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Abstract

Recent crises have raised concerns about intergenerational fairness and conflict and claims
that older generations imperil the future of young people. These arguments may reflect
the political intolerance towards older adults: political ageism. Why and which kinds of
young people are more likely to adhere to such views is still uncertain. Prior studies refer
to the importance of perceived threats and authoritarian values. We introduce an inter-
action effect, suggesting that perceived threats temper the impact of authoritarian values
on intergenerational blame attribution and discriminatory views against older individu-
als’ political rights. The analysis of survey data from nine European countries, focusing on
respondents aged 18-34, reveals that perceived economic threat rarely relates to increased
ageism. Young individuals with authoritarian values are likelier to attribute intergenera-
tional blame and hold politically ageist views. In Sweden and the UK, however, the effect of
authoritarian values diminishes when young people perceive economic threats.

Keywords: ageism; young people; authoritarian values; economic insecurity; cross-national analysis

Against the backdrop of economic crisis, rising youth unemployment, the recent pan-
demic and alooming climate crisis, some groups of young people have voiced concerns
that older generations’ political choices jeopardize the present and future of younger
generations. These objections have been expressed in formal settings, such as Greta
Thunberg’s direct address to world leaders at the UN Climate Action Summit, as well
as in informal contexts, including narratives on Twitter and TikTok under hashtags
like ‘OK Boomer’ and ‘BoomerRemover’ (Elliott 2022). While the Boomer memes
have mostly been regarded as ageist rhetoric (Anderson 2023), they may also tap
into more fundamental fears among the younger generation, such as their anxieties
about the economy and the environment (Gonyea and Hudson 2020). The inter-
generational contention is also visible in the political sphere; it has been found that
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determinants of party choice differ systematically across generations, and several pen-
sioners’ parties have enjoyed electoral success (Otjes and Krouwel 2018; Van der Brug
and Rekker 2021). During the COVID-19 pandemic, various political actors employed
ageist rhetoric that portrayed older generations as responsible for lockdowns, thereby
furthering their own political objectives (Skipper and Rose 2021). Consequently, espe-
cially in the context of an ageing population in Europe and beyond (Walker 2012), it
becomes increasingly important to investigate age-based prejudice, stereotyping, dis-
crimination and, more specifically, the varying intergenerational attribution of blame
by young people (North and Fiske 2012).

While research on intergenerational solidarity and conflict already addresses some
of these questions (Ayalon 2020; Bengtson and Oyama 2010), it is inconclusive. Some
studies find that intergenerational conflict increases, and stereotyping, prejudice and
discrimination based on age are prevalent across the world (WHO 2021). Others argue
that intergenerational solidarity persists and is expressed among young people through
strong support for maintaining and improving older people’s benefits and healthcare
(Timonen et al. 2013). Arguably, other cleavages, such as class or race, are still more
important than the ones of generations (Kohli et al. 2005). Recognizing this complexity,
we suggest that part of this inconclusiveness could be solved via a micro-level analysis
that pays particular attention to explaining young people’s varying attitudes towards
older generations in two respects: through intergenerational blame attribution and
political ageism.

Although there certainly are ambivalent attitudes towards older people (Nelson
2005; Prinzen 2014), we focus on the negative aspects of these attitudes. Specifically,
we look at younger citizens’ disappointment in a perceived fracturing of the genera-
tional contract, where older voting blocks are seen - rightly or wrongly - as obstacles
to younger generations’ political aspirations and future prospects. While extensive
research has explored intergenerational conflict concerning welfare distribution, the
dimension of political rights remains understudied. Hence, although the family’s role
as a mediator in welfare-related conflicts is well documented (Kohli 2013), its effec-
tiveness in mitigating tensions over fundamental political rights remains unclear. In
public discussions about older citizens’ electoral influence and the increasing power of
pensioners’ parties (Goerres 2008; Hanley 2011; Otjes and Krouwel 2018), some actors
have even called for the disenfranchising of older citizens (Poama and Volacu 2023).
Following Robert Butler (1969), such views are defined as political ageism.

We study the factors underlying the variation in blame assigned by younger indi-
viduals to older people for the current economic situation and the extent to which
young people are willing to restrict the voting rights of older individuals.! We focus on
blame attribution concerning the economy because it indicates the perceived adverse
effects of the older generations’” decisions on young people’s livelihood. The willingness
to restrict voting rights, on the other hand, is an indication of political intolerance and
undemocratic attitudes. One could also see blame attribution as a first step towards
potential discrimination of older generations and a sign of undemocratic attitudes,
which some studies have found to be increasing among young people (Weber 2019).

The few studies that have specifically analysed intergenerational blame attribution
and the research on ageism at large usually relate these attitudes to threat percep-
tions, specific values and a lack of intergroup contact (Francioli et al. 2023; North
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and Fiske 2012; Stanciu 2022). We build on the prior research that relates ageist atti-
tudes to perceived outgroup threat and authoritarian values (Davidson 2016; Henry
et al. 2019). However, we suggest that the effect of values depends on the perceived
threat individuals experience. Since people with authoritarian values tend to be prej-
udiced and have stereotypical attitudes towards other groups as a matter of habit,
they will not shift their attitudes when a tangible threat arises (Hetherington and
Weiler 2009). For such people, the perceived economic threat would have little effect.
Consequently, the perception of threat would increase intergenerational blame attri-
bution and political ageism among those young people who do not hold strong
authoritarian values. Economic insecurity and related perceived threats would reduce
the impact of authoritarian values on intergenerational blame attribution and politi-
cal ageism, and individuals with lower scores on the authoritarian scale are the main
drivers of this effect. Considering that young people are one of the most vulnerable
groups in an economic crisis (Pastore 2015) and that older generations usually decide
on possible solutions or mitigation strategies, it would not be surprising that economic
insecurity feeds into blame attribution and political intolerance towards older people.
Young people — defined here as those aged 18 to 34 - are also known to be more pro-
gressive than older generations, and therefore authoritarian values might be less critical
in predicting increasing ageism.

We test our argument using unique representative cross-national survey data with
an oversampled number of young people in nine European countries. Data was col-
lected via an online survey instrument in 2018 in a project primarily interested in
young people’s political attitudes and behaviour. As we are interested in the micro-level
effects, the analysis pays less attention to the cross-national variation than the general
factors explaining blame attribution and political ageism among young Europeans. The
discussion unfolds as follows: first, we present the principal findings of ageism research
and articulate our argument for the anticipated interaction between perceived threat
and authoritarian values. Subsequently, we delineate the dataset and detail the opera-
tionalization and measurement of intergenerational blame attribution, political ageism
and related independent variables.

