1: The political dimensionality of European electorates differs across coun-
tries.
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The structuring of political dimensions

The social and political rootedness of these dimensions is likely to vary cross-nationally
as well. This stems from the premise that electorates and social groups are positioned
in the political space along national cleavage structures, which are historically distinct
across Europe (Lipset and Rokkan 1967; Rokkan 1970). The ‘structuring’ of national
political spaces should accordingly reflect historical conflicts and long-standing party
alignments. We can therefore expect dimensions to divide different coalitions of voters
in different countries, based on the durable sociopolitical linkages that are established
by national cleavages.

Cleavages refer to struggles between ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ of major structural trans-
formations that are mobilized in ideological, identitarian and political-organizational
terms (Bartolini and Mair 1990). In their pioneering work on cleavage formation,
Seymour Martin Lipset and Stein Rokkan (1967) identified four historical cleavages
that manifest in various constellations across Europe: (1) a religious cleavage between
confessional and secular voters, (2) a centre-periphery cleavage between ‘national’
and ‘peripheral’ cultural groups, (3) a class cleavage between production workers and
owners, and (4) an urban-rural cleavage between primary and industrial producers.
Whether these four cleavages became mobilized depended on nationally established
power dynamics and the strength of existing alignments — two contextual factors able
to mitigate the ‘loss’ endured by the socio-structural coalitions at risk. Broadly speak-
ing, the religious cleavage would materialize wherever Church authorities risked losing
their traditional privileges during processes of nation-building; the centre—periphery
cleavage wherever centralizing efforts met resistance from subordinate peripheral
groups; and the urban-rural cleavage wherever farmers had not yet been mobilized by
religious parties (Lipset and Rokkan 1967). Only the class cleavage has been ingrained
in every European political space (Bartolini and Mair 1990). In Eastern Europe, com-
munist rule prevented the structuring of similar cleavages to those in Western Europe
(Bornschier 2009).

The structuring of new cleavages is likely to vary across countries as well. Indeed,
the political reactions to globalization ‘are bound to manifest themselves above all at
the national level, which means that ‘the composition of the groups of winners and
losers [of globalization] varies between national contexts’ (Kriesi et al. 2006: 921-922).
The new cultural cleavage can as such be expressed in terms of a middle-class divide
between sociocultural professionals and managers (Kriesi 1998), a new class divide
between sociocultural professionals and production workers (Oesch and Rennwald
2018), or a universalism—particularism divide between education groups (Bornschier
2010b) - depending on the impact and politicization of globalization in the national
context and the exit options available to the affected groups. The positioning of social
groups and party electorates in the national political space should thus be framed by
the form and salience of the new cultural cleavage.

In conclusion, we can expect that the imprint of these national cleavage varia-
tions is reflected in the different structuring of political spaces across Europe. More
specifically, the presence of a cleavage in national politics should - as cleavage theory
predicts — result in a larger ideological distance between corresponding partisan and
social groups along relevant issue dimensions. According to the theory set out above,


https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10018
https://www.cambridge.org/core
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms

https://doi.org/10.1 01'7/gov.2025.1 0018

Government and Opposition 7

the national context should not only matter for the composition of political dimensions
but also for its sociological anchoring and configuration within the political space.
These expected differences in structuring underpin the second hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2: The structuring of European political spaces differs across countries.

Data and analytical strategy

To test whether these hypotheses hold water, this study will compare the dimension-
ality and the structuring of national political spaces across eight European countries.
The analyses are based on survey data from the 2016 round of the European Social
Survey (ESS8). Although there are more recent editions of the ESS available, this
round includes a rotating module on climate and welfare state attitudes, which makes
it possible to tap into a broader range of salient sociopolitical issues. For the ensu-
ing analyses, only EU member states are selected (including, at that time, the UK), in
order to adequately understand the structuring role of attitudes towards EU integration
(n = 38,239). The results are corrected by a preconstructed analysis weight to account
for different selection probabilities.

In a first step of the analysis, national political spaces are estimated based on a
set of voter attitudes that represents salient political issues in domestic politics. To
reconstruct these political spaces, the analysis employs non-linear principal com-
ponent analysis (NLPCA), a dimensionality reduction technique that can reveal
complex - possibly non-linear - relationships within the data (Gifi 1990). Compared to
other dimensionality reduction techniques that assume variables to be strictly numeric
(e.g. principal component analysis (PCA)) or nominal (e.g. multiple correspondence
analysis (MCA)), NLPCA can handle variables of all different measurement levels
simultaneously, taking into account the potentially more sophisticated non-monotonic
and monotonic non-linear relationships between them (Linting and van der Kooij
2012). As such, the method will yield dimensions that better fit the structure of complex
multi-measurement-level data. NLPCA requires prior specification of the variables’
analysis level through a process known as ‘optimal scaling, which entails that the vari-
able’s analysis level does not have to correspond to its original measurement level but
can instead be tailored to fit the variable’s relationship with other variables in the data.
If, after an initial transformation, the variable’s category quantifications (i.e. the dis-
tances on a vector between the category point and the origin) follow a non-monotonic
or a monotonic non-linear pattern, it should be specified as nominal or ordinal, respec-
tively. If the quantifications follow a linear pattern, the variable should be specified as
numeric (Linting et al. 2007).!

