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ABSTRACT

The war in Ukraine and new NATO budgetary demands have reactivated debate over defense
spending in European democracies, yet important questions remain about the factors that shape
public support for this policy area. This article analyzes the individual determinants of citizen
preferences regarding defense spending in Spain through a longitudinal research design based
on thirty-five barometers from the Centro de Investigaciones Socioldgicas (CIS), covering four
decades of public opinion from 1985 to 2025. The analysis estimates three ordinal logit models
to assess the effects of sociodemographic, ideological, and cultural variables. The results show
that ideology constitutes the strongest predictor of defense spending preferences, followed by
religiosity and educational attainment, whereas sex and subjective economic situation have
limited effects. These findings indicate that preferences on defense spending depend primarily
on ideological and value orientations rather than social position, which helps explain their
stability over time and distinguishes this policy area from other fields of public expenditure.
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To spend or not to spend more on defense? citizen preferences and their determinants in Spain
(1985-2025)

INTRODUCTION

The Russian invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 marked a turning point in European
security and prompted most NATO member states to increase defense spending (Genini,
2025). Governments have had to reorder budgetary priorities, placing defense temporarily
at the center of the political agenda, although not necessarily at the center of the social
agenda (Addario, 2025). This shift has renewed tensions among international security
commitments, domestic political feasibility, and social support for defense spending (Mader,
2024; Eichenberg & Stoll, 2017).

In this context of growing geopolitical pressure, NATO reinforced its budgetary commitment
at the 2025 Hague summit by raising the spending target to 5% of GDP by 2035. In Spain, where
defense spending represented 1.4% of GDP, political debate has centered on whether the
government should pursue gradual budget increases or rapid growth to meet Alliance targets.
These disagreements have emerged in a context of limited public concern about military affairs’
and low priority for defense within citizens' hierarchy of budgetary preferences (Cazcarro et
al., 2024; Bartle et al., 2020). The combination of low social salience and limited support for
spending increases makes Spain a particularly relevant case for analyzing the individual bases
of support for, or opposition to, allocating more resources to defense.

The growing prominence of defense policy on the international agenda has renewed
scholarly interest in public opinion on this issue, particularly after Russia’s invasion of
Ukraine (Sacchi et al., 2026; Genini, 2025; Mader, 2024). However, the specialized literature
remains limited and largely descriptive, and Spain has received comparatively little scholarly
attention. Existing research has focused mainly on the United States (Lee, 2024; Eichenberg
& Stoll, 2011) or on specific episodes such as 9/11 and the invasion of Iraq (Simon et al,,
2018; Holsti, 2004; Jentleson, 1992). In Europe, comparative analyses remain scarce, although
studies of European Union countries have increased since the beginning of the Russia-
Ukraine conflict (DiGiuseppe et al.,, 2024; Mader & Schoen, 2023; Hart et al., 2023).

In Spain, research on public opinion has addressed mainly defense culture and the social
valuation of the armed forces, topics that have attracted interest because of the military
origins of the pre-democratic dictatorship (Remiro et al., 2024; Martinez, 2020). By contrast,
scholars have paid less attention to attitudes toward defense policy and even less to citizens’
preferences on military spending and their determinants (see Cazcarro et al., 2024; Cicuéndez,
2018; Carrillo & Tamayo, 2011). This gap matters because Spain’s democratic transition may
have shaped attitudes toward defense in ways that either converge with or diverge from
patterns observed in other democracies. It has also become more relevant as international
pressure to increase the defense budget has intensified.

The literature on public opinion shows that military spending has traditionally received
limited public support in most advanced democracies (Eichenberg & Stoll, 2017; Fitzsimmons
et al., 2014; Simon & Lovrich, 2010). Beyond measuring levels of support, previous studies
indicate that preferences in this policy area reflect a particular interaction between
sociodemographicand political-ideological factors (Kertzer & Zeitzoff,2017). Among individual
predictors, ideology and values occupy a central position (Wenzelburger & Boller, 2020;
Eichenberg & Stoll, 2017). Nevertheless, the evidence remains fragmented, and longitudinal
approaches remain infrequent, which limits our understanding of the foundations of social
support for defense spending (Fay, 2020; Eichenberg, 2016). This article addresses that
research gap by providing a systematic longitudinal analysis of the Spanish case.

