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Abstract 
 
The past decades have seen a significant expansion in the scope and authority of international 
organisations (IOs), raising questions about who participates and is represented in the public 
contestation of IOs. An important precondition for citizens to become critically involved in 
the public debate about an IO is that they are aware of the politics of that IO. This article 
sheds light on this largely unexplored issue, asking why some citizens are more aware of IOs 
than others. This question is examined in the context of a powerful international organization, 
the United Nations Security Council. A multilevel analysis of citizens in seventeen Asian and 
European countries suggests that citizen knowledge about the Council is shaped by citizens’ 
individual income, cosmopolitan identity, and income inequality. Higher levels of knowledge 
are found among the wealthier, and there is some evidence that income inequality depresses 
knowledge among poorer citizens. Furthermore, citizens identifying with groups or 
individuals across nation-state borders are more likely to be aware of the Council. The article 
sketches broader implications for the study of the politicization of IOs and citizen 
representation in the public contestation of IOs. 
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Introduction 

 

The past three decades have seen a significant expansion in the scope and authority of 

international organisations (IOs), such as the United Nations (UN), the World Bank, and the 

World Trade Organization (WTO).1 This trend has paralleled an increase in the number of 

societal groups that publicly debate and contest these organisations, raising fundamental 

questions about the processes through which IOs become visible and controversial in 

domestic public debates. 2  In recent years, such questions have gained an increasingly 

prominent position on the research agenda of a burgeoning literature on the politicisation of 

IOs. IO politicisation, commonly defined as the process through which an IO becomes salient 

and controversial at the level of mass politics,3 is brought about by two sets of factors. A first 

body of research focuses on institutional factors, emphasising how the growing political 

authority of IOs, for example through majority decision-making and judicial power, 

constrains domestic governments and makes IOs more visible among citizens.4 A second 

strand of literature centres on attitudinal factors, suggesting that the increasing spread of 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Data and supplemental information necessary to reproduce the numerical results will be made available on the 
author’s homepage upon publication. 
2 Sidney Tarrow, ‘Transnational Politics: Contention and Institutions in International Politics’, Annual Review of 
Political Science, 4:1 (2001), pp. 1–20; Pieter de Wilde and Michael Zürn, ‘Can the Politicization of European 
Integration be Reversed?’, Journal of Common Market Studies, 50:1 (2012), pp. 139–53; Michael Zürn, Martin 
Binder and Matthias Ecker-Ehrhardt, ‘International Political Authority and Its Politicization’, International 
Theory, 4:1 (2012), pp. 69–106. 
3 Zürn, ‘The Politicization of World Politics and its Effects: Eight Propositions’; see also Philippe Schmitter, 
‘Three Neo-Functionalist Hypotheses about International Integration’, International Organization 23:1 (1969), 
pp. 161–66. 
4 Zürn, Binder and Ecker-Erhardt, ‘International Political Authority’; Matthias Ecker-Erhardt, ‘Why Parties 
Politicise International Institutions: On Globalisation Backlash and Authority Contestation’, Review of 
International Political Economy, Published Online 18 February 2014; Thomas Rixen and Bernhard Zangl, ‘The 
Politicization of International Economic Institutions in US Public Debates’, Review of International 
Organization, 8:3 (2013), pp. 363–87; Christian Rauh, ‘Communicating Supranational Governance? The 
Salience of EU Affairs in the German Bundestag’, European Union Politics 16:1 (2015), pp. 116–38. 
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transnational competence 5  and cosmopolitan attitudes 6  enhances citizens’ ability to 

understand, critically assess, and contest IOs’ policy-making. 

While attitudes are central to this latter strand of research, we know little about the 

cognitions underlying these attitudes. 7  The most basic of these cognitions is citizens’ 

awareness of international policy-making. Understanding why citizens learn more about IOs 

than others, and how they convert the information they acquire into knowledge, is central to 

the theory and practice of the politicisation of IOs.8 To begin with, the politically aware are 

typically male, white, well educated, and financially secure,9 making knowledge a “resource 

whose distribution favours some groups and interests while disadvantaging others”.10 In the 

context of global governance, the imbalance in terms of citizen awareness affects the degree 

to which different parts of the citizenry can grasp and participate in communicative processes 

leading to the politicisation of IOs.11 Furthermore, at the societal level, the differences in 

awareness of international politics between societal groups have implications for the flow of 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
5 Peter H. Koehn and James N. Rosenau, ‘Transnational Competence in an Emergent Epoch’, International 
Studies Perspectives, 3:2 (2002), pp. 105–27; Peter H. Koehn and James N. Rosenau, Transnational 
Competence: Empowering Curriculum for Horizon-Rising Challenges (Boulder: Paradigm, 2009). 
6 Jens Hainmueller and Michael J. Hiscox, ‘Learning to Love Globalization: Education and Individual Attitudes 
towards International Trade’, International Organization 60:2 (2006), pp. 469–98; Steffen Mau, Jan Mewes and 
Ann Zimmermann, ‘Cosmopolitan Attitudes through Transnational Practices’, Global Networks 8:1 (2008), pp. 
1–24; Matthias Ecker-Ehrhardt, ‘Cosmopolitan Politicization: How Perceptions of Interdependence Foster 
Citizens’ Expectations in International Institutions’, European Journal of International Relations, 18:3 (2012), 
pp. 481–508. 
7 Cf. Edward D. Mansfield and Diana C. Mutz, ‘Support for Free Trade: Self-Interest, Sociotropic Politics, and 
Out-Group Anxiety’, International Organization, 63:3 (2009), pp. 159–81; Helen V. Milner and Dustin Tingley, 
‘Public Opinion and Foreign Aid: A Review Essay’, International Interactions, 39:3 (2013), pp. 389–401. 
8 Cf. Gregory M. Caldeira and James L. Gibson, ‘The Legitimacy of the Court of Justice: Models of Institutional 
Support’, American Political Science Review, 89:2 (1995), pp. 356–76; Pippa Norris, ‘Global Governance and 
Cosmopolitan Citizens’, in Joseph S. Nye Jr. and Elaine C. (eds), Governance in a Globalizing World 
(Washington D.C.: Brookings, 2000), pp. 155-77); Pippa Norris, ‘Confidence in the United Nations: 
Cosmopolitan and Nationalistic Attitudes’, in Yilmaz Esmer and Thorleif Petterson (eds), The International 
System, Democracy and Values (Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, 2009), pp. 17–49; Hainmueller and 
Hiscox, ‘Learning to Love Globalization’; Martin S. Edwards, ‘Public Support for the International Economic 
Organizations: Evidence from Developing Countries’, Review of International Organizations, 4:2 (2009), 185–
209; Zürn, Binder and Ecker-Erhardt, ‘International Authority and its Politicization’; Helen V. Milner and 
Dustin H. Tingley, ‘Public Opinion and foreign aid: A review essay. International Interactions: Empirical and 
Theoretical Research in International Relations, 39:3 (2013), 389–401. 
9 Michael X. Delli Carpini and Scott Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1996). 
10 Benjamin Highton, ‘Revisiting the Relationship between Educational Attainment and Political Sophistication’, 
Journal of Politics, 71:4 (2009), p. 1564. 
11 Cf. Hainmueller and Hiscox, ‘Learning to Love Globalization’. 
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information about IOs’ policy-making in societies and the susceptibility of mass publics to 

elite manipulation.12 Finally, the unequal distribution of awareness among mass publics may 

have implications for the visibility of citizen interests and, in turn, for the equality in 

representation of these interests13 through societal groups acting as a “transmission belt” 

between the global citizenry and IOs,14 such as non-governmental organizations (NGOs),15 

corporations,16 social movements,17 and self-appointed spokespersons.18  

This article asks what factors account for the variability in citizen awareness of IOs. 

Awareness is defined as the extent to which an individual’s knowledge is extensive and 

organised.19 Since awareness has significant conceptual and empirical overlap with related 

concepts, such as political sophistication20 and knowledge,21 I use them interchangeably.22 

Drawing from previous research on political psychology, political interest, and political 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
12 Cf. Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters, pp. 6–7. 
13 Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters; in addition, see earlier 
works about the unequal distribution of political knowledge and the consequences for the political representation 
of citizens’ interests, John D. Griffin and Brian Newman, ‘Are Voters Better Represented?’, Journal of Politics 
67:4 (2005), pp. 1206–27; Sidney Verba, Kay Lehman Schlozman and Henry E. Brady, Voice and Equality: 
Civic Volunteerism in American Politics (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1995). 
14 Jens Steffek and Patrizia Nanz, ‘Emergent Patterns of Civil Society Participation in Global and European 
Governance’, in Jens Steffek, Claudia Kissling and Patrizia Nanz (eds) Civil Society Participation in European 
and Global Governance: A Cure for the Democratic Deficit? (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), p. 8. 
Lisa M. Dellmuth and Jonas Tallberg, ‘The Social Legitimacy of International Organisations: Interest 
Representation, Institutional Performance, and Confidence Extrapolation in the United Nations’, Review of 
International Studies, 41:3 (2015), pp. 451–75. 
15 Jan A. Scholte, ‘Civil Society and Democratically Accountable Global Governance’, Government and 
Opposition, 39:2 (2004), pp. 211–33; Karin Bäckstrand, ‘Democratizing Global Environmental Governance? 
Stakeholder Democracy After the World Summit on Sustainable Development’, European Journal of 
International Relations, 12:4 (2006), pp. 467–98; Steffek and Nanz, ‘Emergent Patterns of Civil Society 
Participation in Global and European Governance’. 
16  Magdalena Bexell and Ulrika Mörth (eds), Democracy and Public-Private Partnerships in Global 
Governance, (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010). 
17 Robert O'Brien, Anne M. Goetz, Jan A. Scholte and Marc Williams, Contesting Global Governance: 
Multilateral Economic Institutions and Global Social Movements (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2000); Jackie Smith, Social Movements for Global Democracy (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
2008). 
18 Michael Saward, The Representative Claim (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010); Michael Saward, ‘Slow 
Theory: Taking Time over Transnational Democratic Representation, Ethics & Global Politics, 4:1 (2011), pp. 
1–18; Laura Montanaro, ‘The Democratic Legitimacy of Self-Appointed Representatives’, Journal of Politics 
74:4 (2012), pp. 1094–107. 
19 Robert C. Luskin, ‘Explaining Political Sophistication’, Political Behavior, 12:4 (1990), pp. 331–61. 
20 Luskin, ‘Explaining Political Sophistication’. 
21 Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters. 
22 For a similar argument, see Philip E. Converse, ‘Assessing the Capacity of Mass Electorates’, Annual Review 
of Political Science, 3:1 (2000), p. 332; Highton, ‘Revisiting the Relationship between Educational Attainment 
and Political Sophistication’, p. 1564. 
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equality, this article argues that people’s economic background and cosmopolitan identity 

shape knowledge of IOs. While there is evidence for a range of factors that affect knowledge 

about domestic politics, this article uses the concept of attitude importance to explain why 

economic factors and cosmopolitan identity are central predictors of knowledge in the specific 

context of IOs. To summarise the argument in short, individuals who attach personal 

importance to an attitude are especially knowledgeable about the attitude object. This article 

puts forward that an attitude toward an IO becomes important for mainly two reasons: first, if 

people perceive that IOs’ policy-making to affect their economic well-being; and second, if 

people identify with groups or individuals worldwide, whose lives may be affected by the IO.  