To uncover commonalities and divergences across political spaces in Europe, the
dimensionality reduction is based on 12 key variables that represent salient political
conflicts across national contexts. To operationalize traditional state—market conflicts,
scales were built for egalitarianism and welfare provision, moral and economic criti-
cism of the welfare state and beliefs in welfare state effectiveness.”> While the first two
scales address the agency and scope of welfare arrangements, the final three are related
to more recent debates about their efficacy. Next, to assess the heterogeneous reac-
tions to globalization, scales were developed measuring attitudes towards immigration,
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supplemented by three items on welfare chauvinism, support for EU benefits and sup-
port for EU integration. Finally, the model includes a scale on cultural liberalism and
two items on individual responsibility for climate change reduction (climate: respon-
sibility) and support for government actions to mitigate climate change by increasing
taxation on fossil fuels (climate: policy action).?

To investigate the European basic structure — as well as the way in which individual
countries deviate from it - the following section first presents the dimensionality of the
complete sample and subsequently shows respecified models for individual national
political spaces. In a final step of the analysis, the structuring of dimensions is visual-
ized by projecting party electorates and social groups as supplementary points in the
national political spaces. To facilitate comparisons, the second and third part of the
analysis focus on eight countries: Belgium (BE), Germany (DE), Spain (ES), Hungary
(HU), Italy (IT), Poland (PL), Sweden (SE) and the United Kingdom (UK). These
cases were selected to reconstruct a most different systems design. At the demand side,
the eight countries vary in the degree of structural change experienced: for instance,
Poland, Hungary and Italy are less secularized (Pless et al. 2023), while countries in
Western Europe have generally been more affected by globalization than those in the
East (Hooghe and Marks 2018). In terms of political supply, the sample on the one hand
includes polities without (at the time) far-right (Germany, Spain) or new-left parties
(Hungary), and on the other hand cases with agrarian and regional parties due to the
presence of an urban-rural (Poland, Sweden) or centre-periphery (Belgium, Spain,
UK) cleavage. Moreover, these cases provide dissimilar political opportunity struc-
tures, with all eight countries differing in terms of electoral systems, welfare regimes,
experiences of democratic rule and traditions of coalition-building. Results for the 10
countries that were not presented in the comparative part of the analysis can be found
in Appendices F and H of the Supplementary Material.

Results
The dimensionality of voter attitudes in Europe

The first NLPCA model based on the complete sample serves as a benchmark for subse-
quent by-country comparisons. An initial analysis of the variables at the least restricted
analysis level (i.e. (spline) nominal, meaning that the variable categories are quantified
without assuming an order) indicates that only two dimensions should be retained.*
The least restricted model is also used to determine the ‘optimal’ analysis level of the 12
selected variables. Transformation plots (provided in Appendix B of the Supplementary
Material) of the category quantifications in this baseline model reveal that only the
immigration item should be analysed at a (linear) numeric level, while most other
variables were specified at an ordinal or nominal analysis level (with spline transfor-
mations being applied in cases where a variable has many categories). Compared to a
linear PCA model using the same variables, optimal scaling improved the model fit by
2.0%. However, the non-linear model provides (much) higher communalities for the
individual variables — in particular for those attitudes related to redistribution and the
welfare state.

Table 1 provides an overview of the two-dimensional solution for the non-linear
model after rotation. This model accounts for 38.2% of the variance — which is a
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reasonably high proportion when analysing sociopolitical attitudes (cf. Hiusermann
and Kriesi 2015; Kriesi et al. 2008). The importance of a variable to a dimension can
be represented either in terms of component loadings (i.e. the correlations between
the quantified variable and the component), or in terms of contributions (i.e. the vari-
able’s contribution to the component’s eigenvalue). In addition, the VAF (or ‘variance
accounted for’) in the variables describes the proportion of its variance that can be
explained across the principal components.