1 The CIS historical series on “Spain’s main problems” shows that defense, international security, and wars in general consistently
occupy residual positions in citizens’ hierarchy of concerns, even during periods of intensified international conflict, such as the wars
in Ukraine and Gaza.
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This article analyzes the individual determinants of citizen preferences on defense
spendingin Spain from a broad longitudinal perspective. The study draws on survey data from
1985 to 2025, which makes it possible to examine the relative weight of sociodemographic and
ideological and value-base factors across most of the democratic period, a period marked
by major political, economic, and international transformations. The analysis first offers
a descriptive characterization of social preferences during the selected period and then
estimatesthe individual determinants of these preferences through ordinal logistic regression
models. The temporal dimension receives descriptive and contextual treatment, whereas
the explanatory analysis focuses on individual-level determinants. The research addresses
two research questions: What individual factors shape citizen preferences on defense
spending in Spain? What relative weight do sociodemographic characteristics and symbolic
predispositions have in the formation of these preferences? To answer these questions, the
study adopts a longitudinal and quantitative research design based on aggregate data and
microdata from thirty-five studies conducted by the Centro de Investigaciones Sociologicas
(CIS). The analysis combines bivariate correlations and ordinal logit regression models to
estimate the individual and joint effects of sociodemographic and ideological variables on
defense spending preferences.

The article makes three main contributions. First, it offers a systematic description of
social preferences on defense spending in Spain, which makes it possible to identify the
distinctive features of public attitudes in this policy area and to compare them contextually
with attitudes toward spending on other policies. Second, it contributes to research on
preference formation by identifying the individual factors that explain these attitudes,
highlighting the central role of ideological-value factors and the more moderate influence of
sociodemographic variables. Third, it brings to the comparative debate a scarcely analyzed
European case with a broad longitudinal series, showing how citizens form preferences in
a policy area characterized by limited social support for spending increases, low budgetary
priority, and distinctive political dynamics.

The article proceeds in five sections. Following this introduction, the next section
presents the literature review and theoretical framework. The third section describes the
methodological strategy and data sources. The fourth section examines citizen preferences
on defense spending and provides the empirical context for the explanatory analysis. The
fifth section presents the results of the statistical analysis. The final section discusses the
main conclusions, implications, and limitations of the research.

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK: PUBLIC OPINION AND DEFENSE

This section reviews the literature on citizen attitudes toward defense policy and,
more specifically, defense spending preferences. It focuses on the individual determinants
of support for defense spending within the broader debate on budgetary preferences in
advanced democracies. The section identifies the main explanatory factors and formulates
the hypotheses that guide the empirical analysis of the Spanish case.

Attitudes toward defense spending have distinctive characteristics. Most notably, citizens
tend to oppose increases in this budget item, a pattern observed across different countries
and periods (Eichenberg, 2016; Corman et al., 2015; Holsti, 2004; Page & Shapiro, 1992).
Compared with other areas of public spending, defense systematically occupies a low-priority
position in citizens' budgetary preferences (Soroka & Wlezien, 2010). Scholars have linked this
limited support to the specific features of defense policy as a pure public good: its costs are
measurable, but its benefits remain uncertain, diffuse, and difficult to evaluate (Bolouri et
al., 2025; Hartley, 2012). Citizens often struggle to assess its utility because defense financing
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responds to hypothetical risk scenarios that do not always materialize (Qari et al., 2024). As
a result, public demand for defense spending tends to remain lower than demand for social
policies that produce more tangible and direct effects on material welfare (Carter et al., 2021).

