DOES THE FIELD OF STUDY INFLUENCE STUDENTS’ POLITIEL ATTITUDES?

Niklas Potrafke, Mira Fischer, Heinrich W. Urspreéing

28 November 2011

Abstract

We investigate whether the field of study influememiversity students’ political ideologies.
To disentangle self-selection from learning effeat® first establish to what extent the
incoming students’ choice of their field of studgpgnds on their political ideologies. In a
second step we then explore how the political iogiels change as the students’ progress in
their studies. Our results are based on a Germael parvey whose sample size exceeds that
of comparable student surveys by an order of madeit We find systematic differences
between the student’s political attitudes acrogbtdields of study. These differences can in
most cases be attributed to self-selection. Thg exteption is economics. Even though self-
selection also plays an important role, trainingeaonomics has a decided influence on the
economics students’ political attitudes.

JEL Classification: A13, A22, D72, Z13
Keywords. indoctrination, nature versus nurture, political socialization,
political attitudes

* Department of Economics, University of KonstaBox D-138, 78457 Konstanz, Germany

Email: Heinrich.Ursprung@uni-konstanz.de

The authors thank Pierre-Guillaume Méon, Winfriedhlfheier and the participants of the Silvaplana
Workshop on Political Economy 2011 for helpful coemts.




DOES THE FIELD OF STUDY INFLUENCE STUDENTS’ POLITIL ATTITUDES?

1. Introduction

Political economists usually assume that the oleskiveterogeneity in political attitudes
reflects different economic interests, a view tpiinly contradicts John Maynard Keynes’
famous dictum “that the power of vested interestsastly exaggerated compared with the
gradual encroachment of ideas” (General Theorypten&4, part V). If it is true that political
ideologies or attitudes are, at least to some éxtethependent of a person’s vested interests,
the formation of political attitudes that are netided from interests emerges as an important
topic of political-economic research. Our study dshesome light on how ideologies are
embraced by analyzing empirically the role of edimcain shaping political attitudes. In
particular we ask whether the field of study inflaes university students’ political attitudes.
This research question has already been addresdtd ltentury ago by George Stigler
(1959) who has appreciated the complexity of teeasoy insisting that “(t)he isolation of the

net effect of scientific training upon the policigws of a man is a most difficult task.”

We propose that early adulthood is a particulanieresting period of life for studying
political socialization because political attitudm® unlikely to consolidate before the age at
which young people have for some time seriouslgudised political issues and have had the
opportunity to exercise political rights. Attitudespolitical parties may, of course, be largely
based on more fundamental values that becomedsattin earlier age; examples are political
trust and attitudes towards immigrants both of Wwhimve been shown to be already well
established by the age of 14 (cf. Hooghe and Witddn2008). But since the process of
deriving party preferences from these fundamena#les requires time, early adulthood is
certainly a good candidate for the age at whichtipal preferences begin to solidify. Our
first main hypothesis thus concerns the period lctv political attitudes as defined by party
preferences consolidate. We hypothesize that tHgicpb attitudes of young adults still

undergo systematic changes as they progress imuthigersity studies.

If political attitudes have not settled by the agewnhich students’ usually commence their
academic studies, the question arises whether likerged subsequent changes in political
attitudes depend on the student’s field of study: €2cond main hypothesis maintains that in
disciplines that closely relate to issues of ingespnal relationships, public affairs, and

political issues, systematic effects of the choseademic program on the formation of the
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students’ political attitudes are to be expectdtk flespective disciplines are in particular the
“SEL” fields (i.e. the social sciences, the econostiences, and law), and to a lesser degree
the humanities and medicine. Moreover, assuming tha possibly immature political
attitudes of high school graduates are sufficiestlpng, it is to be expected that students
select themselves into academic programs thatsmonel in some respects with their political
attitudes. This kind of self-selection would imglyat the students’ political attitudes vary
across fields of study already among the incomingents. Our third main hypothesis thus
puts forward that self-selection into academic pmots according to political attitudes is

manifest in the SEL fields and, maybe to a lessgrek, in the humanities and in medicine.

We test these hypotheses, focusing especially oanosgics (including business
administration), with the help of an extensive syreof German university students. Starting
in the academic year 1982/83, eleven waves of tineeg have been conducted up to now,
each wave comprising data on more than 8000 stsid€hé last survey was carried out in fall
2010. The number of observations in our data set éxceeds the sample size of comparable
student surveys by an order of magnitude. Explgitime large number of observations and
covariates we find systematic differences betwéerstudent’s political attitudes across eight
fields of study. Moreover, we show that these d#fees can in most cases be attributed to
self-selection of the students into fields of stuldgt they deem congruent with the political
attitudes they hold when entering university. Tindyaxception is economics. Even though
self-selection also plays an important role in tieéd, the subsequent professional training
has, in contrast to the other fields of study, eidkd influence on the economics students’
political attitudes as they progress in their pssfenal training. This last result thus
corroborates the main hypothesis advanced by Geirgler in 1959.

2. Related literature

Our study relates in particular to two subject artbat have been intensively researched in the
recent past. First, we deal here with a speciat@spf political socialization which falls into
the domain of political sociology, developmentayg®logy, and political science. One of
the main research areas of the political sociatinditerature is concerned with the long-term
shift in the significance of structural, attitudipand issue or candidate-specific factors in
determining voting behavior. Empirical studies @vhat the structural divisions in societies,

such as class and religion, still play a significamle in party choice, as do ideological
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orientations (measured, for example, on a stanéérdght scale). The quantitative influence
of these factors has however declined after theoétiak cold war.

To some extent the decline of “cleavage politicEtafiklin, 1992) is a consequence of
generational replacement. Van der Brug (2010, 602e8 example, conjectures that “people
do not only ‘get stuck in their ways’ in terms ddrpy preferences, values, or the propensity to
turn out to vote. They also get used to evalugtiadies by certain criteria”. The generation
that was politically socialized in an environmemaracterized by a clear stratification in
terms of class and religion still vote in line witihese structural considerations, whereas the
generation that grew up after 1950 in an envirortmenwhich parties competed with
ideological arguments tend to put more weight aniteological dimension of voting. The
voting behavior of the youngest generation boreraf®70 appears to correspond best to the
voter model embraced by modern political econongy,these voters tend to apply a case by
case evaluation of government performance, cargialaility, and, in referenda, the specific
issues at hand. Social structure and party ideolslgich used to provide the voters with
convenient information and behavior guidelines thppear to become increasingly obsolete

in modern individualistic societies.

The political socialization literature thus estabis that the political environment prevailing
in a voter’s formative years has a distinct infloemon his or her voting behavior. This imprint
may not so much be indicative of the individualertd party preference for the rest of his
life; but it will to some extent determine how hesbie will evaluate the political issues to be
resolved by a vote or referendum. The period oitipal attitude gestation is therefore vitally
important for the ideas underlying the voters’ mrasg and subsequent behavior. As far as
the period of life is concerned in which politiggéstation takes place, Sears and Valentino
(1997) have ascertained that periodic political évecatalyze adolescent socialization,
generating predispositions that persist into l&ifer stages, and Franklin (2004) finds that
elections that do (not) stimulate high turnout ammgoung adults leave a ‘footprint’ of high
(low) turnout in the respective age bracket ofdlextorate. The study on political attitudes of
twins conducted by Hatemi et al. (2009) corrobarates picture by showing that during
childhood and adolescence the youngsters’ socilf@ment has a strong bearing on the
development of political attitudes, whereas genfatators do not matter. Only after leaving
home in early adulthood do genetic influences bégitake effect. These results of learning

certain behavioral patterns up to the age of eadylthood are perfectly in line with our



proposition that university students are well giite®r studying the development and
consolidation of political attitudes.

The other strand of literature that is closely tedato our study is a hobby horse of
economists and investigates whether economistsdifierent. The dimensions in which
economists have been suspected to be differentmargfold. First of all, economists have
investigated whether studying economics has afgignt impact on the appreciation of basic
insights from economic reasoning. Especially déferes in the assessment of the market
allocation mechanism have attracted a great demtefest (see Haucap and Just 2009 for a
recent contribution). But also other basic econotarets have been investigated. Goossens
and Méon (2010), for example, investigate whetlmer field of study influences to what
extent students believe that voluntary transactpaelkl mutual benefits. In his provocative
monograph, Caplan (2007), finally, compares nomenusts’ and Ph.D. economists’
responses to a large number of economic policytouessand arrives at the conclusion that
Economists base their beliefs on logic and evidendeereas the general public holds
systematically biased beliefs. Second, since modeamomics curricula put more emphasis
on the literature deriving from thé&kalth of Nations than on the literature in the tradition of
the Moral Sentiments, naive economics students may be suspected taismrgositive
economic theory of human behavior with normativstrunction (cf. Rubinstein 2006). The
question therefore arises as to whether econosmmistmore selfish than their fellow students.
In this context, cooperative versus free ridingaybr in Prisoner’'s Dilemma laboratory and
field experiments (in particular in situations afvyate provision of public goods) have been
extensively investigated, but also generosity iimadtum games, altruism in dictator games,
and gift giving in situations calling for solidari{Selten and Ockenfels 1998, Bauman and
Rose 2011). A third line of investigation goes efuther and asks whether economists, in an
overzealous attempt to conform to a misconceivamnaf the selfisthomo economicus, are
more prone to violate well established and genematknowledged ethical and legal norms.
Frank and Schulze (2000), for example, focus oruptibility; dishonest behavior (pilferage)
is investigated by Frank, Gilovich and Regan (1928) Yezer, Goldfarb and Poppen (1996).
The general picture that emerges from this entterature has not changed much since
Kirchgéssner's magisterial survey (Kirchgassner 520n which he summarizes the
conflicting evidence by observing “that at leassome respect and, especially with respect to

their perception of economic mechanisms, politezanomists are different.”



Given the long catalogue of attributes that havenb&udied in this context, it is surprising
that political attitudes have not been includedasoThe by now classical treatise by George
Stigler (1959) in which he claimed that academionetnists espouse distinctive political
attitudes appears to be the only attempt to squadress this issue. In the late 1950s US
economists firmly advocated freedom in competitivarkets. Nowadays, as documented by
Klein and Stern (2006), their stance appears t@ Isamewhat softened; but they still do not
support the Democrats as fervently as anthropdkgisistorians, philosophers, political
scientists, and sociologists. In a similar atten@dndal et al. (2005) identify differences in
value priorities (hedonism, power, achievement,elwefence, and universalism) between
economists and other social scientists. Even thaighdentified differences may contribute
to shaping different political attitudes, all ok contributions do not add up to a systematic
and reasonably encompassing investigation of tlaigaship between academic training in

economics and the development of political attisude

Apart from establishing that economists are ind@iéerent, two further themes pursued by
the literature on the behavioral characteristiceafnomists are of special importance for our
investigation. The first issue concerns the roaisea of the observed differences. Are
economists different because their training makesmt different, or have they become
economists precisely because they have already téfement when they chose to study
economics? In other words, are economists spe@ehuse of self-selection (nature) or
because of indoctrination (nurture)? Some of theliss that identify differences between
economists and some comparison group go on to tigags the reason for the observed
differences. The established method of discrimngatbetween the nature and nurture
hypotheses, which do however not exclude each ,othéo exploit longitudinal data. Most
studies use a set-up with two points of time, oafoie the students have been exposed to
economic reasoning and one afterwards (Carter sorts 11991, Frank and Schulze 2000,
Gandal et al. 2005, Haucap and Just 2009). Stuligtimiguishing three points of time also
exist (Gossens and Méon 2010, Baumann and Rosée 2@tllone study (Frey and Meier,
2003) exploits biannual observations over the erdinration of study. The upshot of these
investigations is that economics students do nanhgé their value judgments and priorities
(Gandal et al. 2005) and their behavior that diyederives from these values such as
generosity (Carter and Irons 1991) altruism (Freg ®leier 2003), and corruption (Frank and
Schulze 2000). If it comes however to evaluatirgyghos and cons of the market system vis-

a-vis other allocation mechanism, some learningot$f have been identified (Gossens and
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Méon 2010, Haucap and Just 2009). Interestinglynian and Rose (2011) show that even
though economics majors are not susceptible toctnd@ation, non-majors become less

altruistic if exposed to introductory and intermegei microeconomics courses. It thus appears
that indoctrination attempts only work if the valsygstem of the target is greatly at variance

with the conveyed message.