Intergenerational relations and political ageism

The notion that young people may attribute blame to older generations is not a recent
revelation, but ‘ageismy’ also has a broader meaning - referring to ‘every prejudiced
opinion or discrimination against or for any age group’ (Palmore 1990: 4; see also Butler
1969). Thus, ageism is unique among other forms of prejudice, as individuals experi-
ence different age categories during their lifespan. At the same time, family ties can
mitigate negative attitudes towards other age groups and create a complex dynamic of
intergenerational ambivalence where feelings of intergenerational solidarity and nega-
tivity can coexist (Bengtson and Murray 1993; Kohli 2013; Liischer and Pillemer 1998;
Nelson 2005). For instance, Katrin Prinzen’s (2014) study on Germany reveals that
approximately 14% of working-age Germans hold ambivalent attitudes towards older
people — simultaneously viewing them as deserving of welfare state support based on
societal norms while expressing concern about the economic strain they pose in an
ageing society.
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Still, while scholars of intergenerational solidarity focus on the interdependence
and commonality across generations, ageism studies primarily discuss direct negative
feelings towards older individuals, such as perceiving them as a burden and fostering
discriminatory attitudes in the workplace (Hovermann and Messner 2023; Marques
et al. 2020; North and Fiske 2013; Stanciu 2022). These studies provide evidence of
escalating intergenerational conflict and ageism directed towards older generations
(Murphy 2021; Stanciu 2022; Swift et al. 2018). Consequently, micro-level ageism stud-
ies mainly focus on the negative side of ageism (a review by Levy et al. 2022). These pay
particular attention to intergenerational tensions between Baby Boomers (individuals
born between 1946 and 1964) and Millennials (born between 1981 and 1996) (Francioli
etal. 2023). A growing body of evidence highlights age inequalities, asserting that older
generations possess more economic and political resources and power than those born
since the 1980s (Bessant et al. 2017). At the same time, young people lack political
representation in contemporary Europe (Stockemer and Sundstrém 2023), and some
of them call for a limit on voting opportunities for older people (Poama and Volacu
2023). Therefore, in addition to the usual focus on prejudiced opinions towards older
generations, we are particularly interested in explaining varying political ageism - an
intolerant attitude towards older people that might increase the likelihood of being
ready to support diminished political rights (e.g. the right to vote) for older people.
While intolerance towards a specific group does not necessarily mean willingness to
limit the group’s democratic rights by disenfranchisement, the opposite is rarely true.
Young people who are ready to limit the voting rights of older generations are also very
likely intolerant towards them. Thus, viewing political ageism as part of a larger spec-
trum of ageism, we build our argument on the theories of intergenerational threat and
authoritarian values.

Intergroup relations: perceived intergenerational threat and blame attribution

Theories about ageist attitudes on intergroup relations often claim that conflict arises
when two groups compete for scarce resources (Jackson 1993). Walter Stephan and
Cookie Stephan’s (2000) integrated threat theory stands out as one of the more influen-
tial adaptations of this argument. The theory distinguishes between collective threats,
which are perceived threats to the power and resources of the group by another group,
and individual threats, defined as ‘actual physical or material harm to the individual ...
such as economic loss’ (Stephan et al. 2008: 61). The theory assumes that a group feels
threatened when a specific group evokes the threat (Becker et al. 2011), while individ-
uals feel threatened following actual deprivation, irrespective of a threat elicited by an
outgroup. In the case of ageism, discrimination is age-based and often directed towards
older or younger individuals (Rauvola et al. 2022).

Prior psychological research suggests that the relative societal standing of an
ingroup - in this context, the fact that young people occupy a less powerful economic
and political position (Bessant et al. 2017; Stockemer and Sundstrom 2023) - shapes
the extent to which perceived threat drives intergroup bias. This could explain younger
generations’ animosity towards older ones (Stephan et al. 2008). In line with this,
Michael North and Susan Fiske (2012) argue that social modernization has altered the
expectations of intergenerational equity. As more people age, older demographics gain
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perceptual salience and an actual increase in power and resources. Younger generations
may perceive these changes as a burden that they must bear and see older individu-
als as obstacles to achieving their goals. The trend could be evident in contemporary
discussions about the climate crisis and the call by younger activists to older politi-
cians to take urgent action (Murphy 2021) and blame them for inaction (Han and Ahn
2020). Accordingly, North and Fiske (2013) propose that intergenerational conflict is
a result of youth expecting older generations to live up to certain obligations, such as
refraining from over-consuming shared resources, prioritizing younger people’s access
to work-related advancements and refraining from engaging in activities that should
be reserved for younger people.

Blame attribution is closely linked to intolerance and prejudice, especially in the
context of perceived threat. For example, Julia Becker et al. (2011) explore how
unspecific threats initiated by a societal event are fertile ground for intergroup con-
flict, particularly when coupled with specific attribution patterns. They suggest that
when individuals seek to understand and explain the perceived threat, they may latch
onto causal attributions that provide a sense of clarity and inadvertently exacerbate
intergroup tensions. This phenomenon, wherein unspecific threats are translated into
specific prejudices through attributional processes, aligns with ‘scapegoating, where
particular groups bear blame for broader societal issues (Rothschild et al. 2012).
Besides providing clarity, blaming a target (e.g. older people) for personal losses may
restore a threatened sense of personal security for younger people (Bukowski et al.
2017), making older generations a viable scapegoat for the young people experiencing
economic insecurity or a looming climate crisis.

Thus, following the intergenerational threat theory, it is likely that young people
who perceive their contemporary economic situation as threatened, or insecure, might
attribute their economic struggles to the actions of older generations. Additionally,
such individuals may exhibit discriminatory behaviour towards the scapegoat group
with more political power and adhere to political ageism. Specifically, we suggest the
following:

Hypothesis 1a: Young people with higher threat perception tend to blame their economic
problems on older people.

Hypothesis 1b: Young people with higher threat perception are more likely to support the
ideas of political ageism.

Other reasons for ageism: authoritarian values

The cultural perspective in ageism studies acknowledges the importance of perceived
threat as a source for ageism but also emphasizes that one’s value orientation should
be essential for explaining varying ageism (Stanciu 2022). Expressing prejudices like
ageism could be restrained or justified by specific values (Crandall and Eshleman
2003). The research on authoritarian values and attitudes has demonstrated that val-
ues like collective security and cohesion, social control and attitudinal resistance to
change are related to generalized prejudice against outgroups (Duckitt and Sibley 2009;
Feldman 2003).% Motivated by a similar theoretical argument, Israel Doron and Hanna
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Kafka (2015) examined the relationship between authoritarian values and ageism
among the general population and measured the latter via compassion for people over
70 rather than blame attribution or political ageism. While they found no general effect
of authoritarianism, we suggest that the effect of authoritarian values on ageist beliefs
might still exist if we focus on a specific dimension of ageism (blame, political ageism)
and study only young individuals rather than the general population.

If we assume that there is a specific value divide between ‘libertarian’ and ‘authori-
tarian’ preferences among young people - that some have a higher degree of adherence
to traditional social norms and morals (Evans et al. 1996; Tilley 2005) - then we
could expect that those who score closer to the authoritarian end of the spectrum
would be more likely to express ageist attitudes than those with more libertarian val-
ues. However, the dynamic between authoritarian values and ageism is complex. While
some research suggests that authoritarians’ general tendency towards prejudice should
extend to attitudes towards older people (Henry et al. 2019), others find no direct
relationship, possibly due to authoritarianism’s positive association with respect for
traditional authority figures (Doron and Katka 2015). Still, authoritarians’ character-
istic view of the world as dangerous and threatening predisposes them to punitive
responses and blame attribution (Duckitt and Sibley 2009). As authoritarian values
relate to outgroup blaming and support of restrictions of civil liberties (Feldman 2003),
young authoritarians might simultaneously respect older people’s traditional status
while blaming them for perceived failures in addressing societal challenges. Hence,
we expect that young people with authoritarian rather than libertarian values would
be more likely to blame older people and hold attitudes of political ageism - to limit
the political rights of older people. Considering recent reports about increasing sup-
port for authoritarian government alternatives among younger generations in North
America and Western Europe (Foa and Mounk 2016), increasing ageism would not be
surprising.

