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OPEN ‘Citizens’ Attitudes Under Covid19’,
DATA DESCRIPTOR d cross-country panel survey of
public opinion in 11 advanced
democracies

Sylvain Brouard?, Martial Foucault?, Elie Michel®**, Michael Becher?, Pavlos Vasilopoulos?,
Pierre-Henri Bono! & Nicolas Sormanit

This article introduces data collected in the Citizens’ Attitudes Under Covid-19 Project (CAUCP), which

: surveyed public opinion throughout the Covid-19 pandemicin 11 democracies between March and
December 2020. In this paper, we present a unique cross-country panel survey of citizens’ attitudes and
behaviors during a worldwide unprecedented health, governance, and economic crisis. This dataset
investigates the behavioral and attitudinal consequences of multifaceted Covid19 crisis across time and
contexts. In this paper, we describe the design of the CAUCP and the descriptive features of the dataset;
we also present promising research prospects.

Background & Summary
. This article introduces data collected in the Citizens’ Attitudes Under Covid-19 Project (CAUCP), which sur-
. veyed public opinion throughout the Covid-19 pandemic from March to December 2020. In this paper, we
. present the dataset collected in 11 advanced democracies, which is deposited in open access on the Sciences Po
Dataverse. It constitutes a unique cross-country panel survey of citizens’ attitudes and behaviors during a world-
wide unprecedented health, governance, and economic crisis (N =27,100 unique respondents over four waves).
Since the Covid-19 crisis tapped into all social dimensions, or crisis characteristics, it affected most peoples’
lives, and generated unprecedented individual and collective challenges to the public’s health, the economy, and
social life!. The pandemic has potentially reshaped democratic politics in general and, in particular, has affected
attitudes and behaviors on a large range of political issues. We consider that investigating citizens’ adaption and
responses to this crisis, as well as their (possibly enduring) consequences is relevant for several reasons. First,
according to the democratic responsiveness and accountability perspectives?, governments’ responses to the cri-
sis are conditioned by public opinion. Specifically, in the case of the Covid-19 pandemic, citizens’ (expected)
preferences and partisanship have shaped governments’ response to the virus, sometimes at the expense of sci-
entific expertise®. Most existing studies indeed link policy responses to the level of political trust, but they gen-
erally overlook other dimensions of public opinion-mostly because of a lack of reliable and comparative data*°.
Second, citizens’ reactions to Covid-19 related policies are also conditional to political attitudes and emotional
reactions to the crisis. Specifically, sociodemographic characteristics, personality traits, ideology, and emotions
influence compliance with public health measures®. Third, the Covid-19 pandemic has shattered economies
and produced a globalized economic crisis of a major magnitude”®. Economic crises, their perception, and the
perception of government responsibility normally have significant electoral and attitudinal consequences®!°.
The unprecedented crisis triggered by the Covid-19 pandemic has generated an enormous amount of survey
research. However, because of limitations in resources, narrow methodologies, or absence of a comparative
perspective, few studies allow a comprehensive assessment of public opinion from the outbreak of the crisis
in March 2020 onwards. For instance, available cross-country surveys are mostly cross-sectional. Thus, they
overlook the evolution of public opinion, and the durability of the effect, throughout a (at least) two year-long
eventful crisis'!. Further, cross-sectional studies cannot establish causal mechanisms on the determinants of
public attitude formation and change. On the other hand, existing panel studies are often limited to a single
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country, falling short of capturing important contextual effects on political behavior!? (e.g. in Austria'® or the
Netherlands'*). Some studies do combine cross-country comparisons with panel designs through opt-in ques-
tions added in already existing panel surveys-although necessarily limiting the breadth of investigation'®. The
CAUCP addresses these issues by providing public opinion panel data from 11 advanced democracies over the
year 2020 to examine the longitudinal and cross-country dynamics of citizens preferences, perceptions, and
behavior.

