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A. Survey Data and Descriptives

a) General Social Survey (GSS), is a nationally representative survey in the United States
conducted by NORC (Davern et al. 2024). We use the cumulative file from 2012, when GSS began
collecting information on educational specialization (N=17,155). Source: https://gss.norc.org/.

b) Author-conducted survey in the United States (US field survey), administered by TGM in
Spring 2024, with population-based quotas for gender, age, education, rural/urban, and region.’
c) Quota-based YouGov survey, conducted in Spring 2023 in ten West European countries

(Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, ltaly, Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, UK) by the
European University Institute (Hemerijck et al. 2023) (N=16,798). Source: GESIS.

d) Author-conducted survey in the Netherlands (Dutch field survey), administered by
Cloudresearch in Fall 2024, of Dutch college-educated citizens aged 30-60 and employed, with
quotas for gender and age (N=1,000).2

Table A.1. Operationalization of independent variable: field of education

General Social | [major1]: ‘What was your major or field of study when you received your

Survey highest degree?’ [80 categories]

US field survey | ‘Now | would like to know more about what field of education or
specialization you pursued for your highest completed degree or diploma. |
will ask you a few questions that help you describe what you have studied.’[80
categories; hierarchical question from general to specific in three steps].
YouGov survey | ‘What is the field or subject of your highest qualification? (Please select the
option that best describes your main subject. If you are still studying, describe
your current main subject. This list is alphabetical).’ [21 categories]

Dutch field ‘What is the field of study, area of expertise or specialization of your highest
survey degree? Please enter the name of your field of study in the search box, for
example dentistry, mechanic, social work, law, business administration.
[typing generates options from a list of 88 ISCED categories]

Table A.2. Estimating the skill content of field of education

US field ‘l am interested in the sort of skills that you learned with your highest degree.
survey Canyou tell me to what extent your education paid attention to these? [Very
limited extent --- Very large extent, 1-5 (randomize order)]

Dutch field Now think back to your time at college. What skills did you learn with this
survey degree? Give your best estimate of the extent to which your education focused
on...[To averylimited extent --- To a very large extent, 1-5 (randomize order)]

Cultural 1 Arts and literature

Cultural 2 General knowledge or history
Cultural 3 Creativity, artistic expression
Cultural 4 Writing and reading

Economic 1 Business, bookkeeping

Economic 2 Law and regulations

Economic 3 Business and commercial thinking
Economic 4 Management skills

! This study was approved by the IRB of the University of North Carolina -Chapel Hill.
2 This study was approved by the ethical review Board of the European University Institute-Florence.
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Communicative 1 | Instruction, teaching methods
Social psychology
Group conversation, discussion techniques

Presentation skills, public speaking

Communicative 2

Communicative 3

Communicative 4

Technical 1 Automation, computing

Technical 2 Learning to use tools, technical instruments, production processes
Technical 3 Calculus (technical or mathematical)

Technical 4 How to conduct experiments, testing

Estimates are averaged by field of study. Human-centeredness is the ratio of cultural and
communicative skills to the sum of all sixteen skills, rescaled to 0-1. Analyses that include non-
higher educated use a trichotomous variable with 1= high school, 2= low human-centered college

(<.50n 0-1 scale), and 3 =high human-centered college (>.5 on 0-1 scale).

Table A.3. Operationalization of dependent variables

General Social Survey (2012-2022)

Liberal-
conservative self-
placement

Party identification

Pro redistribution

Pro gay marriage

Race
discrimination a
problem

Pro immigration

Pro environment

Pro foreign aid

Political

participation
Political efficacy

“We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. Here is a seven-point scale
on which the political views that people might hold are arranged from extremely liberal—point
1—to extremely conservative—point 7. Where would you place yourself on this scale?"
Standard two-stage question combined in 7-point scale from strong Democrat to strong
Republican

‘Some people think that the government in Washington ought to reduce the income
differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of wealthy families or
by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern
itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. Here is a card with
a scale from 1 to 7” [reversed)]

‘Do you agree or disagree with the following statement: ‘Homosexuals should have the right
to marry one another.” [1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree]

“Some people think that Blacks have been discriminated against for so long that the
government has a special obligation to help improve their living standards. Others believe
that the government should not be giving special treatment to Blacks. Where would you
place yourself on this scale, or haven't you made up your mind on this?" [5-point scale, from
1=no special treatment; 3=agree with both; 5=government should help].

“Do you think the number of immigrants nowadays should be. . ." [5-point scale, from 1:
increased a lot to 5: reduced a lot, reversed]

“In general, do you think that a rise in the world's temperature caused by the “greenhouse
effectis . . . .[5-point scale, from 1: extremely dangerous to 5: not dangerous at all, reversed]
“Foreign aid — are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount?” [3-point scale
from 1: too much to 3: too little]

‘Do you remember for sure whether or not you voted in the previous presidential election?”
[dichotomized so 1=voted, 0 otherwise].

“| feel that | have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues facing our
country.” [5-point scale from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly disagree, reversed]

US field survey in the United States (2024)

Pro Christian “The federal government should advocate Christian values.” [10-point scale, from 1=disagree
nationalism to 10=agree]. Source: Whitehead and Perry (2020).

Pro extralegal “A time will come when patriotic Americans have to take the law into their own hands.”
norms “The traditional American way of life is disappearing so fast that we may have to use force to
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Political interest
Party affect

Expressive
partisanship

Affective
polarization

Moral
disengagement

save it.” [from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree, averaged]. Source: Bartels (2020).
“How interested are you in politics and national affairs?” [4-point scale, from 1=very interested
to 4=not at all interested, reversed)]

“I'd like you to rate how you feel towards Republican, Democrat, Independent, Trump
supporters on a scale of 0 to 100.” Affect = highest value of the three.

“When people criticize INPARTY, it feels like a personal insult.”

“When | meet someone who supports INPARTY, | feel connected with this person.”

“When | speak about INPARTY, | refer to them as ‘my party.”

“When people praise INPARTY, it makes me feel good.”

[from 1=always to 4=never, reversed and averaged] Source: Huddy et al. (2015)

Absolute difference between Democrat and Republican party affect rating (pure
Independents excluded). Source: lyengar et al. (2019)

“[Democrats/Republicans] are not just worse for politics, they are downright evil.” [5-point
scale, from 1=strongly agree to 5=strongly disagree, reversed]. Source: Kalmoe & Mason
(2022).

YouGov survey

in Europe (2023)

Left-right self-
identification

Party identification
GALTAN

Party identification
Left/right
Pro redistribution

Pro immigration

Pro environment
Political

“Some people talk about 'left', 'right' and 'centre' to describe parties and politicians. Where
would you place yourself on this scale?” From very left-wing (1) to very right-wing (7)
“Which ONE of the following political parties do you feel CLOSEST to?” Respondent receives
GALTAN score of party they feel closest to, as estimated by the 2023 CHES wave (Hooghe
et al. 2024)

“Which ONE of the following political parties do you feel CLOSEST to?” Respondent receives
economic left/right score the party they feel closest to, estimated by 2023 CHES.

‘Do you think the government should not or should redistribute income from those who are
better off to those who are worse off?” [11-point scale from 0 (not ) to 10 (redistribute).
“What are the three most important issues facing you and your family at the moment?” [16
options or none of above/DK] Respondent receives 1 if ‘immigration’ is top-three.
Respondent receives 1 if ‘the environment and climate’ is top-three.

“Which party did you vote for in the last national election?” Vote =1 if voted.

participation
Party affect “To what extent do you like or dislike supporters of the party you feel closest to, , where 0
means you ‘Dislike very much’ and 10 ‘Like very much’?
Affective “To what extent do you like or dislike supporters of the party you feel closest to/feel least
polarization close to, on a scale of 0 to 10?” Absolute difference between like inparty and like outparty.
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B. Cross-sectional analysis for Figure 1

Table B.1a: Political attitudes and political engagement in the US (GSS)

Liberal- Party Pro Race Pro gay
conservative identification redistribution  discrimination  marriage
self-placement a problem
Human-centered -0.617 *** -0.492 *** 0.403 *** 0.515 *** 0.309 **
field (0.053) (0.052) (0.068) (0.069) (0.055)
Level of education (ref=2-year college)
4-year college -0.225 *** -0.137 ** 0.015 0.291 *** 0.170 ***
(0.033) (0.032) (0.041) (0.042) (0.033)
MA/PhD -0.468 *** -0.373 *** 0.202 ** 0.534 *** 0.305 ***
(0.036) (0.036) (0.046) (0.046) (0.037)
Ethnicity (ref=White)
Black -0.296 *** -0.780 *** 0.461 ** 0.813 *** -0.198 ***
(0.039) (0.038) (0.050) (0.050) (0.039)
Hispanic -0.031 -0.169 0172 0.094 -0.013
(0.092) (0.089) (0.111) (0.111) (0.097)
Asian -0.100 -0.170 * 0.216 * 0.137 -0.199 *
(0.052) (0.051) (0.065) (0.066) (0.053)
Other -0.092 -0.185 0.204 0.309 -0.125
(0.096) (0.094) (0.123) (0.123) (0.092)
Female -0.107 ** -0.151 *** 0.102 * 0.051 0.171 **
(0.024) (0.024) (0.031) (0.031) (0.025)
Income 0.169 *** 0.161 *** -0.355 *** -0.098 0.118
(0.035) (0.035) (0.045) (0.045) (0.036)
Rural 0.317 ** 0.285 *** -0.227 * -0.312 *** -0.250 ***
(0.048) (0.047) (0.062) (0.063) (0.049)
Age 0.284 *** -0.008 -0.307 *** -0.226 * -0.614 ***
(0.053) (0.052) (0.068) (0.068) (0.054)
Religiosity 1.076 *** 0.776 *** -0.663 *** —0.549 *** -1.073 ***
(0.035) (0.034) (0.044) (0.045) (0.036)
2014 0.051 0.083 -0.037 0.013 0174 *
(0.049) (0.048) (0.062) (0.062) (0.051)
2016 0.018 0.079 0.141 0.317 ** 0.240 **
(0.048) (0.047) (0.060) (0.060) (0.049)
2018 0.017 0.102 0.042 0.327 *** 0.305 ***
(0.050) (0.049) (0.062) (0.062) (0.051)
2021 -0.020 0.017 0.246 *** 0.541 ** 0.337 ***
(0.044) (0.043) (0.055) (0.055) (0.045)
2022 -0.009 0.064 0.141 0.498 *** 0.279 **
(0.046) (0.045) (0.057) (0.058) (0.047)
Constant 1.743 *** 1.270 *** 1.914 *** 0.961 *** 2.052 ***
(0.059) (0.058) (0.074) (0.075) (0.061)
Adj R-squared 0.195 0.169 0.122 0.176 0.269
Observations 6378 6218 4257 4196 4324