Hypothesis 2a: Young people with authoritarian rather than libertarian value orienta-
tion are more likely to blame their economic problems on older people.

Hypothesis 2b: Young people with authoritarian rather than libertarian value orienta-
tions are more likely to support ideas of political ageism.

The interaction effect of threat and authoritarian values

The literature concerning authoritarian values posits that specific individuals possess
an inherent authoritarian predisposition that becomes active solely in the presence of
threats to social cohesion (Feldman and Stenner 1997; Stenner 2005). For instance,
recent experimental studies that focus on intolerance towards immigrants and minori-
ties show that individuals with authoritarian predispositions become more intolerant
in the face of threats to social conformity, but this does not apply to non-authoritarians
(Claassen and McLaren 2021). Hence, the theory of ‘authoritarian dynamic’ argues
that there is some interaction between threat and authoritarianism and that threats
increase prejudice and intolerance among those with authoritarian values (Feldman
and Stenner 1997). While scholars agree regarding the presence of an interaction, Marc
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Hetherington and Jonathan Weiler (2009) focus on a different type of threat dynamic,
finding that distinctions in attitudes between libertarians and authoritarians become
apparent only in the absence of perceived societal or personal threats. When such
threats are heightened, there is a convergence of libertarian attitudes towards those of
authoritarians (Hetherington and Weiler 2009). This transformation occurs because
threats can reduce cognitive capacity and increase reliance on instinct, resulting in
similar cognitive approaches between libertarians and authoritarians.

We suggest that similar mechanisms also underlie the expressions of ageism, and
the impact of authoritarian values on ageist attitudes may depend on the percep-
tion of threat. In light of the growing challenges young people face, including the
recent economic and health crises and the impending climate crisis, personal threats
and authoritarianism may interact to perpetuate ageist attitudes and behaviours.
Specifically, we propose a negative interaction between authoritarianism and personal
threats on ageist attitudes: individuals scoring high on authoritarianism tend to per-
ceive threats even in ordinary circumstances, showing little change in attitude as threat
levels rise. In contrast, libertarians alter their attitudes in response to elevated perceived
threat levels, thereby contributing to the negative interaction. This phenomenon could
explain why young people who are concerned about climate change — those more likely
to hold libertarian rather than authoritarian values — blame the current situation on
older generations (Elliott 2022; Roy and Ayalon 2024).

In sum, we expect the following:

Hypothesis 3a: The effect of authoritarian values on blame attribution decreases for
young people with higher threat perception.

Hypothesis 3b: The effect of authoritarian values on political ageism decreases for young
people with higher threat perception.

Methodology: data, operationalization and measures

We test our argument with data collected in the frame of a large EU-funded col-
laborative research project. In contrast to studies of ageism that usually rely on
non-representative data on college students or just a general population, our data
includes booster samples of young people aged 18 to 34 in nine European countries:
France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Poland, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the United
Kingdom. Data was collected by a professional polling company that used specific
online panels and quotas (age, gender, region and education) reflecting national popu-
lation statistics for young people in each country (see more in EURYKA 2018). Hence,
we have an advantage in studying ageism with a specific sample of almost 20,000 young
Europeans - the generation born between 1983 and 2000 - interviewed between April
and December 2018. We have opted for this specific age group, 18 to 34, for practical
reasons: the boosted dataset is made for this particular age group.

The dependent variables

The survey has two specific questions suitable for operationalizing and measur-
ing ageism. First, to study intergenerational blame attribution, we use a degree of
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agreement on a five-point Likert scale with the following statement: “The economic
problems we face are the result of financial mistakes made by older generations. Our
measure is similar to those used to study the relationship between blame attribution,
intolerance and outgroup prejudices (e.g. Becker et al. 2011), even though they are
usually interested in different groups as blame recipients (e.g. immigrants). Second,
we measure political ageism on a similar scale but with a statement: “The votes of older
people should count less. The attitudes towards restricting the political rights of older
people are rarely studied in the frame of ageism, but such questions are typical in the
studies of intolerance towards other outgroups (e.g. immigrants). We argue that the
willingness to restrict the voting rights of people from older cohorts is a good indica-
tor of ageism as it manifests openness to discrimination on the grounds of a person’s
old age.

The independent variables

Our theoretical model also requires operationalizing and measuring threat and author-
itarian values. The first primary independent variable measures the level of threat.
Here, we have opted for two types of measures. First, an index demonstrating the level
of perceived economic insecurity, measured via responses to a question: ‘Would you
say that the economic situation of your household now is better or worse to how it was
five years ago?’ Those responding that their situation is much worse are the most inse-
cure and threatened. While in countries with very turbulent economies (e.g. Greece,
Italy, Spain), this variable might not be the most accurate for measuring the perceived
economic threat, it captures an individual’s perception of their economic position in a
way that can affect their sense of security. It follows Walter Stephan et al’s (2008: 61)
definition of individual realistic threats as ‘actual physical or material harm to the indi-
vidual such as pain, torture, or death as well as economic loss, deprivation of valued
resources, and threats to health or personal security. Second, we use a binary mea-
sure of economic threat for purely pragmatic reasons. While dichotomization results
in some loss of information, it simplifies the demonstration of interaction effects.
For the distribution and correlation between independent and control variables,
see Table 1.

The second independent variable measures authoritarian value orientation. It is a
composite of answers (on a Likert scale ranging from ‘Strongly disagree’ to ‘Strongly
agree, from 1 to 5) to five statements often used to measure libertarian and authoritar-
ian values:

« A woman has to have children in order to be fulfilled.

« Abortion should not be allowed in any case.

« Homosexual couples should not be allowed to adopt children under any circum-
stances.

o Children should be taught to obey authority.

People who break the law should get stiffer sentences.

The responses form a coherent set of beliefs, load as one factor in the factor analy-
sis, and the item has an acceptable internal consistency (Cronbach’s a = 0.57). The aim
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Predictors and Control Variables (N = 20 616)

Correlation between some
independent and control variables

Mean SD Min Max Threat 1 2 3
Dependent variables
Intergenerational 331 1.06 1 5
blame attribution
Political ageism 2.22 1.17 1 5
Independent variables
Perceived threat 0.49 0.50 0 1
(binary)
Authoritarian 2.65 0.72 1 5 —-0.04 —-0.04 0.05 —-0.02
values
Control variables
Female 0.52 0.50 0 1 -0.06 0.00 -0.02 0.04
Age 25.43 4.99 18 34 0.04 -0.02 0.04 -0.43
Primary education 0.22 -0.09 -0.01 -0.11 -0.13
Secondary 0.48
education
Tertiary education 0.29
1.Bornin the 0.91 0.29 0 1 0.05 -0.04 0.08
country
2. Experienced 0.33 0.47 0 1 0.26 -0.04 -0.08
economic
hardship
3. Lives with 0.41 0.49 0 1 0.03 0.08 -0.08
parents

is to capture values emphasizing a desire for obedience and social order by submit-
ting to authority and wanting to limit the freedom of those who deviate from the rules
governed by that authority. Although there is a discussion within the authoritarian-
ism literature about whether some frequently used measurements of authoritarianism
measure attitudes rather than values (Feldman and Stenner 1997; Hetherington and
Weiler 2009), authoritarian attitudes can be used as a proxy for values. Moreover,
Karen Stenner (2005) argues for a separation between authoritarian predisposition
and authoritarian attitudes because the latter tends to be confounded with measures of
intolerance of difference and political conservatism, which are often what is intended
to be explained. Thus, according to her, a lack of separation creates a tautological bias
(Stenner 2005). We do not have this problem because our dependent variables, blame
attribution and political ageism, are conceptually distinct from authoritarianism and
measures that tap into the desire for sameness and distaste for change.’