The literature on spending preferences explains this specificity through the guns-versus-
butter dilemma (Lee, 2024; Williams, 2019). Since public resources are limited, individuals
face a trade-off between financing “security” and financing “welfare.” Defense competes
with policies that provide immediate and clearly identifiable benefits, such as health care or
education (Lee, 2024; Bonica, 2015). Within this hierarchy of budgetary preferences, citizens
tend to treat social spending as more protected, whereas defense appears as the area most
vulnerable to adjustment, especially in fiscal consolidation scenarios (Bansak et al., 2021).
Regardless of budgetary constraints, this dilemma reveals a politically structured conflict
between security and welfare priorities, shaped by ideological and cultural cleavages as well
as partisan competition (Sacchi et al., 2026).

Because deep cleavages structure this distributive conflict, defense spending preferences
tend to remain notably stable over time (Eichenberg & Stoll, 2017; Page and Shapiro, 1992;
Shapiro & Page, 1988). However, the international context can modulate this stability (Mader,
2024), especially through perceived threats (Mueller, 1973). In scenarios of insecurity or conflict,
support for military investment tends to increase; in periods of stability, it tends to decline
(Jentleson, 1992). Domestic political factors also shape these changes, including the perceived
legitimacy of the use of force, especially when governments frame interventions as multilateral
or humanitarian, and evaluations of political leadership (Gelpi, 2023; Kreps, 2019).

Longitudinal studies show that these variations usually occur within relatively narrow
margins (Clements, 2019; Torres-Reyna & Shapiro, 2002). Contrary to early arguments that
portrayed public opinion as volatile or strongly dependent on the opinion climate (Noelle-
Neumann, 1974; Almond, 1950), empirical evidence shows that attitudes toward defense
spending follow coherent patterns and display considerable stability (Eichenberg & Stoll,
2017; Knopf, 1998; Page & Shapiro, 1992). Preferences respond to context, but they do so
through structural predispositions linked to values and broader, more durable political
orientations (Holsti, 2004; Bartels, 1994; Shapiro & Page, 1988). For this reason, the analysis of
individual determinants remains essential for understanding these attitudes.

Despite these theoretical debates, empirical analyses of defense spending preferences
and their determinants remain limited, especially compared with research on social policies.
Most studies focus on the United States and cover fragmented time periods, which limits
the generalizability of their findings and their applicability to other democratic contexts
(Lee, 2024; Simon et al., 2018; Eichenberg & Stoll, 2011). Some comparative studies of citizen
spending priorities include defense policy (Williams, 2019; Soroka & Wlezien, 2010), but few
works examine preferences in this area directly. European research has focused mainly on
the United Kingdom (Clements, 2019), although studies of public opinion and defense policy
in the European Union and in different member states have increased since the beginning
of the Russia-Ukraine conflict (Genini, 2025; Mader, 2024; DiGiuseppe et al., 2024). In general,
these studies address national cases and have limited comparative scope (Richter & Safra,
2026; Addario, 2025; Mader & Schoen, 2023).

In Spain, studies of public opinion have focused mainly on defense culture (Remiro et al,,
2024), the social valuation of the armed forces and their role (Martinez, 2020), and emotions
and discourses surrounding military spending (Casas-Mas et al.,, 2024). Political science and
sociology have paid less attention to defense spending preferences and their individual
determinants, and quantitative studies in this area remain insufficient (Cicuéndez, 2018, 2017;
Carrillo & Tamayo, 2011). Available evidence shows that, compared with the broad citizen
consensus in favor of strengthening the welfare state and increasing spending on social
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policies, defense receives limited support for spending increases and occupies a low budgetary
priority (Cazcarro et al,, 2024; Bartle et al., 2020). However, the Spanish case still lacks systematic
longitudinal analyses that identify which variables structure these preferences.