Three hypotheses are derived from this argument and examined through a statistical 

analysis of a specific indicator of citizen awareness of IOs – the degree of factual knowledge 

about the UN Security Council. As discussed in more depth in the research design section, 

factual knowledge has advanced as our best measure of political awareness23 or knowledge.24 

The focus on the UN Security Council is motivated by three reasons. First, the Council is the 

only IO for which survey data on a factual question are readily available. Second, the Council 

is potentially the most powerful IO,25 being “endowed with tremendous formal power by the 

UN Charter.”26 Its decisions can be expected to be relatively visible in domestic public 

debates, making it reasonable to assume that there is considerable variation in awareness 

across different societal groups instead of a skew towards a small group of citizens holding 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
23 John Zaller, The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1992): ch. 2, 
ch. 3, pp. 333ff; Matthew Gabel and Kenneth Scheve, ‘Estimating the Effect of Elite Communications on Public 
Opinion Using Instrumental Variables’, American Journal of Political Science, 51:4, pp. 1019.  
24 Luskin, ‘Explaining Political Sophistication’; W. Russell Neuman, The Paradox of Mass Politics: Knowledge 
and Opinion in the American Electorate (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1986); Delli Carpini and 
Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters, ch. 4; Jeffery Mondak, ‘Reconsidering the 
Measurement of Political Knowledge’, Political Analysis, 8:1 (1999), pp. 57–82; Converse, ‘Assessing the 
Capacity of Mass Electorates’, p. 333; Highton, ‘Revisiting the Relationship between Educational Attainment 
and Political Sophistication’, p. 1568.  
25 Ian Hurd, After Anarchy: Legitimacy and Power in the United Nations Security Council (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 2007); Bruce Cronin and Ian Hurd (eds), The UN Security Council and the Politics of 
International Authority (New York: Routledge, 2008), p. 12. 
26 Hurd, After Anarchy, p. 5. 
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knowledge about this central institution in world politics. Third, despite a large body of 

research on the Council,27 we know little about citizens’ awareness of the politics of the 

Council, which is why this article fills an important lacuna in the literature.  

The statistical analysis is based on a unique dataset including individual-level and 

country-level variables based on survey data for 17 Asian and European countries.28 The 

results of a series of multi-level regression models of citizen awareness of the Council 

strongly endorse the developed hypotheses and suggest that: wealthier citizens are more 

aware of the Council; income inequality depresses awareness among relatively poor people in 

most of the countries that are being studied; and identification with groups or individuals 

across borders provides an impetus for citizens to acquire knowledge about the Council. I 

conclude that many citizens may be excluded from communicative processes that politicize 

the Council owing to economic factors and social identity, with implications for the 

“knowledge gap” between different socio-economic status groups.29  

This is not to say that these are the only factors shaping individuals’ knowledge of IOs – 

just that how much citizens know about IOs has mostly to do with their economic background 

and cosmopolitan identity. If attitude importance is in fact a cognitive mechanism improving 

knowledge about IOs, it leads us to expect that economic factors and cosmopolitan identity 

are crucial explanatory factors for citizen awareness of IOs, since these factors affect how 

important people perceive the IO to be for their lives. However, apart from these factors, a 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
27 E.g., Brian Frederking, The United States and the Security Council: Collective Security Since the Cold War 
(New York: Routledge, 2007); Hurd, After Anarchy; Cronin and Hurd, The UN Security Council and the Politics 
of International Authority. 
28 The survey data were collected through face-to-face interviews between October and December 2000. The 
sampling strategies aimed at generating nationally representative samples in Asian and European countries (see 
footnote 62 for a list of these countries). Sampling strategies varied across some of the countries.  In most 
countries, multi-stratified random cluster samples with different types of stratification were drawn, while in two 
countries (France and the United Kingdom (UK)), quota samples were used. See, for a detailed field report and 
list of survey questions, Takashi Inoguchi, ‘Asia Europe Survey (ASES): A Multinational Comparative Study in 
18 Countries 2001. ICPSR22324-v1’, 2001 (available at http://www.asiaeuropesurvey.org and 
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/22324). 
29 Cf. Nojn Kwak, ‘Revisiting the Knowledge Gap Hypothesis: Education, Motivation and Media Use’, 
Communication Research, 26:4 (1999), pp. 385–413. 
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number of control variables included in the regression models have explanatory power. These 

alternative explanatory factors are also typical predictors of knowledge of domestic politics: 

gender, education, and political institutions. The concluding section of this article discusses 

the implications of these findings taken together for the study of the politicization of IOs. 

 

The antecedents of citizen awareness of IOs 

 

Political knowledge is commonly conceived as cognitively stored, correct information about 

political facts.30 Existing theories of political knowledge rest on the premise that people 

cannot retain all available information in memory owing to the complexity of the social world 

and personal limitations in time and cognitive resources.31 Hence, people must be selective in 

their learning. To understand why some citizens learn more about IOs than others, we must 

consider the causal process through which people become motivated to seek information 

about various topics. A central mechanism raising people’s motivation to learn about specific 

political issues or objects is attitude importance.32 Attitude importance refers to a person’s 

subjective interest in and concern about an attitude. People usually know when they care 

about an attitude towards a political issue or object, and they know when they are not 

especially interested in one. Attaching personal importance to an attitude leads people to use 

the attitude to process information, thereby acquiring higher levels of knowledge.33  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
30 Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters; Mondak, ‘Reconsidering 
the Measurement of Political Knowledge’. 
31 See, for an overview, Penny S. Visser, Allyson L. Holbrook, and Jon A. Krosnick, ‘Knowledge and Attitudes’, 
in Wolfgang Donsbach and Michael W. Traugott (eds), Handbook of Public Opinion Research (Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage Publications, 2008), pp. 127–40. 
32 David S. Boninger, Jon A. Krosnick, and Matthew K. Berent, ‘Origins of Attitude Importance: Self-Interest, 
Social Identification, and Value Relevance’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68:1 (1995), p. 62.!
33 Jon A. Krosnick, ‘The Role of Attitude Importance in Social Evaluation: A Study of Presidential Candidate 
Evaluations, Policy Preferences, and Voting Behavior’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55:2 
(1988), pp. 196–210; Luskin, ‘Explaining Political Sophistication’, p. 335; David S. Boninger, Jon A. Krosnick, 
Matthew K. Berent and Leandre R. Fabrigar, ‘The Causes and Consequences of Attitude Importance’, in Richard 
E. Petty and Jon A. Krosnick (eds), Attitude Strength: Antecedents and Consequences (Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 
1995), pp. 159–89; Radmila Prislin, ‘Attitude Stability and Attitude Strength: One is Enough to Make it Stable’, 
European Journal of Social Psychology, 26:3 (1996), pp. 447–77; Allyson L. Holbrook, Matthew K. Berent, Jon 
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Consequently, we can expect people who think of their attitudes toward an IO as 

relatively important to be more interested in the IO and to gather more information about it. 

Building on insights from the political psychology literature, I argue that the reason why 

people might attach personal importance to their attitudes towards IOs is twofold. First, 

citizens may perceive the attitude toward an IO to be instrumental to their own privileges, 

material or physical well-being. All domestic audiences have potentially something to gain 

from the policy-making of IOs, yet some pay more for it than others.34 For example, 

individuals who hold capital that can be invested internationally may benefit more from 

increases in trade and capital flows pushed for by IOs with authority in the area of trade, and 

may therefore attach importance to their attitudes toward IOs such as the WTO. Second, an 

attitude toward an IO may become personally important due to social identification with 

groups or individuals worldwide, whose lives may be directly affected by the policy-making 

of an IO.35 For example, individuals may attach personal interest to their attitudes toward IOs 

engaging in peacekeeping missions, sanctions or military interventions, such as the UN 

Security Council, if they perceive these IOs to affect either their own well-being or that of 

groups they identify with. The remainder of this section develops hypotheses about how 

economic conditions and social identification shape knowledge about IOs through the causal 

mechanism of attitude importance. 

 

Economic context 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
A. Krosnick, Penny S. Visser and David S. Boninger, ‘Attitude Importance and the Accumulation of Attitude-
Relevant Knowledge in Memory’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88:5 (2005), pp. 749–69. 
34 Kenneth F. Scheve and Matthew J. Slaughter, ‘What Determines Individual Trade Policy Preferences?’ 
Journal of International Economics 54:2 (2001), pp. 267–92; James Vreeland, The IMF and Economic 
Development (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003); Dellmuth and Tallberg, ‘The Social Legitimacy 
of International Organisations’; Mansfield and Mutz, ‘Support for Free Trade’. 
35 Cf. Boninger, Krosnick and Berent, ‘Origins of Attitude Importance’; Holbrook, Berent, Krosnick, Visser, and 
Boninger, ‘Attitude Importance and the Accumulation of Attitude-Relevant Knowledge in Memory’; Visser, 
Allyson L. Holbrook and Jon A. Krosnick, ‘Knowledge and Attitudes’, pp. 130–1. 
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Theories of political knowledge typically assume in the tradition of Downs (1957) that 

knowledge about the political world is costly, imposing considerable cognitive demands.36 

Starting from this assumption, students of political knowledge and interest have significantly 

advanced our understanding of how people’s economic resources shape the level and 

accuracy of general political knowledge.37 In the domain of global governance, individual 

wealth may spur people’s interest in IOs for two reasons.  