Note: Entries are OLS coefficients with cluster-robust standard errors in parentheses. Dependent variables are z-standardized (mean 0,
SD 1), and all independent variables are rescaled to range from 0 to 1. Coefficients therefore indicate how many standard deviations the
outcome changes when an independent variable moves from its minimum to its maximum value in the sample.
***<,00001; **<.0001: *<.001. General Social Survey, 2012-2022 (Davern et al. 2024).
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Table B.1b: Political attitudes and political engagement in the US (GSS) - c’ted

Pro Pro environment Pro foreign aid Political Political efficacy
immigration participation
Human-centered 0.351 *** 0.488 ** 0.441 ** 0.166 0.157
field (0.062) (0.111) (0.085) (0.055) (0.137)
Level of education (ref=2-year college)
4-year college 0.286 *** 0.125 0.185* 0.230 *** 0.116
(0.038) (0.069) (0.051) (0.034) (0.084)
MA/PhD 0.543 *** 0.410 ** 0.342 *** 0.238 *** 0.268
(0.042) (0.074) (0.057) (0.038) (0.095)
Ethnicity (ref=White)
Black 0.121 0.140 0.198 0.057 0.114
(0.044) (0.078) (0.061) (0.040) (0.095)
Hispanic 0.022 0.439 -0.020 -0.323* 0.006
(0.106) (0.207) (0.152) (0.096) (0.280)
Asian 0.272 *** 0.144 0.162 -0.626 *** -0.438*
(0.061) (0.104) (0.086) (0.059) (0.129)
Other -0.036 0.110 0.120 -0.146 0.097
(0.112) (0.196) (0.160) (0.102) (0.291)
Female -0.072 0.087 -0.021 0.063 -0.437 ***
(0.028) (0.050) (0.039) (0.025) (0.063)
Income -0.053 -0.183 -0.082 0.352 *** 0.073
(0.041) (0.072) (0.056) (0.037) (0.091)
Rural -0.349 *** -0.315 -0.235 -0.057 -0.156
(0.056) (0.098) (0.076) (0.049) (0.119)
Age -0.490 *** -0.330 -0.249 0.893 *** 0.769 ***
(0.062) (0.107) (0.083) (0.055) (0.140)
Religiosity -0.237 *** -0.579 *** -0.269 *** 0.120* -0.041
(0.041) (0.073) (0.056) (0.036) (0.091)
2014 -0.031 -0.109 -0.078 -0.031
(0.061) (0.077) (0.051) (0.087)
2016 0.101 0.083 -0.121 -0.183
(0.060) (0.076) (0.049) (0.085)
2018 0.284 *** 0.148 0.344 ** -0.084
(0.062) (0.076) (0.079) (0.051)
2021 0.327 *** 0.012 0.100 0.030
(0.054) (0.060) (0.069) (0.045)
2022 0.274 ** 0.045 0.113
(0.054) (0.072) (0.047)
Constant 1.503 *** 2.623 *** 0.766 *** 1.631 *** 3.046 ***
(0.070) (0.102) (0.092) (0.061) (0.134)
Adj R-squared 0.101 0.103 0.049 0.105 0.088
Observations 4630 1451 3112 6120 1084

Note: ***<.00001; **<.0001: *<.001. General Social Survey, 2012-2022 (Davern et al. 2024).
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Table B.2: Political attitudes and political engagement in the US (US field survey)

Pro Pro Extralegal Political Party Expressive Affective Moral dis-
Christian norms interest affect  partisanship polarization engagement
nationalism
Human-centered -0.521 = -0.379 *** 0.120 0.024 -0.117 0.150 0.012
field (0.059) (0.071) (0.066) (0.067) (0.064) (0.065) (0.073)
Level of education (ref=2-year college)
4-year college -0.105 -0.194 **= 0.078 -0.062 -0.033 -0.016 -0.100
(0.035) (0.042) (0.040) (0.040) (0.038) (0.039) (0.044)
MA/PhD. -0.128 -0.240 *** 0.165 * -0.011 0.038 -0.033 -0.094
(0.044) (0.053) (0.050) (0.050) (0.048) (0.048) (0.055)
Ethnicity (ref=White)
Black 0.124 -0.075 0.159 0.050 -0.037 -0.054 0.074
(0.046) (0.055) (0.051) (0.051) (0.049) (0.050) (0.057)
Hispanic -0.047 -0.085 0.115 0.050 -0.063 0.048 0.165
(0.062) (0.075) (0.069) (0.069) (0.067) (0.067) (0.078)
Asian -0.155 -0.050 -0.192 -0.272 -0.304 * -0.174 0.045
(0.075) (0.090) (0.084) (0.084) (0.081) (0.082) (0.094)
Other -0.290 -0.025 -0.755***  -0.408* -0.581 *** -0.352 -0.116
(0.103) (0.124) (0.115) (0.116) (0.112) (0.112) (0.129)
Female -0.060 -0.087 0.048 -0.024 -0.074 0.041 -0.003
(0.031) (0.037) (0.035) (0.035) (0.034) (0.034) (0.038)
Income -0.015 -0.076 0.202 0.190 0.219* -0.010 -0.191
(0.057) (0.069) (0.064) (0.064) (0.062) (0.062) (0.071)
Rural 0.095 0.119 -0.375*  -0.027 -0.242 ** 0.040 0.015
(0.056) (0.067) (0.063) (0.063) (0.061) (0.061) (0.069)
Age -0.106 -0.595 *** -0.080 0.527 ***  -0.280 * 1.183 *** 0.233
(0.070) (0.082) (0.077) (0.078) (0.075) (0.076) (0.085)
Religiosity -1.059 *** -0.428 *** -0.086 -0.225** 0597 *** 0.061 -0.041
(0.036) (0.044) (0.041) (0.041) (0.039) (0.040) (0.045)
Constant 2.320 *** 2.239 *** 2.274 *** 4556 *** 2170 *** 0.827 *** 1.641 ***
(0.063) (0.076) (0.070) (0.070) (0.068) (0.068) (0.078)
Adj R-squared 0.240 0.075 0.042 0.031 0.105 0.089 0.007
Observations 3463 2962 3493 3493 3490 3493 2962

Note: p***<.00001; **<.0001: *<.001.
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Table B.3: Political attitudes and political engagement in Europe

Left-right GALTAN LEFTRIGHT Pro redistri- Pro immi- Pro environ- Political Party affect Affective
self-placement identification identification bution gration ment  participation polarization
Field -0.449** -0.304** -0.355"** 0.303** 0.183* 0.079* -0.014 0.088 0.126
(0.043) (0.044) (0.046) (0.041) (0.044) (0.020) (0.035) (0.040) (0.044)
Level of education (ref=short-term postsecondary cycle)
BA or equiv -0.087 -0.120 -0.037 0.025 0.104 0.035 0.054 0.004 0.010
(0.031) (0.031) (0.033) (0.029) (0.031) (0.014) (0.025) (0.028) (0.031)
MA or PhD -0.159*** -0.240** -0.063 0.023 0.147* 0.113*** 0.062 -0.045 -0.035
(0.033) (0.034) (0.036) (0.031) (0.034) (0.015) (0.027) (0.031) (0.033)
Female -0.078 -0.056 -0.079 -0.108*** 0.126*** 0.040* -0.030 -0.077* 0.012
(0.025) (0.026) (0.027) (0.024) (0.025) (0.012) (0.020) (0.023) (0.025)
Rural 0.074 0.119 0.060 -0.118 0.004 -0.041 -0.032 -0.173* -0.074
(0.044) (0.045) (0.047) (0.041) (0.044) (0.020) (0.036) (0.040) (0.044)
Age 0.167* 0.224*** 0.071 0.103  -0.213*** 0.080* 0.066 0.467** 0.589**
(0.038) (0.038) (0.041) (0.036) (0.039) (0.018) (0.031) (0.035) (0.038)
Income 0.384** 0.141 0.407** -0.614** -0.005 0.100* 0.250*** 0.120 0.214*
(0.049) (0.050) (0.053) (0.046) (0.050) (0.023) (0.040) (0.045) (0.050)
Secular -0.334** -0.353** -0.364** 0.146™** 0.121** 0.081*** -0.032 -0.042 0.221%**
(0.025) (0.025) (0.027) (0.024) (0.025) (0.011) (0.020) (0.023) (0.025)
Country (ref=Britain)
Denmark 0.129 -0.076 -0.118 -0.300*** 0.091 0.080***  -0.313*** 0.193*** 0.194*
(0.045) (0.045) (0.048) (0.042) (0.045) (0.021) (0.037) (0.041) (0.046)
Finland 0.339*** -0.218 0.179 -0.003 0208  -0.145"*  -0.374™* 0.379** 0.329**
(0.065) (0.062) (0.065) (0.060) (0.064) (0.029) (0.051) (0.058) (0.063)
France 0.481** 0.117 -0.014 0.174* 0.063 0.051*  -0.315™* -0.084* 0.301™*
(0.055) (0.057) (0.061) (0.049) (0.053) (0.024) (0.043) (0.049) (0.056)
Germany 0.143 -0.303** 0.040 -0.268™** -0.213* -0.022 0.008 0.037 0.383***
(0.049) (0.050) (0.053) (0.046) (0.049) (0.022) (0.041) (0.045) (0.049)
Greece 0.214* 0.019 -0.118* 0.061 0195  -0.228"** 0.052 0.218* 0.174
(0.065) (0.065) (0.069) (0.060) (0.064) (0.029) (0.054) (0.060) (0.065)
ltaly 0.214 -0.081 -0.430** 0.139 0113 -0.115"*  -1.183** -0.073 0.266*
(0.069) (0.072) (0.076) (0.063) (0.067) (0.030) (0.052) (0.064) (0.070)
Netherlands 0.259* -0.286™** -0.046 -0.263*** -0.231* 0.029 -0.207* -0.029 0.248*
(0.059) (0.061) (0.065) (0.056) (0.060) (0.027) (0.048) (0.055) (0.059)
Spain 0.083 0.036 0.311* -0.113 0.148  -0.165"* 0.042 0.103 0.439"*
(0.045) (0.046) (0.048) (0.042) (0.045) (0.021) (0.038) (0.041) (0.045)
Sweden 0.281** -0.144** 0.202* -0.113 -0.106 -0.015  -0.263*** 0.215*** 0.271**
(0.049) (0.049) (0.051) (0.047) (0.050) (0.023) (0.040) (0.045) (0.049)
Constant -0.137 0.136 0.077 0.195 -0.174 0.181** 0.160  -0.346**  -0.885™*
(0.060) (0.059) (0.063) (0.055) (0.059) (0.027) (0.049) (0.054) (0.060)
Observations 5949 5366 5366 6599 6816 6816 6272 6212 5473
Adj R-squared 0.093 0.091 0.091 0.077 0.040 0.077 0.122 0.062 0.072

Note: p***<.00001; **<.0001: *<.001.
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Figures B.1 and B.2 report robustness analyses. Figure B.1 shows that the estimates are
substantively similar in a specification with minimal controls (gender, ethnicity, religiosity, survey
year), which reduces reliance on covariates that could plausibly be downstream of field choice.
Figure B.2 shows that the main patterns are similar when using the most fine-grained measure of
level of education available in each dataset: years of education (GSS) and a five-step education scale
(US field survey and YouGov survey).