The classical international literature confirms that public spending preferences emerge
from a multifaceted process in which multiple factors intervene (Mouritzen, 1987), and that
the weight and direction of these determinants vary across policy areas (Eismeier, 1982).
In defense policy, previous findings show that political-ideological orientations and values
primarily structure preferences because they shape perceptions of security, the use of force,
and the state’s role in the international arena (Bolouri et al., 2025; Kertzer & Zeitzoff, 2017,
Ecer & Veasey, 2015; Bartels, 1994). Sociodemographic variables also help explain support
for or opposition to defense spending by generating differences by gender, age, education,
and socioeconomic status (Wenzelburger & Boller, 2020; Eichenberg & Stoll, 2017). The
predominance of symbolic predispositions aligns with the nature of defense as a pure public
good, which has no direct short-term effect on individual material welfare (Hartley, 2012).
Consequently, support for defense spending depends less on self-interest and more on
political orientations and beliefs (Sacchi et al., 2026; Branham and Jessee, 2017). Previous
research has also identified this pattern in Spain (Cazcarro et al., 2024; Cicuéndez, 2017).

Sociodemographic determinants

The influence of sociodemographic variables on defense spending preferences
constitutes one of the most consistent lines of research. Within this group, sex stands out as
a prominent explanatory factor (Simon et al., 2018; Eichenberg & Stoll, 2011). Women tend to
express greater reluctance toward increases in this budget item, a stance linked to greater
risk aversion and more critical attitudes toward the use of force (Eichenberg et al., 2022;
Eichenberg & Stoll, 2003). Studies have identified this gender gap across several democracies
and over extended periods (Hart et al., 2023; Leal, 2005).

Age also shapes defense spending preferences. Older individuals tend to express greater
support for increases in military spending (Bartels, 1994), a pattern linked to socialization in
contexts of international insecurity and stronger identification with traditional or security-
oriented values (Hart et al., 2023; Leal, 2005). Younger cohorts, by contrast, tend to identify
more strongly with postmaterialist values and oppose military spending to a greater
extent (Holsti, 2004). Even so, the relationship between age and attitudes toward defense
spending remains ambiguous because older generations may also prioritize social policies
that directly benefit them within the trade-off between defense and welfare (Clements,
2019; Soroka and Wlezien, 2010).

Educational attainment does not have a uniform effect on support for defense spending.
Some studies find a positive association between education and support for increasing these
resources (Simon & Lovrich, 2010; Leal, 2005). Others indicate that more educated individuals
hold less favorable positions toward increasing military spending (Fay, 2020; Ecer & Veasey,
2015; Fitzsimmons et al., 2014). Scholars attribute this latter pattern both to a greater capacity
to evaluate budgetary priorities critically and to the association between higher education
and progressive orientations that tend to oppose militarism (Eichenberg & Stoll, 2011).

Socioeconomic characteristics—such as social class, income level, and employment
situation—also influence defense spending preferences, but less strongly than in other policy
areas (Soroka & Wlezien, 2010). Low-income groups tend to oppose increases in this budget
item because they prioritize social policies (Lee, 2024). Groups with greater resources may
show greater support if they interpret defense spending as a means of guaranteeing stability
or international prestige (Clements, 2019).
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Based on the empirical evidence on the influence of sociodemographic variables, the
study proposes the following hypotheses:

H1. Defense spending preferences vary according to sociodemographic characteristics.
H1a. Men tend to support increasing defense spending more frequently than women.

H1b. Younger individuals tend to be less inclined than older generations to support
increasing defense spending.

H1c. Higher educational attainment is associated with less favorable opinions toward
increasing defense spending.

H1d. Individuals in better subjective economic circumstances tend to show greater
support for increasing resources for defense.

Political-ideological determinants

Beyond sociodemographic characteristics, political-ideological orientations constitute
the central axis structuring defense spending preferences. The literature shows that self-
placement on the left-right axis significantly shapes attitudes toward foreign policy, defense,
and military spending (Eichenberg & Stoll, 2017; Eichenberg, 2016; Holsti, 2004). Ideology
reflects not only partisan positions but also value systems that guide citizens’ interpretations
of international security, the use of force, and nationalism (Sacchi et al., 2026; Wenzelburger
& Boller, 2020; Branham & Jessee, 2017). For this reason, scholars consider ideology the
strongest predictor of citizen support for this spending program (Bartels, 1994).