First, given that political knowledge requires cognitive and economic resources, poorer 

people may have fewer resources to devote to attending to and elaborating information about 

IOs than the more affluent. Assuming they make decisions about gathering knowledge just as 

they make decisions about other goods,38 they should exhibit lower levels of knowledge about 

IOs. This assumption appears warranted in international politics, as learning about IOs is 

likely to be even more costly than learning about domestic political institutions. Citizens rely 

predominantly on national news media to learn about international politics given the absence 

or weakness of a global public sphere.39 However, national politics is more prominent in 

national news coverage and people rarely have access to rich and varied information and 

debate about IOs. Hence, they may incur greater costs to accumulate similar levels of 

knowledge about international political institutions than about domestic political 

institutions.40  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
36 Anthony Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy (New York: Addison Wesley, 1957), pp.160–72. 
37 E.g., Luskin, ‘Explaining Political Sophistication’; Scott L. Althaus, ‘Information Effects in Collective 
Preferences’, American Political Science Review, 92:3 (1998), pp. 545–58; see, for an overview, Visser, 
Holbrook and Krosnick, ‘Knowledge and Attitudes’, pp. 130–1. 
38 Cf. Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy; Verba, Schlozman and Brady, Voice and Equality. 
39 Even in the EU, where European political institutions have sought to strengthen a common identity, segmented 
national public spheres remain. See Ruud Koopmans and Paul Statham (eds), The Making of a European Public 
Sphere: Media Discourse and Political Contention (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010); Risse, 
Thomas, A Community of Europeans? Transnational Identities and Public Spheres (Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University Press, 2010). 
40 Cf. Claes H. de Vreese, Framing Europe: Television News and European Integration (Amsterdam: Aksant 
Academic Publishers, 2002). Peter J. Anderson and Aileen McLeod, ’The Great Non-Communicator? The Mass  
Communication Deficit of the European Parliament and Its Press Directorate’, Journal of Common Market 
Studies, 42:5 (2004), pp. 897–917. 
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Second, wealthier people may be able to influence the political agenda to a greater 

extent than poorer people, precluding international political issues from being publicly 

debated that threaten richer people’s privileges while potentially benefitting poorer people. 

Wealthier people may have incentives to remove discussions about international policy from 

the political agenda that may challenge their interests, limiting the scope of the public debate 

to those political issues that are relatively innocuous to richer people, shaping the 

attentiveness and demands of poorer people.41 As Dahl puts it, “a political issue can hardly be 

said to exist unless and until it commands the attention of a significant segment of the 

political stratum”.42 Thus, the “nondecision-making power”43 of the more affluent may shape 

poorer people’s interest in international politics in such a way that they accept their role in the 

existing order of things and loose interest in their attitudes towards IOs.44 The less wealthy 

may be confronted with a political system that constantly fails to develop alternatives 

regarding international political issues that may be beneficial to them, leading them to believe 

that their circumstances are unchangeable, natural, or without alternative, thereby loosing 

interest in their attitudes towards IOs45 and in becoming engaged in international politics.46  

To illustrate, economic reforms supported by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 

benefit segments of domestic societies in different ways. IMF-sponsored policy reforms have 

been found to increase income inequality and to decrease labour’s share of income, even after 

controlling for a country’s wealth.47 Whether such reforms increase welfare by benefiting 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
41 Elmer E. Schattschneider, The Semisovereign People: A Realists View of Democracy in America (New York: 
Holt, Reinhart, and Winston, 1960), p. 106; Verba, Schlozman and Brady, Voice and Equality; Frederick Solt, 
‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’, American Journal of Political Science, 52:1 
(2008), pp. 48–60. 
42 Robert A. Dahl, Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1961), p. 92. 
43 Lukes, Power, p. 28.!
44 Cf. Solt, ‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’. 
45 Cf. Steven Lukes, Power: A Radical View (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005), pp. 27–8. 
46 Cf. Solt, ‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’. 
47 Gopal Garuda, ‘The Distributional Effects of IMF Programs: A Cross-Country Analysis’, World Development, 
28:6 (2000), pp. 1031–51; James R. Vreeland, ‘The Effect of IMF Programs on Labor’, World Development, 
30:1 (2002), pp. 121–39; James R. Vreeland, The IMF and Economic Development (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2003).!
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relatively poor people or not depends not only on IMF conditionality, but also on the 

particular characteristics of domestic policy reforms. Domestic political considerations will 

largely determine who will bear the burden of restructuring the economy,48 and the choice of 

policy instruments is often influenced by the political power of various income groups,49 

indicating that wealthy citizens have incentives to oppress conflict-prone aspects of IMF 

involvement in the public debate.  

To provide an example from the area of international development, there is evidence 

that technical assistance programs financed by IOs, such as the Asian Development Bank, the 

European Union, the UN, and the World Bank, that aim to promote market liberalization, 

have in some cases not prevented governments or ruling elites to move backward from the 

achieved level of a market-based economy, favouring a relatively small and wealthy elite.50 

Again, IOs’ financial involvement may yield distributional benefits for the relatively wealthy 

and politically powerful, who, in turn, have incentives to prevent public contestation of these 

benefits.  

In sum, we would expect richer people to have a keener interest in learning about IOs 

than poorer people, translating into the following hypothesis.  

Hypothesis 1. The higher a person’s income in the distribution of national income, the 

more that person will be aware of IOs. 

The expectation that individual income and knowledge are systematically related directs 

us towards a potential conditioning effect of income inequality. Taking cues from a number of 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
48 Irfan Nooruddin and James R. Vreeland, ‘The Effect of IMF Programs on Wages and Salaries’, in Jennifer 
Clapp and Rorden Wilkinson (eds), Global Governance, Poverty, and Inequality (London: Routledge, 2010), pp. 
90–111. 
49 Omotunde Johnson and Joanne Salop, ‘Distributional Aspects of Stabilization Programs in Developing 
Countries’, IMF Staff Papers 27 (1980), p. 12. 
50 Alexander Cooley and James Ron, ‘The NGO Scramble: Organizational Insecurity and the Political Economy 
of Transnational Action’, International Security, 27:1 (2002), pp. 5–39; Robert E. Kelly, ‘Assessing the Impact 
of NGOs on Intergovernmental Organizations: The Case of the Bretton Woods Institutions’, International 
Political Science Review, 32:3, pp. 323–44.  
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studies on political interest and equality, we would expect the concentration of economic 

resources to affect the link between income and knowledge about IOs. 

There are two complementary reasons for the ramifications of economic inequality on 

the political interest among poorer citizens.51 First, as interest and engagement in politics 

involves costs,52 fewer resources are available to less affluent people to seek information 

about IOs the more economic resources are concentrated in a society. Second, poorer citizens 

may feel consistently powerless in societies where only a small, economically or politically 

powerful elite controls access to and debates about political information, which stymies the 

political interest of poorer people.53 A greater concentration of wealth and power should 

therefore imply that poorer people repeatedly find that international political issues debated 

are not of interest to them, and conclude that it is not worth the effort to be concerned about 

IOs. Taken together, we would expect income inequality to depress knowledge about IOs 

especially among poorer people. This logic gives rise to Hypothesis 2: 

Hypothesis 2. The relationship in Hypothesis 1 is magnified when income inequality is 

relatively high. 

 

Cosmopolitan identity 

Furthermore, citizens may be more interested in an IO if that organisation’s policy-making 

impinges on the lives of individuals or groups they identify with. 54 For example, residents of 

a high-income country that does not receive multilateral development aid may nonetheless see 

the relevance of IOs such as the IMF or the World Bank for reference groups or individuals in 

poorer countries they identify with, some of which may benefit from multilateral aid. 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
51 Schattschneider, The Semisovereign People; Stephen Ansolabehere, John M. de Figueiredo and James M. 
Snyder Jr., ‘Why Is There So Little Money in U.S. Politics?’, Journal of Economic Perspectives, 17:1, pp. 105–
30; Robert A. Dahl, On Political Equality (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2006), pp. 85–6; Solt, 
‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’. 
52 Cf. Verba, Schlozman and Brady, Voice and Equality. 
53 Solt, ‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’.  
54 Cf. Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks, ‘Calculation, Community, and Cues: Public Opinion on European 
Integration’, European Union Politics, 6:4 (2005), pp. 419–43. 
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Likewise, citizens of countries that have experienced a long period of peace may become 

personally invested in their attitudes towards an IO operating in the area of international 

security, such as the UN Security Council, as they identify with residents of countries that are 

witnessing military conflicts and that are affected by UN policy, such as peacekeeping 

operations. 

Social identification with groups or individuals in other countries or world regions often 

coincides with a more general cosmopolitan orientation.55 While the two concepts are 

overlapping, the latter is more encompassing. Cosmopolitanism is a phenomenon shared by 

people that have humanity as a whole as a relevant identity group, adhere to universal ethics, 

and have attitudes towards people from other places and cultures that are rooted in globalism, 

universalism, and humanism.56 Cosmopolitanism thus encompasses both social identification 

and broader as well as more stable core values.57 Socialization theory suggests that a 

cosmopolitan identity results from an individual’s set of relatively stable symbolic 

predispositions formed early in life, through interactions with family, friends, neighbours, or 

teachers.58 However, some people may gradually modify or completely change their social 

identification after their formative years, for example as a consequence of repeated inter-

personal experiences with transborder social relations arising from immigration, travel or job 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
55 See, for example, Norris, ‘Global Governance and Cosmopolitan Citizens’; Norris, ‘Confidence in the United 
Nations’; Dellmuth and Tallberg, ‘The Social Legitimacy of International Organisations’. 
56 Peter A. Furia, ‘Global Citizenship, Anyone? Cosmopolitanism, Privilege and Public Opinion’, Global 
Society, 19:4 (2005), pp. 331–59; Mau, Mewes and Zimmermann, ‘Cosmopolitan Attitudes through 
Transnational Practices’. 
57 Pippa Norris and Ronald Inglehart, Cosmopolitan Communications. Cultural Diversity in a Globalized World 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), p. 182. The notion of values is evasive and definitions differ 
across disciplines in the social sciences. I refer to values as relatively stable “beliefs about ideal modes of 
conduct and ideal terminal goals.” See Milton Rokeach, Beliefs, Attitudes, and Values (San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass, 1968), p. 124. An internalised value becomes a standard or criterion for developing and maintaining 
attitudes toward or identification with objects. See Rokeach, Beliefs, Attitudes, and Values, p. 160. 
58 Cf. Ronald Inglehart, ‘Cognitive Mobilization and European Identity’, Comparative Politics, 3:1 (1970), pp. 
45–70; Benjamin O. Fordham and Katja B. Kleinberg, ‘How Can Economic Interests Influence Support for Free 
Trade?’ International Organization, 66:2 (2012), pp. 311–28; Norris and Inglehart, Cosmopolitan 
Communications, ch. 6. 
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mobility.59 By implication, an effect of cosmopolitan identity on knowledge about IOs is 

based on individuals’ relatively stable predispositions, in contrast to the supposed effect of 

economic conditions, which is owing to the power imbalance between wealthier and poorer 

people.  