Figure B.1: Figure 1 excluding covariates that could be endogenous to field choice
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Figure B.2: Results for Figure 1 with a more fine-grained measure of level of education

level (here called: college).
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Figure B.3: Changes in adjusted R-squared when adding a focal variable to a model
with controls.

Figure B.3. shows results for the four focal variables. Each cell reports the change in adjusted
R%when adding the focal variable to a model that includes a common set of controls. In the GSS and
US Survey, the controls are ethnicity, rural residence, age, and religiosity (and survey year in the
GSS). For the YouGov survey, the controls are rural residence, age, secularism, and country fixed
effects. Positive values indicate an increase in the adjusted R?; negative values a decrease.

Political Attitudes and Identity

Field College Female Income
Ideological self-placement 1.88 - 0.25 1.94 0.58 0.88 0.44 1.02
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Results are reported in percentage points. Consistent with the coefficient heatmaps, field of
education is a particularly strong predictor of ideological self-placement: adding it to the controls-
only model increases adjusted R%by 3.8 percentage points in the US and 1.9 percentage points in
Europe. Field is also a strong predictor of party identification in both Europe and the United States,
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redistributive attitudes, Christian nationalism, and support for extralegal democratic norms in the
United States. Overall, the R?-based results mirror the patterns from the regression coefficients.

Table B.4: Relative coefficient magnitude of field and college for political identity and
attitudes (college graduates)

Field coefficient College coefficient Difference p-value
(0—1 on human- (2-year college— (Field minus College) (Wald equality
centered field) MA/PhD) test)
UNITED STATES
Ideological self-placement -.654 (.057) -.502 (.039) -.152(.073) 0.037
Dem/Rep party identification -.511(.054) -.383 (.037) -.128 (.070) 0.067
Pro redistribution 403 (.068) 202 (.046) 201 (.087) 0.021
Racial discrimination is problem 497 (.067) .533(.045) -.036 (.086) 0.673
Pro gay marriage 298 (.053) .300 (.036) -.002 (.069) 0.972
Pro immigration .349 (.062) 547 (.042) -.197 (.080) 0.014
Pro environmental protection 490 (111) 410 (.075) .081 (.143) 0.573
Pro foreign aid 452 (.088) .358 (.059) 0% (1112) 0.403
Pro extralegal norms -.384 (.072) -.243 (.054) -.141(.095) 0.138
Pro Christian nationalism -.533 (.061) -.131(.045) -.402 (.081) 0.000
EUROPE
Ideological self-placement -.449 (.043) -.159(.033) -.289 (.058) 0.000
GALTAN party identification -.304 (.044) -.240 (.034) -.064 (.059) 0.279
LEFTRIGHT party identification -.355 (.047) -.063 (.036) -.292 (.063) 0.000
Pro redistribution .303 (.041) .024 (.031) 279 (.055) 0.000
Pro immigration 183 (.044) 147 (.034) .036 (.059) 0.545
Pro environmental protection .180 (.046) .258 (.035) -.078 (.061) 0.206

Note: Entries are OLS-adjusted differences in predicted marginal means with standard errors in parentheses. Models include full controls. The
field contrast reports the difference in the predicted outcome between the maximum and minimum on human-centeredness; the college contrast
reports the difference between college educated with an advanced degree and those with a 2-year college degree. Dependent variables are
z-standardized; independent variables are standardized on a 0-1 scale. Gray cells indicate contrasts that are statistically significantly different
at 0.05 level, which is the conventional level of significance for equality tests.

Page | 13



Table B.5: Relative coefficient magnitude of field and college for political engagement

(college graduates)

Field College coefficients Difference p-value
coefficients (2-year college—  (Field minus College) (Wald
(0—1 on field) MA/PhD) equality test)
UNITED STATES

Political participation 133 (.044) .183 (.030) -.050 (.056) 0.379
Political efficacy 139 (.126) 258 (.087) -.119 (.162) 0.462
Political interest 116 (.064) 161 (.048) -.044 (.086) 0.605
Party affect .022 (.061) -.010 (.046) .032 (.081) 0.696
Expressive partisanship -113(.062) .037 (.046) -.150 (.083) 0.070
Affective polarization 127 (.065) -.085 (.049) 212 (.087) 0.015
Moral disengagement 012 (.074) -.096 (.056) 107 (.099) 0.277
EUROPE

Political participation -.014 (.035) .062 (.027) -.076 (.047) 0.110
Party affect .088 (.040) -.045 (.031) 133 (.054) 0.014
Affective polarization 126 (.044) -.035(.033) 161 (.059) 0.006

Note: Entries are OLS-adjusted differences in predicted marginal means with standard errors in parentheses. Models include full
controls. The field contrast reports the difference in the predicted outcome between the maximum and minimum on human-
centeredness; the college contrast reports the difference between college educated with an advanced degree and those with a 2-
year college degree. Gray cells indicate the contrasts that are statistically significantly different at 0.05 level. * p<.001; **p<.0001.

Page | 14



C. Heterogeneity analysis

Gray colored cells indicate that the field contrast has a p-value >0.01.

Table C.1: Estimated association of field by gender and age

GENDER AGE
Dy/dx s.e p-value Dy/dx s.e p-value

Lib-con self- Man -0.6674 0.0832 | 0.000 Younger | —0.6089 0.0857 | 0.000
identification | Woman -0.6425 0.0763 | 0.000 Older -0.6811 0.0719 | 0.000
Party Man -0.5194 0.0801 | 0.000 Younger | —0.4349 0.0827 | 0.000
identification | Woman -0.5039 0.0726 | 0.000 Older -0.5719 0.0685 | 0.000
Pro Man 0.3551 0.0992 | 0.000 Younger 0.4085 0.1028 | 0.000
redistribution | Woman 0.4435 0.0916 | 0.000 Older 0.4009 0.0865 | 0.000
Black Man 0.4904 0.0983 | 0.000 Younger 0.5665 0.1018 | 0.000
discrimination | Woman 0.5029 0.0910 | 0.000 Older 0.4654 0.0860 | 0.000
Pro gay Man 0.3372 0.0792 | 0.000 Younger 0.1843 0.0798 | 0.021
marriage Woman 0.2668 0.0706 | 0.000 Older 0.3569 0.0682 | 0.000
Pro immigration | Man 0.2469 0.0907 | 0.007 Younger 0.3606 0.0949 0.000
Woman 0.4364 0.0838 | 0.000 Older 0.3240 0.0780 | 0.000

Pro environment | Man 0.3903 0.1677 | 0.020 Younger 0.3496 0.1745 0.045
Woman 0.5649 0.1453 | 0.000 Older 0.5522 0.1350 | 0.000

Pro foreign aid Man 0.3809 0.1323 | 0.004 Younger 0.5304 0.1331 0.000
Woman 0.5071 0.1161 | 0.000 Older 0.3947 0.1105 | 0.000

Pol efficacy Man 0.1035 0.1953 | 0.607 Younger 0.1410 0.1849 | 0.446
Woman 0.1656 0.1642 | 0.313 Older 0.2052 0.1648 | 0.213

Pol participation | Man 0.1834 0.0640 | 0.004 Younger 0.1576 0.0671 0.019
Woman 0.0910 0.0586 | 0.120 Older 0.1385 0.0547 | 0.011

Table C.2: Estimated association of field by religiosity and ethnicity
RELIGIOSITY ETHNICITY
Dy/dx s.e p-value Dy/dx s.e p-value

Lib—con self- Religious | -0.478 0.0800 | 0.000 White -0.7236 0.0627 | 0.000
identification | Secular -0.8062 0.0799 | 0.000 Minority | -0.3776 0.1258 | 0.003
Party Religious | —0.4341 0.0757 | 0.000 White -0.5695 0.0608 | 0.000
identification | Secular -0.5700 0.0760 | 0.000 Minority | -0.3272 0.1200 | 0.006
Pro Religious 0.2371 0.0946 | 0.012 White 0.4545 0.0753 | 0.000
redistribution | Secular 0.5480 0.0951 | 0.000 Minority 0.2208 0.1494 | 0.140
Black Religious 0.2877 0.0938 | 0.002 White 0.5369 0.0755 | 0.000
discrimination | Secular 0.6898 0.0940 | 0.000 Minority 0.4167 0.1492 | 0.005
Pro gay Religious 0.3071 0.0764 | 0.000 White 0.2989 0.0584 | 0.000
marriage Secular 0.2939 0.0760 | 0.000 Minority 0.3088 0.1203 | 0.010
Pro immigration | Religious 0.3210 0.0860 | 0.000 White 0.3976 0.0690 | 0.000
Secular 0.3647 0.0860 | 0.000 Minority 0.1268 0.1351 0.348

Pro environment | Religious 0.6909 0.1544 | 0.000 White 0.5549 0.1219 | 0.000
Secular 0.2778 0.1528 | 0.069 Minority 0.2234 0.2425 | 0.357

Pro foreign aid | Religious 0.2857 0.1196 | 0.017 White 0.5195 0.0973 | 0.000
Secular 0.6259 0.1246 | 0.000 Minority 0.1650 0.1916 | 0.389

Pol efficacy Religious 0.0956 0.1684 | 0.571 White 0.1628 0.1385 | 0.240
Secular 0.1909 0.1826 | 0.296 Minority 0.1011 0.2903 | 0.728

Pol participation | Religious 0.0769 0.0606 | 0.205 White 0.1201 0.0482 | 0.013
Secular 0.1918 0.0602 | 0.001 Minority 0.2515 0.1006 | 0.012
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D. Cross-sectional analysis for Figure 2

Table D.1 reports average support for political attitudes by educational group - those with a high
school degree or less, college graduates in a low human-centered field, and college graduates in a
high human-centered field. These averages and confidence intervals are visualized in Figure 2 (main

text).