The second theme of the literature that ties irhwiir study concerns gender: do male and
female economists behave differently? Behavioranemists have investigated behavioral
differences across gender for a long time. Theengd is still somewhat inconclusive mainly
because field and lab studies typically fail totcohfor the host of demographic factors that
might bias measures of gender differences (seeeXample, the survey on risky choices by
Eckel and Grossman 2008). Since the literature lo& behavioral characteristics of
economists by nature works with relatively homogentest groups, this caveat appears to be
less severe. In their solidarity game, Selten acle@fels (1998), for example, found that
male economists are less generous than studemtthef fields, but female economists are
not, interpreting this evidence to imply that thender effect on generosity is a general
phenomenon, whereas the learning effect is restritt males. Frank and Schulze (2000) find
a slightly different gender pattern in their fieddtperiment: male economics students turned
out to be the most corrupt, male non-economistddaast, and female students appear to be

moderately corrupt independent of their field afdst

3. Institutions and Data

We use data from a student survey administeredhdyresearch Group on Higher Education
at the University of Konstanz. Beginning in the tginsemester of 1982/83, data on more
than 8000 university students have been collectedydwo or three years. Students are asked
to answer questions about their socio-economic drackd, motivation, expectations,
strategies, and how satisfied they are with studdéet Moreover, the survey contains
guestions about life style and political attitud®sutrus (2004) notes that the dataset is
representative for German students studying ateusiives, institutes of technology, and
universities of applied science regarding the ilistion of basic attributes such as gender,

field of study, and age.



The questions inquiring about the students’ palltattitudes were first included in the second
wave and have been asked ever since. The datageins95536 observations collected in
eleven waves and comprises more than 900 variablest, of which were included in several
waves. The students are always asked in the wseteestet.Because most students begin to
study in winter, the dataset contains about faues as many students whose record shows an
odd number of semesters than students with eveb@uai semesters. Students whose record
shows an even number of semester may, for exarhphke changed their field of study,
served in the army, or had a baby. The group afestts whose record shows an even number
of semester is thus quite heterogeneous and dififens the much larger group of students
whose records shows an odd number of semestersth&/efore focus on the ‘regular’
students in our baseline model and refer to resilthe overall sample in the section on
robustness tests. The prescribe period of undengtadstudy in Germany has been nine
semesters and has now, because of the Bolognianteb®en reduced to six semesters. We
therefore focus on students who have not studiegelibthan nine semesters. In the robustness

tests section, we also refer to results that takgdr periods of study into account.

We distinguish eight fields of study: humanitiescial sciences, law, economics, medicine,
engineering, natural sciences, and other subjd@ble 1 shows that about 16% of the
students study humanities, 12% social sciencedawf015% economics, 8% medicine, 21%

engineering, 15% natural sciences, and 5% othgesisb

The response on political attitudes was elicitedghgstions on the four major parties that
have been in the German federal parliament (Buadgs$or the last 30 years: the Christian
Democrats CDU/CSU, the market-oriented Free Den®¢BP, the Social Democrats SPD,
and the Green parfyThe students have been asked to express theis \devihe four party

positions by a scale ranging from strongly disagigdo strongly agree (7).

4. Political attitudes and fields of study
4.1 Descriptive analysis

The descriptive statistics shows that the studgmbditical attitudes differ across fields of

study. To focus on the self-selection effect, wanexe students’ political attitudes in the first

! In Germany the academic year is divided in twoestars, the winter semester and the summer semester
2 Since 1990, the socialist party ,PDS/DIE LINKE“dfso represented in the German federal parliariiérat.
guestionnaire does however not contain questiorsooialist party preferences.



semester by field of study. Table 2 shows the nseanes of the students’ attitudes towards
the four parties. Students who have chosen to dtudyanities or social sciences are less in
favour of Christian democratic and free democrptiicies than the average student, but are
more in favour of social democratic and environrabsit (green) positions. By contrast,
students who have chosen to study law, economidsnagdicine are more in favour of
Christian democratic and free democratic policleentthe average student, but are less in
favour of social democratic and green positionstuNga science students are the least
politically polarized group. Since our survey congaa large number of potential covariates
of political attitudes we now use an econometrideido firmly establish that the choice of a
student’s field of study depends on his or hertjpall attitudes.

4.2 Econometric analysis

Because the four variables on attitudes towardpibigical parties are categorical (values
from 1 to 7), we specify an ordered probit modetihaf form:

Political attitudg = Xy ok Fieldy + Z; § xii + U
with i = 1,...,59853; j=1,..,4; k=1,...,7; I=1,12; (1)

where Political attitudeis the political attitude of individual i towardsarty j (strongly
disagree, ... , strongly agree). We distinguish betwthe four party positions: Christian
democratic, free democratic, social democratic, gresen. Fielg are dummy variables for
each field of study. We choose the natural sciesethe reference category because the
natural sciences are the least politicizegl.are the control variables, including a gender
dummy variable (female=1), dummy variables on sttsleattitudes towards becoming self-
employed in the future (yes, maybe, not likely, meference category “do not know”),
dummy variables on students’ attitudes on expegtdd perspective (excellent, good,
intermediate, bad; reference category “do not knpw”variable describing the students’
attitudes on the future financial situation (asssmalues from 0 to 6), a dummy variable
when the father is a blue collar worker, a dummyalde when the father is self-employed, a
East/West German dummy variable, and dummy vasdbolethe different survey waves. We
include the control variables consecutively becawseall control variables are available for

the entire sample. Inferences do not change whetndimg/excluding control variables.



We estimate the ordered probit model with robustdard errors for the four parties and thus
end up with 8 Tables of coefficient estimates aratgmal effects. To save space, we will
present and discuss in more detail the resultshenetonomics students’ attitudes towards
free democratic (FDP) and social democratic (SPa@licies, and only briefly discuss the
results for the other students and party prefeien&lt estimation results are to be found in
the Appendix.

4.3 Results

Table 3 presents the coefficient estimates of tippart for the FDP. Column (1) shows the
results when only the field of study dummy variable included, column (2) shows the
results when also the wave dummy variables areidecl. In columns (3) to (8), the other
explanatory variables are included consecutivelhe doefficients of the “Law”, “Economics”

and “Medicine” variable are statistically signifrdaat the 1% level and have a positive sign in
columns (1) to (8). This means that the incoming, laconomics, and medicine students
favor the market-oriented position of the free demats more than the natural science
students. The coefficients of the “Other subjeatsfiable are statistically significant at the
1% or 5% level and have a negative sign in colurfi)sto (8). The coefficients of the

“Humanities” and “Social Sciences” variables havenegative sign but lack statistical

significance when the full set of explanatory vaks is included. The coefficients of the
“Engineering” variables have a positive sign bsbdhck statistical significance when the full

set of explanatory variables is included.

Table 4 shows the marginal effects correspondingeaegression which includes all control
variables, i.e. the regression in column (8) of [€ah Table (4) has seven columns because
the dependent variable assumes seven differenesallhe marginal effects reported in
columns (1) to (7) show by how much (in percen® pinobability of ticking category (1) to
(7) differs as compared to a natural science stug@eference category). The marginal effects
of the “Law”, “Economics” and “Medicine” variablere statistically significant at the 1% or
5% level and have in columns (1) to (7) a negasigm for opposing the free democratic
positions and a positive sign for agreeing witmih@he numerical meaning of the effects is,
for example, that the probability of a law studemtick category 6 (agree with FDP) is 4.78
percent higher than for a natural sciences studdat.probability for an economics student to

tick category 6 is 4.24 percent higher, and for editine student it is 5.21 percent. By
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contrast, the marginal effects of the “Humanitié¢'Social Sciences” (except column 4) and
“Engineering” students do not turn out to be sta@dly significant, indicating that natural
science students resemble humanities, social sci@md engineering students more than they

resemble either law, economics, or medical students

The control variables display the expected effette FEMALE variable shows that women
are less in favour of the FDP than men. The SELRPE®IYMENT variables show that the
more unlikely it is that a student expects to stéstown business after graduation, the less he
favors the policies advocated by the FDP. The BAIB PERSPECTIVES variables show
that the more pessimistic a student is to find @dgob after graduation, the more unlikely he
is to have a favourable view of the policies advedady the FDP. Being faced with a BAD
FINANCIAL SITUATION has the same effect and studemthose father is a blue collar
worker are also unfavourably disposed towards th®,Fvhereas students whose father is

self-employed are more favourably disposed towtre$-DP.

All these observations can be attributed to econaself-interest. Whereas someone whose
employment prospects do not look bright or suffesen material hardship will appreciate the
securities of a welfare system, someone who exgeck® a net contributor to the system
opposes it. The fact that women usually espouse teftist policies than men is well known
and can be explained by the greater economic \alhildy of women. The estimated
coefficients of the two FATHER variables indicateat the students’ family background
(working vs. middle or upper class) influences tthlitical attitudes. This influence can be
explained by class specific socialization procesgdgernatively, the students may still
identify with their parents’ station in life becautheir well-being may still dependent on their

parents’ income.

Table 5 presents the coefficient estimates of thgpart for the social democratic party and
Table 6 the respective marginal effects correspantb the regression in column (8) of Table
5. The marginal effects of the “Law”, “EconomicsMedicine”, “Engineering” and “Other
subjects” variables do not turn out to be sta@dtycsignificant (except the Medicine variable
in column 5). By contrast, the marginal effectstloé “Humanities” and “Social sciences”
variables are statistically significant and indec#hat humanities and social science students
have decidedly more socialist leanings than thetumal science peers. The sign pattern
across columns (1) to (7) in Table 6 is perfeatlyime with this interpretation, the numerical

meaning of the effects implying, for example, ttieg probability of a social science student
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to tick category 6 (agree with SPD) is 4.71 perdegher than for a natural sciences student
and the probability to tick category 2 (disagreéhv8PD) is 1.28 percent lower.

The combined evidence from the marginal effectstifiar different political positions and
subject groups supports the hypotheses that sedhce students indeed exhibit a stronger
support of social democratic and a weaker suppoftee-market positions than students in
the natural sciences after controlling for theiromamic self-interest and their family
background. Economics students, on the other rarhort social democratic positions less
and the positions taken by the free democrats rswoagly than natural sciences students.
Engineering students’ political attitudes do ndtedi significantly from the policy stance of
science students, law and medical students’ paliattitudes however resemble the political

atttudes of economics and law students.