In sum, attitude importance is conceived as the mechanism bringing about an effect of 

social identification with groups or individuals across borders that may be affected by an IO 

on knowledge about that organisation. This logic is summarized in the final hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3. People with a cosmopolitan identity are more likely to be more of IOs. 

 

Research design 

The argument developed above suggests that the determinants of individuals’ knowledge of 

IOs exist on two levels: an individual level and a national or macro level. At the individual 

level, income and social identification affect the level of awareness of IOs. Higher levels of 

income (Hypothesis 1) and a cosmopolitan identity (Hyothesis 3) should be positively 

correlated with higher knowledge levels, and the positive effect of income should be 

magnified at greater levels of income inequality (Hypothesis 2). Income inequality thus 

provides a context factor within which individuals exist and which shapes the impact of 

income on awareness of IOs. 

To examine the explanatory power of these hypotheses, one would, ideally, like to have 

data for a series of factual questions about different IOs to capture as much variation in citizen 

knowledge about IOs as possible. However, data on factual knowledge about IOs is only 

available for the UN Security Council. This article therefore uses individual-level data from 

the ASES and a range of cross-national datasets offering measures for country-level factors 

that may affect people’s knowledge about the Council. As the ensuing sections discuss in 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
59 Mau, Mewes and Zimmermann, ‘Cosmopolitan Attitudes through Transnational Practices’; Norris and 
Inglehart, Cosmopolitan Communications, ch. 6. 
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detail, these cross-national data are derived from the Quality of Government Dataset60 and 

merged to the ASES dataset. The resulting dataset is cross-sectional, covering 17205 

individuals in 17 Asian and European countries in 2001, and allows for analysing the relative 

power of individual- and country-level factors in explaining knowledge about the Council.61 

 

Operationalization  

The appropriate measurement of political knowledge has been the topic of a great deal of 

scholarly research. Building on Converse’s seminal work,62 previous studies have shown that 

knowledge of political facts is the most useful indicators for people’s political knowledge 

about specific facts and their political awareness more generally. 63  Importantly, Zaller 

conducts a range of experimental tests and a thorough discussion of how well different 

measures, including factual political knowledge, perform as indicators of political 

awareness.64 Zaller deems a person’s summary score across a series of factual tests of public 

affairs knowledge as the appropriate measure for political awareness, but emphasises that 

measures of this kind capture general political awareness.65 Unfortunately for this study, a 

multi-item measure of factual political knowledge about the UN Security Council is 

unavailable. The ASES provides a single-item question tapping knowledge about the Council. 

Awareness is measured using the responses to the question of whether respondents know the 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
60!Jan Teorell, Nicholas Charron, Stefan Dahlberg, Sören Holmberg, Bo Rothstein, Petrus Sundin and Richard 
Svensson, ‘The Quality of Government Basic Dataset Made From The Quality of Government Dataset Version 
15May13’ (available at http://www.qog.pol.gu.se).!
61 The ASES covers 18 countries, but China drops out of the analyses since not all survey questions have been 
asked in this country. The analyses include France, Germany, Greece, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Malaysia, 
Philippines, Portugal, Singapore, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Taiwan, Thailand, and the UK. 
62 Philip E. Converse, ‘Information Flow and the Stability of Partisan Attitudes’, Public Opinion Quarterly, 26, 
(1962) pp. 578–99; Philip E. Converse, ‘Change in the American Electorate’, in Angus Campbell and Philip E. 
Converse (eds), The Human Meaning of Social Change (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1972), pp. 263–
337.  
63 Luskin, ‘Explaining Political Sophistication’; Neuman, The Paradox of Mass Politics; Zaller, The Nature and 
Origins of Mass Opinion; Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters, 
ch. 4; Mondak, ‘Reconsidering the Measurement of Political Knowledge’. 
64 Zaller, The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion, ch. 2, ch. 3, and pp. 333ff.  
65 Zaller, The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion, p. 43.  
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names of any of the five countries with permanent seats on the UN Security Council.66 I 

distinguish between three groups of citizens: those who have the lowest level of awareness 

about the Council, those holding middle levels of awareness, and those with the highest level 

of awareness. The allocation of citizens across three categories of awareness allows me to 

examine what factors determine to which category citizens belonging to, rather than drawing 

conclusions about what factors contribute to a decrease or increase in awareness. The variable 

awareness takes on a value of 0 if the respondent did not know any of the countries with a 

permanent seat, gave incorrect answers, or knew one country with a permanent seat in the 

Council. Answers are coded 1 if two or three countries with a permanent seat are correctly 

named, and 2 if four or five countries are correct.67  

The fact that this analysis relies on a single-item measure of knowledge about Council 

politics begs the question of whether individuals who are knowledgeable about the specific 

aspect of Council politics captured by the measure are habitually attentive to other aspects of 

Council policy-making as well. Although this may not be the case for all citizens, the 

variation in this measure provides an indication of more profound differences in citizens’ 

awareness about the Council. In this respect, Converse emphasises that general, chronic 

political knowledge “measures must be carefully constructed and multi-item, but it does not 

take much imagination to realize that differences in knowledge of several … ‘minor’ facts are 

diagnostic of more profound differences in the amount and accuracy of contextual 

information voters bring to their judgments”.68 In the context of this study, we would expect 

the indicator awareness to primarily capture knowledge about the permanent member states 

of the Council, and to give some indication about how much people know about UN Security 

Council policy-making more generally.  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
66 Appendix A gives an overview of the wording of the survey questions. 
67 Summary statistics for and correlations between the variables are reported in Tables B1 and B2 in Appendix 
B.  
68 Converse, ‘Assessing the Capacity of Mass Electorates’, p. 333. See also Neuman, The Paradox of Mass 
Politics, and Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters, ch. 4. 
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Figure 1 depicts the variation in the dependent variable. Importantly, Figure 1 reveals 

that awareness of the Council is particularly low in the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand, 

but also in European states such as Greece, Ireland, and Portugal. Interestingly, Figure 1 does 

not provide evidence that citizens would be more aware of the Council, on average, in 

countries with a permanent seat in the Council, France and the UK. Furthermore, it is 

interesting to note that some countries with borders to countries that were the targets of 

UNSC resolutions at or before the time the survey was conducted exhibit a relatively large 

share of citizens in the high awareness category, while others do not. Among the 17 countries 

included in the data set, three had borders with countries whose politics were directly affected 

by UN Security Council by way of a resolution: Greece, whose neighbour country Cyprus 

was the target of several Council resolutions, and Indonesia and Malaysia, as East Timor was 

the subject of UNSC resolutions in the end of the 1990s.69 Yet while both Indonesia and 

Malaysia have a similar share of people in the high awareness category, Malaysia has a much 

larger share of citizens in the low awareness category than Indonesia. By contrast, in Greece, 

fewer people are the high awareness category and more in the low awareness category than in 

Indonesia and Malaysia. To explain the variation in awareness among citizens that live in 

different countries, the regression analysis presented in the ensuing section will include 

several country-level variables whose operationalization is discussed below.  

Hypothesis 1 requires the measurement of relative income. I code the variable income 

by dividing the country-specific samples into income quintiles to capture a person’s income 

relative to other people’s income in the same country.70  

 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
69 The time period considered here ranges from the mid 1990s until 2000. See United Nations Security Council, 
‘Security Council Resolutions’ (2014), available at: {http://www.un.org/en/sc/documents/resolutions/}. 
70 See also Solt, ‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’. The calculation of this measure is 
based on the assumption that the data are representative for the broader populations of the 17 countries, as the 
accuracy of the measure would be distorted in the case of an over- or under-representation of specific income 
groups in the survey data. However, sampling in all countries aimed at nationally representative samples. Only 
in two countries, the fieldwork relied on quota samples instead of random samples (see footnote 25), increasing 
our confidence in that the assumption is warranted.  
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Note: N=17205. Darkest shade depicts the percentage share of the lowest level of awareness,  
second darkest shade depicts middle levels of awareness, and lightest shade depicts highest  
levels of awareness. 
 
Figure 1. Citizen awareness about the UN Security Council 

 

 

To operationalize Hypothesis 2, I include a variable income inequality that represents an 

estimate of the Gini index in equivalized (square root scale) household disposable income.71 

Higher scores on this variable indicate greater income inequality. The most unequal countries 

in the sample are Thailand, Malaysia, Philippines, and Singapore, whereas the most equal 

countries are Sweden, France, Germany, and South Korea. When looking at the scores of the 

other countries in between, Portugal, Indonesia and the UK are fairly unequal economically, 

whereas Japan, Ireland, and Taiwan are fairly equal. 

To operationalize Hypothesis 3, I use a question about whether respondents identify 

with a larger group that includes people from other countries, for example, as European, 

Asian, or others, such as global communities. The resulting variable cosmopolitan identity is 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
71 Solt, ‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’. This variable is made available for 2001 
by Teorell, Charron, Dahlberg, Holmberg, Rothstein, Sundin and Svensson, ‘The Quality of Government Basic 
Dataset Made From The Quality of Government Dataset Version 15May13’. 
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dichotomous and takes on a value of 0 if citizens do not think of themselves in this way and 1 

if they do. The idea behind this variable is that people identifying with groups of people or 

individuals from other countries or cultures – and perhaps even with an all-inclusive group of 

all human beings – are more likely to identify with a group that is affected by the policy-

making of the UN Security Council. 