This initial model bears close resemblance to the anticipated basic structure. The
first component, which accounts for 19.3% of the variance, corresponds to the presup-
posed cultural dimension: it pits cosmopolitan and universalist respondents against
culturally conservative particularists, with large contributions from attitudes related
to globalization (immigration, EU integration and welfare chauvinism) as well as from
attitudes related to lifestyles and the quality of physical and social life (cultural liber-
alism and environmentalism). The second component is slightly less salient (19.0%)
and combines traditional conflicts over redistribution (egalitarianism and welfare pro-
vision) with newer conflicts over welfare arrangements (moral and economic criticism
of the welfare state and welfare state effectiveness). It is interesting to note that the
item on EU-wide social benefits (‘EU: solidarity’) loads more strongly on the economic
dimension, while the more general question related to support for EU integration has a
cultural connotation. While this demonstrates the multidimensionality of EU integra-
tion issues observed elsewhere (e.g. Otjes and Katsanidou 2017; Wheatley and Mendez
2021), both attitudes on climate change remain embedded in the cultural dimension,
even though one of the items (‘Climate: policy action’) explicitly refers to potential eco-
nomic burdens in the fight against climate change. Conversely, moral and economic
criticisms of the welfare state both cluster in the economic dimension, despite relating
to different dimensions of political competition (Abts et al. 2021; Roosma et al. 2014).

To visualize the dimensional structure of the data, the quantified variables can
be projected in a vector or a centroid model.® In Figure 1, the top pane depicts the
vector coordinates of the highest and lowest quantifications of the 12 structuring
variables (i.e. the variable categories with the largest distances to the origin on the best-
fitting vector). On the horizontal cultural dimension, vector coordinates range from
conservatism (left) to progressivism (right), while the vertical economic dimension
contrasts redistributive (top) and market-liberal (bottom) outlooks. Similar to what
was observed in Table 1, the vector coordinates show some divergence on the cultural
dimension: pro-environmental attitudes are more strongly correlated to economically
right-wing positions, while attitudes in favour of cultural liberalism and globalization
are more strongly associated with economically left-wing positions. This result suggests
that environmentalism — which is theoretically unrelated to traditional concepts of tol-
erance and hierarchy - may not (yet) have converged fully with the cultural dimension
(cf. Kenny and Langsaether 2023).

The bottom pane of Figure 1, in turn, shows the centroid coordinates of the coun-
tries retained in the initial analysis. These categories are projected as supplementary
points and therefore do not contribute to the estimation of the dimensions. Here
we see that national electorates in Europe occupy quite different positions along
the two-dimensional structure. Overall, countries are positioned on an East-West
divide ranging from left-authoritarian to right-libertarian positions, with southern
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Table 1. Rotated Component Loadings

01

[nedsapoq ueeq

............ Dimensionl ........... Dimension2
Loading Contribution (%) Loading Contribution (%) VAF (%) Analysis level
Climate: policy action 0.48 10.0 -0.15 1.0 25.5 Nominal
. Cl.materespons.b.l.ty .............. 054 .................. 124 ................. _.(.) 12 .................... 0 6 .................. 30 0 ............. sp[menommal .

. Cultura[ hberahsm .................. 059 .................. 150 .................. 010 ................... 04 .................. 355 ............. sp[meord.na[ .

. Egahta”amsm .................... _005 ................... 0 1 ................... 055 .................. 187 .................. 4 28 ............. sp[meordma[ .

. EU So“danty ...................... 004 ................... 0 1 ................... 050 .................. 112 .................. 255 ............. Nomma[ ........

. EU support ........................ 059 .................. 149 .................. oog ................... 03 .................. 35 0 ............. sp[meord.nal .

. |mm|grat|on ....................... 079 .................. 273 .................. 012 ................... 06 .................. 54 5 ............. Numenc ........

. We[farechauwmsm ................ _062 .................. 154 ................. _.(.) 13 ................... 15 .................. 4 1 2 ............. ordma[ .........

. We[fare prov.s.on .................. _0 13 ................... 1 4 ................... 051 .................. 163 .................. 4 1 3 ............. sp[meordma[ .

. Wfscnuusmeconom,c ........... _0 17 ................... 12 .................. _062 .................. 171 .................. 4 1 3 ............. sp[menommal .

. Wfscmusmmora[ ............... _0 17 ................... 1 3 .................. -059 .................. 206 .................. 4 9 9 ............. sp[menomma[ .

. Wfseﬁectlveness .................. 002 ................... 0 0 ................... 051 .................. 112 .................. 25 6 ............. sp[menomma[ .

. VAF ( %) ........................................ 193 ......................................... ) 90 ............................. 382 ................... / ........

Notes: Variable principal normalization with varimax rotation; bold indicates component loading > 0.4; VAF = variance accounted for; Wfs. = welfare state.
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European electorates (i.e. Italy, Portugal and Spain) appearing more ideologically
divided.