Table D.1: Average support for political attitudes by educational group

High school or  College inlow  College in high
Outcome less human human Coverage  Dataset
centered field centered field
Ideological self-placement 0. 4%'_58_ 51] 0. 4%'_58_ 51] 0. 4a4§ 43] Europe YouGov
GALTAN party identification 0. 4%'_43 50] 0. 4%'_45. 48] [03%',33 ] Europe YouGov
LEFTRIGHT party 0.54 0.55 0.49 Eurone YouGov
identification [0.53; 0.55] [0.54; 0.56] [0.47; 0.50] P
e 0.62 0.61 0.68
Pro redistribution [0.62: 0.63] [0.60; 0.62] [0.66: 0.69] Europe YouGov
Pro immigration 069 0.72 0.79 Europe YouGov
g [0.68; 0.71] [0.71; 0.74] [0.77;0.81] P
Pro environmental protection [0 2%‘_23 30] [0 3%'_33 33] [0 3(;',33 4] Europe YouGov
Ideological self-placement 0. 5%‘_53. 52] [0, 4%'_48 47] [03(;',33 40] us GSS
Democrat/Republican party 0.41 0.37 0.28 Us GSS
identification [0.40; 0.42] [0.35; 0.38] [0.26; 0.29]
e 0.61 0.62 0.68
Pro redistribution [0.60; 0.63] [0.61: 0.64] [0.66: 0.70] us GSS
Believing racial 0.46 0.52 0.60 Us GSS
discrimination is a problem [0.45; 0.48] [0.50; 0.53] [0.58; 0.62]
. 0.58 0.66 0.73
Pro gay marriage [0.56; 0.60] [0.64; 0.68] [0.71; 0.75] us GSS
T 0.43 0.50 0.55
Pro immigration [0.42: 0.44] [0.48; 0.51] [0.53: 0.57] us GSS
. . 0.68 0.72 0.79
Pro environmental protection [0.68‘;20.70] [0‘78;3%75] [0.785;30.82] us GSS
Lo 28 . 37
Pro foreign aid 026,029  [030;034]  [0.34;0.40] us GSS
I S 0.50 0.49 0.38 ,
Pro Christian nationalism [0.48: 0.52] [0.47: 0.51] [0.35: 0.40] us USField
0.49 0.45 0.37 ,
Pro extralegal norms [0.47: 0.51] [0.43; 0.47] [0.35; 0.40] us USField

Note: This table reports coefficients for human-centered field from a linear regression with 95% percentile confidence intervals (in
square brackets) from 1000 cluster bootstrap resamples, under controls. Models using GSS include year fixed-effects; models
using YouGov include country fixed-effects.
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Table D.2reports the same models as Table D.1 with controls for gender, ethnicity, religiosity, survey
year only. Figure D.2 visualizes these averages and confidence intervals.

Table D.2: Average support for political attitudes by educational group excluding
covariates that may be endogenous to field choice

Hiah school or College in low College in high
Outcome g less human human Coverage Dataset
centered field centered field
Ideological self-placement 0. 4%43 49] 0. 4%'_58_ 50] 0. 4%43' 45] Europe YouGov
GALTAN party 0.51 0.48 0.41 Europe YouGov
identification [0.50; 0.52] [0.48; 0.49] [0.40; 042 P
LEFTRIGHT party 0.55 0.56 0.51 Eurone YouGov
identification [0.54; 0.55] [0.56; 0.57] [0.49; 0.52] P
N 0.63 0.58 0.63
Pro redistribution [0.62: 0.63] [0.58; 0.59] [0.61: 0.64] Europe YouGov
Pro immigration 0.78 080 085 Europe YouGov
g [0.77: 0.79] [0.79; 0.81] [0.83; 0.86] P
Pro environmental 0.22 0.25 0.32 Europe YouGov
protection [0.21; 0.22] [0.24; 0.26] [0.30; 0.33] P
Ideological self-placement 0. 5%‘_58. 51] 0. 4%48 47] [03(;',33 40] us GSS
Democrat/Republican 0.39 0.35 0.26 Us GSS
party identification [0.38; 0.40] [0.34; 0.37] [0.25; 0.28]
P 0.62 0.59 0.65
Pro redistribution [0.61: 0.63] [0.58: 0.61] [0.63: 0.67] us GSS
Believing racial
NPT 0.46 0.50 0.59
discrimination is a [0.45; 0.47] [0.49; 0.52] [0.57: 0.61] us GSS
problem
. 0.46 0.57 0.63
Pro gay marriage [0.45; 0.48] [0.55; 0.58] [0.61; 0.65] us GSS
o 0.41 0.48 0.54
Pro immigration [0.40; 0.42] [0.47; 0.50] [0.52; 0.56] uS GSS
Pro environmental 0.66 0.71 0.78 Us GSS
protection [0.64; 0.68] [0.68; 0.74] [0.75; 0.81]
P 0.29 0.32 0.37
Pro foreign aid [0.28; 0.31] [0.30; 0.34] [0.34: 0.39] us GSS
- N 0.50 0.49 0.38 :
Pro Christian nationalism [0.49; 0.52] [0.47: 0.51] [0.35; 0.40] us USField
0.49 0.44 0.37 :
Pro extralegal norms 10.48; 0.51] 10.42: 0.46] [0.34: 0.39] us USField

Note: This table reports coefficients for human-centered field from a linear regression with 95% percentile confidence intervals (in square
brackets) from 1000 cluster bootstrap resamples, under minimal controls. Models using GSS include year fixed-effects; models using
YouGov include country fixed-effects.
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Figure D.2: Field of education and political attitudes across three political groups
(excluding covariates endogenous to field choice)

Ideological self-placement
Democrat/Republican party identification
Pro redistribution

Pro immigration

Pro environmental protection

Believing racial discrimination is a problem
Pro gay marriage

Pro foreign aid

Pro christian nationalism

Pro extralegal democratic norms

Ideological self-placement
GALTAN party identification
LEFTRIGHT party identification
Pro redistribution

Pro immigration

Pro environmental protection

United States

= 3 =
-~
- -
—— ——
—
i
= i
R
—— o
e —
0.4 ( 0.
Europe
A 3
& &
— —_—
A 4
-_— -
o A
- (-
- A
—_— ——

0.4 0.6

E College degree in high human-centered field
# College degree in low human-centered field
High school degree

Note: Average predicted values by education group, based on bootstrapped regression estimates (1000 resamples) from linear
regressions of level/field, averaging over all other covariates according to their observed distribution in the dataset (minimal
controls). All outcomes are rescaled from 0 to 1. Respondents are grouped into those with a high school degree (yellow), those
with a college degree in a low human-centered field (green), and those with a college degree in a high human-centered field
(purple). Results are shown separately for the United States and Europe. Marginal means are computed using the emmeans
package in R. Intervals beneath each distribution represent the 90%, 95%, and 99% confidence intervals.
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Table D.3: Average support for political engagement by educational group

College in low College in high
Outcome High school human human Coverage Dataset
centered field centered field
Party affect [0.7%;73.71] [0.7%;78.71] [0.7%;73 79)  Europe YouGov
Political participation [0_9%';93'_95] [0_93';905_95] [0,9%;93_95] Europe YouGov
Affective polarization [0.7(;;7(?.78] [0.7(;;7(?.78] [0.7%';7379] Europe YouGov
Political participation [0, 5%';63.63] [0'7%;73'75] [0.7%;7(?.80] us GSS
Political efficacy [0.6%;6(?.65] [0.6%;68.71] [0.6%;6372] us GSS
Political interest 0 5%';63_63] [0_63';68_67] [063';65_69] Us USField
Party affect [0.8%;83.82] [0.82';83.83] [0.8%;83 g3 Y8 USField
Expressive partisanship [0_3%';35_39] 0. 4243 44] [0.3(;';33 ] us USField
Moral disengagement [0.5%.;5(5)3.58] [0'5%';5357] [0.5%;5(?.57] us USField
Affective polarization 0. 4243' 45] 0. 4%4(? 47] 0. 4%';4350] us USField

Note: This table reports coefficients for human-centered field from a linear regression with 95% percentile confidence intervals (square
brackets) from 1000 cluster bootstrap resamples, under full controls. Models using GSS include year fixed-effects; models using YouGov
include country fixed-effects.
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Averages and confidence intervals are visualized in Figure D.3.

Figure D.3: Field of education and political engagement across three educational

groups
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Note: Average predicted values by education group, based on bootstrapped regression estimates (1000 resamples) from linear
regressions of level/field, averaging over all other covariates according to their observed distribution in the dataset. All outcomes
are rescaled from 0 to 1. Results are shown separately for the United States and Europe. Marginal means are computed using
the emmeans package in R. Intervals beneath each distribution represent the 90%, 95%, and 99% confidence intervals.
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Table D.4: Average support for political engagement by educational group (excluding
covariates endogenous to field choice)

College in low College in high
Outcome High school human human Coverage Dataset

centered field centered field
Party affect [0.6%;78 7 [0.6%;78.70] [0.7%;7(;.72] Europe  YouGov
Political participation [0.9%;9(‘)1.95] [0.9%;9(?.96] [0.93';9397] Europe YouGov
Affective polarization [0.7(;;75.78] [0.7%;7(?.78] [0_7%';7379] Europe YouGov
Political participation [0, 5%;5(?.60] [0.791.;7(?.78] [0.7%;8(?.82] us GSS
Political efficacy [0.691';68.67] [0.72';73.75] [0.7%;73.76] us GSS
Political interest o 5%;6862] [0_6%;6&69] [0_6%;6370] Us USField
Party affect [0.7%;83.82] [0.8%;85.83] [0.8%;83.83] us USField
Eﬁﬁfﬁii'!.ﬁp [0.305.;35.38] [0.4%';43.45] [0.3%;48.42] uS USField
Moral disengagement [0.591.;5(?.58] [0.5%‘;5357] [0.5%;53.57] us USField
Affective polarization 0. 4%';43 45] 0. 4%';43 47] 0. 4%';43 50] us USField

Note: This table reports coefficients for human-centered field from a linear regression with 95% percentile confidence intervals (in
square brackets) from 1000 cluster bootstrap resamples, under minimal controls: gender, ethnicity, religiosity. Models using GSS
include year fixed-effects; models using YouGov include country fixed-effects.

Page | 21



Averages and confidence intervals are visualized in Figure D.4.