The results for the Christian democratic and ggesaty positions mirror and thus confirm this
picture. Students studying law, economics, medjcamel engineering are significantly more
in favor of Christian democratic policies then daenchmark student group, the natural
scientist. The signs of the marginal effects (Ta&)lechange from negative to positive and
thus confirm the overall impression provided by phasitive coefficient estimates of the
crucial field of study variables in Table 7. Thelpability of a law student to tick category 6
(agree with CDU/CSU) is 8.84 percent higher than donatural sciences student, for an
economics student it is 6.89 percent, for a meditalent 3.65 percent, and for a engineering
student 1.68 percent. By contrast, the social seiestudents’ political attitudes are
significantly less aligned with the policies adviszh by the Christian democrats. The
probability of a social science student to tickegary 6 (agree with CDU/CSU) is, for
example, 2.23 percent lower than for a naturalnegs student and the probability of ticking
category 1 (strongly disagree with CDU/CSU) is gbcent higher. The political leanings of
the humanities and “other” students do not diffarg statistically significant manner) from

the CDU/CSU ratings of the natural science students

The regression results shown in Table 9 reveallévat economics and engineering students
do significantly less agree with green policy piosis than the benchmark students (natural
scientist). This result is confirmed by the signttgan of the disagreement/agreement
coefficients in Table 10. The political attitudefssocial science students, on the other hand,

are significantly more aligned with green polici&udents studying humanities, medicine,
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and other subjects cannot be distinguished fronm tekbow students studying science as far
as their support for green policies is concerned.

5. Natureor nurture?

In this section we analyze whether the studentiigadl attitudes change as a consequence of
the training in their specific field of study. Agaiwe first present and discuss the descriptive

statistics.

5.1 Descriptive analysis

The average rating of social democratic policy gp@ss - which range from 1 (strongly

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) — of all incomirfigs{ semester or freshman) economics
students, independent of when they entered untygmshich is sometime between 1982 and
2010), amounts to about 4.6. Figure 1 reports Yeeage economics students’ ratings of all
party positions and at all stages of their stud=meer, i.e. we depict this data not only for
incoming students but also for students studyinghi@ir third, fifth, seventh, and ninth

semester. Notice, however, that we are dealing Witea pseudo panel, i.e. the responses
across the fife points of time (semesters) arefnoot the same students. Yet, inferences that
are drawn from a pseudo panel usually approximedsanably well the respective inferences

that are directly drawn from a true panel.

Figure 1 indicates that the political attitudeseobnomics students do indeed change during
the course of their studies: the further econorataslents progress, the more they favor the
policy positions advocated by the free democrat$ thie Christian democrats. In the first
semester, the average support for the FDP poliatfgsm is 4.37 and for the CDU/CSU
platform 4.03. In the fifth semester, the averaggpsrt increases to 4.55 and 4.08 and in the
ninth semester to 4.69 and 4.16, respectively. Thisowever not to say that economists
become more conservative during their academiaitrgi Economics students also become
more favourably disposed towards the left-leanirggn@an Green party: the average rating
increases from 3.88 in the first semester to 3rBfhe fifth semester and 4.10 in the ninth
semester. By contrast, economics students rather tte turn away from social democratic

policy positions as they become more proficientheir chosen field of study: the average
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rating decreases from 4.58 in the first semestédr48 in the fifth semester and finally to 4.48

in the ninth semester.

Changes in political attitudes pointing almost le topposite direction can be surmised by
inspecting the time trends for the humanities amdas science students in Figures 2 and 3.
The development of the students’ political attittids they progress in their course of studies
Is more ambiguous and less linear in the otheddief study. In any event, we now focus on
the economics students and use an econometric nwdblow that the changes in political

attitudes suggested by the descriptive statistieseally due to the students’ advancing in the
economics curriculum and not because of incideotalnges in other factors that co-

determine political attitudes. That is, we disctiss results for the economics students in

detail and only briefly refer to the respectiveulesrelating to the other fields of study.

5.2 Econometric analysis
We specify an ordered probit model of the form:
Political attitudgy = pm Semest@h + Zim Gim Xim + Ujm
withi=1,...,7957; j=1,..,4; k I=1,...,12; m=1,8. 2)

where Political attitudg, is the political attitude of individual i (studnfield m) on party
position j. Semestgris the number of semesters that individual i heenbenrolled in field m.
The set-up of this ordered probit model is simitathe ordered probit model in equation (1);
the difference is that we now analyze the subsamgtéaining to each individual field of

study m.

We estimate the ordered probit model with robusmtdard errors for the eight fields of study
and the four party positions. We thus end up wighTables of coefficient estimates and
marginal effects. To save space, we will presedta@iacuss in more detail the results on the
attitudes of economics students towards the pgasitions of the free democrats and the
social democrats and briefly discuss the resuitstfe other party preferences and fields of
study. All results are available upon request.
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5.3 Results

Table 11 shows that economics students’ supportFDP policy positions increases
significantly in the course of their studies. TabZshows the marginal effects corresponding
to the regression which includes all the contralialdes (Table 11, column 8). Table 12
shows that the probability of an economics studeking category 6 (agree with FDP)
increases each semester by 0.5 percent. Assuma shadent studies for nine semesters. The
probability that he or she agrees with the poli@dsocated by the free democrats will then
increase on average by 4.5 percent between maii@uland graduation. Tables 14, 16, and
18 provide the respective information for the pplattitudes towards the policies advocated
by the social democrats, the Christian democratd, the greens. The probability to agree
with the policies of the SPD decreases by 4.5 perdbe probability of agreeing with the
CDU/CSU increases 3.6 percent , and the probaldiggree with the greens increases by 2.7

percent between matriculation and graduation.

The econometric results relating to the other fietd studies indicate that these students’
political attitudes change much less than theualtis of the economists. To be more precise,
the political attitudes of individual students mayange a great deal, but these changes are
less synchronized with their immediate peers. Qinéyeconomics students appear to change
their political attitudes in conjunction with thefiellow economics students. In this respect
economics students are thus clearly different. Thisot to say that we have not identified
any nurture effects in the other fields of studyt Bhese effects are smaller and do not
encompass the whole political spectrum. Engineeand medical students become more
prone to accept Christian democratic policy posgidHumanities, social science, and natural
sciences students all become more environmentéisten), and humanities students,
moreover, also become somewhat more prone to asogml democratic policy positions
and less likely to endorse policies advocated leyfthe democrats. Also the social science
students turn away from the free democrats, whel@asstudents become more likely to
endorse the free-market policies advocated byrdeedemocrats.

5.4 Females versus males

We have investigated whether the students’ seffetien effect and the changes in political

attitudes as a consequence of the training in thegcific field of study differs between
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female and male students. To do so, we have estiratbsamples for females and males
separately. The results show that differences lirseéection only occur for political support

of social democratic positions: while the field sitidy chosen by males does not influence
political support of social democratic positionsmiale students who have chosen to study

social sciences are more in favour of social deat@cpositions.

The training in the specific field of study has hdifferent influences on female and male
students: females” policy attitudes have changegk nmothe course of studying than males’
policy positions. Independent of the sex, economsitglents have however changed their
political attitudes more than students of othecigitnes. Male economics students become
more favourably disposed towards the market-oreer#®P and the left-leaning German
Green party and less favourably disposed towards I¢ftwing SPD. Whereas female
economics students also become more favourablpsksptowards the market-oriented FDP,
they also become more favourably disposed towdndscbnservative CDU, and did not
change their attitudes towards the the left-leaiiegman Green party and the leftwing SPD.
Male students of engineering, law, humanities aaginal sciences become more favourably
disposed towards the left-leaning German Greery p#rhile female students of humanities,
social sciences, natural sciences, and other 4sbg¢s0 become more favourably disposed
towards the left-leaning German Green party, thegnged their political attitudes towards
other political parties as well. For example, feenstiudents of humanities and social sciences
become less favourably disposed towards the FDiRaleestudents of humanities and other
subjects become more favourably disposed and festaldents of medicine become less
favourably disposed towards the SPD.

6. Robustness Tests

We test the robustness of our results by replattiegdependent variables (political attitudes
towards the four major German parties) by attitudespolicy issues that are indicative of
political attitudes in general. The survey contdorsexample a question on the protection of
free markets and private entrepreneurship and atigneon the retrenchment of the welfare
state and the social system. The results showith#tie first semester, students’ attitudes on
these questions differ across fields of study. &t&l who have chosen to study law,
economics, medicine, and engineering are much mdeour of protecting free markets and

private entrepreneurship than natural science stagmd, in particular, humanities and social
16



science students. By way of contrast, students vave chosen to study humanities or social
sciences are much less in favour of reducing timemsity of the welfare state than students

who have chosen to study economics and engineering.

We also test how students’ attitudes towards thaeption of free markets and private
entrepreneurship, and on the retrenchment of tH@angestate change in the course of their
studies. The results show that only humanities es@homics students have changed their
attitude towards free markets and private entreqanestip: humanities students become less
market-oriented whereas economics students becamb more market-oriented. Regarding
the retrenchment of the welfare state, only econsmstudents do somewhat change their
attitude towards reducing the welfare state. THieskngs confirm that especially economics

students change their political attitudes as aequmsnce of the training in their field of study.

We have focused on students whose record showddanwmber of semesters in our baseline
model because the group of students whose recangssan even number of semesters is
heterogeneous and it differs from the much largeug of “regular” students. We have re-
estimated our results for the entire sample and atdy for the group of students whose
record shows an even number of semester. Inferethwasot change at all for the entire
sample. When using only the sample with the “irtagwstudents” we can however not
replicate our results relating to training induagthnges in political attitudes. This finding

indeed suggests that students whose record shoexeamumber of semester are different.

Because up to very recent times the standard pe@ifcstudy in Germany has been nine

semesters, we have focused on students who hawtudi¢d longer than nine semesters. We
have however re-estimated the results by usinggeldasample that also includes students
who have studied up to eleven semesters. The sefsuleconomics students do not change.
The results do however not reveal anymore thatskaments become during their studenthood
more market-oriented and that social sciences stadecome more prone to accept social
democratic policy positions. Maybe law students wieed more than nine semesters to
graduate are rather mediocre and therefore dogsninge that they can prosper in a market-
oriented society, and students studying socialnseig (an unprofitable art to begin with) for

more than nine semesters probably have rich pammisare thus not likely to espouse

socialist policies.
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7. Conclusions

Our finding that university students select thewsglinto fields of study that correspond to
the values and behavioral attitudes they have eadjliefore making this first important
career choice, is perfectly in line with the exieaditerature that investigates to what extent
economists are special and why they are special.value added of our study in this respect
Is that we have established that the values thaetermine the choice of a student’s field of
study also encompass the student’s political afituro a large extent, students enrolled in
different fields of study thus hold different vatuand behave differently because of self-
selection which, in turn, is driven by socializatioefore they reach adulthood, and to a lesser
degree maybe also by “nature”, i.e. by genetic ispExsitions.

Somewhat at variance with received wisdom is owoseé result maintaining that the
students’ value systems are systematically infladrimy some academic programs, implying
that political attitudes are malleable up to the afjearly adulthood. We have been able to
establish this result only for economics studebtdieve however that also other kinds of
professional training programs may influence thelents’ political attitudes. It is conceivable
that we have failed to identify these programs beeaf the coarseness of the fields that we
investigated; especially the fields “humanities”dalsocial sciences” are probably too
heterogeneous to yield the sought-after results.

We have thus shown that economics students aréasjrederms of their political attitudes
because of “nature” and “nurture” effects. Our pregd interpretation of the “nurture” result
IS not that economics students are brainwashedductrinated by their instructors. This is
why we prefer to use the term “nurture effect” andt the more established term
“indoctrination effect”. In particular, we agreettviGeorge Stigler who firmly believed that
the cause of the economists’ political “conservatiglerives from their training which, in
turn, provides them with special insights. Becanfsthese insights it becomes impossible for
the trained economist to believe certain absurdraemnts which are, however, often used in
the political discourse with resounding successgk8t 1959, section Ill). The systematic
change that we observe in the economists’ poliitiiiudes during the course of their studies
is most likely due to the informational contenttbé economics curriculum which changes
the way in which the students derive their politia#titudes from their more basic value
system.
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Here, however, a caveat is called for because an¢hink of alternative explanations of what

Is driving the nurture effect in the professionalring of economists. The first one relies on
external selection. It is at least conceivable ghatlents embracing political attitudes that are
not aligned with the attitudes of most membershef@économics profession are likely to fail

more often than their better adapted peers. Agadlowing Stigler (1959), we do, however,

not accord much credibility to this argument thaplies that economists need to sell their
souls to the capitalists in order to succeed; bezaas Stigler argues, “(t)he current rates of
pay for good economists are much below what | waddume to be the going price for a
soul” (p. 528). A second alternative interpretatioould be construed by observing that
progressing in one’s course of studies is not asociated with human capital accumulation
and group-specific socialization but also with attvag, time-wise, towards professional life

with the attendant vested interests. Freshman stsidean without much concern express
socialist or fundamentalist green attitudes in otdgparade or gratify some adopted identity.
Briefly before graduation such expressive behabecomes more costly and is therefore

likely to be downgraded to a peccadillo of youth.