The dimensionality of national political spaces

In order to test the first hypothesis, the second step of the analysis compares the
commonality of this dimensional structure across eight national political spaces. This
comparison requires optimal scaling of the 12 analysis variables for country-specific
subsets of the data, following the same process as for the initial NLPCA presented
above. Scree plots indicate that the two-dimensional model is an acceptable fit in each
of the eight countries.® However, considerable heterogeneity in the countries’ relational
structure is observed when assessing the variables’ optimal scaling level (i.e. whether
they should be considered as linear, ordinal or nominal, see Appendix D).” The results
of the country-specific non-linear PCA models with optimal scaling are presented
in Tables 2a and 2b.

These results point to the existence of a common dimensional structure in Europe.
Contrary to the first hypothesis, political attitudes appear to have coalesced into a
similar cultural and economic dimension in each of the eight selected countries. To
start, the cultural dimension is clearly shaped by attitudes towards immigration and
EU-integration in all countries. These two attitudes are in most cases supplemented
by variables related to cultural liberalism and welfare chauvinism, except in Belgium
(where cultural liberalism is not embedded in the cultural dimension) and in the
UK (where welfare chauvinism is more strongly correlated to the economic dimen-
sion). More specific cross-country differences emerge with regard to the two variables
on environmentalism. In the cases of Poland and Hungary - as well as in the post-
communist societies not included in the analysis - environmentalist attitudes are only
weakly related to the cultural dimension, while they are clearly integrated in this
dimension in West European political spaces. At first glance, these findings reflect the
different structures of post-communist party systems, where environmental issues are
detached from typical cultural issues (Chaisty and Whitefield 2015; Rohrschneider
and Miles 2015; Rohrschneider and Whitefield 2012).8 Conversely, cultural liberal-
ism contributes more strongly to the cultural dimension in the two Eastern European
countries in comparison to more secular countries such as Belgium or the UK. While
unable to test this link directly, this result would seem to confirm the general claim that
the degree of secularization - or of structural change more broadly - indeed shapes
different dimensionalities across Europe (Pless et al. 2023).

We can observe more general cross-national regularities on the economic dimen-
sion (Table 2b). In each of the selected cases, this dimension is structured by the items
on egalitarianism, welfare provision, welfare state effectiveness and both aspects of
welfare state criticism. In Germany and Poland - the largest contributor and receiver
of EU funds, respectively - the item on EU solidarity contributes substantially to the
economic dimension as well. The item on welfare chauvinism contributes to the two
dimensions in Belgium and the UK, steering the economic dimension more clearly
towards heuristics of producerism and deservingness. Against expectations, different
welfare regimes do not appear to structure welfare state attitudes differently (cf. Jaeger
2006; Svallfors 2013; Van Hootegem 2022).
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Table 2a. Component Loadings and Total VAF for Country-specific NLPCAs: Cultural Dimension

Cultural dimension

EU BE DE ES HU IT PL SE UK
Climate: policy action 0.48 0.56 0.59 0.40 0.45 0.28 0.34 0.64 0.69
. c[.materespons|b|||ty ........... 054 .......... 049 e 052 .......... oss .......... _003 .......... 041 ........... o 37 .......... 055 e o 57 .

Cultura[hberahsm ............... 059 .......... 019 e 052 .......... 044 ........... o 73 .......... 055 ........... 0 ss .......... 054 e o 41 .

. Ega“ tar.an.sm ................. _.(.) 05 ......... _010 .......... _.0. 07 ........... 003 .......... _.d 40 ......... _009 .......... _.6 20 ......... ._.0 02 ........... 0 04 .

. Eu50[|danty ................... 004 ......... _015 ........... 0 17 ........... oos .......... _.O. 37 .......... 009 ........... 015 e 037 ........... o 27 .

Eusupport ..................... 059 .......... 053052 .......... 059 ........... o 75 .......... 078 ........... 051 .......... 054059

|mm|grat|on .................... 079 .......... 075073 .......... ose ........... o 73 .......... oss ........... 075 .......... 075054

We[farechauwmsm ............. —osz ......... _058 ......... _052 ......... _059_0 75 ......... —057—0 43 ......... _051_0 35

. W .e.lf.a.r.e pro\,.s.on ............... _.(.) 18 ......... _012 .......... _003 .......... —oos ........... 0 1 2 ......... _030 .......... —6 12 ......... ._.0 : 05 ........... 0 16 .

. Wfscr|t|c|5meconom|c ........ _017 .......... 001 .......... _018 .......... _007 ........... 0 09 ......... _013 .......... _.(.) 05 ......... _026 e _0 08 .

. Wfscr.t.c.smmora[ ............ _017 ......... _019 .......... _030 .......... _010 .......... _.d 02 .......... 004 .......... _.6 07 ......... _022 e _0 10 .

. Wfseﬁectlveness ............... 002 ......... _007 .......... _012 .......... _002 .......... —6 17 .......... 0 14 .......... —o 03 e 011 ........... o 04 .