Individuals on the right tend to support allocating more resources to defense, consistent
with values associated with order and the strengthening of the state in the international
arena (Eichenberg & Stoll, 2011). Conversely, individuals on the left tend to prioritize social
spending and express more reluctant attitudes toward increasing the military budget, in line
with postmaterialist and pacifist orientations (Bonica, 2015; Simon & Lovrich, 2010). Studies
identify this pattern in both North America (Corman et al., 2015; Fitzsimmons et al., 2014) and
Western Europe (Richter and Safra, 2026; DiGiuseppe et al., 2024), where it translates into
higher levels of support among right-wing party electorates (Carter et al., 2021).

Religiosity constitutes another value dimension with a significant impact on attitudes
toward defense. Greater religious identification or practice tends to correspond with more
favorable positions toward the use of force and increased military spending, especially when
religion connects with conservative values or nationalist discourses (Roy, 2019; Foyle, 2017,
Baumgartner et al., 2008). Ideological orientation and political context usually mediate this
effect, placing religiosity within the broader set of symbolic predispositions that structure
preferences in this policy area.

These contributions lead to two additional hypotheses:

H2. Ideological orientation is associated with defense spending preferences, such that
individuals who self-place on the right tend to support increasing resources more frequently
than those who self-place on the left.

H3. Religious individuals tend to show more favorable positions toward allocating greater
resources to defense.

In sum, defense spending preferences are contingent, multidimensional, and sensitive to
context (Eichenberg & Stoll, 2017). However, identifying which factors have the greatest explanatory
power remains necessary for understanding how citizens form preferences in this policy area.
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RESEARCH DESIGN

This study adopts a quantitative approach with a repeated cross-sectional longitudinal
design. It analyzes the individual determinants of defense spending preferences in Spain
from 1985 to 2025.

Data and sources

The analysis uses microdata from the Centro de Investigaciones Socioldgicas (CIS),
specifically the annual studies on Public Opinion and Fiscal Policy. The dataset integrates
the different survey waves into a longitudinal database that covers four decades, excluding
the years 2001 to 2004. The aggregated sample includes more than 106,000 interviews, with
individual studies ranging from approximately 2,500 to 4,000 observations. The explanatory
models treat “don’t know” and “no answer” responses as missing values, although the
descriptive analyses retain them because they provide relevant information about the
opinion climate surrounding low-salience policies.

The dependent variable comes from a survey item that measures support for, or
opposition to, increasing public spending. The question asks: “Public administrations allocate
the money we pay in taxes in Spain to finance public services and benefits. Tell me whether
you think they allocate too many, the necessary, or too little resources to each of the services
mentioned: defense.” The analysis uses the net spending support indicator proposed by
Soroka and Wlezien (2010: 67) to summarize the aggregate orientation of preferences during
the period under study. This indicator subtracts the percentage of respondents who believe
that public administrations allocate “too many” resources from the percentage who believe
they allocate “too little” resources. Positive values indicate demand for increased spending,
whereas negative values indicate demand for spending reduction.

This indicator summarizes aggregate preferences, but it does not incorporate responses
that express an intermediate position, namely, “the necessary resources.” To capture this
dimension, the analysis also constructs a weighted ordinalindex based on a average of the three
substantive response categories. The index ranges from 1 to 3, with higher values indicating
greater support for spending increases. Both indicators, commonly used in comparative studies
(Eichenberg & Stoll, 2011), capture the direction and intensity of preferences.