In any event, our novel result of a statisticallyngficant nurture effect sheds some new light
on our profession. Before drawing far reaching taesions, the mechanisms giving rise to

this effect need however to be investigated mavseaty.
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Figure 2: Changing political attitudes during sesiHumanities
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Figure 3: Changing political attitudes during sesdBocial Sciences
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Figure 5: Changing political attitudes during sesiMedicine
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Figure 6: Changing political attitudes during seslEngineering
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Figure 7: Changing political attitudes during sesiNatural Sciences
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Figure 8: Changing political attitudes during saslOther subjects
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

Variable N Mean Std. Dev. Min M ax
Conservative christian 53816 3.47 1.77 1 7
Liberal 53591 4.00 1.54 1 7
Social democratic 53678 4.71 1.37 7
Green alternative 53795 4.50 1.60 7
Humanities 59419 0.16 0.37 0 1
Social Sciences 59419 0.12 0.32 0 1
Law 59419 0.07 0.26 0 1
Economics 59419 0.15 0.36 0 1
Medicine 59419 0.08 0.27 0 1
Engineering 59419 0.21 0.41 0 1
Natural Sciences 59419 0.17 0.37 0 1
Other Subjects 59419 0.05 0.21 0 1
Semester 59853 4.42 2.71 1 9
Female 59607 0.45 0.50 0 1
Self employed? (yes) 26775 0.11 0.31 0 1
Self employed? (maybe) 26775 0.34 0.47 0 1
Self employed? (not Ilkely) 26775 0.25 0.43 0 1
Self employed? (no) 26775 0.23 0.42 0 1
Job perspectives (excellent)  5g3gg 0.22 0.41 0 1
Job perspectives (good) 59388 0.42 0.49 0 1
Job perspectives
(intermediate) 59388 0.14 0.34 0 1
Job perspectives (bad) 59388 0.15 0.35 0 1
Bad financial situation 59533 243 203 0 6
Father blue collar worker 58844 0.17 0.37 0 1
Father self employed 58844 0.05 0.22 0 1
East Germany 59853 0.20 0.40 0 1
Wave 2 59853 0.10 0.30 0 1
Wave 3 59853 0.10 0.29 0 1
Wave 4 59853 0.08 0.28 0 1
Wave 5 59853 0.10 0.29 0 1
Wave 6 59853 0.09 0.28 0 1
Wave 7 59853 0.07 0.26 0 1
Wave 8 59853 0.09 0.28 0 1
Wave 9 59853 0.11 0.31 0 1
Wave 10 59853 0.09 0.29 0 1
Wave 11 59853 0.09 0.29 0 1
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics.

Political attitudes and subjects studied. MeanaeslDeviations from the total means in

brackets.
First semester.
Christian . Social Green/

conservative Liberal democratic  alternative
Humanities 3.13 (-0.34) 3.77 (-0.23)  4.85 (+0.14) .844(+0.34)
Social sciences 2.85(-0.62) 3.65(-0.35) 4.9728D. 5.06 (+0.56)
Law 3.93 (+0.46) 4.35(+0.35)  4.51 (-0.20) 3.9456€).
Economics 4.04 (+0.57) 4.48 (+0.48) 4.53 (-0.18) 953-0.55)
Medicine 3.79 (+0.32) 4.22 (+0.22) 4.65(-0.06) 84D.02)
Engeneering 3.65(+0.18) 3.98 (-0.02)  4.65 (-0.06) .344-0.16)
Natural Sciences  3.29 (-0.18) 3.92(-0.08) 4.7302p 4.66 (+0.16)
Other 3.23 (-0.24) 3.78 (-0.22) 4.67 (-0.04) 4.¥Q.21)
Total 3.47 4.00 471 4.50

Notes: Values between 1 (do not agree at all) affdlly agree)
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Table 3: Regression Results.

Ordered Probit.

Dependent Variable: Support of liberal positions

D 2 3 (4) ©) (6) (7) (8)
Humanities -0.0636** -0.0644**  -0.0357 -0.0272 0.00973 0.0132 0.00752  0.00762
(-2.05) (-2.08) (-1.13) (-0.65) (0.23) (0.31) (017 (0.18)
Social Sciences -0.174%%%  -0.175** -0.142**  -0.105** -0.0798* -00736 -0.0654 -0.0650
(-5.17) (-5.17) (-4.14) (-2.33) (-1.76) (-1.62) 42) (-1.41)
Law 0.267**  (0.287**  (0.298**  (0.242%*  (0.269**  0.261***  0.267**  0.266***
(5.92) (6.33) (6.57) (3.61) (3.98) (3.86) (3.91) 93
Economics 0.303**  (0.308*** (0.305**  (.235%*  (.235%*  (0.236**  (0.240**  (0.240%***
(9.42) (9.52) (9.45) (5.25) (5.24) (5.23) (5.26) 2B
Medicine 0.295**  (0.303***  (0.322**  (0.319**  (0.300**  0.298***  (0.289**  (.290***
(7.06) (7.23) (7.68) (5.63) (5.27) (5.25) (5.07) .08
Engineering 0.0607** 0.0759**  0.0549* -0.0181 -0.0158 -0.00711 -0.00527  -0.00504
(2.06) (2.57) (1.83) (-0.41) (-0.36) (-0.16) (-012 (-0.11)
Other Subjects -0.121*  -0.120**  -0.108**  -0.198**  -0.176**  -0.168** -0.171** -0.170***
(-2.50) (-2.47) (-2.22) (-3.19) (-2.83) (-2.68) 68) (-2.67)
Female -0.103*** -0.0918** -0.0728** -0.0678** -0.0677** -0.0674**
(-5.18) (-3.39) (-2.67) (-2.48) (-2.45) (-2.44)
Self employed? (yes) 0.332*+* 0.317*** 0.322%x* 0.320*** 0.320**
(5.33) (5.08) (5.14) (5.06) (5.06)
Self employed? (maybe) 0.220*** 0.206*** 0.206*** 0.210*** 0.210%*
(4.21) (3.94) (3.92) (3.97) (3.97)
Self employed? (not Ilkely) 0.157*** 0.148**+* 0.144*** 0.149*** 0.149**
(2.93) (2.76) (2.68) (2.76) (2.75)
Self employed? (no) 0.0625 0.0528 0.0493 0.0642 0.0641
(1.15) (0.97) (0.91) (1.17) (1.17)
Job perspectives (exceIIent) 0.195*** 0.191*** 0.186*** 0.186***
(4.64) (4.55) (4.37) (4.37)




Job perspectives (good)

0.0959** 0.100***

0.0962**  0.0962**

(2.52) (2.62) (2.48) (2.49)
Job perspectives (intermediate) -0.00485  0.000214 -0.00625 -0.00635
(-0.10) (0.00) (-0.13) (-0.13)
Job perspectives (bad) 0.0396  -0.0236  -0.0338  -0.0337
(-0.72) (-0.43) (-0.61) (-0.60)
Bad financial situation -0.0180*** -0.0148* -0.0148**
(-2.68) (-2.16) (-2.15)
Father blue collar worker -0.0712* -0.0704**
(-2.13) (-2.09)
Father self employed 0.194%*  (0.194%+*
(2.95) (2.94)
East Germany -0.00797
(-0.30)
Wave dummies no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
N 12779 12779 12737 6600 6578 6555 6434 6434
Chi2 313.8 453.7 477.8 254.6 283.2 283.6 290.9 291.0
Pseudo R2 0.00703 0.0100 0.0106 0.0110 0.0126 0.0128 0.0136 .0136

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
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Table 4: Marginal effects
Support of liberal positions

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Humanities -0.000893 -0.000981 -0.000792  -0.000236  0.000985 00130  0.000621
(-0.18) (-0.18) (-0.18) (-0.17) (0.18) (0.18) (018
Social Sciences 0.00793  0.00846 0.00665 0.00152*  -0.00860  -0.0109 0.00506
(1.36) (1.39) (1.43) (1.90) (-1.38) (-1.43) (-1.47)
Law -0.0259*** -0.0321** -0.0290***  -0.0172*  0.0297**  0.0478**  0.0267**
(-4.78) (-4.22) (-3.77) (-2.55) (4.74) (3.73) (321
Economics -0.0248**  -0.0296%* -0.0258** -0.0120%*  0.0282%*  0.0424**  (.0225%*
(-5.90) (-5.48) (-5.08) (-3.54) (5.83) (5.04) (455
Medicine -0.0280*** -0.0348** -0.0316** -0.0191** 0.0320%* 0.0521**  0.0293***
(-6.15) (-5.49) (-4.90) (-3.28) (6.19) (4.82) (415
Engineering 0.000594  0.000650  0.000523  0.000150  -0.000654 08%® -0.000407
(0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (-0.11) (-0.11) (-0.11)
Other Subjects 0.0225%  0.0226%* 0.0167**  0.00132  -0.0234* -0Z76** -0.0121%*
(2.39) (2.60) (2.86) (1.10) (-2.54) (-2.82) (-3.06)
Female 0.00789*  0.00867** 0.00701**  0.00211*  -0.00870* -0.0115* -0.00550**
(2.46) (2.44) (2.43) (2.19) (-2.45) (-2.42) (-2.40)
Self employed? (yes) -0.0312*** -0.0385%* -0.0348** -0.0206**  0.0355%* 0.0573**  (.0322%*
(-6.10) (-5.43) (-4.89) (-3.29) (6.16) (4.85) (410
Self employed? (maybe) -0.0236** -0.0266%* -0.0221** -0.00826** 0.0262** 0.0362***  0.0181**
(-4.10) (-4.02) (-3.90) (-3.07) (4.11) (3.90) (368
Self employed? (notlikely) g o164+ -0.0188** -0.0157** -0.00623* 0.0184*  0.0258**  0.0130*
(-2.91) (-2.80) (-2.70) (-2.12) (2.88) (2.69) (255
Self employed? (no) -0.00733  -0.00819  -0.00672  -0.00228 0.00815 0.0110 0.00536
(-1.20) (-1.18) (-1.16) (-1.01) (1.19) (1.16) (113

Job perspectives (excellent) g o5+ _0.0235%* -0.0197** -0.00800** 0.0230**  0.0324**  (0.0164**
(-4.67) (-4.44) (-4.24) (-3.17) (4.57) (4.26) (3,98




Job perspectives (good)

-0.0111%*  -0.0123*  -0.0100* -0.00323**  0.0123*  @165*  0.00797**
(-2.52) (-2.50) (-2.46) (-2.17) (2.51) (2.47) (242
Job perspectives (intermediate)g 000750  0.000820  0.000659  0.000188  -0.000825 1080 -0.000513
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (-0.13) (-0.13) (-0.13)
Job perspectives (bad) 0.00405  0.00437 0.00347 0.000882  -0.00442  -0.005680.00267
(0.59) (0.60) (0.61) (0.71) (-0.60) (-0.61) (-0.62)
Bad financial situation 0.00174*  0.00190**  0.00153*  0.000447* -0.00191**-0.00251* -0.00120**
(2.14) (2.15) (2.15) (2.06) (-2.14) (-2.15) (-2.14)
Father blue collar worker 0.00858*  0.00916* 0.00720*  0.00166* -0.00931** -0.0118*  -0.00548**
(2.02) (2.07) (2.12) (2.57) (-2.05) (-2.12) (-2.18)
Father self employed -0.0198** -0.0238%* -0.0209***  -0.0108**  0.0226** 0.0343**  (.0183*
(-3.40) (-3.09) (-2.85) (-2.01) (3.33) (2.83) (253
East Germany 0.000939  0.00103  0.000827  0.000239  -0.00103  -09013-0.000645
(0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (-0.30) (-0.30) (-0.30)
N 6434 6434 6434 6434 6434 6434 6434

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%;

*** gigificant at 1%
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Table 5: Regression Results.

Ordered Probit.