. VAF (%) R SR 193 ........... 164 .......... 187 ........... 177 ........... 234 ........... 211 .......... 155 ........... 208 .......... 166 .

Notes: Variable principal normalization with varimax rotation; bold indicates component loading > 0.4; VAF = variance accounted for; Wfs. = welfare state.
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Table 2b. Component Loadings and Total VAF for Country-specific NLPCAs: Economic Dimension

Economic dimension

EU BE DE ES HU IT PL SE UK
Climate: policy action -0.15 -0.16 -0.17 -0.31 -0.15 -0.25 -0.02 0.06 0.07
. c[,materespon5|b|[|ty .......... _012 e _o 22 .......... _012 ......... _013 ........... 0 50 ......... _026 ........... o 05 .......... _.(.) 05 ......... _0 04 .

Cultura[[,bera[,sm ............... 010040 ........... 022 .......... 032 .......... _002 .......... 001_017 ........... 024031

. Ega“tanamsm .................. 065 .......... o 59 ........... 0 52 .......... 059 ........... o 50 .......... 057 e 049 ........... 059 .......... o 55 .

Euso“danty ................... 050040 ........... 054 .......... 042 ........... 022 .......... 036050 .......... 024038

Eusupport ..................... 008_003 ........... 003 .......... 002 ........... 007 .......... 011 ........... 0 15_021015

. |mm|grat|on .................... 012 e 023 ........... 022 .......... 008 ........... 0 09 .......... 011 .......... _005 .......... 027 .......... o 43 .

. We[farechau\,,msm ............. _018 ......... _0 42 .......... _016 ......... _028 ........... 0 10 ......... _018 ........... 0 04 .......... _0 30 ......... _o 40 .

. We[farepro\,,smn ................ 052 .......... 0 49 ........... 053 .......... 055 ........... 0 58 .......... 055 e o 51 ........... 052 .......... 0 45 .

. Wfscr,t,c,smeconom,c ........ _052 ......... _0 59 .......... _070 ......... _053 e _0 53 ......... _057 ......... _0 54 ......... _o 55 ......... _o 79 .

. Wfscntmsmmoral ............ _059 ......... _o 53 .......... _055 ......... _059 e _o 63 ......... _osg ......... _o 56 ......... _o 59 ......... _0 78 .

. Wfseﬁectlveness ............... 051 .......... 0 50 ........... 055 .......... 051 ........... 0 45 .......... 053 e 0 52 ........... 057 e 0 39 .

. VAF (%) ......................... 190 ........... 203 .......... 200 ........... 200 .......... 165 ........... 179 ........... 169 IR 202 ........... 208 .

Notes: Variable principal normalization with varimax rotation; bold indicates component loading > 0.4; VAF = variance accounted for; Wfs. = welfare state.
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It is worth noting, finally, that the variance explained by the two dimensions
(VAF) varies marginally between countries. In Hungary, Italy and Sweden, the cul-
tural dimension is the main line of political contestation among voters. In the cases of
Belgium, Germany, Spain, Poland and the UK, on the other hand, the economic dimen-
sion represents the more dominant political conflict. Although previous research has
indicated that the cultural dimension has become more salient in explaining voting
behaviour (Jackson and Jolly 2021), these results suggest that both dimensions are
roughly equal in their capacity to structure voters ideologically. More fundamentally,
the findings also contradict recent work concluding that (certain) European politi-
cal spaces are uni- or multidimensional (Kenny and Langsether 2023; Toshkov and
Krouwel 2022; Wheatley and Mendez 2021).

The structuring of national political spaces

In broad strokes, the previous analyses can be summarized by two observations: first,
that demand-side political spaces are two-dimensional in each of the selected coun-
tries, and second, that those two dimensions correspond to a large degree to the cultural
and economic dimensions of the anticipated European basic structure. Although the
results laid bare minor contextual differences between countries, this common dimen-
sionality appears to reject the first hypothesis. In order to further uncover the social and
partisan groups divided by these dimensions (Hypothesis 2), Figure 2 projects party
electorates and national social structures in the country-specific NLPCAs of the eight
selected countries.’

The projected social groups first correspond to structural divisions laid out by the
three traditional cleavages: the religious cleavage (active churchgoing versus not reli-
gious), the urban-rural cleavage (urban versus rural residence) and the ‘old’ class cleav-
age (production workers versus small business owners).!? The three additional divi-
sions reconstruct more recent oppositions related to globalization and tertiarization:
the middle-class cleavage (sociocultural specialists versus managers), the ‘new’ class
cleavage (production workers versus sociocultural specialists) and the universalism-
particularism cleavage (high versus low educated) (cf. Lachat and Dolezal 2008; Oesch
and Rennwald 2018).!!