Control variables and model specification

The commonly used control variables in the studies of ageism are the gender and age
of the respondents, their level of education, and whether the respondents live with
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their parents (all measures are in Table 1). In addition, we add the variables indicat-
ing whether the respondent was born in the country of study and their experience of
economic hardship. These last control variables are included because studies of polit-
ical tolerance have shown that those who experience economic difficulties and have a
migrant background might be more supportive towards restricting the political rights
of different outgroups (Gibson 2013). Such people might also be more likely to per-
ceive their economic situation as worse than before. We measure economic hardship
as a binary response to a question: ‘Have you experienced real financial difficulties (e.g.
could not afford food, rent, electricity) in the past 12 months?” Although this question
might seem somewhat similar to the question of perceived threat - our independent
variable - the last focuses on the perceived relative situation of the household rather
than the experience. The correlation between the two variables is relatively low (0.26),
and the analysis does not suffer from the problem of multicollinearity. In the robustness
check (see Supplementary Material), we also test if the effects of the main independent
variables change when excluding this control variable.

Regarding statistical analysis, we have opted for a simple multivariate ordinary
least squares (OLS) regression analysis with country-fixed effects and robust stan-
dard errors. While we have no theoretical reasons to expect significant differences
in the effects of independent variables across countries, prior studies analysing the
interaction between threat and authoritarian values in political tolerance have found
some significant cross-national variations (Claassen and McLaren 2021). Therefore, for
robustness checks, we also conduct the analysis separately for each of the nine countries
in our study.

Empirical results and discussion

The presence of blame attribution and political ageism among young people in
Europe

Our data reveals that among respondents aged 18 to 34, almost 45% agree or strongly
agree that older generations are to blame for the economic problems, and 22% dis-
agree or strongly disagree. The remaining 33% are indifferent, suggesting that some
young people probably consider the question of blaming older generations for their
financial difficulties as unimportant. Our respondents generally support intergenera-
tional blame attribution more than political ageism, as 65% of respondents disagree or
strongly disagree with the statement, and 17% agree or strongly agree with it. Still, these
numbers signal significant political intolerance towards older people among European
youth. The intergenerational blame attribution is weakly correlated to the attitudes of
political ageism (0.28), as it is likely that people who are attributing blame to older
people are also willing to restrict their political rights.

Similar to some prior studies that show minor but still existing cross-national dif-
ferences in ageist attitudes among Western countries (Lockenhoff et al. 2009; North
and Fiske 2015; Skipper and Rose 2021; Ward and Fleischer 2023), we also find some
noteworthy cross-national variation (see Figure 1). The highest average level of inter-
generational blame and political ageism can be found in Greece, and the lowest levels
in Sweden.
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Figure 1. Intergenerational Blame Attribution and Political Ageism among Young Europeans (N = 20,616)
Notes: Mean values on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 indicates strong disagreement, and 5 indicates strong agreement with
the statements ‘The economic problems we face are the result of financial mistakes made by older generations’ and
‘The votes of older people should count less’.

While our goal is not to explain these diverse levels of ageism in different countries,
prior research focusing on the pandemic has found some correlation between ageist
attitudes and support for policies isolating the old rather than young people during the
pandemic (Spaccatini et al. 2022).* Others propose that the variance of ageism relates to
dissimilar understandings of what ‘youth’ and ‘old people’ refer to in different countries.
For example, Dominic Abrams et al. (2011) have shown that in Greece, people perceive
that youth ends at 52 years of age and ‘old age’ starts at 68, while in Sweden, the respec-
tive age is perceived to be 34 and 62. However, we focus not on elucidating diverse
rates of intergenerational blame attribution and political ageism but on identifying
which young people are more predisposed to support ageist attitudes and understand-
ing how these predispositions manifest under different conditions. In light of previous
studies, there is scant justification to anticipate any conspicuous cross-national varia-
tions in how perceived threat, authoritarianism and their interaction correlate with the
extent of blame attribution and political ageism. Consequently, our empirical analysis
will predominantly concentrate on the pooled dataset, reserving a separate analysis for
different countries solely for a robustness check.

The importance of threat and authoritarian values

We have used OLS regression to test the proposed hypotheses, and Table 2 presents
our primary findings (supplementary tables with robustness checks are available in
the Appendix in the Supplementary Material). The results show that the typical young
person who attributes intergenerational blame is likely to have more authoritarian than
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Table 2. The Results of OLS Regression with Country-Fixed Effects

. Intergenerationalblame Political ageism
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Perceived threat (binary) B VU 0.155°"* . T0.0627 0.2177"
(0.014) (0.056) (0.016) (0.064)
Authoritarian values L B 01637 0.189% 0.23877
(0.011) (0.015) (0.013) (0.018)
Perceived threat (binary) x -0.062*** -0.106***
e s ceeeeessseeseesscas (0021) ....................... (0024) o
Control variables
Female ..ooss™r J0.150™ -0.150°" - -0.167""*
(0.014) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017)
g . 0.049°% . 0.049°% 0.053°
(0.018) (0.020) (0.020) (0.024)
Age’ ...(o.0001) -0.001™ - -0.0017F -0.001™
(0.0003) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.0005)
Education (primary = baseline)
Secondary education ..o B Tl nows
(0.019) (0.021) (0.021) (0.024)
Tertiary education L oaszE 0.057** . 0052 0.074°"
(0.021) (0.024) (0.024) (0.026)
Born in the country I ~0.108™* 01087 ~0.064"
(0.025) (0.028) (0.028) (0.038)
Experienced economic hardship ....00e37T 0.144™* 0141 0.1397""
(0.016) (0.018) (0.018) (0.020)
L onlit el D Shaws | Tws
(0.016) (0.018) (0.018) (0.020)
Lo B LC R 29788 29785 2.97877
(0.232) (0.232) (0.232) (0.232)
Country dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Adjusted R? 0.121 0.122 0.106 0.108
N 20616 20616 20616 20616

Note: Level of significance *p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

libertarian values, to be relatively well educated and to have experienced economic
troubles. The effect of education on blame attribution decreases when we consider
interaction effects (Model 2), suggesting that it mainly concerns young people with ter-
tiary education. Those young people likely to support political ageism differ somewhat
from the ones attributing blame, as they are predominantly male and have a non-
native background, but also hold authoritarian values and have experienced economic
difficulties.
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The analysis (Models 1 and 3) shows no support for our first hypotheses (1a, 1b),
which expected that young people with higher threat perception are more likely to
attribute blame to older people. Furthermore, the relationship between the dichoto-
mous variable measuring the perceived threat and political ageism is even slightly
negative (Model 3, Table 2). These effects hold even when using the continuous variable
for threat perception and excluding the objective economic hardship control variable
(Appendix, Table A1). These unexpected findings suggest that our measure of per-
ceived economic insecurity probably does not grasp the perceived outgroup threat
as the integrated threat theory would propose. Moreover, the threat variable captures
an enduring economic deprivation and thus differs from outgroup-specific threat per-
ceptions and the immediate uncertainty stemming from societal crises that theoretical
frameworks typically emphasize. Hence, it might not provoke a need to blame personal
economic threats on social outgroups such as the older generation.