Dependent Variable: Support of social democr atic positions

(1) 2 ©) 4) ) (6) (7 )
Humanities 0.109***  0.109*** (0.0873** 0.0882** 0.0866**  0.08%4*  0.0824* 0.0840*
(3.61) (3.59) (2.83) (2.10) (2.03) (1.98) (1.92) .98)
Social Sciences 0.226%* (0.219%* (0.190**  (0.207**  0.199**  (0.199***  (0.198**  (.203***
(6.76) (6.51) (5.53) (4.65) (4.42) (4.39) (4.34) A4
Law -0.0590 -0.0313  -0.0386 0.0332 0.0294 0.0248 0.0231 0.0228
(-1.26) (-0.67) (-0.82) (0.48) (0.42) (0.36) (0.33) (0.32)
Economics -0.0420  -0.0343  -0.0319 0.0422 0.0376 0.0354 0.0337 0.0389
(-1.33) (-1.09) (-1.01) (0.95) (0.84) (0.79) (0.75)  (0.86)
Medicine 0.00600  0.0114  -0.00328 0.0573 0.0570 0.0575 0.0654 0.0761
(0.15) (0.28) (-0.08) (1.03) (1.03) (1.03) (1.17)  1.36)
Engineering -0.000739  0.0236 0.0412 0.0498 0.0483 0.0461 0.0469 0.0495
(-0.03) (0.81) (1.39) (1.12) (1.08) (1.03) (1.04)  1.10)
Other Subjects -0.0346  -0.0341  -0.0453 -0.0743 -0.0824 -0.0845 0885 -0.0748
(-0.73) (-0.72) (-0.95) (-1.18) (-1.30) (-1.33) £9) (-1.15)
Female 0.0886** 0.0902*** 0.0850*** 0.0804** (0.0817*** (0.0853***
(4.42) (3.30) (3.08) (2.90) (2.92) (3.05)
Self employed? (yes) -0.0970  -0.0978 -0.101 -0.0839 -0.0812
(-1.50) (-1.51) (-1.56) (-1.28) (-1.23)
Self employed? (maybe) -0.0949*  -0.100*  -0.0929*  -0.0763 -0.0779
(-1.70) (-1.78) (-1.66) (-1.34) (-1.37)
Self employed? (not likely) 0.0130  0.00742  0.0142 0.0227 0.0208
(0.23) (0.13) (0.25) (0.40) (0.36)
Self employed? (no) -0.00649  -0.0101  -0.00360  0.00237  0.00123
(-0.11) (-0.18) (-0.06) (0.04) (0.02)
Job perspectives (excellent) -0.00262  0.00194  0.00376  0.00356
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(-0.06) (0.05) (0.09) (0.08)

Job perspectives (good) 0.0533 0.0536 0.0599 0.0612
(1.38) (1.39) (1.53) (2.57)
Job perspectives (intermediate) 0.0374 0.0355 0.0466 0.0458
(0.75) (0.71) (0.92) (0.92)
Job perspectives (bad) 0.0423 0.0443 0.0437 0.0450
(0.78) (0.82) (0.80) (0.82)
Bad financial situation 0.00461 0.00172 0.00241
(0.68) (0.25) (0.35)
Father blue collar worker 0.0573* 0.0663*
(1.66) (1.92)
Father self employedr -0.200%*** -0.207***
(-3.37) (-3.48)
East Germany -0.0943%+*
(-3.49)
Wave dummies no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
N 12789 12789 12748 6626 6604 6580 6458 6458
Chi2 89.92 251.8 273.4 136.6 141.0 139.2 147.5 159.1
Pseudo R2 0.00213 0.00593 0.00641 0.00616 0.00635 0.00632 0682 0.00738

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
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Table 6: Marginal effects
Support of social democr atic positions

1) ) (©) 4) ©) (6) (7
Humanities "0.00427**  -0.00563"  -0.00815~  -0.088 0.00117*  0.0198*  0.0107*
(-2.04) (-1.99) (-1.97) (-1.91) (2.72) (1.95) 08
Social Sciences -0.00943**  -0.0128**  -0.0191** -0.0337**  0.000202  0.0471%*  0.0278***
(-4.90) (-4.72) (-4.61) (-4.25) (0.17) (4.52) @9
Law -0.00120 -0.00156 -0.00223  -0.00366  0.000422 .00%B8  0.00285
(-0.33) (-0.33) (-0.33) (-0.32) (0.38) (0.32) @)3
Economics -0.00203 -0.00264 -0.00380  -0.00625 @BBH  0.00916  0.00488
(-0.88) (-0.87) (-0.87) (-0.85) (1.07) (0.86) @8
Medicine -0.00382 -0.00506 -0.00736 -0.0124 0.@009%  0.0179 0.00984
(-1.45) (-1.41) (-1.38) (-1.33) (2.69) (1.36) @2
Engineering -0.00256 -0.00336 -0.00483  -0.00799 00@823 0.0117 0.00625
(-1.14) (-1.12) (-1.10) (-1.08) (1.46) (1.10) @00
Other Subjects 0.00428 0.00537 0.00749 0.0116 0229  -0.0177  -0.00873
(1.07) (1.11) (1.13) (1.19) (-0.88) (-1.15) (122
Female -0.00461%* -0.00593** -0.00842** -0.0135  0.00193*  0.0201**  0.0104***
(-2.97) (-2.98) (-3.00) (-3.06) (2.55) (3.04) )0
Self employed? (yes) 0.00463 0.00582 0.00812 ®012 -0.00243 -0.0192  -0.00953
(1.16) (1.19) (1.22) (1.27) (-0.95) (-1.23) (-130
Self employed? (maybe) 0.00427 0.00546 0.00771 1230  -0.00192 -0.0184  -0.00940
(1.34) (1.35) (1.36) (1.38) (-1.19) (-1.37) (-39
Self employed? (not likely) -0.00110 -0.00143 @204  -0.00333  0.000412  0.00491  0.00258
(-0.37) (-0.37) (-0.36) (-0.36) (0.39) (0.36) ©)3
Self employed? (no) -0.0000661  -0.0000853  -0.02012-0.000197  0.0000263  0.000292  0.000152
(-0.02) (-0.02) (-0.02) (-0.02) (0.02) (0.02) ®)0
Job perspectives (excellent) -0.000190  -0.0002460.000351  -0.000568  0.0000753  0.000841  0.000438
(-0.08) (-0.08) (-0.08) (-0.08) (0.08) (0.08) ®)0




Job perspectives (good) -0.00324 -0.00420 -0.00601-0.00981 0.00119* 0.0144 0.00761

(-1.58) (-1.58) (-1.57) (-1.56) (1.65) (1.57) @5
Job perspectives (intermediate) -0.00237 -0.00310 -0.00447 -0.00739 0.000756 0.0108 0.00578
(-0.94) (-0.92) (-0.91) (-0.89) (1.24) (0.91) ®8
Job perspectives (bad) -0.00232 -0.00304 -0.00439-0.00727 0.000726 0.0106 0.00569
(-0.85) (-0.84) (-0.83) (-0.81) (1.17) (0.82) @8
Bad financial situation -0.000129 -0.000167 -0.0®02 -0.000384  0.0000515 0.000569 0.000296
(-0.35) (-0.35) (-0.35) (-0.35) (0.35) (0.35) ®3
Father blue collar worker -0.00340**  -0.00447* .00646* -0.0107* 0.00102** 0.0156* 0.00843*
(-1.99) (-1.96) (-1.93) (-1.89) (2.43) (1.92) @38
Father self employed 0.0134*** 0.0159*** 0.0213** (0.0301**  -0.00980** -0.0489** -0.0220***
(2.90) (3.13) (3.34) (3.88) (-2.23) (-3.52) (-4.02
East Germany 0.00520***  0.00662***  0.00935***  0.8&** -0.00238** -0.0223*** -0.0114***
(3.31) (3.39) (3.45) (3.51) (-2.77) (-3.48) (-354
N 6458 6458 6458 6458 6458 6458 6458

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in bracké&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%



Table 7: Regression Results.
Ordered Probit.
Dependent Variable: Support of conservative Christian positions

(1) 2 ©) 4 ©) (6) (7 ©)
Humanities -0.122%*  .0.126** -0.0829***  -0.0489 -0.0241 -0221 -0.0336 -0.0318
(-3.97) (-4.09) (-2.65) (-1.17) (-0.57) (-0.52) (78) (-0.74)
Social Sciences -0.282%%*  .0.283**  .0.237%*  .0.189** -0.164** -0.146%*  -0.142%*  _0.137%
(-8.51) (-8.51) (-7.01) (-4.31) (-3.70) (-3.29) (3) (-3.05)
Law 0.370**  0.388**  0.404**  0.453** (Q.475**  0.481**  0.470**  0.471**
(7.73) (8.11) (8.47) (6.37) (6.70) (6.75) (6.54) 50
Economics 0.383%*  (0.390**  (0.388**  (0.357** (0.366**  0.376**  0.373**  (.380***
(12.21) (12.40) (12.30) (8.09) (8.25) (8.44) (8.29) (8.44)
Medicine 0.259%  0.259%*  (0.288**  (0.228** (.217**  0.210***  0.192**  0.205***
(6.22) (6.22) (6.89) (4.04) (3.83) (3.71) (3.37) 603
Engineering 0.164**  (0.180**  0.154**  0.0839*  0.0872*  0.0991** 0.0939**  0.0975*
(5.63) (6.15) (5.17) (1.87) (1.94) (2.20) (2.06) 1@
Other Subjects -0.0575 -0.0684 -0.0509 -0.0124  0.00497 0.0331 03  0.0485
(-1.24) (-1.47) (-1.09) (-0.20) (0.08) (0.54) (061  (0.78)
Female -0.150%*  -0.128*** -0.116** -0.0981** -0.0935*** -0.0893***
(-7.46) (-4.71) (-4.23) (-3.55) (-3.35) (-3.20)
Self employed? (yes) 0.198*** 0.191** 0.211*** 0.197*** 0.2071***
(3.18) (3.05) (3.37) (3.10) (3.15)
Self employed? (maybe) 0.0857*  0.0807 0.0893* 0.0864 0.0846
(1.67) (1.56) (1.72) (1.64) (1.60)
Self employed? (not likely) 0.0563 0.0597 0.0611 0.0489 0.0466
(1.08) (1.14) (1.16) (0.92) (0.87)
Self employed? (no) 0.101*  0.0969*  0.0971* 0.102* 0.101*
(1.88) (1.80) (1.80) (1.86) (1.84)
Job perspectives (exceIIent) 0.118*** 0.110*** 0.113*** 0.114***
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(2.79) (2.60) (2.64) (2.65)
Job perspectives (good) 0.0220  -0.00982  -0.0114  -0.00955
(-0.57) (-0.25) (-0.29) (-0.24)
Job perspectives (intermediate) 0.00510 0.0179 0.0197 0.0184
(0.11) (0.37) (0.40) (0.38)
Job perspectives (bad) 0.0701  -0.0369 -0.0323 -0.0304
(-1.27) (-0.66) (-0.58) (-0.54)
Bad financial situation -0.0525** -0.0511** -0.0503***
(-7.85) (-7.47) (-7.33)
Father blue collar worker -0.0579* -0.0472
(-1.71) (-1.39)
Father self employed 0.153** 0.145%*
(2.27) (2.15)
East Germany -0.114%**
(-4.21)
Wave dummies no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
N 12831 12831 12789 6636 6614 6591 6469 6469
Chi2 550.1 652.9 712.3 302.6 321.1 380.6 380.8 399.1
Pseudo R2 0.0118 0.0138 0.0150 0.0125 0.0133 0.0161 0.0164 0170.