The CAUCP cross-country panel survey sets to answer four broad research questions, covering four major
dimensions of the effects of the Covid19 pandemic on public opinion. First, [RQ1] Behavioral and attitudinal
reaction to Covid-19 related policies sets to explain the reasons why people are more or less likely to support
and comply with public Covid-19 related recommendations and under which circumstances, but also how peo-
ple acquire information about the pandemic. It addresses the causal mechanisms by which people perceive the
salience of the pandemic and their reaction to the discourse of public authorities, media outlets, and other public
opinion leaders. Second, [RQ2] Political Behavior and Attitudes investigates how people respond to the crisis
in terms of political preferences, political trust, and satisfaction, policy evaluation, blame attribution, emotions,
and more general preferences around the role of the State. Third, [RQ3] Electoral Behavior examines the elec-
toral consequences of the Covid-19 pandemic to evaluate its effects (if any) on prospective electoral behavior
(turnout, vote choices and vote intentions), as well as the influence of retrospective vote choice on behaviors
and attitudes linked to the Covid-19 crisis. Fourth, [RQ4] Social Consequences examines the conditions under
which the COVID-19 crisis increases fragmentation within societies and affects social cohesion. The survey
examines the dynamics of individual economic well-being, social isolation, occupational trajectories, and pat-
terns of socialization.

Methods

StUdy design. Because of its scale (4 waves, 11 countries) and the constraints of the Covid-19 pandemic,
the CAUCP surveys required a resolutely collective research endeavor. The dataset on Citizens’ Attitudes Under
Covid19 Project (CAUCP) was developed by Sylvain Brouard and Martial Foucault at the CEVIPOF in Sciences
Po (France), in close cooperation with multiple research partners and institutional support. The data collection
has been piloted by a steering committee also including Michael Becher (IAST Toulouse and IE University in
Madrid) and Pavlos Vasilopoulos (University of York).

Case selection. The CAUCP study aims at combining a variety of country-level characteristics in order
to offer a broad geographical, sanitary, and institutional scope. The project focuses on advanced democracies,
it includes respondents of countries from Western Europe (Austria, France, Germany, Italy, Sweden, United
Kingdom), Eastern Europe (Poland), the Americas (USA, Brazil) and Oceania (Australia, New Zealand). These
countries also vary along several factors pertaining directly to the Covid-19 pandemic: intensity of the pandemic
(from hardest hit countries such as Brazil, the USA and the UK, to the countries that have been least affected
in terms of health such as Australia or New Zealand), but also type of policy response (from most restrictive
countries such as New Zealand; France, and Italy to the less constraining countries such as Sweden, the USA and
Brazil). Finally, our case selection includes variation along several institutional dimensions: length of democratic
rule, centralized vs. de-centralized/federal governance, and membership to the European Union.

Survey design. The CAUCP panel data was collected (Computer-Assisted Web Interview) in four waves,
from the outset of the pandemic (Wave 1 in late March 2020) and throughout 2020 (Wave 2 in April 2020, Wave
3 in June 2020, and Wave 4 in December 2020). Therefore, the first wave of the panel covers the implementation
of the first health restrictions in mid-March in Europe. The data collection covered the evolution of the pandemic
over the summer 2020 (lower intensity of the pandemic and loosened restrictions in the Northern hemisphere
vs. higher intensity of pandemic and more stringent policies in the Southern hemisphere), and it extended to
December 2020 (as the pandemic dynamic reverses again between South and North). Figure 1a shows the tem-
porality of the waves of the CAUCP panel together with indicators on the strength of the pandemic (number of
new cases and covid-related deaths'®) and on the stringency of governments’ response to the pandemic (Oxford
Covid-19 Government Response Tracker!”). Figure 1b summarizes the fieldwork information (date of data collec-
tion and number of respondents for each wave). Because of technical and resource constraints, surveys in Brazil,
Poland, and Sweden only started from Wave 2.

Questionnaire design. The questionnaires of CAUCP surveys was designed on the basis of existing com-
parative public opinion studies, covering a large array of socio-demographic, political, attitudinal and behavioral
characteristics, as well as questions specifically addressing the consequences of the Covid-19 crisis in terms of
attitudes, political behavior, support for Covid-19 policies, and the individual socio-economic consequences of
the crisis. Questionnaires have been designed and adopted throughout the fieldwork by the CAUCP Steering
Committee. The questionnaire retained most questions throughout the waves to allow the longitudinal analysis
of variables, but occasionally required some modifications. For instance, questionnaires were flexible between
waves and countries in order to include newly salient topics (e.g. compliance with wearing masks from Wave 2
onwards) and to adapt to the countries’ specific contexts (e.g. questions on multi-level governance, or national/
local elections). See Table 2 for overview of selected questions included in the questionnaires.