The regression models control for a number of factors that previous literature has shown 

to shape knowledge of domestic politics. To begin with, age is a continuous variable ranging 

from 18 to 79. In view of the ongoing discussion about gender differences in political 

knowledge,72 gender enters the regression analysis as a dichotomous variable equal to 1 for 

females and 0 for males. Moreover, a person’s sense of and concern about the degree to which 

an IO may affect her or his own life may also be influenced by the formal education of that 

person.73 Longer education beyond the pre-adult stage may lead to greater knowledge about 

multilateral institutions owing to increased exposure to readings and informal discussions 

about international matters.74 Once individuals have acquired prior political knowledge, it will 

be easier for them to understand new political information and to store it in long-term 

memory. 75  Consequently, and following previous analyses of the relationship between 

educational attainment and political knowledge,76 education is operationalized through two 

indicators. First, I include a dichotomous variable that is 1 if a person completed secondary 

education and 0 if otherwise. Second, I use a dummy variable that equals 1 if the respondent 

has completed postsecondary education and 0 if otherwise. 

The country-level controls are derived from Teorell et al. (2011). To identify these 

factors, I take cues from the literature on political interest and engagement. To begin with, I 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
72 Kathleen Dolan, ‘Do Women and Men Know Different Things? Measuring Gender Differences in Political 
Knowledge’, Journal of Politics, 73:1 (2011), pp. 97–107. 
73 Scott L. Althaus, Collective Preferences in Democratic Politics: Opinion Surveys and the Will of the People 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003). 
74 Luskin, ‘Explaining Political Sophistication’. 
75 Cf. Holbrook, Berent, Krosnick, Visser, and Boninger, ‘Attitude Importance and the Accumulation of 
Attitude-Relevant Knowledge in Memory’. 
76 Highton, ‘Revisiting the Relationship between Educational Attainment and Political Sophistication’. 
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include a measure of the size of electoral districts. District magnitude and political interest are 

positively related because larger districts generate a greater proportionality of the votes and 

therefore a greater sense of citizen control over politics.77 Consequently, I consider the 

possibility of an effect of district magnitude on awareness by introducing a variable district 

magnitude that captures the standard magnitude of the average district in the lower house.78 

Higher numbers indicate larger districts. Furthermore, I include a measure of the degree of 

pluralism of the party system. Previous research argues that more political parties lead to 

greater uncertainty about responsibility for politics and, in turn, to lower levels of political 

engagement.79 In a similar fashion, greater uncertainty about which political parties are 

responsible for political decisions may discourage people to seek more information about IOs 

as well. Hence, I use a variable party pluralism that represents the count of the largest party’s 

number of seats divided by a legislative assembly’s total number of seats, expressed in 

fractions.80 Higher numbers indicate less pluralist party systems. Last, citizens may have more 

incentives to engage politically if they live in presidential and not in parliamentary systems, 

since the division of power between the legislative and the executive in presidential systems 

may increase citizens’ access points in the policy-making process. Likewise, federalism may 

increase citizens’ opportunities for political access and therefore encourage political 

engagement.81 In this study, the type of political system in a country is represented using a 

variable parliamentarism representing parliamentary systems (coded 2), semi-presidential 

systems (coded 1), and presidential systems (coded 0). In the data set, the Philippines is the 

only country with a purely presidential system. France, Indonesia, South Korea, Singapore, 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
77 Solt, ‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’. 
78 Joel W. Johnson and Jessica S. Wallack, Electoral Systems and the Personal Vote: Update of database from 
Particularism Around the World (San Diego: University of California, 2006). 
79 André Blais and Kenneth K. Carty, ‘Does Proportional Representation Foster Voter Turnout?’ European 
Journal of Political Research, 18:2 (1990), pp. 167–82. 
80 Axel Hadenius, Jan Teorell, and Michael Wahman, Authoritarian Regimes Data Set, Version 3.0 (Lund: 
Department of Political Science, Lund University, 2012). 
81 Arendt Lijphart, Patterns of Democracy. Government Forms and Performance in Thirty-Six Countries (New 
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1999); Solt, ‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political 
Engagement’. 



! 21 

and Taiwan are coded as semi-presidential systems. A second indicator variable for the type 

of political system in a country represents the degree of unitarism on a scale from 0 to 2. The 

most federal countries in this study, scoring 0 or 0.5, are Germany, Malaysia and the 

Philippines, whereas the most unitary countries in the data set, scoring 2 on the index, are 

Greece, Indonesia, Ireland, South Korea, Portugal, Singapore, Sweden, and the UK.82 

 

Regression method 

The relative effects of the independent variables on the dependent variable, awareness, are 

estimated through a series of multilevel models that adjust for the correlation of the error 

components at the individual and country level. As the dependent variable awareness takes on 

three ordered values, the multilevel models will estimate a latent variable as a linear function 

of the independent variables and two cut points. The main model is written as follows:83   

 

logit{Pr(yij > s|xij, ζ1j )} = β2(Incomeij) + β3(Income inequalityj) + β4(Incomeij × Income 

inequalityj) + β5(Cosmopolitan identityij) + βwWij + βzZj + ζ1j + εij , 

 

where Pr(yij > s|xij, ζ1j ) is the cumulative probability that respondent i living in country j has a 

level of awareness UN Security Council politics that is higher than the threshold s; W are 

vectors for the individual-level controls; Z are vectors of country-level controls; ζ1j is the 

random intercept of the cumulative logits that varies over countries j, which is included 

because survey responses are likely to vary across national contexts; and εij is the error term 

that is separate for country-level j.  

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
82 Both measures are derived from John Gerring, Strom C. Thacker, and Carola Moreno. Centripetal Democratic 
Governance: A Theory and Global Inquiry’, American Political Science Review, 99:4 (2005), pp. 567–81. 
83 Using this model requires testing whether the covariate effects are constant across categories. A test of this 
assumption suggests that this assumption is reasonable given the data at hand. See Sophia Rabe-Hesketh and 
Anders Skrondal, Multilevel and Longitudinal Modeling Using Stata (Texas: Stata Press, 2008). 
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Empirical results 

Before discussing the results from the multilevel models, I analyse the extent to which 

differences in awareness are owing to the fact that citizens live in different country contexts. 

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) model that does not include any independent variables 

reveals that the random-intercept variance is estimated as 0.19, implying that about 5% of the 

variation in the level of awareness lies at the country level.84 Unsurprisingly, this percentage 

is low given that the data are individual-level data, but indicates nonetheless that country-

level factors should be included in the regression models to explain this part of the variation 

in knowledge about Council politics. 

Table 2 reports the results from the multilevel analyses. In models 1-3, I test the relative 

explanatory power of the three hypotheses separately. Models 4-6 as well as 7-9 replicate 

models 1-3 by adding the individual-level and country-level controls, respectively. All 

hypotheses are tested concomitantly in model 10.85  

 

 
Cut point 1  –0.43** (0.05) 

Cut point 2 0.81** (0.06) 

Var(ζ1j) 0.19 (0.01) 

BIC 34882.3 

Log likelihood –17426.50 
Note: Estimation from random-intercept multilevel ordered  
logit regression model, with states as second-level unit.  
Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels:  
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Number of individuals: 17205. Number  
of countries: 17. 
 
Table 1. ANOVA model predicting awareness 
 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
84 The intra-class correlation, which reveals how much of the total variation in knowledge lies at the country 
level, is estimated according to the following equation (cf. Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal, Multilevel and 
Longitudinal Modeling Using Stata): ρ = Var(ζ1j) / (Var(ζ1j) + π2/3) = 0.22/ (0.22+ π2/3) = 0.05. 
85 Note that the Variance Inflation Factor is less than 2, indicating that multicollinearity should not inflate the 
coefficient estimates (see John Fox and Georges Monette, ‘Generalized Collinearity Diagnostics’, Journal of the 
American Statistical Association, 87:417, pp. 178–83). 



 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
Hypotheses           
Income  1.17** 0.82  1.11** 0.82  1.10** 0.82  0.82 
 (0.03) (0.12)  (0.03) (0.13)  (0.03) (0.13)  (0.13) 
Income inequality  0.88**   0.90**   0.88**  0.87** 
  (0.01)   (0.01)   (0.01)  (0.01) 
Income × income inequality  1.01**   1.01*   1.01*  1.01* 
  (0.00)   (0.00)   (0.00)  (0.00) 
Cosmopolitan identity   1.46**   0.33**   1.43** 1.39** 
   (0.05)   (0.05)   (0.05) (0.05) 
Individual-level Controls           
Age  0.99** 0.99* 0.99** 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender  0.39** 0.39** 0.39** 0.40** 0.40** 0.92** 0.40** 0.40** 0.40** 0.41** 
 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 
Secondary education    2.06** 2.14** 0.73** 2.08** 2.08** 2.12** 2.02** 
    (0.17) (0.17) (0.19) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19) (0.18) 
Postsecondary education    4.65** 4.79** 1.64** 4.94** 4.98** 5.19** 4.78** 
    (0.25) (0.24) (0.25) (0.26) (0.25) (0.25) (0.25) 
Country-level controls           
District magnitude       0.98** 1.03** 0.98** 1.03** 
       (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Party pluralism       0.05** 1.28 0.02** 0.33** 
       (0.14) (0.19) (0.16) (0.12) 
Parliamentarism       2.09** 1.72** 2.33** 0.17** 
       (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) 
Unitarism       1.03 0.76** 1.26** 0.66** 
       (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) 
First threshold –0.42** –5.12** –0.90** 0.72** –3.33** 0.42 –0.23 –3.11** –0.05 –4.84** 
 (0.14) (0.43) (0.15) (0.19) (0.58) (0.27) (0.30) (0.67) (0.36) (0.65) 
Second threshold 0.89** –3.80** 0.41* 2.11** –1.93** 1.81** 1.17** –1.71** 1.35** –3.43** 
 (0.16) (0.41) (0.17) (0.19) (0.57) (0.26) (0.27) (0.64) (0.36) (0.62) 
BIC 33661.84 33537.26 33695.81 32490.15 32457.32 32484.23 32481.71 32443.70 32482.85 32383.18 
Log likelihood –16801.66 –16729.62 –16818.64 –16206.06 –16179.89 –16203.10 –16182.33 –16153.58 –16182.91 –16118.44 
Note: Estimated odds ratios from random-intercept multilevel ordered logit regression models, with states as second-level unit. Robust standard errors in parentheses. 
Significance levels: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Number of individuals: 17205. Number of countries: 17. 
 