Still, Hypotheses 2a and 2b, regarding the effect of authoritarian value orientation,
find clear support. As expected, young people with authoritarian rather than libertar-
ian values are more likely to attribute intergenerational blame (Model 1, Table 2) and
hold politically ageist views (Model 3, Table 2). A one-unit increase in the index of
authoritarian values leads to a 0.13-point increase in intergenerational blame attribu-
tion and a 0.19-point rise in political ageism — both measured on a scale of 1 to 5. It is
a noteworthy change indicating the significant effect of authoritarian values on blame
attribution and ageism among young Europeans.

Even more important is the significant interaction effect of the perceived threat and
authoritarian values (Models 2 and 4, Table 2). We expected that there would be a neg-
ative effect so that perceived (economic) threat increases the support for blame attribu-
tion (Hypothesis 3a) and political ageism (Hypothesis 3b) among non-authoritarians.
The perceived threat significantly increases the likelihood of intergenerational blame
attribution and political ageism for libertarians or those low in authoritarian val-
ues. At the same time, there is a slight negative effect of threat for those high in
authoritarian values (see marginal effects in Figure 2). Hence, the perceived economic
threat significantly dampens the impact of authoritarian values on political intolerance
towards older people. In other words, when young libertarians feel threatened, they
may become intolerant towards older generations. Even though the economic crisis
might mobilize young people for progressive causes, they might still blame it on older
generations or express political intolerance towards them.

These findings are consistent with Hetherington and Weiler’s (2009) authoritarian
reaction argument. Our results not only indicate that young people with authoritarian
tendencies are more likely to blame older generations for economic crises and hold
politically ageist attitudes but also that the perception of threat is likely to generate a
similar inclination in typically liberal-minded people. Hence, a perceived economic
threat can shift the average blame attribution among the most liberal young people in
the sample.

Extending the insights from the literature on authoritarianism to the setting of social
cognition can shed further light on the psychological motivations for blame attribution
and political ageism. Social cognition theories propose that people use cognitive short-
cuts when making causal judgements (Fiske and Taylor 2013). One’s cognition is also
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Figure 2. The Marginal Effect of Threat on Intergenerational Blame Attribution and Political Ageism,
Conditional on Authoritarian Values

susceptible to the ebb and flow of life, as situational circumstances can enforce the ten-
dency to blame adverse outcomes on scapegoats (Becker et al. 2011). Under conditions
of stress and threat, people tend to rely more on instinct rather than careful delib-
eration, leading to increased similarity between authoritarian and non-authoritarian
responses (Hetherington and Weiler 2009).

These cognitive processes can be understood within the broader context of eco-
nomic challenges facing young Europeans. As Judith Bessant et al. (2017) document,
those born since 1980 have become the first generation to experience a lower stan-
dard of living than their predecessors. Their analysis reveals how structural changes
in labour markets and welfare systems have created a ‘precarious generation’ facing
unprecedented economic uncertainty. This broader context of generational inequity
may help explain why economic threats can trigger politically ageist attitudes even
among typically liberal-minded youth. While our analysis shows relatively low sup-
port for disenfranchisement ideas, the findings suggest that economic insecurity could
transform intergenerational ambivalence into more explicit political opposition.

Conclusions

This article has explored the relationship between perceived (economic) threat, author-
itarian values and young people’s intolerant attitudes towards older generations in
Europe. Thanks to the large samples of young people in each country (more than 20,000
respondents aged 18 to 34), we have provided a more nuanced analysis of which kind
of young people are intolerant towards older people than prior research focusing on
all age groups. Building on previous research on ageism and political intolerance, our
findings suggest that under specific conditions - such as when individuals perceive
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an economic threat — young people with libertarian values may attribute intergenera-
tional blame or endorse political ageism to a similar extent to those with authoritarian
values. Thus, the influence of authoritarian values on ageism is contingent upon
perceived threat. While more exhaustive evidence is necessary for establishing any
causal relationship between contextual factors, value orientation, economic threat and
ageism, our findings are robust across several model specifications and make two key
contributions to the existing literature on ageism.

First, we add the dimension of political ageism, which has rarely been explicitly
studied. Prior research instead focuses on burden-focused ageism, particularly regard-
ing welfare state provisions, while we add the political angle that shows the existence of
political intolerance among young Europeans. In contrast to young people’s attitudes
towards intergenerational resource distribution, which tend to reflect concerns about
the sustainability of a system they might eventually rely on, political ageism - partic-
ularly support for voting restrictions — represents a distinct form of intergenerational
opposition where immediate political interests may override long-term considerations.
This particular characteristic of political ageism emerges as reducing older generations’
political influence offers more immediate benefits to young people than challenging
welfare provisions that they may depend on in the future. Indeed, while all types of
ageism may contribute to the erosion of intergenerational solidarity, fostering a sense
of division and animosity between different age groups, supporting ideas of disen-
franchisement for older generations is an apparent problem of democratic values. It
can be combined with recent initiatives to lower the voting age at national and local
elections to increase the turnout of younger generations (see Wagner et al. 2012). In
the context of significant underrepresentation of young people in political leadership
(Stockemer and Sundstrom 2023), the success of pensioners” parties (Hanley 2011),
and the media discourse that focuses on young people as a problem (e.g. Kousis and
Giugni 2020), the presence of ‘counter’-attitudes in the form of political ageism towards
older generations might not be surprising. Still, our findings also show that the support
for disenfranchisement ideas is relatively low. Thus, similar to studies on intergenera-
tional ambivalence, we can conclude that while there is some intergenerational divide,
these ideas do not dominate how young people perceive older generations.

Second, we have shown that the effect of authoritarian values on intolerant atti-
tudes towards older people depends on anticipated economic insecurity. The perceived
threat mainly affects the attitudes of those who hold libertarian values. Considering
that European youth tend to be more liberal than authoritarian, this might indicate
the increase of ageism in the context of perceived threat. While our analysis focused
on the economic threat, recent discussions about the climate crisis and related ‘under-
served suffering’ of younger and future generations have drawn attention to climate
threat-related intergenerational conflict (Roy and Ayalon 2024). Future studies could
examine if those young people who feel especially threatened by climate change are also
more likely to blame older generations for the situation and express ageist attitudes or
if intergenerational solidarity dampens it.