Figure D.4: Field of education and political engagement across three groups
(excluding covariates endogenous to field choice).

United States

Political participation -—H&—
Political efficacy e
Political interest aﬂf

Party affect —a*
Expressive partisanship m
Affective polarization R
Moral disengagement 4&:
0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

Europe

Political participation 4$
Party affect J&
Affective polarization A

0.7 0.8 0.9

¥ College degree in high human-centered field

# College degree in low human-centered field
High school degree

Note: Average predicted values by education group, based on bootstrapped regression estimates (1000 resamples) from linear

regressions of level/field, minimal controls. Results are shown separately for the United States and Europe. Marginal means are

computed using the emmeans package in R. Intervals beneath each distribution represent the 90%, 95%, and 99% confidence

intervals.

Page | 22



Table D.5: Relative coefficient magnitude of field and college

Field coefficients (high  College coefficients  N(field) N(college)

minus low human- (College minus high
centered for school)
college educated)
UNITED STATES
Ideological self-placement -.339*** (.028) -.300*** (.019) 6,391 14,525
Dem/Rep party identification -.278** (.026) 219 (.017) 6,230 14,401
Pro redistribution A76%** (.033) 090" (.022) 4,264 9,897
Racial discrimination is problem .265%* (.033) 248 (.022) 4,202 9,687
Pro gay marriage A76*** (.026) 262*** (.018) 4,334 9,840
Pro immigration 204* (.031) 292** (.021) 4,639 10,680
Pro environmental protection .266*** (.054) 246*** (.039) 2,942 1,456
Pro foreign aid 186 (.043) 194+ (.028) 7,070 3,116
Pro extralegal norms -.234*** (.040) -.209*** (.029) 2,962 5,327
Pro Christian nationalism -.306** (.034) -134 (.025) 3,463 6,569
EUROPE
Ideological self-placement -.333% (.028) =077 (.020) 6,429 11,694
GALTAN party identification -.285"** (.029) -157%** (.021) 5,366 10,698
LEFTRIGHT party identification -.288** (.030) -.046 (.021) 5,366 10,698
Pro redistribution 213 (.027) 010 (.018) 7,187 13,506
Pro immigration 164 (.028) 102% (.019) 7,431 14,114
Pro environmental protection .189*** (.029) 01+ (.019) 7,431 14,114

Note: All entries are OLS-adjusted differences in predicted marginal means with standard errors in parentheses. Models include full
controls. Field contrasts report the difference in the predicted outcome between high human-centered and low-human-centered college
educated; college contrasts report the difference between college educated and those attending high school only. Significance levels
at ***=p<.0001; **=p<.001; *=p<.01. Gray cells indicate the substantively larger among the two contrasts, though the difference
between field and college cannot be formally declared statistically significant because they employ different samples.
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Table D.6: Relative coefficient size of field and college among US college graduates

Magnitude of field coefficient p-value (Wald equality test) for
within educational groups difference in coefficients for field and

Low human-centered High human- Low human-centered  High human-centered
college graduates centered college college graduates college graduates
graduates
Ideological self-placement -.503** (.080) —491*** (.045) 0.505 0.742
Dem/Rep party identification -337* (.120) -426° (.166) 0.735 0.617
Pro redistribution .184* (.055) 240 (.088) 0.300 0.058
Racial discrimination is problem 537 (.054) 533*** (.091) 0.856 0.834
Pro gay marriage .328*** (.043) 240*  (.073) 0.257 0.673
Pro immigration .528*** (.049) .566*** (.089) 0.213 0.585
Pro environmental protection 473" (.089) 076  (.158) 0.972 0.389
Pro foreign aid 478" (.070) 115 (.120) 0.611 0.033

Note: Source: GSS survey data. (a) the first two columns report standardized coefficients for the continuous field variable among low
human-centered college graduates and among high human-centered graduates respectively, under full controls; significance levels
indicate whether the coefficient is different from zero, with ***p<.0001; **p<.001; *p<.01; °p<.05. Dependent variables are z-
standardized (mean 0, SD 1), and all independent variables are rescaled to range from 0 to 1. Coefficients therefore indicate how many
standard deviations the outcome changes when an independent variable moves from its minimum to its maximum value. The last two
columns report the p-value of Wald equality tests assessing whether the coefficients for field and college (under full controls) within

the respective sample are significantly different.
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E. Disaggregating by country for Europe

Dark-gray cells: high-CECT college are different (95% sign) from high schoolers and low-CECT college; Light-gray cells: high-CECT are

different from one group; Blue cells: low-CECT college are more conservative than high schoolers.

Table E.1: Attitudes by educational group by country

DENMARK GERMANY GREECE SPAIN FRANCE ITALY NETHL UK FINLAND SWEDEN
IDEOLOGICAL SELF-IDENTIFICATION
High school 0.508 0.487 0.509 0.443 0.532 0.528 0.563 0.474 0.510 0.530
(0.485-0531)  (0.473-0.502) (0.481-0.536) (0.423-0464) (0.510-0.554) (0.512-0.543) (0.537-0.590) (0.454-0.495) (0.480-0.540) (0.513-0.548)
Low-CECT college 0.513 0.490 0.510 0.455 0.595 0.498 0.514 0.464 0.526 0.505
(0.497-0.530) (0.473-0.506) (0.484-0.536) (0.437-0473) (0.559-0.632) (0.461-0.534) (0.486-0.541) (0.446-0.482) (0.488-0.565) (0.482-0.528)
High-CECT college 0.417 0.417 0.434 0.394 0.463 0.479 0.426 0.373 0.460 0.439
(0.388-0.447) (0.382-0.453) (0.389-0.480) (0.364-0.424) (0.401-0.525) (0.421-0.538) | (0.370-0.481) (0.348-0.399) (0.395-0.526) = (0.406-0.472)
GALTAN
High school 0.492 0.443 0.525 0.488 0.509 0.532 0.469 0.516 0.507 0.529
(0.471-0513)  (0.420-0.466) (0.491-0.560) (0.460-0.515) (0.485-0.532) (0.507-0.556) (0.439-0.500) (0.493-0.539) (0.480-0.534) (0.514-0.545)
Low-CECT college 0.506 0.425 0.512 0.497 0.491 0.480 0.422 0.497 0.456 0.445
(0.491-0521)  (0.398-0.451) (0.478-0.546) (0.472-0522) (0.450-0.532) (0.419-0.542) (0.390-0.455) (0.476-0517) (0.420-0.492) (0.425-0.465)
High-CECT college 0.390 0.337 0.494 0.431 0.374 0.442 0.335 0.430 0.350 0.391
(0.363-0.417) (0.282-0.392) (0.436-0.552) (0.388-0.473) | (0.308-0.441) (0.342-0.543) (0.267-0.404) ' (0.401-0.459) (0.288-0.413) (0.361-0.421)
ECONOMIC LEFTRIGHT
High school 0.512 0.546 0.536 0.606 0.532 0477 0.574 0.565 0.576 0.564
(0.495-0530) (0.529-0.562) (0.498-0.573) (0.586-0.626) (0.515-0.550) (0.461-0.493) (0.544-0.604) (0.547-0.583) (0.560-0.593) (0.550-0.577)
Low-CECT college 0.549 0.572 0.532 0.612 0.560 0.446 0.534 0.560 0.589 0.571
(0.536-0.561) (0.553-0.591) (0.495-0.570) (0.594-0.630) (0.529-0.590) (0.405-0.486) (0.502-0.565) (0.544-0576) (0.567-0.611) (0.553-0.589)
High-CECT college 0.470 0.467 0.492 0.566 0.465 0.445 0.470 0.504 0.529 0.521
(0.447-0.492)  (0.429-0.506) (0.429-0.555) (0.535-0.596) (0.416-0.515) (0.379-0.512) ~(0.403-0.537) = (0.481-0.527) (0.491-0.568) = (0.495-0.547)
REDISTRIBUTION
High school 0.496 0.531 0.715 0.628 0.710 0.679 0.540 0.622 0.717 0.579
(0.467-0525) (0.509-0.552) (0.684-0.746) (0.603-0.654) (0.694-0.725) (0.663-0.695) (0.509-0.571) (0.596-0.647) (0.693-0.741) (0.558-0.600)
Low-CECT college 0.495 0.544 0.668 0.622 0.709 0.683 0.550 0.601 0.643 0.580
(0.474-0516) (0.518-0.569) (0.638-0.699) (0.599-0.644) (0.683-0.735) (0.644-0.722) (0.517-0.583) (0.577-0.625) (0.610-0.677) (0.552-0.607)
High-CECT college 0.589 0.602 0.711 0.648 0.780 0.781 0.574 0.674 0.673 0.662
(0.551-0.626) (0.549-0.656) (0.657-0.765) (0.610-0.686) | (0.735-0.825) (0.717-0.844) (0.505-0.642) (0.639-0.708) (0.616-0.730) | (0.622-0.702)
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DENMARK GERMANY GREECE SPAIN FRANCE ITALY NETHL UK FINLAND SWEDEN
IMMIGRATION
High school 0.275 0.351 0.253 0.235 0.260 0.383 0.383 0.344 0.253 0.367
(0.236-0.314)  (0.319-0.383)  (0.209-0.296) (0.202-0.267) (0.234-0.285) (0.357-0.410) (0.333-0.433) (0.309-0.379) (0.217-0.290) (0.337-0.398)
Low-CECT college 0.263 0.366 0.207 0.209 0.239 0.328 0.366 0.290 0.220 0.313
(0.234-0.291)  (0.328-0.404)  (0.163-0.251)  (0.181-0.238)  (0.195-0.283)  (0.264-0.391)  (0.312-0.419) (0.256-0.323)  (0.169-0.271)  (0.273-0.353)
High-CECT college 0.162 0.309 0.178 0.157 0.251 0.279 0.296 0.207 0.136 0.229
(0.111-0.213)  (0.228-0.390)  (0.101-0.255)  (0.108-0.206) (0.176-0.327) (0.175-0.383) (0.185-0.408) ' (0.158-0.255)  (0.047-0.224) ~(0.171-0.287)
ENVIRONMENT
High school 0.488 0.331 0.087 0.226 0.325 0.263 0.341 0.297 0.165 0.302
(0.443-0.533)  (0.299-0.364)  (0.055-0.119)  (0.193-0.259) (0.297-0.354)  (0.240-0.287) (0.291-0.391)  (0.259-0.335) (0.131-0.199)  (0.272-0.333)
Low-CECT college 0432 0.340 0.118 0.203 0.410 0.260 0415 0.367 0.212 0.373
(0.399-0.465)  (0.303-0.378)  (0.086-0.150) ~ (0.174-0.232) (0.362-0.459) (0.202-0.318) (0.361-0.468) (0.330-0.404) (0.164-0.259) (0.332-0.413)
High-CECT college 0.575 0.443 0.149 0.247 0.427 0.279 0423 0.485 0.360 0.441
(0.516-0.634)  (0.362-0.524) (0.092-0.205)  (0.198-0.296)  (0.344-0.510)  (0.183-0.374) (0.312-0.535) | (0.432-0.539) (0.278-0.443) (0.382-0.500)
High school 490 862 370 639 1,166 1,305 366 611 541 948
Low-CECT college 878 618 353 806 418 226 313 645 276 544
High-CECT college 276 133 115 275 132 84 72 311 90 251
ALL 1,644 1,613 838 1,720 1,716 1,615 751 1,567 907 1,743