Table 2. Multilevel models predicting awareness of the UN Security Council!
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I begin by discussing the findings with regard to Hypothesis 1. The results from the 

models testing for a direct effect of income on awareness (models 1, 4, and 7) strongly 

endorse Hypothesis 1. An increase in an individual’s income in the national income 

distribution appears indeed to matter for how much that individual knows about the Council. 

Comparing two citizens that score similarly on all variables but one of which belongs to the 

next higher income quintile, the citizen belonging to the higher income quintile has a 17% 

greater odds of holding middle levels of awareness as compared to low levels of awareness 

(or high levels of awareness as compared to low or middle levels of awareness).  

The evidence for Hypothesis 2 is mixed. Hypothesis 2 is tested through a product term 

between income and income inequality. Figure 2 depicts this product term graphically on the 

basis of the estimations in model 10, showing how the statistical significance and magnitude 

of the marginal effect of income on awareness changes at different levels of income 

inequality.86 The solid line shows the estimated marginal effect and the dashed lines indicate 

the bounds of the 95% confidence interval for this estimate. The marginal effect of income is 

significant in almost all countries except for the most equal country in the sample, Sweden, 

suggesting that income inequality depresses knowledge among the poor in countries with 

intermediate levels of income inequality. This implies that at medium levels of inequality, 

inequality decreases knowledge among the poor, while stimulating knowledge of the rich, 

tying in with previous literature demonstrating that inequality depresses political interest and 

participation especially among the poor.87 However, Figure 2 also shows that if inequality is 

very high (in Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand), the magnitude of the – still 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
86 Cf. William D. Berry, Jacqueline H. R. DeMeritt, and Justin Esarey, ‘Testing for Interaction in Binary Logit 
and Probit Models: Is a Product Term Essential?’ American Journal of Political Science, 54:1 (2010), pp. 248–
66. The response probabilities for Figure 2 are calculated following Jeffrey M. Wooldridge, Econometric 
Analysis of Cross Section and Panel Data (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2001), p. 505, equation 15.88. 
Probabilities are implemented in Stata by extending the code by Thomas Brambor, William R. Clark and Matt 
Golder, ‘Understanding Interaction Models: Improving Empirical Analyses’, Political Analysis, 14:1 (2006), pp. 
63–82. 
87 Cf. Ansolabehere, de Figueiredo and Snyder Jr., ‘Why Is There So Little Money in U.S. Politics?’; Solt, 
‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’. 
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positive – effect of income decreases. This suggests that in highly unequal societies, richer 

people still know more than poorer people, but the effect of income becomes weaker. This 

latter finding does not conform with the expectation expressed in Hypothesis 2, but ties in 

with previous literature arguing that inequality at very high levels might depress interest 

among the poor, and that rich people in very unequal societies do not have equal interest in 

IOs than rich people in medium unequal societies. As conflicts with poorer people about 

international political issues decrease, the more affluent have fewer incentives to engage 

politically as well.88 

 

 

Note: N=17205. Graphical depiction of interaction term based on estimations from model 10. 

Figure 2. Effect of income on awareness of the UN Security at levels of income inequality 
 

 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
88 Cf. Schattschneider, The Semisovereign People, pp. 105–7; Dahl, On Political Equality, ch. 7. 
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There is supportive evidence for Hypothesis 3. As the models including the indicator for 

cosmopolitan identity show, awareness is positively associated with cosmopolitan identity. A 

person with a cosmopolitan identity has 46% greater odds of holding more knowledge (see 

model 3). This result is in line with previous studies emphasising that a feeling of belonging 

to an all-inclusive worldwide group of people is an important predictor of public opinion 

towards international politics.89  

With regard to the alternative explanations, the results suggest that men know more than 

women, reflecting a usual finding in the political knowledge literature.90 However, the survey 

instrument to measure awareness of IOs may, as it is not based on gender-relevant items, 

gloss over important variation in awareness of the UN among men and women.91 Holding a 

degree from secondary or postsecondary education appears to improve knowledge levels, 

whereby the effect of postsecondary education is particularly large. A citizen having 

accomplished secondary education has a more than twice the odds of holding higher levels of 

awareness than a citizen without a degree from secondary education. Having a degree from 

postsecondary education has more than four times the odds of being more aware of the UN 

Security Council (e.g., model 4). The larger coefficient of postsecondary education suggests 

that people with postsecondary education may live in social and professional environments 

that facilitate learning about international politics. This finding ties in with previous accounts 

of knowledge about domestic politics.92 Finally, there is evidence that political institutions 

may affect people’s awareness of the Council. Previous literature has found people in systems 

with greater district magnitude93 and federal institutions94 to have a keener interest in politics. 

There is some evidence that people know more about the Council if they have experiences 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
89 Norris, ‘Global Governance and Cosmopolitan Citizens’; Norris, ‘Confidence in the United Nations’. 
90 Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters. 
91 Cf. Dolan, ‘Do Women and Men Know Different Things?’. 
92 Cf. Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters; Highton, ‘Revisiting 
the Relationship between Educational Attainment and Political Sophistication’. 
93 Johnson and Wallack, Electoral Systems and the Personal Vote. 
94 Solt, ‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’. 
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with relatively high district magnitude and federal institutions. Moreover, parliamentary 

institutions and awareness of the Council are positively associated. This contradicts previous 

evidence about a negative relation between parliamentary institutions and political interest 

and participation.95 That the estimate for parliamentarism presented here does not conform to 

expectation may be due to the fact that among the 17 countries in the sample, only one is 

presidential and six are semi-presidential. This measure may not capture important variation 

in awareness of the UN in other presidential systems owing to its skewed distribution. Hence, 

reestimations of the models on other data may yield more convincing conclusions with regard 

to an effect of parliamentarism on political knowledge about IOs. 

 

Robustness of the results 

The findings presented in Table 2 are robust across a range of model specifications. First, all 

models that include the interaction term were replicated by including income as a random 

coefficient to allow for the possibility that the effect of income on awareness is not the same 

in different countries. The results remain robust (see Table B3).  

 Second, all models were replicated by including a measure for media exposure. News 

media may be a source of information about the politics of the Council,96 but is positively 

correlated with and may hence be affected by income (r=0.177) and postsecondary education 

(r=0.215), respectively, and is therefore not included in the main regression table. The 

indicator measures the frequency of unintentional news media exposure and is based on two 

questions. The first question yields a dichotomous measure that equals 1 if respondents use 

the internet and 0 if otherwise, whereas the second question yields a dummy variable that is 

coded 1 if the respondent receives an international satellite or cable television. The resulting 

variable is an additive index of these two questions that ranges from 0 to 2, assuming that 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
95 Lijphart, Patterns of Democracy; Solt, ‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’. 
96 Cf. David Tweksbury, Andrew J. Weaver, Brett D. Maddex, ‘Accidentally Informed: Incidental News 
Exposure on the World Wide Web’, Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly, 78:3 (2001), pp. 533–54. 
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people who use the internet and receive international satellite or cable television are more 

likely to be incidentally exposed to international news. The results indicate that news media 

exposure increases awareness of the Council, while the remaining results remain robust to this 

change in model specification (see Appendix Table B4).  

 Third, the variable party pluralism may have biased the estimates presented in Table 2 

owing to its moderately high correlations with district magnitude (r=–0.302) and 

parliamentarism (r=0.185), respectively. However, replicating all models by excluding party 

pluralism does not change the interpretation of the main regression models (see Appendix 

Table B5). 

 Finally, two additional country-level measures are included to explore whether a 

country’s participation in or exposure to the policy-making of the Council shapes citizens’ 

knowledge about the Council. These measures are weakly or moderately correlated with 

nearly all country-level variables (see Appendix Table B2 and are therefore not included in 

Table 2. The first measure captures the degree of country participation in the Council. It is 

coded 2 if a country is a permanent member of the Security Council (France and the UK), 1 if 

it was a temporary member in the year in which the survey data was collected (Ireland and 

Singapore), and 0 otherwise.97 The coefficient of participation in the Council is significant in 

most models and in the concomitant model 10, and all other results remain robust (see 

Appendix Table B6). Substantively, these findings indicate that the more a country 

participates in the decision-making process of the Council, the more citizens of this country 

might know about the Council: citizens from countries that are relatively more involved in the 

Council have a 23% higher odds to know more about the Council (see model 10).  

The second country-level measure captures citizens’ exposure to the Council’s decision-

making. Residents of countries that have been the target of Council resolutions or have sent 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
97 See, for a similar coding, Dellmuth and Tallberg, ‘The Social Legitimacy of International Organisations’. 
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troops during a UN peace-keeping operation may know more about the Council. The UN 

Security Council resolutions decided upon during the ten years prior to the survey provided 

information about countries that were affected by military conflicts or that had borders with 

countries where military conflicts prevailed.98 As discussed above, Cyprus was the issue of 

several resolutions, which might have affected Greece. Furthermore, the engagement of the 

Council in East Timor might have affected Indonesia and Malaysia. Consequently, the 

measure exposure to the Council’s authority is coded 1 for Greece, Indonesia, and Malaysia, 

and 0 for the rest of the countries in the sample. The results corroborate the descriptive 

findings in Figure 1, suggesting that citizens in these three countries do not display a clear 

pattern where relatively many citizens have middle or high levels of awareness. However, the 

coefficient for exposure to the Council is statistically significant in some models, including 

the concomitant model 10, which might be diagnostic of an effect of exposure to the 

Council’s authority on knowledge levels among some citizens. 