While our results unveil a significant variation between young individuals with
ageist attitudes and those without, several limitations exist. Our correlational analysis
cannot demonstrate any causal effects. Further, the demonstrated negative interaction
or dampening effect of perceived threat is relatively small in our total sample of nine
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European countries. The national-level analysis reveals that it mainly holds for three
countries: France, Sweden and the UK (Figures A2 and A3, as well as country-specific
tables in the Appendix). In the rest of the countries, there is no significant interaction
effect, and the authoritarian value orientation increases the likelihood of intergenera-
tional blame attribution and political ageism regardless of the respondent’s perceived
level of economic threat. Findings of cross-national differences in interaction effects
between threat and authoritarian values are not unusual in the studies of political
intolerance towards immigrants (e.g. Claassen and McLaren 2021), so it would require
further research concerning ageism.

None of the three countries looks specific in various measurements of age inequali-
ties of political representation (Stockemer and Sundstrém 2023) or contact possibilities
for the younger and older generations (Hévermann and Messner 2023).° While Sweden
is considered highly individualistic across age groups, this is not the case in the UK or
France. There are also not enough cross-national studies that would allow us to relate
these results to portrayals of older and younger generations in the mainstream or social
media - a factor sometimes associated with the presence of ageism in society (Davidson
2016).

Further, some of the presented cross-national results might be statistical artefacts.
For example, in Greece, the variation in dependent variables is very low, making it dif-
ficult to estimate any effects of perceived economic threats or authoritarian values. The
relatively low goodness-of-fit measures in all the models suggest that factors other than
the ones proposed by our analysis might explain the variance of micro-level ageism. It
might be that due to intergenerational ambivalence — the simultaneous presence of
intergenerational solidarity and conflict - the micro-level analysis of ageism requires
more complex models. Our focus on political ageism and its operationalization via a
willingness to disenfranchise the older generation might be a particularly hard test for
the theories used to explain the individual-level variance of ageism among younger
generations.

Supplementary material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at https://doi.org/10.
1017/gov.2025.10012.
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Notes

1 Note that the opposite to this situation is also possible: for example, Pickard (2016) describes negative
stereotypes about youth (e.g. laziness, entitlement) among older people.

2 We do not consider authoritarianism as a personality trait (Adorno et al. 1950), but rather as a long-term
psychological orientation that has led to a specific set of values and attitudes (Altemeyer 1981). We agree
that adherence to the authoritarian values might be related to specific personality traits (Duckitt and Sibley
2007), but have no aim to analyse it here.

3 Sometimes it is argued that a more strict separation is needed between values and attitudes on the item
level define authoritarianism as the trade-off between social conformity and individual autonomy. Often,
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child-rearing values are used to measure the concept of authoritarian predisposition (Feldman and Stenner
1997; Hetherington and Weiler 2009; Stenner 2005), but Schwartz’s (1992) dimension of autonomy and con-
formity has also been used. This warrants us to include items that capture the desire for conformity among
the respondents. The item that is closest to measuring a desire for social conformity in the available dataset
asks the respondents to say if they agree that ‘Children should be taught to obey authority’ Including the
item in the composite variable decreases the Cronbach’s a from 0.71 to 0.57 — but it remains fairly high and
avoids prioritizing a data-driven approach before a theory-driven one.

4 In aglobal context, scholars studying ageism as a prejudicial attitude that portrays older persons asa burden
on society have found that ageism is more prevalent in societies where younger and older generations rarely
come into contact, where there is a relatively younger population, and where there is a dominant culture
of ‘marketised mentality’ (Hévermann and Messner 2023). The measurement of this mentality, however, is
relatively complicated - it is a composite measure of values that emphasize lack of concern for the welfare and
interests of others, pursuit of one’s interests, and relative success and dominance over others (Hévermann
and Messner 2023).

5 It is noteworthy that in contrast to Hovermann and Messner (2023) we find no clear correlation between
the degrees of ageism and reported average age of population in our nine countries. The average age varies
from Poland (40.0), the UK (40.3), France (40.6), Sweden (41.7) and Switzerland (42.3) to Greece (44.4),
Germany (44.6), Spain (44.9) and Italy (45.2) (data source - Eurostat 2018).

References

Abrams D, Russell PS, Vauclair M and Swift HJ (2011) Ageism in Europe: Findings from the European Social
Survey. London: AgeUK.

Adorno TW, Frenkel-Brunswik E, Levinson DJ and Sanford RN (1950) The Authoritarian Personality.
American Political Science Review 44(4), 1005-1006.

Altemeyer B (1981) Right-Wing Authoritarianism. Winnipeg: University of Manitoba Press.

Anderson LB (2023) ‘OK Boomer’: Demagogic Discourse and Intergenerational Communication. Journal
of Intergenerational Relationships 21(2), 253-268. https://doi.org/10.1080/15350770.2022.2030846.

Ayalon L (2019) Are Older Adults Perceived as a Threat to Society? Exploring Perceived Age-Based Threats
in 29 Nations. Journals of Gerontology: Series B 74(7), 1256-1265. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbx107.

Ayalon L (2020) There Is Nothing New Under the Sun: Ageism and Intergenerational Tension in the Age
of the Covid-19 Outbreak. International Psychogeriatrics 32(10), 1221-1224. https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/
10.1017/51041610220000575.

Becker JC, Wagner U and Christ O (2011) Consequences of the 2008 Financial Crisis for Intergroup
Relations: The Role of Perceived Threat and Causal Attributions. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations
14, 871-885. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430211407643.

Bengtson VL and Murray T ( 1993) ‘Justice’ across Generations (and Cohorts): Sociological Perspectives
on the Life Course and Reciprocities over Time. In Cohen L (ed.), Justice across Generations: What Does
It Mean?. Washington, DC: American Association of Retired Persons, pp. 111-138.

Bengtson VL and Oyama PS (2010) Intergenerational Solidarity and Conflict: What Does It Mean and What
Are the Big Issues?. In Cruz-Saco MA and Zelenev S (eds), Intergenerational Solidarity: Strengthening
Economic and Social Ties. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 35-52.

Bessant J, Farthing R and Watts R (2017) The Precarious Generation: A Political Economy of Young People.
London: Routledge.

Bukowski M, de Lemus S, Rodriguez-Bailon R and Willis GB (2017) Who'’s to Blame? Causal Attributions
of the Economic Crisis and Personal Control. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations 20(6), 909-923.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216638529.

Butler R (1969) Ageism: Another Form of Bigotry. The Gerontologist 9(4), 243-246.

Claassen C and McLaren L (2021) Do Threats Galvanize Authoritarians or Mobilize Non-Authoritarians?
Experimental Tests from 19 European Societies. Political Psychology 42(4), 677-694. https://doi.org/10.
1111/pops.12720.

Crandall CE and Eshleman A (2003) A Justification-Suppression Model of the Expression and Experience
of Prejudice. Psychological Bulletin 129, 414-446.

Davidson S (2016) Going Grey: The Mediation of Politics in an Ageing Society. London: Routledge.


https://doi.org/10.1080/15350770.2022.2030846
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbx107
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1017/S1041610220000575
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1017/S1041610220000575
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430211407643
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216638529
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12720
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12720
https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10012

https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10012 Published online by Cambridge University Press

18 Maral Darakhsh and Katrin Uba

Doron I and Kafka H (2015) The Effect of Social and Cultural Factors on Ageism: Examination of the Dual-
Process Motivational Model of Ideology, Politics, and Prejudice. Current Aging Science 8(3), 241-247.
https://doi.org/10.2174/1874609808666150922130126.