The selection of independent variables follows three criteria: theoretical relevance,
empirical quality, and longitudinal coverage (Table 1). The analysis includes the
sociodemographic, ideological, and cultural factors that the literature identifies as
determinants of public spending preferences (Fay, 2020; Simon et al,, 2018; Kertzer & Zeitzoff,
2017; Soroka and Wlezien, 2010). The study verifies the temporal coverage of each variable and
excludes variables with high proportions of missing values or non-comparable formulations
across surveys.

Thefirst block of variablesincludes sociodemographicand socioeconomic characteristics.?
Itincorporates sex, age recoded into seven categories, educational attainment, and subjective
economic situation, available from 2010. The second block includes symbolic predispositions.
It incorporates ideological self-placement, measured on a 0-10 scale and recoded into five
categories, and religiosity, recoded as a dichotomous variable distinguishing believers from
non-believers. Additional specifications with more disaggregated measures of religiosity
yield substantively similar results. The models treat survey year as a categorical variable

2 The CIS database does not include a social class variable, so the analysis uses subjective assessment of personal economic situation
as a commonly used proxy indicator in survey research.
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through fixed effects, which capture the specific temporal heterogeneity of each survey wave
between 1985 and 2025.

Table 1. Variable coding (N = 106,271)

. . . Temporal Descriptive
Variables Final coding coverage distribution
Dependent variable

. 1=Too many resources 48.6%
ng?griiigsnd'“g 2 = Necessary 1985-2025 34.6%
P 3 = Too little 16.7%
Independent
variables

0 = Male 51.6%

Sex 1= Female 1985-2025 48.4%
1=18-24 years 11.8%

2 =25-34 18.2%

3 =35-44 18.1%

Age 4 = 45-54 1985-2025 17.2%
5 = 55-64 14.2%

6 = 65-74 12.7%

7 =75+ 7.8%

1=Low 13.9%

Educational 2 = Medium-low 40.7%
attainment 3 = Medium-high 1985-2025 28.9%
4 = High 16.5%

1=Very good 2.7%

. 2=Good 38.8%

Eﬁﬁ?:rt economic 5 _ average 2010-2025 41.6%
4 = Bad 11.9%

5 = Very bad 4.5%

1= Extreme left 11.6%

2 = Left 33.8%

Ideology 3 = Center 1985-2025 371%
4 = Right 13.5%

5 = Extreme right 4.0%

S 0 = Non-believer 29.6%
Religiosity 1 = Believer 2005-2025 70.4%
Survey year Categorical variable; fixed 1985-2025 _

effects

Note. DK/NA responses are excluded from the explanatory models. The descriptive
distribution reports the percentage in each category.

Source: author’s elaboration based on CIS microdata.

Analytical strategy

The analysis proceeds in two phases. First, it estimates bivariate correlations using
Spearman’s rho, which is appropriate for ordinal and dichotomous variables (Agresti, 2010).



Cicuéndez

All variables display statistically significant associations with defense spending preferences
and therefore enter the multivariate specifications.

Second, the analysis estimates three ordinal logit models using ologit in Stata with robust
standard errors. Ordinal logit provides an appropriate strategy because the dependent
variable has an ordinal structure and the distances between response categories cannot
be assumed to be equal (Brambor et al., 2006). All models include year fixed effects through
annual dummy variables. This specification controls for temporal variation without assuming
a linear trend, in line with the patterns observed in the descriptive analysis.

The base model includes the four variables available for the full 1985-2025 period. Model
2 adds religiosity and is estimated for the period 2005-2025, when this variable becomes
available. Model 3 adds personal economic situation and covers the period 2010-2025,
while retaining all previous variables. Differences in sample size result exclusively from the
temporal availability of these variables.

The analysis evaluates model fit using the Akaike information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian
information criterion (BIC), reported in the appendix. It also tests the proportional odds
assumption underlying the ordinal logit model; relaxing this assumption does not substantially
alter the results. For interpretive clarity, the results are reported as predicted probabilities, a
common practice in the analysis of categorical dependent variables (Brambor et al., 2006).