Note: group averages estimated from multivariate models with controls for gender, age, income, religiosity, rural-urban.
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F. Potential confounders of field of education

Table F.1a. Human-centered field and income by field

Liberal-Conservative scale Party identification Redistribution Race discrimination
Human-centered field -0.1530 -0.1534 -0.1684 -0.1693 0.1336 0.1374 0.1658 0.1637
(0.0135) (0.0149) (0.0176) (0.0199) (0.0222) (0.0246) (0.0217) (0.0228)
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Income by field 0.0889 -0.0015 0.0960 -0.0033 -0.0674 0.0141 -0.1046 -0.0079
(0.0200) (0.0210) (0.0272) (0.0286) (0.0332) (0.0369) (0.0356) (0.0372)
0.0000 0.9441 0.0004 0.9076 0.0421 0.7018 0.0033 0.8309
Level of education - ref=2-year college
Bachelor -0.0557 -0.0695 -0.0557 -0.0468 -0.0619 -0.0466 0.0049 0.0160 0.0042 0.0936 0.1082 0.0940
(0.0078) (0.0081) (0.0075) (0.0111) (0.0110) (0.0105) (0.0133) (0.0146) (0.0141) (0.0135) (0.0135) (0.0131)
Graduate -0.1161 -0.1350 -0.1160 -0.1276 -0.1484 -0.1274 0.0670 0.0821 0.0661 0.1720 0.1916 0.1725
(0.0085) (0.0088) (0.0088) (0.0126) (0.0129) (0.0121) (0.0156) (0.0161) (0.0159) (0.0154) (0.0151) (0.0150)
Ethnicity — ref=White
Black -0.0733 -0.0696 -0.0733 -0.2672 -0.2630 -0.2672 0.1528 0.1503 0.1528 0.2620 0.2593 0.2620
(0.0087) (0.0091) (0.0092) (0.0112) (0.0108) (0.0113) (0.0152) (0.0156) (0.0163) (0.0154) (0.0159) (0.0161)
Hispanic -0.0078 -0.0065 -0.0078 -0.0577 -0.0566 -0.0578 0.0569 0.0587 0.0570 0.0303 0.0326 0.0303
(0.0206) (0.0212) (0.0214) (0.0301) (0.0305) (0.0312) (0.0332) (0.0356) (0.0372) (0.0334) (0.0337) (0.0353)
Asian -0.0247 -0.0173 -0.0247 -0.0582 -0.0503 -0.0581 0.0717 0.0647 0.0715 0.0440 0.0363 0.0441
(0.0116) (0.0127) (0.0123) (0.0150) (0.0154) (0.0156) (0.0200) (0.0196) (0.0203) (0.0234) (0.0217) (0.0239)
Other -0.0228 -0.0205 -0.0228 -0.0633 -0.0614 -0.0633 0.0677 0.0641 0.0677 0.0997 0.0955 0.0997
(0.0232) (0.0216) (0.0244) (0.0314) (0.0318) (0.0329) (0.0407) (0.0435) (0.0437) (0.0442) (0.0444) (0.0460)
0.3264 0.3411 0.3491 0.0436 0.0531 0.0545 0.0962 0.1402 0.1214 0.0240 0.0312 0.0304
Female -0.0266 -0.0374 -0.0266 -0.0517 -0.0636 -0.0517 0.0339 0.0425 0.0341 0.0165 0.0262 0.0164
(0.0062) (0.0059) (0.0057) (0.0083) (0.0076) (0.0081) (0.0107) (0.0098) (0.0104) (0.0107) (0.0099) (0.0101)
Income 0.0420 0.0471 0.0420 0.0552 0.0613 0.0554 -0.1175 -0.1246 -0.1183 -0.0315 -0.0388 -0.0311
(0.0088) (0.0093) (0.0088) (0.0122) (0.0117) (0.0122) (0.0154) (0.0147) (0.0153) (0.0145) (0.0149) (0.0145)
Urban to rural 0.0787 0.0827 0.0787 0.0977 0.1018 0.0977 -0.0754 -0.0793 -0.0753 -0.1004 -0.1063 -0.1005
(0.0116) (0.0121) (0.0116) (0.0162) (0.0162) (0.0161) (0.0205) (0.0206) (0.0204) (0.0203) (0.0220) (0.0202)
Age 0.0706 0.0643 0.0706 -0.0027 -0.0108 -0.0026 -0.1018 -0.0977 -0.1019 -0.0728 -0.0683 -0.0728
(0.0135) (0.0139) (0.0136) (0.0180) (0.0175) (0.0184) (0.0218) (0.0224) (0.0233) (0.0213) (0.0214) (0.0212)
Religiosity 0.2669 0.2688 0.2669 0.2658 0.2675 0.2658 -0.2198 -0.2213 -0.2198 -0.1769 -0.1788 -0.1770
(0.0087) (0.0092) (0.0091) (0.0126) (0.0116) (0.0118) (0.0146) (0.0155) (0.0153) (0.0149) (0.0140) (0.0136)
Constant 0.4590 0.3701 0.4600 0.4865 0.3907 0.4888 0.6006 0.6744 0.5908 0.2931 0.3980 0.2986
(0.0163) (0.0211) (0.0218) (0.0231) (0.0278) (0.0287) (0.0299) (0.0342) (0.0398) (0.0279) (0.0352) (0.0357)
Observations 6,378 6,378 6,378 6,218 6,218 6,218 4,257 4,257 4,257 4,196 4,196 4,196
R-squared 0.1973 0.1829 0.1973 0.1711 0.1610 0.1711 0.1258 0.1194 0.1258 0.1788 0.1698 0.1789
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Table F.1b. Human-centered field and income by field (c’ted)

Gay marriage Immigration Environment Foreign aid
Human-centered field 0.1158 0.1160 0.1008 0.1020 0.1363 0.1189 0.1402 0.1436
(0.0205) (0.0228) (0.0171) (0.0194) (0.0290) (0.0312) (0.0278) (0.0281)
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000
Income by field -0.0669 0.0010 -0.0543 0.0049 -0.1367 -0.0700 -0.0721 0.0127
(0.0316) (0.0351) (0.0279) (0.0285) (0.0463) (0.0473) (0.0409) (0.0424)
0.0342 0.9782 0.0519 0.8621 0.0032 0.1386 0.0782 0.7638
Level of education: reference=2-year college
Bachelor 0.0638 0.0749 0.0637 0.0822 0.0914 0.0820 0.0349 0.0495 0.0383 0.0589 0.0708 0.0583
(0.0134)  (0.0128) (0.0134) (0.0114) (0.0111) (0.0107) (0.0194) (0.0192) (0.0196) (0.0162) (0.0159) (0.0159)
Graduate 0.1145 0.1302 0.1145 0.1559 0.1680 0.1556 0.1145 0.1332 0.1184 0.1086 0.1243 0.1078
(0.0151)  (0.0146) (0.0144) (0.0122) (0.0125) (0.0123) (0.0206) (0.0203) (0.0214) (0.0183) (0.0163) (0.0188)
Ethnicity: reference= White
Black -0.0741 -0.0774 -0.0741 0.0347 0.0322 0.0347 0.0391 0.0331 0.0389 0.0629 0.0612 0.0629
(0.0168)  (0.0164) (0.0167) (0.0122) (0.0126) (0.0129) (0.0202) (0.0198) (0.0201) (0.0219) (0.0215) (0.0214)
Hispanic -0.0050 -0.0098 -0.0049 0.0064 0.0060 0.0064 0.1225 0.1122 0.1195 -0.0062 -0.0050 -0.0056
(0.0392)  (0.0408) (0.0401) (0.0299) (0.0306) (0.0290) (0.0468) (0.0434) (0.0478) (0.0504) (0.0499) (0.0508)
Asian -0.0746 -0.0822 -0.0746 0.0782 0.0745 0.0781 0.0402 0.0357 0.0429 0.0513 0.0449 0.0511
(0.0190)  (0.0193) (0.0192) (0.0162) (0.0145) (0.0160) (0.0251) (0.0244) (0.0240) (0.0269) (0.0259) (0.0282)
Other -0.0468 -0.0461 -0.0468 -0.0104 -0.0125 -0.0104 0.0307 0.0295 0.0288 0.0382 0.0384 0.0383
(0.0378)  (0.0374) (0.0374) (0.0295) (0.0305) (0.0323) (0.0591) (0.0588) (0.0565) (0.0556) (0.0543) (0.0563)
Female 0.0641 0.0727 0.0641 -0.0208 -0.0133 -0.0207 0.0243 0.0345 0.0235 -0.0067 0.0038 -0.0066
(0.0094)  (0.0090) (0.0086) (0.0085) (0.0080) (0.0086) (0.0134) (0.0136) (0.0142) (0.0122) (0.0122) (0.0125)
Income 0.0443 0.0413 0.0443 -0.0153 -0.0189 -0.0156 -0.0512 -0.0487 -0.0463 -0.0262 -0.0308 -0.0268
(0.0132)  (0.0138) (0.0134) (0.0112) (0.0124) (0.0123) (0.0205) (0.0208) (0.0204) (0.0190) (0.0190) (0.0178)
Urban to rural -0.0936 -0.0975 -0.0936 -0.1004 -0.1029 -0.1004 -0.0879 -0.0927 -0.0892 -0.0746 -0.0792 -0.0744
(0.0206)  (0.0192) (0.0203) (0.0158) (0.0162) (0.0168) (0.0300) (0.0290) (0.0299) (0.0252) (0.0250) (0.0244)
Age -0.2305 -0.2261 -0.2305 -0.1408 -0.1357 -0.1409 -0.0922 -0.0813 -0.0903 -0.0792 -0.0739 -0.0793
(0.0204)  (0.0206) (0.0193) (0.0177) (0.0181) (0.0178) (0.0290) (0.0292) (0.0305) (0.0272) (0.0261) (0.0260)
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0015 0.0054 0.0031 0.0036 0.0046 0.0023
Religiosity -0.4024 -0.4040 -0.4024 -0.0682 -0.0694 -0.0681 -0.1617 -0.1621 -0.1620 -0.0853 -0.0832 -0.0853
(0.0152)  (0.0148) (0.0154) (0.0121) (0.0121) (0.0123) (0.0203) (0.0210) (0.0213) (0.0184) (0.0175) (0.0168)
Constant 0.7056 0.7726 0.7050 0.4525 0.5074 0.4491 0.7084 0.8121 0.7549 0.2501 0.3231 0.2415
(0.0271) (0.0321) (0.0345) (0.0230) (0.0283) (0.0282) (0.0331) (0.0421) (0.0444) (0.0350) (0.0436) (0.0454)
Observations 4,324 4,324 4,324 4,630 4,630 4,630 1,451 1,451 1,451 3,112 3,112 3,112
R-squared 0.2718 0.2672 0.2718 0.1040 0.0985 0.1040 0.1117 0.1050 0.1129 0.0538 0.0465 0.0538
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Table F.2a. Human-centered field and sex composition by field