Ethical validation. The CAUCP data collection has been approved by the Toulouse School of Economics -
Institute for Advanced Studies in Toulouse (TSE-IAST) Review Board for ethical Standards in Research in April
2020. The collection of the CAUCP dataset complies with all ethical regulations of public opinion survey data.
Participants have been informed of the purpose of the study and consented to sharing their data. Individual data
has been entirely anonymized. A similar process is ongoing at Sciences Po to provide the overall ethical approval.
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Fig. 1 (a,b) Design of the cross-country CAUCP panel study.
Respondents from % Panel from preceding
Number of Respondents Respondents from Wave 1 | % Panel from Wave 1 preceding Wave wave
Wavel | Wave2 | Wave3 | Wave4 | Wave2 | Wave3 | Wave4 | Wave2 | Wave3 | Wave4 | Wave2 | Wave3 | Wave4 | Wave2 | Wave3 | Wave4
Germany 1501 2000 2016 2091 677 738 728 45,1% 49,2% 48,5% 677 987 1385 45,1% 49,4% 68,7%
France 1999 2014 2007 2121 1430 1475 1553 71,5% 73,8% 77,7% 1430 1484 1621 71,5% 73,7% 80,8%
United Kingdom 1011 1000 1014 1031 784 726 643 77,5% 71,8% 63,6% 784 746 727 77,5% 74,6% 71,7%
New Zealand 999 998 1000 1011 313 368 300 31,3% 36,8% 30,0% 313 344 342 31,3% 34,5% 34,2%
Austria 1000 1000 1011 994 477 331 396 47,7% | 33,1% | 39,6% | 477 488 494 47,7% | 48,8% | 48,9%
Italy 1000 997 1003 1025 645 438 609 64,5% 43,8% 60,9% 645 570 688 64,5% 57,2% 68,6%
Sweden — 1009 1017 1016 — 499 411 — 49,5% 40,7% — 499 572 — 49,5% 56,2%
Brazil — 1000 1000 1029 — 462 446 — 46,2% 44,6% — 462 585 — 46,2% 58,5%
Poland — 1000 1014 1023 — 424 625 — 42,4% 62,5% — 424 636 — 42,4% 62,7%
USA 2089 2007 2003 2008 1228 814 640 58,8% 40,6% 31,9% 1228 814 640 58,8% 40,6% 32,0%
Australia 1003 1007 1003 1006 213 509 204 21,2% 50,5% 20,3% 213 182 394 21,2% 18,1% 39,3%

Table 1. Panel structure of CAUCP data.

Respondents. CAUCP surveyed of total of 27,100 uniquely identified respondents, which constitutes 53,083
observations across the four panel waves. In order to increase the representativeness of the samples, each panel
wave includes a minimum of 1,000 respondents in eight countries and about 2,000 in France, Germany, and the
USA.

Data Records

The data generated by the CAUCP project is available in open access on the Sciences Po Dataverse's. We
have uploaded sub-datasets for each wave in each country of the study in TAB format. The country*wave
sub-datasets have been cleaned to standardized variable names across country and wave sub-datasets data-
sets. We have also included detailed codebooks for each for each sub-dataset which describes all the var-
iables included in each sub-dataset (variables labels, answer categories, answer labels, country specific
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Table 2. Scope and main variables of interest of the CAUCP survey.
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Fig. 2 Compliance: Keeping distance with people outside home. Question wording: “Due to the coronavirus
epidemic, in your daily life, would you say that you keep a distance of three feet (1 meter) between yourself and
other people outside your home? 0 means “not at all” and 10 means “yes completely”. shows the proportion

of respondents who score 10. We consider that the latter respondents are those expressing full compliance to
restrictive measures.

variables) in XLSX format. All this material is available at the following link: https://data.sciencespo.fr/dataset.
xhtml?persistentld=doi%3A10.21410%2F7E4%2FEATFBW.

In addition to the individual country*wave files and documentations uploaded on the institutional reposi-
tory of Sciences Po, we have uploaded a merged dataset on figshare repository'. This merged dataset includes
the observations for the eleven countries and the 4 waves, as well as an extended codebook in XLSX format,
detailing variable types, names, labels, values, value labels, and inclusion or not in each panel wave (this code-
book includes generic question wordings, as well as separate tabs for each country which details country-specific
questions and answer categories).