Despite the shared structure of political attitudes, the results of this final analy-
sis suggest that national dimensions often divide different coalitions of voters across
countries. A first difference relates to the importance of the three traditional struc-
tural oppositions, which have retained salience in some countries but lost importance
in others. Notably, religious oppositions are more polarizing in Poland and Hungary,
which are comparatively less secularized than the six other (Western) European coun-
tries. According to classic cleavage theory, this religious divide should be strongest in
the countries where Church elites had opposed nation-building — which had indeed
been the case in Eastern European countries where churches had provided one of the
few platforms to voice opposition against communist repression (Kurek and Fatkowski
2022). Furthermore, religious oppositions appear to cross-cut most other divides in the
West, but reinforce them in the East. Part of this distinctive alignment may be due to the
lack of a Polish or Hungarian Christian-democratic party able to appeal to confessional
working-class voters (Kalyvas and van Kersbergen 2010).


https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10018
https://www.cambridge.org/core
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms

https://doi.org/10.1 01'7/gov.2025.1 0018

16 Daan Delespaul

Belgium

1.0+

0.0+

Economic dimension (20.8%)

-0.54

-1.04

VB

PTB-GO!
Ecolo
P i
MHV / Groen
/ ]
Adtive churchgoing
. s 0% el profesionals
Low educated ”— "High w
ot .. 0
Production workers Managers
Rural
Small business owners
Vcpar
v v
N-vd MR
Open Vid
v

—[)I 5 llll) (IIS 1.0
Cultural dimension (16.4%)

Germany

1.04

0.5

NPD

0.0+

Economic dimension (20.0%)

-0.54

-1.04

T
-1.0

Aj
jDV

v
Linke

Urban  gog. cul. professionals
L

Not religious . v Griine
High educated
Piraten )
e Small business owners
Production workers > e
Low educated b Managers
Rural
Active churchgoing
FDP
vV
CDUCSU

05 0.0 05 1o
Cultural dimension (18.7%)

Figure 2. National Political Spaces Including Social Groups and Party Electorates
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The old class divide appears to have lost relevance in most countries. While this
cleavage once represented a ‘standardizing element across the variety of Western
European party systems’ (Rokkan 1970: 130), small business owners and production
workers have since adopted similar culturally conservative outlooks in the national
political space (Oesch and Rennwald 2018). It is noticeable that social-democratic
electorates have lost the connection to production workers in all countries but Spain
(PSOE) and Sweden (S), where the old class divide is strongest. Analogously, the pro-
file of small business owners overlaps with centre-right electorates in both countries.
By comparison, the urban-rural divide appears salient in most countries and usually
overlaps with new class and educational oppositions. Polarization along this divide is
highest in Sweden - where the urban-rural cleavage has historically been politicized
by the agrarian Centerpartiet (C) (Manow 2015) — and, surprisingly, in Belgium, where
this divide is traditionally not considered to represent a structuring cleavage (Delespaul
2024).

The three more recently mobilized structural oppositions vary significantly across
countries as well. The middle-class divide is ideologically most polarizing in Germany
and Sweden, where historically established liberal parties have long been able to mobi-
lize managerial classes. In all selected cases, it is evident that sociocultural professionals
and managers are heterogeneous in their economic orientations, while they usually
have quite comparable preferences for cultural universalism (cf. Marchesi 2022; Oesch
and Rennwald 2018). Furthermore, the new class cleavage is strongly polarizing in all
eight cases but does not differ substantively from fiercer antagonisms between high-
and low-educated voters. In Belgium, Germany, Spain and Italy, these two divides are
primarily associated with the cultural dimension, while in the four other cases, they
are characterized by ideological polarization on both dimensions.

The particular alignment of partisan and social groups in the UK, Poland and
Hungary warrant more elaborate discussion. First, structural and political divisions are
ordered on a single polarity in the UK, which may be a result of its two-party system and
corresponding cleavage structure. The main political division between Conservative
and Labour electorates is as such aligned with a structural division between the low-
educated, production workers and small business owners on the one hand, and the
high-educated and sociocultural professionals on the other. In the same manner, we
see that the political spaces of Hungary and Poland are divided into, at the time, ‘gov-
ernment’ and ‘opposition’ blocs. In Poland, the position of the Law and Justice (PiS)
electorate corresponds to a homogeneous structural coalition of the low-educated, pro-
duction workers and rural and Catholic voters. Polish opposition parties, on the other
hand, rely on a structurally more divided support base, with the left-wing Zjednoczona
Lewica (ZL) electorate closer to urban voters and sociocultural professionals, and the
centre-right Civic Platform (PO) electorate closer to the high-educated and managers.
In Hungary, finally, the Fidesz electorate is closest to the mean points of production
workers and - surprisingly - of urban and non-religious voters; two groups that are
markedly more conservative in Hungary than elsewhere in Europe.