Liberal-Conservative scale Party identification Redistribution Race discrimination
Human-centered field -0.1530 -0.1595 -0.1684 -0.1737 0.1336 0.1344 0.1658 0.1859
(0.0138) (0.0147) (0.0170) (0.0207) (0.0227) (0.0248) (0.0229) (0.0258)
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Sex composition by field -0.0679 0.0174 -0.0797 0.0140 0.0689 -0.0021 0.0457 -0.0525
(0.0157) (0.0178) (0.0211) (0.0237) (0.0284) (0.0310) (0.0246) (0.0304)
0.0000 0.3292 0.0002 0.5543 0.0153 0.9451 0.0627 0.0840
Level of education - ref=2-year college
Bachelor -0.0557 -0.0671 -0.0551 -0.0468 -0.0594 -0.0463 0.0049 0.0148 0.0048 0.0936 0.1054 0.0915
(0.0078) (0.0081) (0.0076) (0.0115) (0.0113) (0.0112) (0.0142) (0.0138) (0.0139) (0.0134) (0.0141) (0.0133)
Graduate -0.1161 -0.1297 -0.1159 -0.1276 -0.1422 -0.1275 0.0670 0.0787 0.0669 0.1720 0.1869 0.1708
(0.0090) (0.0092) (0.0085) (0.0120) (0.0124) (0.0122) (0.0153) (0.0155) (0.0157) (0.0149) (0.0150) (0.0151)
Ethnicity — ref=White
Black -0.0733 -0.0683 -0.0737 -0.2672 -0.2617 -0.2675 0.1528 0.1489 0.1529 0.2620 0.2580 0.2631
(0.0096) (0.0092) (0.0090) (0.0114) (0.0110) (0.0111) (0.0154) (0.0146) (0.0159) (0.0155) (0.0166) (0.0152)
Hispanic -0.0078 -0.0096 -0.0075 -0.0577 -0.0596 -0.0575 0.0569 0.0597 0.0569 0.0303 0.0337 0.0300
(0.0211) (0.0212) (0.0206) (0.0292) (0.0290) (0.0306) (0.0349) (0.0363) (0.0334) (0.0335) (0.0349) (0.0360)
Asian -0.0247 -0.0185 -0.0239 -0.0582 -0.0519 -0.0576 0.0717 0.0662 0.0716 0.0440 0.0351 0.0424
(0.0119) (0.0121) (0.0119) (0.0151) (0.0156) (0.0161) (0.0210) (0.0201) (0.0197) (0.0224) (0.0224) (0.0221)
Other -0.0228 -0.0193 -0.0232 -0.0633 -0.0598 -0.0637 0.0677 0.0621 0.0678 0.0997 0.0937 0.1014
(0.0241) (0.0227) (0.0232) (0.0300) (0.0289) (0.0315) (0.0436) (0.0435) (0.0416) (0.0449) (0.0450) (0.0485)
Female -0.0266 -0.0291 -0.0289 -0.0517 -0.0535 -0.0536 0.0339 0.0333 0.0342 0.0165 0.0222 0.0237
(0.0062) (0.0065) (0.0066) (0.0080) (0.0090) (0.0091) (0.0108) (0.0113) (0.0108) (0.0101) (0.0107) (0.0113)
Income 0.0420 0.0524 0.0418 0.0552 0.0668 0.0551 -0.1175 -0.1279 -0.1175 -0.0315 -0.0455 -0.0311
(0.0091) (0.0087) (0.0087) (0.0120) (0.0121) (0.0125) (0.0145) (0.0152) (0.0156) (0.0153) (0.0142) (0.0149)
Urban to rural 0.0787 0.0829 0.0786 0.0977 0.1024 0.0976 -0.0754 -0.0789 -0.0754 -0.1004 -0.1063 -0.1003
(0.0120) (0.0121) (0.0121) (0.0166) (0.0165) (0.0158) (0.0204) (0.0214) (0.0211) (0.0196) (0.0212) (0.0196)
Age 0.0706 0.0670 0.0702 -0.0027 -0.0075 -0.0029 -0.1018 -0.0995 -0.1017 -0.0728 -0.0694 -0.0719
(0.0131) (0.0141) (0.0136) (0.0183) (0.0182) (0.0175) (0.0223) (0.0224) (0.0222) (0.0219) (0.0217) (0.0219)
Religiosity 0.2669 0.2696 0.2666 0.2658 0.2686 0.2655 -0.2198 -0.2221 -0.2198 -0.1769 -0.1792 -0.1762
(0.0096) (0.0088) (0.0090) (0.0117) (0.0123) (0.0120) (0.0155) (0.0155) (0.0147) (0.0143) (0.0138) (0.0152)
Constant 0.4590 0.4453 0.4554 0.4865 04734 0.4836 0.6006 0.6114 0.6010 0.2931 0.3189 0.3044
(0.0172) (0.0163) (0.0168) (0.0238) (0.0222) (0.0241) (0.0286) (0.0306) (0.0293) (0.0280) (0.0294) (0.0300)
Observations 6,378 6,378 6,378 6,218 6,218 6,218 4,257 4,257 4,257 4,196 4,196 4,196
R-squared 0.1973 0.1828 0.1974 0.1711 0.1612 0.1712 0.1258 0.1200 0.1258 0.1788 0.1684 0.1795
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Table F.2b. Human-centered field and sex composition by field (c’ted)

Gay marriage Immigration Environment Foreign aid
Human-centered field 0.1158 0.1117 0.1008 0.1209 0.1363 0.1183 0.1402 0.1671
(0.0208) (0.0234) (0.0185) (0.0199) (0.0302) (0.0323) (0.0277) (0.0299)
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0002 0.0000 0.0000
Sex composition by 0.0704 0.0110 0.0117 -0.0535 0.1135 0.0510 0.0198 -0.0705
field (0.0243) (0.0269) (0.0202) (0.0238) (0.0393) (0.0439) (0.0339) (0.0365)
0.0038 0.6831 0.5615 0.0249 0.0039 0.2457 0.5591 0.0538
Level of education: reference=2-year college
Bachelor 0.0638 0.0726 0.0642 0.0822 0.0897 0.0802 0.0349 0.0452 0.0361 0.0589 0.0684 0.0569
(0.0131) (0.0130) (0.0135) (0.0106) (0.0113) (0.0111) (0.0193) (0.0197) (0.0197) (0.0165) (0.0158) (0.0159)
Graduate 0.1145 0.1244 0.1146 0.1559 0.1657 0.1555 0.1145 0.1246 0.1144 0.1086 0.1208 0.1081
(0.0139) (0.0144) (0.0145) (0.0123) (0.0124) (0.0123) (0.0215) (0.0203) (0.0205) (0.0174) (0.0180) (0.0178)
Ethnicity: reference= White
Black -0.0741 -0.0786 -0.0743 0.0347 0.0315 0.0353 0.0391 0.0313 0.0379 0.0629 0.0608 0.0640
(0.0159) (0.0155) (0.0150) (0.0121) (0.0130) (0.0132) (0.0188) (0.0203) (0.0196) (0.0210) (0.0209) (0.0216)
Hispanic -0.0050 -0.0057 -0.0048 0.0064 0.0070 0.0053 0.1225 0.1229 0.1246 -0.0062 -0.0005 -0.0074
(0.0391) (0.0384) (0.0398) (0.0298) (0.0307) (0.0301) (0.0482) (0.0443) (0.0498) (0.0518) (0.0488) (0.0507)
Asian -0.0746 -0.0790 -0.0740 0.0782 0.0731 0.0756 0.0402 0.0395 0.0440 0.0513 0.0433 0.0488
(0.0188) (0.0192) (0.0191) (0.0156) (0.0152) (0.0156) (0.0239) (0.0254) (0.0268) (0.0283) (0.0274) (0.0268)
Other -0.0468 -0.0474 -0.0470 -0.0104 -0.0128 -0.0084 0.0307 0.0311 0.0298 0.0382 0.0381 0.0418
(0.0385) (0.0383) (0.0382) (0.0300) (0.0303) (0.0304) (0.0566) (0.0555) (0.0570) (0.0562) (0.0571) (0.0535)
Female 0.0641 0.0630 0.0626 -0.0208 -0.0132 -0.0135 0.0243 0.0199 0.0173 -0.0067 0.0025 0.0030
(0.0093) (0.0098) (0.0101) (0.0081) (0.0087) (0.0085) (0.0141) (0.0149) (0.0154) (0.0121) (0.0125) (0.0133)
Income 0.0443 0.0379 0.0442 -0.0153 -0.0231 -0.0150 -0.0512 -0.0600 -0.0521 -0.0262 -0.0352 -0.0262
(0.0133) (0.0139) (0.0131) (0.0124) (0.0121) (0.0121) (0.0204) (0.0203) (0.0209) (0.0180) (0.0175) (0.0192)
Urban to rural -0.0936 -0.0970 -0.0938 -0.1004 -0.1036 -0.0995 -0.0879 -0.0917 -0.0887 -0.0746 -0.0786 -0.0732
(0.0205) (0.0191) (0.0188) (0.0151) (0.0163) (0.0162) (0.0285) (0.0296) (0.0301) (0.0231) (0.0246) (0.0237)
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0020 0.0020 0.0032 0.0013 0.0014 0.0020
Age -0.2305 -0.2289 -0.2307 -0.1408 -0.1369 -0.1398 -0.0922 -0.0870 -0.0929 -0.0792 -0.0744 -0.0777
(0.0197) (0.0210) (0.0200) (0.0169) (0.0187) (0.0182) (0.0311) (0.0294) (0.0305) (0.0263) (0.0275) (0.0251)
Religiosity -0.4024 -0.4045 -0.4025 -0.0682 -0.0695 -0.0671 -0.1617 -0.1630 -0.1624 -0.0853 -0.0833 -0.0848
(0.0161) (0.0150) (0.0156) (0.0118) (0.0116) (0.0115) (0.0207) (0.0213) (0.0215) (0.0193) (0.0184) (0.0175)
Constant 0.7056 0.7106 0.7034 0.4525 0.4704 0.4636 0.7084 0.6979 0.6982 0.2501 0.2728 0.2641
(0.0266) (0.0274) (0.0259) (0.0223) (0.0230) (0.0230) (0.0357) (0.0342) (0.0374) (0.0339) (0.0363) (0.0350)
Observations 4,324 4,324 4,324 4,630 4,630 4,630 1,451 1,451 1,451 3,112 3,112 3,112
R-squared 0.2718 0.2678 0.2718 0.1040 0.0978 0.1050 0.1117 0.1052 0.1126 0.0538 0.0457 0.0550
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G. Construction of the measure and cross-validation