Technical Validation

The CAUCP included a total of 27,100 individual panelists residing in the country where they are surveyed.
Online recruitment of the participants began on March 20, 2020 in Germany (Wave 1) and ended on December
11, 2020 in the USA. The CAUCP panel survey lasted for over 10 months between Wave 1 and Wave 4, and
the overall full panel retention is low: 3680 respondents participated in all 4 waves (13.6% of the total sample).
However, on average, respondents have participated in 1.96 waves — which ensures that almost all respondents
were surveyed more than once throughout the pandemic. Table 1 details the panel structure of the CAUCP data,
it presents the number of respondents in each wave; the number of respondents from Wave 1 in Waves 2, 3, and
4; and the number of respondents from each preceding wave in Waves 2, 3, and 4.

Respondents of the CAUCP panel data were selected through quota sampling, which were based on a com-
bination of multiple socio-demographic characteristics. In the 11 countries of the panel, sampling quotas were
based on gender, age, occupation, region of residence, type of environment (town size or population density). In
some countries, quota samplings also include additional weighting characteristics, such as ethnicity in the USA,
or education in France. The full structure of unweighted samples, weighting coefficients and targeted popula-
tions for each country and each wave is presented in Appendix A. In each survey, weighting scores were obtained
thanks to RIM weighting (Random Iterative Method-‘Raking’).

Identical questionnaires were administered in all countries for each wave of the CAUCP survey-albeit some
questions were adapted to country-specific characteristics (notably with regards to ideology, and political and
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Fig. 3 Preferences for closing the borders to foreigners. Question wording: “Here is a list of measures that
have been taken in some countries against the spread of coronavirus (N-Covid19). Do you agree with them?
The closing of the borders for foreigners” - 5-point Likert Scale. shows the proportion of respondents who
“completely agree” or “tend to agree”.

electoral behavior). On average, respondents took around 15 minutes to answer the questionnaire from Wave 1.
Because of the additional questions tailored to the development of the pandemic, questionnaires of the Waves
2, 3 and 4 required more time from respondents, and lasted around 20 minutes. (See Appendix B for average
response time of each panel wave in each country).

The CAUCP consists of 317 unique variables measured in all countries (some variables were introduced or
drop in different waves). Table 2 presents a selection of the most relevant topics and variables covered in CAUCP
data, grouped by main research themes. In addition to the variables presented in Table 2, the CAUCP sur-
vey includes extensive information on respondents’ socio-demographic characteristics (gender, age, religiosity,
income, education, household description, employment status and trajectory). In this overview, the variables
related to a series of randomized experiments carried simultaneously to the CAUCP fieldwork are excluded.
Such experiments addressed RQ1 (Behavioral and attitudinal reaction to Covid-19 related policies) and focused
on individual compliance to health regulations-data and results are presented separately elsewhere®.

Usage Notes

To conclude the presentation of the CAUCP dataset, we present three key dimensions covered by our survey:
policy compliance, attitudinal dynamics, and democratic accountability. We describe three key variables to study
the possibly large and lasting effects of the Covid-19 crisis on social and political life.

Public health policy compliance. Compliance with Covid-19 related policies is both a salient political
debate and constitutes a promising research agenda. Indeed, the preventive and sometimes restrictive policies
implemented during the Covid-19 pandemic have been extensively discussed in the public debate. We identify
two dimensions of policy compliance: individual behavior (i.e. respecting restrictive regulations) and acceptance/
evaluation of Covid-19 related measures (i.e. support for policies restricting individual and civil liberties). Despite
sharp political volatility, such as decline (or variations) in trust and negative evaluations of the government,
compliance levels to stringent policies remained high?"** (Newton 2020). However, compliance is mediated by
partisanship: support for the parties in government leads to greater compliance*. The politics of complying
to stringent health policies is certainly influenced by individual and contextual factors. For instance, patterns of
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Fig. 4 Satisfaction with the government’s handling of the Covid19 crisis. Question wording: “Generally
speaking, are you satisfied with the way that the government is handling coronavirus?” - 4-point Likert Scale.
shows the proportion of respondents that are “completely satisfied” or “quite satisfied”

compliance to ‘keeping social distance’ diverge across countries, but also evolve over time (Fig. 2). Even in the
case of New Zealand which has been less exposed to the coronavirus in terms of fatalities, citizens do react to the
Covid-19 related policies and adapt to government recommendations. Indeed, pandemic policies are the most
visible policies: virtually all citizens are aware and informed on Covid-19 restrictions. This constitutes a unique
research area to evaluate both individual and contextual determinants of policy acceptance.