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
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Table 8: Marginal effects:

Support of conservative Christian positions

(1) ) 3 4) ) (6) (7)
Humanities 0.00699 0.00456 0.00114 -0.00150 -0.00394 -0.00532 -0.00194
(0.73) (0.74) (0.77) (-0.71) (-0.73) (-0.74) (075
Social Sciences 0.0315%*  0.0192%*  0.00412** -0.00744** -0.0173*  -0.0223** -0.00778**
(2.90) (3.14) (3.84) (-2.59) (-2.98) (-3.16) (-331
Law -0.0798** -0.0710%* -0.0299***  0.00132  0.0471%* 0.0884**  0.0439**
(-8.80) (-6.59) (-4.82) (0.41) (9.08) (6.09) (4.59)
Economics -0.0711%* -0.0568** -0.0206***  0.00730**  0.0419**  0.0689**  0.0305***
(-9.80) (-8.12) (-6.32) (6.27) (9.39) (7.80) (6.39)
Medicine -0.0402*** -0.0306** -0.0101** 0.00570**  0.0237**  0.0365***  0.0151**
(-4.00) (-3.50) (-2.89) (6.77) (3.87) (3.41) (3.04)
Engineering -0.0204**  -0.0143*  -0.00409*  0.00377*  0.0118*  0168*  0.00646**
(-2.22) (-2.11) (-1.91) (2.52) (2.19) (2.09) (1.99)
Other Subjects -0.0103 -0.00707 -0.00196 0.00199 0.00590 0.00829 .00314
(-0.80) (-0.77) (-0.73) (0.87) (0.79) (0.77) (0.75)
Female 0.0193**  0.0129**  0.00339** -0.00395** -0.0110%  -0.0151** -0.00560%**
(3.22) (3.19) (3.06) (-3.24) (-3.20) (-3.18) (-3/10
Self employed? (yes) -0.0400*** -0.0298** -0.00956** 0.00610%*  0.0234*  0.0354**  (.0144**
(-3.46) (-3.08) (-2.58) (5.38) (3.36) (3.02) 2.71)
Self employed? (maybe) -0.0181 -0.0123 -0.00331 0.00361* 0.0103 0.0144 0539
(-1.62) (-1.59) (-1.52) (1.69) (1.61) (1.59) (1.56)
Self employed? (notlikely) 9 opg99  -0.00676 -0.00182 0.00199 0.00570 0.00791 0.00297
(-0.88) (-0.87) (-0.83) (0.92) (0.88) (0.86) (0.85)
Self employed? (no) -0.0212*  -0.0147*  -0.00416*  0.00401**  0.0122* 0.7  0.00662*
(-1.90) (-1.82) (-1.67) (2.11) (1.87) (1.80) (1.73)
Job perspectives (excellent) g g240%* -0.0166** -0.00467**  0.00455***  0.0138%  0.0195%*  0.00744**
(-2.73) (-2.62) (-2.40) (3.00) (2.69) (2.60) (2.48)
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Job perspectives (good) 0.00208 0.00137 0.000354  -0.000433 -0.00118 -00016 -0.000592

(0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (-0.24) (-0.24) (-0.24) (-0124
Job perspectives (intermediate) g 00396  -0.00266  -0.000703  0.000805 0.00225 00031 0.00116
(-0.38) (-0.38) (-0.37) (0.39) (0.38) (0.38) (0.37)
Job perspectives (bad) 0.00670 0.00435 0.00108 -0.00145 -0.00377 -0.00507 -0.00184
(0.53) (0.55) (0.57) (-0.52) (-0.54) (-0.55) (-0/56
Bad financial situation 0.0109** 0.00725** 0.00188** -0.00227** -0.0062*** -0.00846*** -0.00312***
(7.27) (7.15) (6.59) (-6.52) (-7.11) (-7.13) (-6)98
Father blue collar worker 0.0104 0.00674 0.00165 -0.00227 -0.00586 -0.00785 0.00285
(1.36) (1.40) (1.47) (-1.30) (-1.37) (-1.40) (-1)42
Father self employed -0.0292*  -0.0214*  -0.00672*  0.00468**  0.0171**  0254* 0.0102*
(-2.33) (-2.10) (-1.79) (3.44) (2.26) (2.07) (1.90)
East Germany 0.0252%*  0.0162**  0.00397** -0.00549** -0.0141*  -0.0189** -0.00686***
(4.12) (4.24) (4.30) (-3.87) (-4.15) (-4.22) (-4)24
N 6469 6469 6469 6469 6469 6469 6469

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
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Table 9: Regression Results.

Ordered Probit.

Dependent Variable: Support of green/alternative positions

(1) 2 ©) 4 ) (6) (7 ©)
Humanities 0.155**  (0.158**  0.101** 0.0925* 0.0753*  0.0769*  0.0662 0.0679
(4.97) (5.08) (3.16) (2.17) (1.74) (1.77) (1.51) .54)
Social Sciences 0.328%*  (0.317**  0.250** (0.212%* (.191%* (0.192**  (0.182** (.187**
(9.79) (9.43) (7.29) (4.67) (4.16) (4.19) (3.92) 0@
Law -0.395%*  .0.418** -0.438*** .0.418** -0.435%* -(.438** -0.463*** -0.464***
(-8.73) (-9.21) (-9.64) (-6.15) (-6.39) (-6.41) (78) (-6.72)
Economics -0.414%*  -0.420%** -0.416** -0.385** .0.394%* _(.396%* -0.394%** .0 .389%**
(-13.10)  (-13.28)  (-13.16) (-8.67) (-8.84) (-8.86) (-8.73) (-8.60)
Medicine -0.0647 -0.0674  -0.108**  -0.0369 -0.0237 -0.0228 .0480 -0.0338
(-1.51) (-1.56) (-2.48) (-0.63) (-0.40) (-0.39) (78) (-0.57)
Engineering -0.191%*  -0.202*** -0.163** -0.145%* -0.147** -0.147** -0.148%* .0.145%**
(-6.37) (-6.70) (-5.36) (-3.20) (-3.24) (-3.22) £3) (-3.14)
Other Subjects 0.101*  0.0987*  0.0705 0.0407 0.0210 0.0176 0.0951 0.0152
(2.12) (2.07) (1.47) (0.64) (0.33) (0.28) (0.08) .2@®)
Female 0.212%*  (0.201**  0.189**  (0.185** (.189%**  (.194***
(10.53) (7.38) (6.87) (6.68) (6.78) (6.92)
Self employed? (yes) -0.0949  -0.0888  -0.0932  -0.104 -0.101
(-1.53) (-1.43) (-1.49) (-1.63) (-1.59)
Self employed? (maybe) 0.0138 0.0162 0.0159  0.00697  0.00510
(0.25) (0.30) (0.29) (0.13) (0.09)
Self employed? (not likely) 0.0975*  0.0987*  0.101*  0.0849  0.0825
(1.78) (1.80) (1.83) (1.52) (1.47)
Self employed? (no) 0.00173  0.00352  0.00337 -0.00516 -0.00677
(0.03) (0.06) (0.06) (-0.09) (-0.12)
Job perspectives (exceIIent) -0.120%** -0.115%* -0.121*** -0.12]1***
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(2.81)  (-2.70)  (-2.80)  (-2.80)
0.0163  0.0194  0.0164  0.0179
(0.41) (0.49) (0.41) (0.44)
0.0147  0.0149  0.0123  0.0110
(0.30) (0.30) (0.25) (0.22)
0.00654  0.0167  0.0122  0.0137
(0.12) (0.30) (0.22) (0.24)
-0.000524 0.00353  0.00432
(-0.08) (0.51) (0.63)
-0.138*+  .0.128%*
(-4.07)  (-3.76)
-0.149%  -0.157*
(2.30)  (-2.42)

Job perspectives (good)

Job perspectives (intermediate)
Job perspectives (bad)

Bad financial situation

Father blue collar worker
Father self employed

East Germany

-0.108***
(-4.03)
Wave dummies no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
N 12821 12821 12779 6630 6607 6583 6461 6461
Chi2 690.7 847.4 959.3 483.8 505.2 504.1 510.8 528.3
Pseudo R2

0.0148 0.0181 0.0205 0.0197 0.0207 0.0207 0.0215 022Q.
Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%




Table 10: Marginal effects:
Support of green/alter native positions

(1) ) (©) 4) ©) (6) (7)
Humanities -0.00684  -0.00787  -0.00672  -0.00541  0.00352* 0.0163 0.00702
(-1.59) (-1.56) (-1.54) (-1.48) (1.70) (1.54) (1149
Social Sciences -0.0175** -0.0210%* -0.0186** -0.0162** 0.00760** 0.0449%*  0.0209***
(-4.43) (-4.18) (-3.98) (-3.59) (5.79) (4.02) (361
Law 0.0672**  0.0586** 0.0398**  0.0170%*  -0.0464**  -0.104** -0.0327**
(5.08) (6.40) (8.11) (11.30) (-4.88) (-7.50) (-9.30
Economics 0.0504**  0.0482%* 0.0355**  0.0200%*  -0.0333** -0.0895** -0.0312%*
(7.02) (7.92) (8.98) (11.78) (-6.41) (-9.00) (-9.80
Medicine 0.00361 0.00400 0.00331 0.00249 -0.00204  -0.008080.00329
(0.56) (0.57) (0.57) (0.59) (-0.54) (-0.57) (-0.59)
Engineering 0.0164** 0.0175** 0.0140** 0.00981** -0.00992** -0.0344** -0.0133**
(2.90) (3.05) (3.19) (3.56) (-2.67) (-3.18) (-3.40)
Other Subjects -0.00156  -0.00177  -0.00149  -0.00117  0.000839 0.8036 0.00153
(-0.24) (-0.23) (-0.23) (-0.23) (0.24) (0.23) 023
Female -0.0206%* -0.0228** -0.0190*** -0.0144**  0.0115%*  0.0463**  0.0191%*
(-6.50) (-6.64) (-6.77) (-6.94) (6.04) (6.90) 678
Self employed? (yes) 0.0112 0.0121 0.00980  0.00704*  -0.00665 -0.0240 00D46*
(1.50) (1.56) (1.61) (1.75) (-1.40) (-1.60) (-1.70)
Self employed? (maybe) -0.000531 -0.000598 -0.000502 -0.000390  0.000290 00122  0.000510
(-0.09) (-0.09) (-0.09) (-0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0,09
Self employed? (notlikely) 9 opg30  -0.00955  -0.00816  -0.00659 0.00426 0.0198 0.00854
(-1.52) (-1.49) (-1.47) (-1.41) (1.63) (1.47) (1142
Self employed? (no) 0.000708  0.000795  0.000666  0.000514  -0.000389  16D0 -0.000674
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (-0.12) (-0.12) (-0.12)
Job perspectives (excellent) g 9132+ 0.0144** 0.0118** 0.00863** -0.00770* -0.0288*** -0.0115**
(2.66) (2.75) (2.82) (3.00) (-2.52) (-2.82) (-2.91)
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Job perspectives (good) 0.00186  -0.00210  -0.00176  -0.00137 0.00101 0.004300.00180