Duckitt J and Sibley CJ (2007) Right Wing Authoritarianism, Social Dominance Orientation and the
Dimensions of Generalized Prejudice. European Journal of Personality 21, 113-130. https://onlinelibrary.
wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/per.614

Duckitt J and Sibley CJ (2009) A Dual-Process Motivational Model of Ideology, Politics and Prejudice.
Psychological Inquiry 20(2-3), 98-109. https://doi.org/10.1080/10478400903028540.

Elliott R (2022) The ‘Boomer Remover’: Intergenerational Discounting, the Coronavirus and Climate
Change. Sociological Review 70(1), 74-91. https://doi.org/10.1177/00380261211049023.

Eurostat (2018) Median Age Over 43 Years in the EU. https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-
news/-/ddn-20191105-1.

EURYKA (2018) Reinventing Democracy in Europe: Youth Doing Politics in Times of Increasing
Inequalities: Panel Survey Analysis (Deliverable 4.1). https://www.unige.ch/sciences-societe/euryka/
application/files/8915/2871/7098/euryka_D4.1_revised_3.pdf.

Evans G, Heath A and Lalljee M (1996) Measuring Left-Right and Libertarian- Authoritarian Values in the
British Electorate. British Journal of Sociology 47(1), 93. https://doi.org/10.2307/591118.

Feldman S (2003) Enforcing Social Conformity: A Theory of Authoritarianism. Political Psychology 24(1),
41-77. https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00316.

Feldman S and Stenner K (1997) Perceived Threat and Authoritarianism. Political Psychology 18(4),
741-770. https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00077.

Fiske ST and Taylor SK (2013) Social Cognition: From Brains to Culture. London: Sage.

Foa RS and Mounk Y (2016) The Danger of Deconsolidation: The Democratic Disconnect. Journal of
Democracy 27(3), 5-17. https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2016.0049.

Francioli SP, Danbold F and North MS (2023) Millennials versus Boomers: An Asymmetric Pattern of
Realistic and Symbolic Threats Drives Intergenerational Tensions in the United States. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin 50(11), 1546-1562. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231164203.

Gibson JL (2013) Measuring Political Tolerance and General Support for Pro-Civil Liberties Policies: Notes,
Evidence, and Cautions. Public Opinion Quarterly 77(S1), 45-68. https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfs073.
Goerres A (2008) The Grey Vote: Determinants of Older Voters’ Party Choice in Britain and West Germany.

Electoral Studies 27(6), 285-304. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2007.12.007.

Gonyea JG and Hudson RB (2020) In an Era of Deepening Partisan Divide, What Is the Meaning of Age or
Generational Differences in Political Values?. Public Policy and Aging Report 30, 52-55. https://doi.org/
10.1093/ppar/praa003.

Han H and Ahn SW (2020) Youth Mobilization to Stop Global Climate Change: Narratives and Impact.
Sustainability 12(10), 4127. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12104127.

Hanley S (2011) Explaining the Success of Pensioners’ Parties: A Qualitative Comparative Analysis of 31
Polities. In Vanhuysse P and Goerres A (eds), Ageing Populations in Post-Industrial Democracies. London:
Routledge, pp. 23-53.

Henry RS, Perrin PB and Smith ER (2019) The Underpinnings of Ageism: Multiple Mediational Model
of Epistemological Style, Social Dominance Orientation, Right-Wing Authoritarianism, and Ageist
Attitudes. Journal of Aging Research 2019, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1155/2019/3672725.

Hetherington MJ and Weiler JD (2009) Authoritarianism and Polarisation in American Politics. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Hovermann A and Messner SF (2023) Explaining When Older Persons Are Perceived as a Burden: A Cross-
National Analysis of Ageism. International Journal of Comparative Sociology 64(1), 3-21. https://doi.org/
10.1177/00207152221102841.

Jackson JW (1993) Realistic Group Conflict Theory: A Review and Evaluation of the Theoretical and
Empirical Literature. Psychological Record 43(3), 395. https://psycnet.apa.org/psycinfo/1994-05428-001.

Kohli M (2013) Generations in Aging Societies: Inequalities, Cleavages, Conflicts. In Torp C (ed.),
Challenges of Aging: Retirement, Pensions, and Intergenerational Justice. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan,
pp. 265-288.

Kohli M, Bengtson VL, Coleman PG and Kirkwood TBL (2005) Generational Changes and Generational
Equity. In Johnson ML (ed.), The Cambridge Handbook of Age and Ageing, Cambridge Handbooks in
Psychology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 518-526.


https://doi.org/10.2174/1874609808666150922130126
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/per.614
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/per.614
https://doi.org/10.1080/10478400903028540
https://doi.org/10.1177/00380261211049023
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/ddn-20191105-1
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/ddn-20191105-1
https://www.unige.ch/sciences-societe/euryka/application/files/8915/2871/7098/euryka_D4.1_revised_3.pdf
https://www.unige.ch/sciences-societe/euryka/application/files/8915/2871/7098/euryka_D4.1_revised_3.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2307/591118
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00316
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00077
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.2016.0049
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231164203
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfs073
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2007.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1093/ppar/praa003
https://doi.org/10.1093/ppar/praa003
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12104127
https://doi.org/10.1155/2019/3672725
https://doi.org/10.1177/00207152221102841
https://doi.org/10.1177/00207152221102841
https://psycnet.apa.org/psycinfo/1994-05428-001
https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10012

https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10012 Published online by Cambridge University Press

Government and Opposition 19

Kousis M and Giugni M (2020) Claiming and Framing Youth in the Public Domain During Times
of Increasing Inequalities. American Behavioral Scientist 64(5), 567-573. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0002764219885423.

Levy SR, Lytle A and Macdonald J (2022) The Worldwide Ageism Crisis. Journal of Social Issues 78(4),
743-768. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12568.

Lockenhoff CE, De Fruyt F, Terracciano A, McCrae RR, De Bolle M, Costa PT, Yik M (2009) Perceptions
of Aging Across 26 Cultures and Their Culture-Level Associates. Psychology and Aging 24(4), 941-954.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016901.

Liischer K and Pillemer K (1998) Intergenerational Ambivalence: A New Approach to the Study of
Parent-Child Relations in Later Life. Journal of Marriage and the Family 60(2), 413-425. https://doi.org/
10.2307/353858.

Marques S, Mariano J, Mendonga J, De Tavernier W, Hess M, Naegele L, Peixeiro F and Martins D
(2020) Determinants of Ageism Against Older Adults: A Systematic Review. International Journal of
Environmental Research & Public Health 17(7), 2560-2582. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17072560.

Murphy SP (2021) Climate Change and Political (In)action: An Intergenerational Epistemic Divide?
Sustainable Environment 7(1), 1951509. https://doi.org/10.1080/27658511.2021.1951509.

Nelson TD (2005) Ageism: Prejudice Against Our Feared Future Self. Journal of Social Issues 61(2), 207-221.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00402.x.

North MS and Fiske ST (2012) An Inconvenienced Youth? Ageism and its Potential Intergenerational Roots.
Psychological Bulletin 138(5), 982-997. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027843.