Attitudinal dynamics. The Covid-19 pandemic had broad consequences for public attitudes. Many pundits
and commentators speculate that the Covid-19 may deeply modify political cleavages. The pandemic may also
polarize or de-polarize democratic societies. Alternatively, the political impact of the pandemic may be sectoral
only, that is, limited to the specific dimensions linked to the crisis. Finally, the Covid-19 pandemic might not be
an influential crisis, as long as citizens’ attitudes are concerned, compared to previous major crises, such as geo-
political shocks or economic crises. Still, findings suggest that the pandemic has triggered important attitudinal
changes, which however mask individual-level heterogeneity within each country of our sample (for instance
Galasso et al. find sizeable gender differences in attitude during the crisis**). What are the factors driving these
attitudinal changes? As new issues appeared on the public agendas, there are also opportunities to study the for-
mation of attitudes. Furthermore, many psychological traits, such as personality characteristics, risk perception,
emotions are expected to influence political attitudes. Even more, the enormous amount of (mis-) information on
the Covid-19 pandemic may have also influenced political attitudes. Indeed, earlier findings have found evidence
that different patterns of news consumption affected levels of trust and compliance with Covid-19 related restric-
tions??. Descriptive findings of the CAUCP survey tend to indicate that the pandemic has not transformed overall
political preferences. Indeed, average ideological preferences (Left-Right 11-point scale) are stable over the waves
of the panel, and polarization seems unchanged (roughly measured with the standard deviation of the Left-Right
scale). Despite a political anchor such as ideology remaining stable throughout the crisis other attitudes tend to
fluctuate across time and contexts. For instance, preferences for closing borders have changed during the crisis,
although in contrasted directions (Fig. 3).

Even further, the political consequences of the pandemic seem to be mediated by anxiety rather than a cog-
nitive trigger of the political ‘rally’ effect?®. The CAUCP offers a promising agenda for research in political psy-
chology with a large battery of questions on emotions and social interactions.
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Democratic accountability. Studying the consequences of the Covid19 pandemic in terms of democratic
accountability represents a rich research agenda. Citizens’ responses to the unprecedented pandemic policies, and
to the subsequent expected economic crisis, is crucial to understand the functioning of democracies and will most
likely be multifaceted (electoral behavior, trust and evaluation of institutions and policies, blame attribution). For
instance, initial findings on citizens’ response to the Covid-19 pandemic show a ‘rally around the flag effect’”2.
However, this effect should be qualified since it is neither universal®® nor similarly lasting as the crisis endures®,
or rather producing a ‘crisis signal effect that benefits incumbents™'. Research suggests that the pandemic has trig-
gered stronger support or satisfaction with the governments and their policy - largely mediated by levels of trust
and partisanship®2. The CAUCP data confirms that citizens policy response is complex and context dependent.
Looking at the satisfaction with the government’s handling of the Covid19 crisis, we observe important time and
country variation (Fig. 4). Indeed, in the different countries, the level of satisfaction is extremely high (Australia,
New Zealand, Austria), average (France, Italy, USA), or generally low (Brazil, Poland). Additionally, trends of sat-
isfaction are either increasing (Australia), stable (France, New Zealand), or declining (Sweden, United Kingdom).
In addition to attitudes toward the government, social science research should further investigate the electoral
consequences of the crisis. Indeed, local sanitary contexts and corresponding health policies have affected turnout
rates in several European local elections, increasing turnout in some cases® or depressing it in others***. Further,
the Covid19 pandemic has influenced voting behavior, generally to the benefit of incumbents and Green parties
in local elections®®. How consistent are these patterns? Are they dependent on the context of the pandemic and
the policy response? Do they hold for national and local elections? Such questions enable to investigate promising
research venues on the effects of retrospective vote choice on attitudes, as well as on the consequences of the crisis
on prospective vote choice, and actual electoral behavior as three countries held national elections in 2020 (USA,
New Zealand, and Poland). Evaluating the significance of individual-level health and economic situations on
political behavior and attitudes constitute a promising research lead, as most studies examined these questions at
the aggregate level thus far.

Code availability
The country*waves files of the CAUCP dataset have been merged using STATA16. The Code is available on the
figshare repository.
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