This design has limitations inherent to longitudinal public opinion studies based on
extensive survey series. First, the unequal availability of variables requires the estimation
of three models covering different time intervals. Second, the combination of multiple
waves over four decades produces a large sample size, which increases statistical power
and can generate high levels of statistical significance even for effects of limited substantive
magnitude. For this reason, the interpretation focuses primarily on predicted probabilities
and confidence intervals. Finally, excluding DK/NA responses makes it possible to estimate
the determinants of defined spending preferences, but it limits the scope of inference to
respondents with structured attitudes toward defense spending.

CITIZEN PREFERENCES ON DEFENSE SPENDING DURING THE DEMOCRATIC
PERIOD, 1985-2025

This section describes defense spending preferences in Spain from 1985 to 2025. The
analysis provides the empirical context for interpreting the explanatory results presented in
the next section.

Figure 1 shows citizens’ evaluations of the resources allocated to defense policy during
the period under study. Until 2019, the perception that Spain allocated too many resources to
defense predominated. On average, 40% of respondents held this view. By contrast, the share
of respondents who considered defense funding insufficient remained clearly minoritarian,
ranging between 10% and 14% over three decades. An average of 28% stated that the allocated
budget was adequate. The proportion of “don’t know” responses also deserves attention:
approximately 18% of respondents did not express a defined position on military spending.
This figure suggests that a significant segment of the population lacked a structured opinion on
a low-salience policy area. The “no answer” category remained residual throughout the series.



10

To spend or not to spend more on defense? citizen preferences and their determinants in Spain
(1985-2025)

Figure 1. Valuation of resources allocated to defense policy, 1985-2025 (%)
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Source: author’s elaboration based on the CIS Public Opinion and Fiscal Policy studies.

The distribution of preferences does not follow a linear trajectory. Instead, the series
shows several stages. During the second half of the 1980s, a broad majority of respondents,
more than 50%, considered that Spain allocated too many resources to defense. At the
same time, fewer than 10% considered resources insufficient, and fewer than 20% judged
them adequate. From the 1990s to the late 2000s, preferences entered a period of relative
stability. Evaluations opposing resource increases remained predominant, although they
declined to between 34% and 40%. Meanwhile, the share of respondents who considered the
level of funding adequate gradually increased and reached approximately one-third of the
public. During this stage, positions favorable to budget increases remained low and showed
no substantive variation. In the first half of the 2010s, this pattern continued, with slow
convergence between those who perceived spending as excessive and those who considered
it sufficient. A significant shift toward more favorable attitudes toward defense spending
increases began only from 2018 onward.

Since 2017, the share of respondents who perceive defense funding as insufficient has
increased sharply, alongside a more moderate increase in the share who consider funding
adequate. In parallel, the proportion who classify defense spending as excessive has
declined, falling by 11 percentage points between 2018 and 2025. This decline coincides with
an 18-point increase in opinions favorable to spending increases and, to a lesser extent, a
9-point increase in positions favorable to maintaining the level of investment. Over the same
period, “don’t know" responses declined substantially, by 16 percentage points. These recent
changes have produced a more balanced distribution of preferences. In 2025, one-quarter
of citizens considered defense spending excessive, 39% considered it adequate, and 37%
believed that Spain allocated too little resources to defense.

The net support index for defense spending, widely used in the specialized literature
(Soroka and Wlezien, 2010), measures the aggregate orientation of preferences toward
increasing or reducing the budget. In other words, it captures net demand for defense
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spending (Figure 2). For most of the period, the index remained negative, with an average
value of —26%. This pattern reflects a net preference for reducing the defense budget. Since
2015, however, the index has increased progressively and moved closer to zero. In 2024, the
balance reached positive values for the first time. The evolution of this support index also
identifies three phases. In the first phase, the indicator recorded negative balances below
-40%. In the second phase, it entered a prolonged period of stability, fluctuating between
-20% and -30%. In the third phase, beginning in the last eight years of the series, demand
increased substantially. By 2025, the index reached 12%, indicating positive net support for
spending increases.