(-0.45) (-0.45) (-0.44) (-0.44) (0.45) (0.44) (044
Job perspectives (intermediate) g 00114  -0.00129  -0.00109  -0.000849  0.000617 G002 0.00111
(-0.22) (-0.22) (-0.22) (-0.22) (0.22) (0.22) 022
Job perspectives (bad) -0.00142  -0.00160  -0.00135  -0.00106  0.000762 0.8032 0.00138
(-0.25) (-0.24) (-0.24) (-0.24) (0.25) (0.24) (024
Bad financial situation -0.000451  -0.000507 -0.000425 -0.000330  0.000246 0014  0.000431
(-0.63) (-0.63) (-0.63) (-0.63) (0.63) (0.63) (063
Father blue collar worker 0.0143**  0.0154** 0.0124** 0.00884** -0.00852** -0.0304*** -0.0119***
(3.51) (3.64) (3.79) (4.11) (-3.23) (-3.77) (-4.01)
Father self employed 0.0183*  0.0191**  0.0150** 0.00999**  -0.0115*  -@370* -0.0139***
(2.17) (2.33) (2.50) (3.02) (-1.98) (-2.46) (-2.74)
East Germany 0.0116** 0.0128** 0.0106** 0.00797** -0.00657** -0.0259** -0.0105**
(3.90) (3.97) (4.01) (4.10) (-3.72) (-4.03) (-4.09)
N 6461 6461 6461 6461 6461 6461 6461

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
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Table 11: Regression Results
Dependent variable: Support for Liberal positions: Economists

D 2 (©) (4) ©) (6) () ()
Semester 0.0266*** 0.0292*** (0.0292**  (0.0278** 0266*** 0.0264***  0.0250***  (0.0237***
[6.04] [6.54] [6.53] [4.30] [4.09] [4.03] [3.80] 3[58]
Female -0.3044***  -0.3421** -0.3139*** -0.3033* -0.3027** -0.2970***
[12.74] [10.11] [9.17] [8.77] [8.69] [8.48]
Self employed? (yes) 0.2204** 0.2056** 0.2020** 0.2159** 0.2203**
[2.38] [2.21] [2.13] [2.24] [2.29]
Self employed? (maybe) 0.1346 0.1253 0.1156 ar.13  0.1402
[1.55] [1.43] [1.29] [1.53] [1.54]
Self employed? (not likely) 0.0663 0.0702 0.0589 0.0826 0.0831
[0.72] [0.76] [0.63] [0.87] [0.87]
Self employed? (no) -0.0705 -0.067 -0.0733 P83  -0.0332
[0.71] [0.67] [0.72] [0.32] [0.32]
Job perspectives (excellent) 0.3286***  0.3092** 0.3050***  0.3078***
[5.33] [5.00] [4.87] [4.92]
Job perspectives (good) 0.1573**  0.1601** BSI*** 0.1617***
[2.75] [2.79] [2.66] [2.77]
Job perspectives (intermediate) 0.0504 0.0668 .0592 0.0687
[0.64] [0.85] [0.74] [0.85]
Job perspectives (bad) 0.0368 0.0697 0.0635 698.0
[0.43] [0.80] [0.72] [0.78]
Bad financial situation -0.0480***  -0.0429*** -0.0424***
[5.38] [4.70] [4.64]
Father blue collar worker -0.1248**  -0.1164*
[2.75] [2.55]
Father self employed 0.0819 0.0825
[1.13] [1.14]
East Germany -0.0766**
[2.08]
Wave dummies no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
N 7935 7935 7912 3860 3852 3837 3780 3780
Chi2 8.766 60.55 116.8 59.86 66.24 76.00 89.79 2.2
Pseudo R2 0.000637  0.00466 0.00936 0.00849 0.009300.0104 0.0120 0.0123

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
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Table 12: Marginal effects
Dependent variable: Support for Liberal positions. Economists.

D 2 (©) (4) ©) (6) (7
Semester -0.00165*** -0.00241** -0.00252*** -0.@85*** 0.00148** 0.00503***  0.00292***
(-3.49) (-3.54) (-3.51) (-3.52) (3.45) (3.56) ®)5
Female 0.0214*** 0.0305*** 0.0315*** 0.0345**  -®M193**  -0.0626***  -0.0360***
(7.44) (7.69) (7.97) (7.84) (-7.18) (-8.34) (-7.96
Self employed? (yes) -0.0137** -0.0211** -0.0231** -0.0292** 0.0105%** 0.0465** 0.0299**
(-2.53) (-2.43) (-2.33) (-2.11) (3.22) (2.31) @o
Self employed? (maybe) -0.00972 -0.0142 -0.0149  .014» 0.00864 0.0297 0.0174
(-1.53) (-1.54) (-1.55) (-1.54) (1.55) (1.54) @5
Self employed? (not likely) -0.00551 -0.00824 aB82 -0.0104 0.00469 0.0176 0.0107
(-0.91) (-0.90) (-0.88) (-0.84) (0.98) (0.87) @8
Self employed? (no) 0.00237 0.00342 0.00355 0.0039 -0.00218 -0.00705 -0.00401
(0.32) (0.32) (0.32) (0.33) (-0.31) (-0.32) (-0.33
Job perspectives (excellent) -0.0194***  -0.0295*** -0.0322***  -0.0402***  0.0149*** 0.0648*** 0.0416**
(-5.03) (-5.14) (-4.92) (-4.48) (5.89) (4.94) @4
Job perspectives (good) -0.0112**  -0.0163** -Q@@** -0.0196***  0.00986***  0.0343*** 0.0201***
(-2.71) (-2.79) (-2.77) (-2.72) (2.79) (2.76) @7
Job perspectives (intermediate) -0.00453 -0.00679 -0.00729 -0.00867 0.00384 0.0146 0.00885
(-0.90) (-0.88) (-0.86) (-0.82) (0.97) (0.85) ®8
Job perspectives (bad) -0.00456 -0.00684 -0.00735-0.00877 0.00385 0.0147 0.00895
(-0.83) (-0.81) (-0.79) (-0.74) (0.89) (0.78) ®7
Bad financial situation 0.00295**+*  0.00431*+* 0.062** 0.00510*** -0.00265*** -0.00900*** -0.00522**
(4.37) (4.51) (4.56) (4.53) (-4.38) (-4.61) (-453
Father blue collar worker 0.00870** 0.0122** 0.ex2 0.0130***  -0.00823**  -0.0246**  -0.0135***
(2.35) (2.45) (2.53) (2.73) (-2.26) (-2.55) (-270
Father self employed -0.00538 -0.00811 -0.00874  .014b 0.00449 0.0175 0.0107
(-1.22) (-1.18) (-1.15) (-1.08) (1.34) (1.14) @0
East Germany 0.00547** 0.00787** 0.00817** 0.00800 -0.00501**  -0.0162**  -0.00925**
(2.01) (2.05) (2.08) (2.12) (-1.97) (-2.08) (-212
N 3780 3780 3780 3780 3780 3780 3780

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
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Table 13: Regression Results
Dependent variable: Support for social democr atic positions. Economists

1 2 ©) (4) ©) (6) (7 )
Semester -0.00825* -0.00774* -0.00814* -0.0189***0.0203** -0.0201*** -0.0178** -0.0188***
(-1.89) (-1.76) (-1.85) (-2.97) (-3.17) (-3.13) 2.(F4) (-2.89)
Female 0.168**  0.161*** 0.148** 0.140%*** 0.148* 0.152%*
(6.91) (4.75) (4.33) (4.06) (4.25) (4.37)
Self employed? (yes) -0.315***  -0.309***  -0.308* -0.268** -0.264**
(-3.13) (-3.06) (-3.02) (-2.58) (-2.54)
Self employed? (maybe) -0.150 -0.143 -0.133 16.1 -0.116
(-1.55) (-1.48) (-1.38) (-1.17) (-1.16)
Self employed? (not likely) -0.143 -0.139 -0.122  -0.123 -0.123
(-1.42) (-1.38) (-1.20) (-1.19) (-1.18)
Self employed? (no) -0.157 -0.161 -0.151 -0.164 -0.164
(-1.45) (-1.49) (-1.39) (-1.47) (-1.47)
Job perspectives (excellent) 0.000371 0.0218 03B 0.0328
(0.01) (0.34) (0.48) (0.51)
Job perspectives (good) 0.0179 0.0218 0.0324 0376.
(0.30) (0.36) (0.53) (0.61)
Job perspectives (intermediate) 0.0681 0.0664 .0672 0.0748
(0.82) (0.80) (0.80) (0.88)
Job perspectives (bad) 0.276*** 0.258*** 0.258* 0.262***
(3.03) (2.81) (2.78) (2.82)
Bad financial situation 0.0270**  0.0191** QaLe5**
(3.01) (2.08) (2.13)
Father blue collar worker 0.124*** 0.131***
(2.70) (2.84)
Father self employed -0.267**  -0.267***
(-4.09) (-4.08)
East Germany -0.0598
(-1.61)
Wave dummies no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
N 7951 7951 7929 3876 3868 3852 3794 3794
Chi2 3.581 136.3 189.2 139.7 152.5 164.9 188.8 3190.
Pseudo R2 0.000131  0.00483 0.00658 0.0100 0.0110 0119. 0.0139 0.0142

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
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Table 14: Marginal effects

Dependent variable: Support for social democr atic positions. Economists.

D 2 (©) 4 ©) (6) ()
Semester 0.000997*+* 0.00175** 0.00224*** 0.00245 -0.00108*** -0.00448*** -0.00187***
(2.82) (2.85) (2.85) (2.87) (-2.79) (-2.88) (-2.85
Female -0.00798**  -0.0141** -0.0181** -0.0199*% 0.00847**  0.0362*** 0.0153***
(-4.21) (-4.23) (-4.27) (-4.30) (4.16) (4.33) @2
Self employed? (yes) 0.0164** 0.0266** 0.0318** 0B01***  -0.0199**  -0.0619***  -0.0232***
(2.16) (2.35) (2.52) (2.98) (-2.07) (-2.61) (-2.83
Self employed? (maybe) 0.00620 0.0108 0.0138 @015 -0.00675 -0.0276 -0.0115
(1.15) (1.16) (1.16) (1.17) (-1.15) (-1.17) (-D16
Self employed? (not likely) 0.00705 0.0119 0.0147 0.0150 -0.00823 -0.0291 -0.0114
(1.09) (1.13) (2.17) (1.27) (-1.04) (-1.19) (-1.25
Self employed? (no) 0.00992 0.0163 0.0197 0.0191* -0.0120 -0.0385 -0.0146
(1.29) (1.38) (1.46) (1.68) (-1.22) (-1.50) (-164
Job perspectives (excellent) -0.00172 -0.00303 003R0 -0.00430 0.00184 0.00782 0.00329
(-0.52) (-0.51) (-0.51) (-0.51) (0.53) (0.51) D5
Job perspectives (good) -0.00198 -0.00348 -0.00446-0.00488 0.00214 0.00893 0.00373
(-0.61) (-0.61) (-0.62) (-0.61) (0.62) (0.61) D6
Job perspectives (intermediate) -0.00372 -0.00673-0.00882 -0.0102 0.00371 0.0179 0.00783
(-0.94) (-0.92) (-0.89) (-0.85) (1.05) (0.88) @8
Job perspectives (bad) -0.0111**  -0.0214** -09B** -0.0389**  0.00728***  0.0624*** 0.0316**
(-3.43) (-3.22) (-2.99) (-2.55) (5.47) (2.87) @3
Bad financial situation -0.00103*  -0.00182* -0.B®2** -0.00254**  0.00112** 0.00465** 0.00194**
(-2.12) (-2.12) (-2.12) (-2.112) (2.09) (2.13) @1
Father blue collar worker -0.00639*** -0.0116*** 0.0154*** -0.0180*** 0.00613***  0.0313*** 0.0140***
(-2.99) (-2.95) (-2.85) (-2.69) (3.45) (2.83) @6
Father self employed 0.0178**  0.0278**  (0.0322*** 0.0282***  -0.0224***  -0.0617***  -0.0219***
(3.21) (3.67) (4.00) (5.22) (-3.112) (-4.23) (-4.90
East Germany 0.00324 0.00563 0.00713 0.00766 3890 -0.0142 -0.00584
(1.55) (1.58) (1.60) (1.63) (-1.53) (-1.61) (-163
N 3794 3794 3794 3794 3794 3794 3794