Opverall, the results of Figure 2 confirm that the structuring of European political
spaces is subject to significant national variations. In line with the second hypothe-
sis, these findings challenge the notion of a common social and electoral rootedness
of voter dimensions across Europe. The comparative analysis instead underscores the


https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10018
https://www.cambridge.org/core
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms

https://doi.org/10.1 01'7/gov.2025.1 0018

Government and Opposition 21

role of national cleavage structures and the corresponding party system: new political
issues arise from social transformations and are consequently organized along existing
cleavages through national party competition (Borbath et al. 2023; Bornschier 2010b;
Elff 2009). While social transformations have thus generated similar political potentials
across Europe, national parties forge distinct programmatic linkages around different
structural conflicts and cleavages.

Regarding this point, we can speculate that cleavage-based party competition pro-
duces the observed opposite patterns of structuring in Western and Eastern Europe. In
Western Europe, where party competition traditionally ranges from left-libertarian to
right-authoritarian poles, we find that most structural divides align with a similar ide-
ological polarity. In Eastern Europe, however, economic and cultural dimensions are
connected differently due to the distinct issue composition of party systems (Marks
et al. 2006; Rovny and Edwards 2012). As a result, structural and political divides
reflect different ideological conflicts in Poland and Hungary: the ‘left, which consists
of sociocultural professionals and the high-educated, is ideologically right-libertarian,
while the ‘right, comprising production workers and the low-educated, is ideologically
left-authoritarian.

Discussion and conclusion

This article set out to compare the dimensionality and structuring of national elec-
torates in Europe. Due to comparable socio-structural transformations in recent
decades, it is often assumed that demand-side political spaces have converged into a
‘basic structure’ of political conflicts - in line with the common structure observed in
European party systems. Focusing on eight dissimilar countries, two hypotheses were
formulated. First, that the dimensionality of European voters does in fact vary across
countries, because of differences in national demand, supply and institutional con-
texts. Second, that partisan and social groups are positioned differently in the national
political space, due to country-specific variations in cleavage structures.

The above analyses have supported these hypotheses partially. On the one hand,
this study shows that political attitudes continue to be framed along two dimensions -
economic and cultural - which have been rearticulated to include new issues related to
globalization and the de-bounding of the welfare state. In all countries, political spaces
have indeed been redrawn towards heuristics of integration and demarcation, without
giving rise to a third ideological dimension. On the other hand, the varying positions of
electorates and social groups within the eight national political spaces indicate that the
two dimensions divide distinct groups of voters in most countries. This second result
points to specific divergences in the ideological structuring of national electorates,
suggesting that European political spaces still carry the imprint of country-specific
cleavage variations.

By considering both the dimensionality and the structuring of political spaces, this
article has uncovered more by-country differences than extant research (cf. Kriesi
et al. 2008; Wheatley and Mendez 2021). Although the empirical approach does not
point to the exact source of these differences, they largely reflect established cleavage
variations or their politicization by parties. First, it appears that the dimensionality
of voters’ attitudes corresponds to the structure of national party systems. In post-
communist societies, where environmentalist green parties have not developed out
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of postmaterialist social movements, climate attitudes are, for instance, (partially)
detached from the cultural dimension (cf. Chaisty and Whitefield 2015). Second, the
structuring of political spaces remains defined by existing alignments between parties
and social groups that were forged along national cleavages. These durable program-
matic linkages are evident in, for example, the UK political space, where the dominant
Conservative and Labour parties have channelled salient structural divides along a
single left-right polarity.

An alternative reading of these results could suggest that the observed cross-
national variations reflect different temporal stages in a common trajectory of political
change - rather than diverging patterns of cleavage (re)structuring.!*> However, such a
constellation of ‘laggards’ and ‘leaders’ in cleavage change risks downplaying the polit-
ical choices of parties and political elites (EIff 2007). Indeed, as Zsolt Enyedi (2005)
contends, parties act as ‘combiners’ between social structure and attitudes: they can
amalgamate group interests into ideological packages, consolidate and demarcate polit-
ical identities and thus preserve the existing cleavage structure. Political elites may forge
these linkages through programmatic appeals, policy achievements or even through
clientelist networks — allowing specific groups of voters to (re)position themselves in
the political space towards the party’s formal position (Bornschier 2010b; Kitschelt
2000; Warncke 2025). Political agency may as such perpetuate different cleavages in
different countries, so that the political space reflects both old and new conflicts.
Overall, the main conclusion of a ‘common dimensionality but a different structuring’
is consistent with earlier comparative work in cleavage theory (e.g. Kriesi et al. 2006,
2008) - although, crucially, the current study has extended this finding to coun-
tries outside of Western Europe. Generalizing these results, the articles key
findings are corroborated by separate results for the 10 countries that were
not presented in the analysis (see Appendices F and H of the Supplementary
Material).