 

Conclusion 

To sum up, this article examines the sources of citizen awareness of IOs on the basis of 

evidence from the UN Security Council. Using an original dataset on 17 Asian and European 

countries, the article demonstrates that wealthier citizens are more aware of Council politics, 

and that income inequality depresses awareness among poorer people in the greater part of the 

countries that are being studied. Moreover, there is evidence that identification with a global 

community provides an impetus for individuals to acquire knowledge about the Council. With 

respect to the alternative explanations, the results tie in with previous literature focusing on 

domestic politics, suggesting that males and the better educated,99 as well as people who live 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
98 United Nations Security Council, ‘Security Council Resolutions’. 
99 E.g., Delli Carpini and Keeter, What Americans Know about Politics and Why it Matters; Highton, ‘Revisiting 
the Relationship between Educational Attainment and Political Sophistication’; Luskin, ‘Explaining Political 
Sophistication’. 



! 30 

in systems with relatively large voting districts 100 and federal institutions, know more about 

the Council.101 Furthermore, the unequal distribution of political power among the Council’s 

member states and states’ exposure to the Council’s policy-making may shape citizen 

awareness of the Council. 

How do these results contribute to our understanding of citizen awareness of other IOs? 

The UN Security Council is a central body in global governance with a mandate in 

international peace and security, whose policy-making bears heavily on development and aid. 

The scope of Council politics and the robustness of the results presented in this article suggest 

that the findings should be taken seriously in debates on public awareness and the sources of 

politicisation in global governance. However, it would be premature to endorse conclusions 

about the sources of citizen awareness of IOs other than the Council based on the evidence at 

hand. Rather, this analysis is meant as one step forward toward a research agenda that 

examines citizen awareness of IOs comparatively or in the context of other IOs. Two main 

limitations to the generalizability of the findings to other IOs apply, each at the same time 

indicating fruitful avenues for future research. 

First, the degree to which citizens become knowledgeable and potentially involved in 

the public contestation of IOs may vary across issue areas and IOs. To begin with, people may 

identify with groups or individuals abroad that are affected by IOs in different ways. 

Consequently, they may attach more or less importance to their attitudes toward an IO. 

Furthermore, income may not raise citizen awareness of all IOs in the same way. For 

example, the privileges and wealth of richer people may depend more on the policy-making 

of IOs with authority in the area of trade than on IOs with authority in the area of security, 

with implications for richer people’s incentives to influence the public debate about IOs, and 

poorer people’s knowledge levels. 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
100 E.g., Johnson and Wallack, Electoral Systems and the Personal Vote. 
101 E.g., Solt, ‘Economic Inequality and Democratic Political Engagement’. 
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Second, countries’ representation in and exposure to specific IOs may matter for citizen 

awareness. The unequal allocation of power among the Council’s member states and the 

differences in these countries’ exposure to the Council’s authority are found to have 

implications for citizen knowledge about the Council. Likewise, we would expect that IO-

specific variables in the context of other IOs have explanatory power. A natural next step for 

future research would be to examine whether the theoretical argument put forward in this 

article holds in the contexts of other IOs and other issue areas as well, controlling for 

indicators of countries’ particular relationships with IOs. 

 Taken together, this article suggests two specific avenues for future research on the role 

of citizens and citizen awareness in the public contestation of IOs, which would shed light on 

who is knowledgeable, participates, and is represented in public debates on IOs. A first useful 

step would be to tie the study of cosmopolitanism more closely to the study of awareness and 

skills in the global citizenry. Cosmopolitanism is commonly referred to as a combination of 

cosmopolitan identity and values.102 Many people understand political issues in terms of 

values. When elaborating knowledge, forming attitudes, and making choices, they base their 

opinions on the connections that they draw between political issues and core beliefs.103 Future 

studies could explore how connections between values and international political issues affect 

citizen awareness of international politics.104 Second, the findings in this article underline the 

importance of studying when and why poverty and income inequality affect citizen 

representation or participation in debates about IOs. Poorer citizens are unlikely to be a part of 

the trend towards greater public awareness about and scrutiny of IOs, especially in countries 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
102 E.g., Mau, Mewes and Zimmermann, ‘Cosmopolitan Attitudes through Transnational Practices’; Norris and 
Inglehart, Cosmopolitan Communications, ch. 6. 
103 Stanley Feldman, ‘Structure and Consistency in Public Opinion: The Role of Core Beliefs and Values’, 
American Journal of Political Science, 32:2 (1987), pp. 416–40; Jon Hurwitz and Mark Peffley, ‘How Are 
Foreign Policy Attitudes Structured? A Hierarchical Model’, American Political Science Review, 81:4 (1987), 
pp. 1099–120; Paul R. Brewer and Kimberley Gross, ‘Values, Framing, and Citizens’ Thoughts about Policy 
Issues: Effects on Content and Quantity’, Political Psychology, 26:6, pp. 929–48. 
104 To this end, we need better survey data on citizen awareness of IOs, preferably in the form of multi-item 
knowledge measures that result in more valid representations of what people know about IOs. See Mondak, 
‘Reconsidering the Measurement of Political Knowledge’. 
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where wealth is relatively unequally distributed. This trend may be exacerbated if economic 

inequality was to rise among households in the future, as it has in both the developing world 

and in advanced industrialized countries over the past three decades.105 

  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
105 Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, ‘Divided we Stand. Why Income Inequality 
Keeps Rising’ (2011), available at: {http://www.oecd.org/social/soc/49499779.pdf}. 
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Appendix A: Survey questions 

 

Awareness: Five countries have permanent seats on the Security Council of the United 

Nations. Can you tell me the names of any of these five countries? 

 

Cosmopolitan identification: Some people also think of themselves as being part of a larger 

group that includes people from other countries, for example, as European, Asian, Chinese, 

Islamic etc. How about you, do you think of yourself in this way? (“European”, “Asian”, 

“Chinese”, “Islamic”, “Other – Specify”, “No, I do not think of myself in this way”). 

 

Secondary education and postsecondary education: What is the highest educational level you 

have attained? 

 

News media exposure: For each of the following, could you please tell me whether or not it 

applies to you. (“Applies”, “Does not apply”) – I use the Internet at home or school/work – I 

receive an international satellite or cable TV service. 
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Appendix B 

Variables Min. Mean Max. Std. Dev. N 

Awareness 0 0.840 2 0.840 17205 

Income 1 2.670 5 1.370 17205 

Income inequality 23.28 34.01 45.97 6.120 17205 

Cosmopolitan identification 0 0.640 1 0.480 17205 

Age 18 41.97 79 15.82 17205 

Gender 0 0.500 1 0.500 17205 

Secondary education 0 0.520 1 0.500 17205 

Postsecondary education 0 0.230 1 0.420 17205 

District magnitude 1 7.860 20.80 5.490 17205 

Party pluralism 0.310 0.510 0.910 0.150 17205 

Parliamentarism 0 1.590 2 0.600 17205 

Unitarism 0 1.470 2 0.630 17205 

News media exposure 0 0.640 2 0.740 17191 

Participation in the Council 0 0.352 2 0.680 17205 

Exposure to the Council 0 0.176 1 0.381 17205 

 
Table B1. Summary Statistics 
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 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 
1. Income 1.000       

2. Income inequality 0.017 1.000      

3. Cosmopolitan identification  0.036 0.103 1.000     

4. Age –0.059 –0.137 –0.059 1.000    

5. Gender –0.022 –0.012 –0.016 –0.039 1.000   

6. Secondary education –0.038 –0.162 –0.050 –0.131 0.021 1.000  

7. Postsecondary education 0.175 0.041 0.060 –0.162 –0.038 –0.546 1.000 

8. District magnitude –0.010 0.241 0.121 –0.085 0.001 –0.114 0.006 

9. Party pluralism 0.011 0.540 0.006 –0.046 –0.009 –0.017 –0.018 

10. Parliamentarism –0.027 –0.201 –0.152 0.113 –0.004 0.100 –0.091 

11. Unitarism 0.033 –0.231 –0.100 0.015 0.011 –0.078 0.035 

12. News media exposure 0.177 –0.337 0.026 –0.196 –0.044 0.050 0.215 

13. Participation in the Council 0.012 –0.167 –0.126 0.031 0.013 0.067 0.031 

14. Exposure to the Council –0.009 0.240 –0.068 –0.060 –0.021 –0.013 –0.074 

        
 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 
8. District magnitude 1.000       

9. Party pluralism –0.302 1.000      

10. Parliamentarism –0.138 0.185 1.000     

11. Unitarism 0.008 0.008 0.075 1.000    

12. News media exposure –0.081 –0.080 0.086 0.052 1.000   

13. Participation in the Council –0.526 0.224 –0.077 0.300 0.070 1.000  

14. Exposure to the Council 0.040 0.062 0.058 0.024 –0.249 –0.239 1.000 

Notes: N=15342. The number of observations is owing to the fact that fewer observations are available for the 
variables news media exposure included in the robustness checks. 
 
Table B2. Correlations between independent variables 
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
     
Income  0.87** 0.92* 0.79** 0.72** 
 (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.09) 
Income inequality 0.89** 0.90** 0.87** 0.85** 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 
Income × income inequality 1.01** 1.01** 1.01** 1.01** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Cosmopolitan identification    1.38** 
    (0.06) 
Age  0.99* 1.00 1.00 1.00 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender  0.39** 0.40** 0.39** 0.40** 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Secondary education  2.10** 2.06** 2.06** 
  (0.34) (0.35) (0.35) 
Postsecondary education  4.86** 4.86** 4.82** 
  (1.11) (1.15) (1.14) 
District magnitude   1.04** 1.05** 
   (0.00) (0.00) 
Party pluralism   1.95* 2.74** 
   (0.52) (0.19) 
Parliamentarism   1.61** 1.61** 
   (0.06) (0.02) 
Unitarism   0.76** 0.70** 
   (0.02) (0.01) 
First threshold 1.36** 1.51** 1.42** 1.35** 
 (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.09) 
Second threshold 1.17** 1.16** 1.14** 1.08** 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 
BIC 33528.77 32424.88 32436.66 32345.23 
Log likelihood –16715.62 –16153.92 –16140.31 –16094.59 
Note: Estimated odds ratios from random-intercept multilevel ordered logit regression models,  
with states as second-level unit. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels:  
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Number of individuals: 17205. Number of countries: 17. 
 