North MS and Fiske ST (2013) A Prescriptive Intergenerational-Tension Ageism Scale: Succession, Identity,
and Consumption (SIC). Psychological Assessment 25(3), 706-713. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032367.
North MS and Fiske ST (2015) Modern Attitudes Toward Older Adults in the Ageing World: A Cross-

Cultural Meta-Analysis. Psychological Bulletin 141(5), 993-1021. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039469.

Otjes S and Krouwel A (2018) Older Voters on New Dimensions: Why Do Voters Vote for Pensioners’
Parties? The Case of theNetherlands. Journal of Aging & Social Policy 30(1), 24-47. https://doi.org/10.
1080/08959420.2017.1363589.

Palmore EB (1990) Ageism: Negative and Positive. Cham: Springer.

Pastore F (2015) The Youth Experience Gap: Explaining National Differences in the School-to-Work Transition.
Cham: Springer.

Pickard S (2016) Age Studies: A Sociological Examination of How We Age and Are Aged through the Life
Course. London: Sage.

Poama A and Volacu A (2023) Too Old to Vote? A Democratic Analysis of Age-Weighted Voting. European
Journal of Political Theory 22(4), 565-586. https://doi.org/10.1177/14748851211062604.

Prinzen K (2014) Intergenerational Ambivalence: New Perspectives on Intergenerational Relationships in
the German Welfare State. Ageing & Society 34(3),428-451. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X12001080.

Rauvola RS, Carruth NP and Rudolph CW (2022) Modern Ageism and Age Stereotyping. In Yerkes MA
and Bal M (eds), Solidarity and Social Justice in Contemporary Societies: An Interdisciplinary Approach to
Understanding Inequalities. Cham: Springer, pp. 97-106. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-93795-9_9.

Rothschild ZK, Landau MJ, Sullivan D and Keefer LA (2012) A Dual-Motive Model of Scapegoating:
Displacing Blame to Reduce Guilt or Increase Control. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 102(6),
1148-1163. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027413.

Roy S and Ayalon L (2024) Intergenerational Perceptions about Climate Change in Australia. International
Journal of Environmental Studies 81(4), 1994-2011. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207233.2023.2284531.

Schwartz SH (1992) Universals in the Content and Structure of Values: Theoretical Advances and Empirical
Tests in 20 Countries. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology 25, 1-65. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0065-2601(08)60281-6.

Skipper AD and Rose DJ (2021) Boomerremover: COVID-19, Ageism, and the Intergenerational Twitter
Response. Journal of Aging Studies 57, 100929. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2021.100929.

Spaccatini F, Giovannelli I and Pacilli MG (2022) ‘You Are Stealing Our Present’: Younger People’s Ageism
towards Older People Predicts Attitude towards Age-Based COVID-19 Restriction Measures. Journal of
Social Issues 78(4), 769-789. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12537.

Stanciu A (2022) Value Systems as Motivational Forces for the Suppression of Ageism Towards Older People
Amongst Young Adults: An Analysis across Countries. Ageing & Society 42(4), 868-895. https://doi.org/
10.1017/50144686X20001257.


https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764219885423
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764219885423
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12568
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016901
https://doi.org/10.2307/353858
https://doi.org/10.2307/353858
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17072560
https://doi.org/10.1080/27658511.2021.1951509
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027843
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032367
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039469
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959420.2017.1363589
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959420.2017.1363589
https://doi.org/10.1177/14748851211062604
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X12001080
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-93795-9_9
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027413
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207233.2023.2284531
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60281-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60281-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2021.100929
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12537
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X20001257
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X20001257
https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10012

https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10012 Published online by Cambridge University Press

20 Maral Darakhsh and Katrin Uba

Stenner K (2005) The Authoritarian Dynamic. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, Vol. 10. https://doi.
org/10.1017/CBO9780511614712.

Stephan WG and Stephan CW (2000) An Integrated Threat Theory of Prejudice. In Oskamp S (ed.),
Reducing Prejudice and Discrimination. New York: Psychology Press, pp. 23-45.

Stephan WG, Renfro CL and Davis MD (2008) The Role of Threat in Intergroup Relations. In Wagner U,
Tropp LR, Finchilescu G and Tredoux C (eds), Improving Intergroup Relations: Building on the Legacy of
Thomas E. Pettigrew, Social Issues and Interventions. Malden: Blackwell Publishing. pp. 55-72.

Stockemer D and Sundstrom A (2023) Age Inequalities in Political Representation: A Review Article.
Government and Opposition: An International Journal of Comparative Politics 60(1), 271-288. https://doi.
org/10.1017/gov.2023.11.

Swift H, Abrams D, Marques S et al. (2018) Ageism in the European Region: Findings from the European
Social Survey. In Ayalon L and Tesch-Romer C (eds), Contemporary Perspectives on Aging. Berlin:
Springer, pp. 439-457. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-73820-8_27.

Tilley JR (2005) Research Note: Libertarian-Authoritarian Value Change in Britain, 1974-2001. Political
Studies 53(2), 442-453. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2005.00537 x.

Timonen V, Conlon C, Scharf T and Carney G (2013) Family, State, Class and Solidarity: Re-
Conceptualizing Intergenerational Solidarity through the Grounded Theory Approach. European Journal
of Ageing 10, 171-179. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-013-0272-x.

Van der Brug W and Rekker R (2021) Dealignment, Realignment and Generational Differences in the
Netherlands. West European Politics 44(4), 776-801. https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2020.1774203.
Wagner M, Johann D and Kritzinger S (2012) Voting at 16: Turnout and the Quality of Vote Choice.

Electoral Studies 31(2), 372-383. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2012.01.007.

Walker A (2012) The New Ageism. Political Quarterly 83(4), 812-819. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-923x.
2012.02360.x.

Ward L and Fleischer S (2023) An Intergenerational Divide in the Context of COVID-192. In Cefalo R, Rose
M and Jolly A (eds), Social Policy Review, Vol. 35. Bristol: Policy Press, pp. 26-46. https://doi.org/10.2307/
.4350568.7.

Weber H (2019) Age Structure and Political Violence: A Re-assessment of the ‘Youth Bulge’ Hypothesis.
International Interactions 45(1), 80-112. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2019.1522310.

WHO (2021) Global Report on Ageism. Geneva: World Health Organization. https://www.who.int/
publications/i/item/9789240016866.

Cite this article: Darakhsh M and Uba K (2025) Intergenerational Blame Attribution and Political Ageism
among Young Europeans. Government and Opposition, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10012


https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511614712
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511614712
https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2023.11
https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2023.11
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-73820-8_27
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2005.00537.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10433-013-0272-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402382.2020.1774203
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2012.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-923x.2012.02360.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-923x.2012.02360.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/jj.4350568.7
https://doi.org/10.2307/jj.4350568.7
https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2019.1522310
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240016866
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240016866
https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10012
https://doi.org/10.1017/gov.2025.10012

	Intergenerational Blame Attribution and Political Ageism among Young Europeans
	Intergenerational relations and political ageism
	Intergroup relations: perceived intergenerational threat and blame attribution
	Other reasons for ageism: authoritarian values
	The interaction effect of threat and authoritarian values
	Methodology: data, operationalization and measures
	The dependent variables
	The independent variables
	Control variables and model specification

	Empirical results and discussion
	The presence of blame attribution and political ageism among young people in Europe
	The importance of threat and authoritarian values

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	Notes
	References