To conclude, it should be emphasized that the reconstructions of a political space
may differ based on the selection of variables. As Rovny and Whitefield (2019: 6)
observe, ‘there is no population of issues to capture or sample from’ when reconstruct-
ing political spaces, and crucial issues on state intervention, populism, democratic
organization or — in countries such as Spain and Belgium - regionalism and decen-
tralization were left out of the current analysis. Furthermore, while this article found
partial support for a demand-side basic structure, future research using more recent
data should investigate whether potential critical junctures like the European refugee
crisis, Brexit or the COVID pandemic have rearticulated political conflict differently
across Europe (see, for example, Hooghe and Marks 2018; Hutter and Kriesi 2019).
Party systems in Germany, Spain and Italy have changed radically due to these events,
yet remained relatively stable in countries such as Sweden, Belgium and Poland. It
remains to be seen whether these transformations on the supply side will lead to a
restructuring of the national demand side as well.

Supplementary material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at https://doi.org/10.
1017/gov.2025.10018.
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Notes

1 An NLPCA will be identical to a PCA when all variables are analysed on a numeric level and identical
to an MCA when all variables are analysed on a nominal level. However, optimal scaling of variables offers
advantages over both techniques: the variance accounted for (VAF) of an NLPCA will be higher than that
of a PCA if there are non-linear relationships between the variables (Linting and van der Kooij 2012); and
dimensions are usually more easily interpretable than those from an MCA - particularly if the data include
numeric or ordinal variables (Atkinson 2024).

2 Each of the aforementioned scales has been validated by confirmatory factor analysis models (CFA) and
shows acceptable to strong internal consistency in each country. The CFA models, as well as the question
wordings for all indicators, can be found in Appendix A of the Supplementary Material.

3 Unlike in PCA, the calculation process in NLPCA is not based on a fixed correlation matrix. Consequently,
missing data can be treated as ‘passive, meaning missing variable categories are excluded in the calculation
process without excluding respondents selecting those categories (Linting and van der Kooij 2012).

4 While scree plots are the most commonly used criterion for component selection in PCA, NLPCA solu-
tions are not nested and instead maximize the eigenvalues of those components initially specified by the user.
Because solutions will differ as a result, scree plots should be compared for different dimensionalities to find
the appropriate number of components to retain (Linting and van der Kooij 2012). In the current analysis,
the elbow consistently appears at the third dimension, suggesting that only two components can be retained
(Linting et al. 2007) (see Appendix C of the Supplementary Material).

5 In the centroid model, variable categories receive coordinates based on the average position of respondents
selecting the category. In the vector model, variable categories are instead restricted to lie on the best-fitting
vector through the origin.

6 This includes the countries not reported (see Appendix F). In the UK, a model with a single left-right
dimension initially emerged as the best fitting solution. This outlying result is consistent with earlier work
(such as Wheatley and Mendez 2021) but is problematic due to its low explanatory power: the total VAF
(26.9%) of the one-dimensional model is insufficient to adequately describe the data, while seven of the 12
variables have a communality smaller than the commonly accepted threshold of 25%. In the current analysis,
the better-fitting two-dimensional solution is thus reported instead (see Tables E25-E30 of Appendix E for
the one-dimensional model).

7 In Poland, Sweden and the UK, the majority of variables exhibited linear or monotonic non-linear
relationships. In these instances, optimal scaling resulted only in a marginal improvement in model fit
(0.8%-1.7%) compared to a linear PCA model. For the five other cases, most variables exhibited non-linear
non-monotonic relationships. Consequently, optimal scaling provided more substantial improvements in
model fit, ranging from 1.9% in Italy to 5.7% in Hungary.

8 This is often attributed to the absence of postmaterialist new social movements in (post)communist
societies (Chaisty and Whitefield 2015), where social movements emerged later and were generally more
concerned with democratization than with value liberalization or environmentalism (see also Piotrowski
2015). As a result, the coalescence of religious, postmaterialist and globalization divides into a single cul-
tural dimension is not always as clear-cut in Eastern Europe (Rohrschneider and Miles 2015; Rohrschneider
and Whitefield 2012).

9 For the countries not included in this analysis, see Appendix H.

10 Note that the ESS data do not include measurements for (sub)national identities. Consequently, it was
not possible to project the centre-periphery cleavage in countries such as Belgium and Spain.

11 A more detailed description of the supplementary variables used to operationalize these structural
divisions is provided in Appendix G.

12 'm indebted to one of the anonymous reviewers for raising this point.
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