Table B3. Robustness checks including income as a random coefficient 
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 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
Income  1.13** 0.83  1.08** 0.81  1.07* 0.81  0.81 
 (0.03) (0.10)  (0.03) (0.11)  (0.03) (0.11)  (0.11) 
Income inequality  0.92**   0.89**   0.94**  0.90** 
  (0.01)   (0.01)   (0.01)  (0.01) 
Income × income inequality  1.01**   1.01*   1.01  1.01* 
  (0.00)   (0.00)   (0.00)  (0.00) 
Cosmopolitan identification   1.42**   1.38**   1.36** 1.32** 
   (0.06)   (0.06)   (0.07) (0.07) 
Age  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01 1.01* 1.01* 1.01* 1.01* 1.01* 1.01* 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender  0.41** 0.40** 0.41** 0.40** 0.40** 0.40** 0.41** 0.40** 0.41** 0.41** 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Secondary education    1.97** 1.96** 1.95** 2.02** 2.03** 2.06** 1.98** 
    (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.36) (0.35) (0.37) (0.34) 
Postsecondary education    3.89** 4.12** 4.02** 4.18** 4.23** 4.18** 4.09** 
    (0.93) (0.96) (0.93) (1.03) (1.02) (1.01) (0.99) 
District magnitude       1.00 1.01* 0.97** 1.02** 
       (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Party pluralism       0.04** 0.31** 0.05** 0.38** 
       (0.00) (0.07) (0.01) (0.07) 
Parliamentarism       1.50** 2.03** 2.08** 1.57** 
       (0.03) (0.06) (0.13) (0.06) 
Unitarism       0.73** 0.57** 0.86** 0.85** 
       (0.01) (0.01) (0.05) (0.03) 
Robustness check           
News media exposure 1.91** 1.81** 1.92** 1.63** 1.58** 1.60** 1.59** 1.59** 1.68** 1.58** 
 (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.10) (0.07) 
First threshold 0.01 –3.07** 0.30* 0.88** –3.23** 0.91** –0.61* –1.63** 0.38 –2.49** 
 (0.14) (0.36) (0.13) (0.18) (0.57) (0.23) (0.25) (0.60) (0.21) (0.62) 
Second threshold 1.37** –1.71** 1.66** 2.30** –1.82** 2.33** 0.81** –0.20 1.80** –1.06 
 (0.16) (0.33) (0.14) (0.17) (0.53) (0.21) (0.22) (0.57) (0.20) (0.58) 
BIC 32962.16 32910.57 32959.28 32142.66 32085.34 32088.09 32117.72 32100.73 32099.87 32033.92 
Log likelihood –16446.95 –16411.40 –16445.51 –16027.45 –15989.03 –16000.16 –15995.47 –15977.22 –15986.55 –15938.94 
Note: Estimated odds ratios from random-intercept multilevel ordered logit regression models, with states as second-level unit. Robust standard errors in parentheses. 
Significance levels: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Number of individuals: 17191. Number of countries: 17. 
 
Table B4. Robustness checks including news media exposure 



 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
     
Income  1.10** 0.82  0.82 
 (0.03) (0.11)  (0.11) 
Income inequality  0.89**  0.87** 
  (0.01)  (0.01) 
Income × income inequality  1.01*  1.01* 
  (0.00)  (0.00) 
Cosmopolitan identification   1.31** 1.38** 
   (0.07) (0.07) 
Age  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender  0.40** 0.39** 0.40** 0.40** 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Secondary education 2.05** 2.08** 2.24** 2.02** 
 (0.38) (0.37) (0.41) (0.35) 
Postsecondary education 5.00** 4.89** 5.36** 4.72** 
 (1.27) (1.22) (1.39) (1.16) 
District magnitude 1.02** 1.04** 1.02** 1.07** 
 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) 
Parliamentarism 1.63** 1.55** 1.75** 1.45** 
 (0.08) (0.06) (0.10) (0.05) 
Unitarism 0.93 0.76** 0.91** 0.78** 
 (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) 
First threshold 1.51** –3.18** 1.62** –3.34** 
 (0.29) (0.70) (0.33) (0.64) 
Second threshold 2.90** –1.78** 3.02** –1.93** 
 (0.29) (0.67) (0.32) (0.61) 
BIC 32493.81 32450.08 32519.02 32361.46 
Log likelihood –16193.26 –16161.65 –16205.87 –16112.46 
Note: Estimated odds ratios from random-intercept multilevel ordered logit regression models, with states as 
second-level unit. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Significance levels: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Number of 
individuals: 17205. Number of countries: 17. 
 
Table B5. Robustness checks excluding party pluralism!



 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
           
Income  1.19** 0.83  1.11** 0.82  1.11** 0.82  0.82 
 (0.03) (0.10)  (0.03) (0.10)  (0.03) (0.11)  (0.10) 
Income inequality  0.88**   0.88**   0.88**  0.87** 
  (0.01)   (0.02)   (0.01)  (0.01) 
Income × income inequality  1.01**   1.01*   1.01*  1.01* 
  (0.00)   (0.00)   (0.00)  (0.00) 
Cosmopolitan identification   1.43**   1.46**   1.44** 1.38** 
   (0.08)   (0.08)   (0.07) (0.07) 
Age  0.99* 0.99* 0.99** 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender  0.39** 0.39** 0.39** 0.40** 0.39** 0.40** 0.40** 0.40** 0.40** 0.39** 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Secondary education    2.03** 2.12** 2.08** 2.07** 2.07** 2.07** 2.05** 
    (0.36) (0.37) (0.39) (0.38) (0.36) (0.40) (0.36) 
Postsecondary education    4.61** 4.92** 5.14** 4.87** 4.93** 5.18** 4.67** 
    (1.15) (1.25) (1.31) (1.24) (1.24) (1.33) (1.16) 
District magnitude       1.02** 1.03** 1.03** 1.06** 
       (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) 
Party pluralism       0.03** 0.84 0.03** 1.14 
       (0.01) (0.10) (0.01) (0.15) 
Parliamentarism       2.07** 1.42** 2.27** 1.54** 
       (0.10) (0.04) (0.10) (0.05) 
Unitarism       0.90 0.63** 0.84** 0.68** 
       (0.05) (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) 
Participation in the Council  1.04 0.93* 1.19** 1.05 0.86** 0.69** 1.04 1.07** 1.25** 1.23** 
 (0.03) (0.03) (0.07) (0.05) (0.02) (0.02) (0.05) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04) 
First threshold –0.48** –5.18** –4.46** 0.72 –3.79** 0.52* –0.14 –3.96** –0.05 –3.46** 
 (0.14) (0.39) (0.13) (0.19) (0.73) (0.26) (0.33) (0.65) (0.29) (0.58) 
Second threshold 0.84** –3.86** 0.86** 2.11** –2.57** 1.92** 1.26** –2.57** 1.35** –2.05* 
 (0.16) (0.37) (0.16) (0.19) (0.70) (0.25) (0.33) (0.62) (0.29) (0.56) 
BIC 33610.13 33536.70 33711.61 32495.68 32448.33 32475.09 32499.25 32455.48 32485.15 32376.74 
Log likelihood –16770.93 –16724.46 –16821.67 –16203.95 –16170.53 –16193.65 –16186.23 –16154.59 –16179.18 –16110.35 
Note: Estimated odds ratios from random-intercept multilevel ordered logit regression models, with states as second-level unit. Robust standard errors in parentheses. 
Significance levels: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Number of individuals: 17205. Number of countries: 17. 
 
Table B6. Robustness checks including participation in the Council



 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 
           
Income  1.19** 0.83  1.11** 0.82  1.11** 0.82  0.81 
 (0.03) (0.10)  (0.04) (0.11)  (0.03) (0.11)  (0.11) 
Income inequality  0.90**   0.90**   0.88**  0.87** 
  (0.01)   (0.01)   (0.01)  (0.01) 
Income × income inequality  1.01**   1.01*   1.01*  1.01* 
  (0.00)   (0.00)   (0.00)  (0.00) 
Cosmopolitan identification   1.45**   1.42**   1.47** 1.36** 
   (0.08)   (0.08)   (0.08) (0.07) 
Age  0.99* 0.99* 0.99** 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender  0.39** 0.39** 0.39** 0.40** 0.39** 0.40** 0.40** 0.40** 0.40** 0.40** 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Secondary education    2.07** 2.04** 2.10** 2.08** 2.10** 2.07** 2.06** 
    (0.35) (0.36) (0.39) (0.37) (0.38) (0.39) (0.37) 
Postsecondary education    4.71** 4.74** 5.12** 4.69** 4.99** 5.11** 4.80** 
    (1.17) (1.16) (1.41) (1.18) (1.28) (1.32) (1.22) 
District magnitude       0.99 1.04** 1.00 1.04** 
       (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Party pluralism       0.04** 1.22 0.07** 1.71** 
       (0.01) (0.25) (0.01) (0.19) 
Parliamentarism       1.73** 1.67** 2.14** 1.65** 
       (0.10) (0.05) (0.12) (0.04) 
Unitarism       1.02 0.80** 0.95 0.80** 
       (0.06) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02) 
Exposure to the Council  0.66** 1.05 0.71** 3.09** 1.14 0.87 0.75** 1.35** 1.06 1.46** 
 (0.05) (0.06) (0.03) (0.22) (0.08) (0.07) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.08) 
First threshold –0.84** –4.50** –0.86** –3.27 0.75** 0.44* –0.50 –3.22** –0.01 –3.13** 
 (0.12) (0.45) (0.15) (0.60) (0.20) (0.26) (0.23) (0.63) (0.23) (0.62) 
Second threshold 0.48** –3.18** 0.45** 1.88** 2.14** 1.84** 0.90** –1.83** 1.38** –1.73* 
 (0.14) (0.43) (0.17) (0.58) (0.20) (0.26) (0.21) (0.61) (0.22) (0.59) 
BIC 33602.48 33559.83 33699.88 32510.45 32445.41 32471.43 32526.65 32454.93 32474.21 32374.17 
Log likelihood –16767.10 –16736.03 –16815.81 –16211.34 –16169.07 –16191.83 –16199.93 –16154.32 –16173.71 –16109.06 
Note: Estimated odds ratios from random-intercept multilevel ordered logit regression models, with states as second-level unit. Robust standard errors in parentheses. 
Significance levels: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01. Number of individuals: 17205. Number of countries: 17. 
 
Table B7. Robustness checks including exposure to the Council!