We build on work by Dutch sociologists in the early 2000s (Kalmijn and van der Lippe 1997;
Kraaykamp et al. 2013; van de Werfhorst 2001), who developed a schema of 16 skills broken down
into cultural, communicative, economic, and technical dimensions (see Table A.2). In a 1998 Family
Survey of the Dutch Population (N=1,960), respondents were asked to assess how much each skill
was emphasized in their education on a five-point scale from 1 (“to a very limited extent”) to 5 (“to a
very large extent”). Responses were then averaged by 11 fields of study.

We replicate this exercise for the United States (Spring 2024) and the Netherlands (Fall 2024),
adopting the same list of sixteen skills (in randomized order) as in the original Dutch study but
extending the number of fields of study to 80. We use for this a list developed in 2013 by UNESCO
(ISCED) (see Table G.1).

Analyses show that these cultural, economic, communicative, and technical dimensions are
measured reliably: each scale has a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.76 or higher; principal components
(varimax) produces the same four factors (Tables G.2 & G.3); and this structure is robust by gender
and age.

The human-centeredness of afield of educationis then estimated as the ratio of communicative plus
cultural skills to the sum of the four skill categories, rescaled from 0 to 1:

communicative;j+cultural;j

Human — centered field; =/}, , —— ,
cultural;j+economic;j+communicative;j+technical;j

Finally, we crosswalk the fieldscores generated from the US field survey to the General Social Survey
(GSS) and the European YouGov survey, which both collect information on field of education but not
on skills content.® For GSS, this means we match each of 81 majors with the US field scores, and for
the European YouGov survey we aggregate US field scores to 21 fields. The output is a human-
centeredness score for each major in GSS and a human-centeredness score for each field of study
in YouGov; higher scores indicate greater human-centeredness. Table G.4 shows how this looks for
the shorter YouGov list of fields of study. The scores for the 80 majors in the GSS are available from
the authors.

3 Replication of the analyses with the field scores derived from the second origin survey, the 2024 Dutch field
survey, produces nearly identical results.
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Table G.1: Field of education options (ISCED) in the US field and Dutch origin survey

ier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3
GGeneric programs and ification 1Basic & 11Basic programs & qualification
ZLiteracy and numeracy 21Literacy and numeracy
P I skills & d 3P I skills and t
1Ed i 11Ed i 111 Education scien:
112Training for pre-school teachers
113Teacher training without subject
114Teacher training with subject
ZArts and humanities 21Arts 21 1Audio-visual technig and media pi
212Fashion, interior and 1al design
213Fine arts
214Handicrafts
215Music and per arts
22Hum 221Religion and theology
{except languages) 22ZHistory and archaeclogy
223Philosophy and ethics i
23Languages 2311 quisi
232Literature and linguistics
3Social sciences, journalism, information 31:Sccial and behavioral sciences 311Economics

312

Political science and civics

313

Psychology

31

gy and cultural studies

32

Journalism and information

321;

Journalism and reporting

322

Library, informaticn, archival studies

4

Business, administration, law

41

Business and adr ration

411,

A ting and

412

Finance, banking and insurance

41

M. t and

41

and advertising

41

and office work

415

Wholesale and retail sales

417,

Work skills

42

Law

421,

Law

. math,

and related science:

511

Biclogy

512

52

Environment

5241

Biochemistry
Envi tal sciences

522

Matural i and wildlife

53

Physical sciences

831

Chemistry

832

Earth sciences

533

Physics

Matt and

541,

Mathe

542

Statistics

B

Information & Communication

51;

ICTs

611

Computer use

Technology {(ICTs)

612

Datab and network design and admini

B13

Scftware and apf and analysis

Engineering, manufacturing,

T

Engineering and

711

construction

engineering trades

Chemical engineering and processes

E gy

713

P
Electricity and energy

714

Electronics and

lics and metal trades

716

Motor vehicles, ships and aircraft

72

Manufacturing and processing

721;

Food processing

722

Materials (glass, paper. plastic and wood)

723

Textiles foot and leather)

724Mining and extraction
TFArchitecture and construction 731Architecture and town planning
732Building and civil engineering
SAgriculture, forestry, fisheries, veterinary 81Agriculture 811Crop and livestock production
§12Horti
B82Forestry 821Forestry
83Fisheries 831 Fisheries
84\eterinary 841Veterinary
SHealth and welfare 9 1Health 911 Dental studies
912Medicin
913Nursing and midwifery
91 and treatment gy
915Therapy and reh i
91&Pharmacy
917 Traditional and VT and therapy
S2Welfare 921:Care of the elderly and of disabled adults
922ZChild care and youth services
9. 1al work and ing
10Services 101Persconal services 101 1Domestic services
1012Hair and beauty services
1013Hotel, restaurants and catering
1014Sports
1015Trawvel, tourism and leisure
102Hygiene and ticnal 1021, Community sanitation
heaslth services 10220ccL i health and safety
103Security services 1031 Military and defense
1032Protection of persons and property
104Transport services 1041 Transport services
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Table G.2. US field survey: Principal Components Analysis (rotated) of 16 skills

Communicative Economic Technical Cultural
Arts and literature 0.000 -0.006 -0.050 0.664
General knowledge or history 0.192 0.053 -0.019 0.308
Creativity, artistic expression -0.032 0.027 0.057 0.619
Writing and reading 0.349 -0.013 -0.080 0.155
Business, bookkeeping -0.075 0.567 -0.018 0.051
Law and regulations 0.298 0.267 0.001 -0.167
Business and commercial thinking -0.008 0.547 -0.017 0.027
Management skills 0.170 0.417 -0.006 -0.090
Instruction, teaching methods 0.309 -0.121 0.209 0.068
Social psychology 0.425 -0.092 0.024 0.036
Group conversation, discussion 0.491 -0.031 0.027 -0.087
Presentation skills, public speaking 0.402 0.102 -0.054 -0.010
Automation, computing -0.109 0.230 0.395 0.037
Learning to use tools, instruments -0.009 0.026 0.478 0.005
Calculus -0.111 0.108 0.483 0.032
Experiments, testing 0.118 -0.179 0.568 -0.050
Eigenvalue 3.114 2.651 2.366 1.893

Note: N=3,508 college-educated American citizens. Orthogonal varimax (Kaiser), Rho=0.627.

Table G.3. Dutch field survey: Principal Components Analysis (rotated) of 16 skills

Economic Communicative Technical Cultural
Arts and literature 0.005 -0.046 0.022 0.569
General knowledge or history 0.064 0.004 -0.045 0.540
Creativity, artistic expression -0.064 0.001 0.058 0.525
Writing and reading 0.102 0.165 -0.081 0.238
Business, bookkeeping 0.513 -0.092 -0.007 0.074
Law and regulations 0.412 0.043 -0.026 0.007
Business and commercial thinking 0.522 -0.010 0.018 -0.031
Management skills 0.456 0.110 0.010 -0.032
Instruction, teaching methods 0.103 0.453 -0.078 -0.019
Social psychology -0.149 0.432 -0.028 0.140
Group conversation, discussion -0.009 0.514 0.053 -0.016
Presentation skills, public speaking 0.012 0.515 0.033 -0.096
Automation, computing 0.116 -0.013 0.428 -0.001
Learning to use tools, instruments -0.016 -0.094 0.542 0.060
Calculus 0.081 0.014 0.496 -0.095
Experiments, testing -0.123 0.134 0.503 0.049
Eigenvalue 3.010 2.737 2477 2.373

Note: N=1000 post-secondary educated Dutch citizens. Orthogonal varimax (Kaiser), Rho=0.662.
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Table G.4. Human-centered field scores in the YouGov Survey with 2024 US field data

Fields of study in YouGov Matched US field categories Field score
1 Agricultural studies 821, 831, 841 0.232
2 Arts (fine or applied) 211,212, 213, 214, 215 0.815
3 Computing, IT, ICT 611,612, 613 0.188
4 Economics, business administration, accountancy 311, 411, 412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417 0.131
5 Engineering 711,713, 714,715, 716 0.000
6 Environmental studies, marine studies 511,512, 521, 522, 712 0.263
7 Food and catering 1013 0.207
8 Humanities — e.g., languages, history, philosophy, theology 221, 222, 223, 231, 232, 322 1.000
9 Law and legal services 421 0.393
10  Medical, health, nursing 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917 0.393
11 Personal care—e.g., catering, domestic science, hair styling 1011, 1012 0.269
12 Planning -- including architecture, urban planning 731,732 0.183
13 Public administration, public policy, journalism 321 0.884
14 Public order and safety — police, military, fire prevention, etc. 1021, 1022, 1031, 1032 0.376
15  Science, mathematics, physics, efc. 531, 532, 533, 541, 542 0.151
Social & behavioral studies -- e.g., social work, sociology,
16  psychology, pedagogy 921, 922, 923, 312, 313, 314 0.709
17  Sports & leisure studies 1014, 1015 0.371
18 Teacher training or education 111,112,113, 114 0.715
19  Technical -- crafts, building trades, industry, etc. 721,722,723, 724 0.110
20 Transport, telecommunications 1041, 0.090
21 General education, or no specific field 11,21, 31 0.406
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