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
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Table 15: Regression Results
Dependent variable: Support for conservative Christian positions. Economists
D 2 (€) (4) ©) (6) (7 €S)

Semester 0.00858** 0.0102** 0.0104** 0.0233** 082** 0.0219*** 0.0204** 0.0179***
(2.97) (2.30) (2.36) (3.64) (3.59) (3.41) (3.14) 2.76)
Female -0.287***  -0.269*** -0.256***  -0.240%**  -0237**  -0.226***
(-11.76) (-8.00) (-7.52) (-6.97) (-6.84) (-6.51)
Self employed? (yes) 0.131 0.123 0.123 0.0972 108.
(1.41) (1.31) (1.30) (1.01) (1.09)
Self employed? (maybe) 0.0301 0.0245 0.0189 amol 0.0186
(0.34) (0.27) (0.21) (0.20) (0.20)
Self employed? (not likely) 0.0291 0.0303 0.0190 0.0235 0.0248
(0.31) (0.32) (0.20) (0.25) (0.26)
Self employed? (no) 0.00320 0.00278 -0.000970 O017T@ 0.0168
(0.03) (0.03) (-0.01) (0.16) (0.16)
Job perspectives (excellent) 0.136** 0.108* S 04] 0.103
(2.20) (1.74) (1.54) (1.62)
Job perspectives (good) 0.0656 0.0700 0.0552 0682
(1.12) (1.19) (0.92) (1.13)
Job perspectives (intermediate) 0.0750 0.0930 .073® 0.0933
(0.96) (1.18) (0.92) (1.16)
Job perspectives (bad) -0.0326 0.000421 -0.01160.000413
(-0.37) (0.00) (-0.13) (-0.00)
Bad financial situation -0.0549***  -0.0481*** -0.0472***
(-6.09) (-5.20) (-5.09)
Father blue collar worker -0.164**  -0.148***
(-3.64) (-3.25)
Father self employedr 0.130* 0.131*
(1.80) (1.82)
East Germany -0.149%**
(-4.04)
Wave dummies no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
N 7965 7965 7942 3877 3869 3854 3796 3796
Chi2 3.869 68.57 202.6 97.42 107.5 147.7 163.8 7180.
Pseudo R2 0.000131 0.00232 0.00711 0.00680 0.007340.0102 0.0114 0.0126

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
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Table 16: Marginal effects
Dependent variable: Support for conservative Christian positions. Economists.

(€ @) (©) 4 (5) (6) ()
Semester -0.00251** -0.00242*+* -0.00156*** -0.0630*** 0.00160*** 0.00388*** 0.00164***
(-2.73) (-2.73) (-2.72) (-2.63) (2.71) (2.74) @7
Female 0.0323*** 0.0305*** 0.0193*** 0.00742**  -@205*** -0.0486*** -0.0204***
(6.25) (6.35) (6.28) (5.15) (-6.18) (-6.42) (-6112
Self employed? (yes) -0.0142 -0.0141 -0.00938 0454 0.00883 0.0230 0.0102
(-1.14) (-1.10) (-1.07) (-0.95) (1.17) (2.09) @o
Self employed? (maybe) -0.00261 -0.00251 -0.00161 -0.000655 0.00166 0.00403 0.00170
(-0.20) (-0.20) (-0.20) (-0.20) (0.20) (0.20) @2
Self employed? (not likely) -0.00344 -0.00334 @07 -0.000910 0.00218 0.00538 0.00230
(-0.26) (-0.26) (-0.26) (-0.25) (0.26) (0.26) ©)2
Self employed? (no) -0.00233 -0.00226 -0.00147 000613 0.00148 0.00364 0.00155
(-0.16) (-0.16) (-0.16) (-0.15) (0.16) (0.16) @1
Job perspectives (excellent) -0.0141* -0.0138 090® -0.00402 0.00883* 0.0224 0.00975
(-1.66) (-1.63) (-1.60) (-1.45) (1.69) (1.61) @5
Job perspectives (good) -0.00954 -0.00920 -0.00593 -0.00243 0.00607 0.0148 0.00626
(-1.13) (-1.13) (-1.13) (-1.10) (1.13) (1.13) @1
Job perspectives (intermediate) -0.0124 -0.0124 -0.00835 -0.00399 0.00765 0.0204 00911
(-1.22) (-1.17) (-1.13) (-0.98) (1.28) (1.15) @o
Job perspectives (bad) 0.0000579 0.0000557 0.@3003 0.0000145 -0.0000369 -0.0000892 -0.0000377
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (-0.00) (-0.00) (-0.00
Bad financial situation 0.00661***  0.00637***  0.008***  0.00166*** -0.00422*** -0.0102*** -0.00431***
(5.00) (4.99) (4.92) (4.38) (-4.87) (-5.02) (-4.96
Father blue collar worker 0.0222%** 0.0201*** 0.02*** 0.00374**  -0.0144** -0.0314***  -0.0124***
(3.02) (3.21) (3.40) (4.06) (-2.98) (-3.30) (-3147
Father self employed -0.0169** -0.0174* -0.0119*  0.00604 0.0103** 0.0287* 0.0132*
(-1.98) (-1.85) (-1.74) (-1.45) (2.11) (2.79) @6
East Germany 0.0217*** 0.0202*** 0.0126*** 0.004#8  -0.0139***  -0.0319*+*  -0.0130***
(3.85) (3.98) (4.07) (4.05) (-3.79) (-4.03) (-416
N 3796 3796 3796 3796 3796 3796 3796

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%
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Table 17: Regression Results

Dependent variable: Support for green/alter native positions. Economists

D 2 ©) (4) ©) (6) (7 ()
Semester 0.0140** 0.0129*++* (0.0127*** 0.0156** O01®1** 0.0160** 0.0160** 0.0145**
(3.20) (2.93) (2.89) (2.51) (2.56) (2.55) (2.53) 2.28)
Female 0.260***  0.246** 0.240** (0.235** (0.243* (0.250***
(10.76) (7.29) (7.02) (6.83) (7.00) (7.19)
Self employed? (yes) -0.169 -0.162 -0.165 -0.164 -0.159
(-1.56) (-1.50) (-1.51) (-1.48) (-1.44)
Self employed? (maybe) -0.0642  -0.0594  -0.05660.0681 -0.0678
(-0.61) (-0.57) (-0.54) (-0.64) (-0.64)
Self employed? (not likely) -0.0583 -0.0539 45Q  -0.0585 -0.0580
(-0.54) (-0.50) (-0.412) (-0.53) (-0.52)
Self employed? (no) -0.0942  -0.0925 -0.0889 9B  -0.0959
(-0.81) (-0.80) (-0.76) (-0.81) (-0.81)
Job perspectives (excellent) -0.0931  -0.0818 .074b -0.0716
(-1.45) (-1.27) (-1.14) (-1.10)
Job perspectives (good) -0.0414  -0.0368  -0.03150.0238
(-0.68) (-0.60) (-0.51) (-0.39)
Job perspectives (intermediate) -0.112 -0.107 0.102 -0.0908
(-1.39) (-1.32) (-1.25) (-1.12)
Job perspectives (bad) 0.0438 0.0494 0.0532 598.0
(0.49) (0.55) (0.59) (0.66)
Bad financial situation 0.00629 0.00541 0.aD60
(0.69) (0.58) (0.64)
Father blue collar worker 0.00973 0.0200
(0.22) (0.45)
Father self employed -0.0549 -0.0547
(-0.83) (-0.82)
East Germany -0.0903**
(-2.53)
Wave dummies no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
N 7957 7957 7934 3875 3866 3850 3792 3792
Chi2 10.27 120.6 230.6 113.7 122.7 121.4 125.6 8132.
Pseudo R2 0.000362  0.00410 0.00811 0.00834 0.0080M0885 0.00929  0.00975

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%



Table 18: Marginal effects

Dependent variable: Support for green/alter native positions. Economists.

D) @) ©) 4 (5) (6) ()
Semester -0.00205** -0.00220** -0.00119** -0.000%8 0.00218** 0.00283** 0.000615**
(-2.27) (-2.27) (-2.26) (-1.84) (2.26) (2.27) @2
Female -0.0349**  -0.0377*** -0.0206*** -0.00383* 0.0368*** 0.0491** (0.0110***
(-6.98) (-6.95) (-6.79) (-3.29) (6.97) (7.09) ®)8
Self employed? (yes) 0.0240 0.0242 0.0122 0.000412-0.0248 -0.0299 -0.00614
(1.35) (1.43) (1.53) (0.39) (-1.39) (-1.49) (-156
Self employed? (maybe) 0.00961 0.0103 0.00554 0300 -0.0102 -0.0132 -0.00287
(0.64) (0.64) (0.64) (0.63) (-0.64) (-0.64) (-0.64
Self employed? (not likely) 0.00843 0.00882 0.0046 0.000507 -0.00887 -0.0112 -0.00237
(0.51) (0.52) (0.54) (0.89) (-0.52) (-0.53) (-0.54
Self employed? (no) 0.0143 0.0146 0.00747 0.000402-0.0149 -0.0181 -0.00375
(0.77) (0.81) (0.86) (0.61) (-0.79) (-0.84) (-0.88
Job perspectives (excellent) 0.0103 0.0109 0.005760.000703 -0.0109 -0.0138 -0.00295
(1.08) (1.10) (1.12) (1.32) (-1.09) (-1.12) (-D12
Job perspectives (good) 0.00337 0.00362 0.00195 000803 -0.00358  -0.00465 -0.00101
(0.39) (0.39) (0.39) (0.39) (-0.39) (-0.39) (-0.38
Job perspectives (intermediate) 0.0136 0.0138 0.00708 0.000393 -0.0141 -0.0172  03%6
(1.05) (1.11) (2.17) (0.76) (-1.08) (-1.15) (-D19
Job perspectives (bad) -0.00814 -0.00902 -0.00505-0.00112 0.00873 0.0119 0.00269
(-0.68) (-0.66) (-0.64) (-0.50) (0.68) (0.65) @6
Bad financial situation -0.000850 -0.000912 -0.0m®4 -0.0000775 0.000903  0.00117 0.000255
(-0.64) (-0.64) (-0.64) (-0.63) (0.64) (0.64) @6
Father blue collar worker -0.00280 -0.00302 -06®1 -0.000286 0.00298 0.00392 0.000859
(-0.45) (-0.45) (-0.45) (-0.41) (0.45) (0.45) @4
Father self employed 0.00800 0.00832 0.00435 @o0®0 -0.00840 -0.0105 -0.00221
(0.80) (0.82) (0.85) (1.49) (-0.80) (-0.84) (-0.87
East Germany 0.0131** 0.0137**  0.00725**  0.000853*-0.0137** -0.0174* -0.00372**
(2.45) (2.53) (2.57) (1.94) (-2.49) (-2.56) (-250
N 3792 3792 3792 3792 3792 3792 3792

Notes: Absolute value of t statistics in brack&tsignificant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%