Figure 2. Net support index for defense spending, 1985-2025 (%)
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Note. The netsupportindex represents the difference between the percentage of respondents
who consider defense resources “too little” and the percentage who consider them “too
many.” The milestones serve only as temporal reference points.

Source: author’s elaboration based on CIS Public Opinion and Fiscal Policy studies.
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Figure 3 presents the ordinal preferences index, which captures aggregate intensity by
integrating the three main response categories, including positions favorable to the status
quo. Higher values indicate greater support for spending increases. For most of the series,
the ordinal index remained at moderate levels, between 1.6 and 1.7. These values reflect the
significant share of responses indicating that defense received excessive resources, but they
also reveal a persistent concentration of opinions around maintaining the existing level of
funding. From 2016 onward, the index rose, indicating a shift in the distribution toward the
upper part of the scale and, therefore, toward greater support for defense spending increases.

Figure 3. Weighted ordinal index of preferences for defense spending, 1985-2025
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Note. The ordinal preferences index is computed as a weighted average of the three
substantive response categories, excluding DK/NA. The scale ranges from 1 to 3, with higher
values indicating stronger support for increased spending.

Source: author’s elaboration based on CIS Public Opinion and Fiscal Policy studies.

To complete the contextualization of preferences, Figure 4 summarizes the average net
support index for spending across several public policies between 1985 and 2025.

In comparative terms, defense constitutes the policy area with the lowest average
aggregate demand, and the only one with a negative value. While health care, education,
pensions, and unemployment show high levels of support for increased resources, defense
records a negative average index. Even within foreign policy, defense spending receives lower
average support than development aid and foreign investment (Gonzalez and Martinez, 2024).
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Figure 4. Net support index for public spending on main social policies versus defense,
average 1985-2025
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Source: author’s elaboration based on CIS Public Opinion and Fiscal Policy studies.

RESULTS

The analysis of bivariate correlations between defense spending preferences and each
independent variable identify the relative strength of the associations before the multivariate
analysis (Table 2). All variables show robust associations (N >106,000). Given the large sample
size, the interpretation prioritizes the direction and magnitude of Spearman’s rho rather
than statistical significance alone.

Among the sociodemographic variables, sex and personal economic situation show weak
associations with defense spending preferences. Age shows a more pronounced positive
association, indicating that younger respondents are more likely to evaluate defense
spending as excessive. Educational attainment has the strongest association among the
sociodemographic variables. Its negative sign indicates that higher levels of education
correspond with lower support for increasing defense spending.

Ideology records the strongest correlation with defense spending preferences (p = 0.374),
followed by religiosity (p = 0.308). The distance between these variables and the sociodemographic
predictors suggests that symbolic predispositions have greater explanatory weight. Because
bivariate analysis does not isolate net effects or control for covariates, the next step tests these
associations through a multivariate approach.

The analysis estimates three ordinal logit models that simultaneously incorporate the
explanatory variables and year fixed effects to capture temporal heterogeneity. The base model
covers the full period, 1985-2025. Model 2 includes religiosity and covers the period in which
this variable is available, 2005-2025. Model 3 adds personal economic situation and covers the
period 2010-2025. Tables A1 to A4 in the appendix report the complete estimates, predicted
probabilities, and the AIC and BIC information criteria as indicators of relative model fit. The
main pattern remains stable in specifications estimated on temporal subsamples.
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Table 2. Bivariate correlations between defense spending preferences and explanatory
variables, 1985-2025

Independent variable Spearman’s rho (p)
Sex 0.024™
Age 0151"
Educational attainment -0176"
Personal economic situation 0.052"
Ideology 0.374™
Religiosity 0.308™

“p < 0.01, two-tailed.
Note. For coding and temporal coverage, see Table 1.

Source: author’s elaboration based on CIS microdata.

The multivariate models reproduce the main associations identified in the bivariate
analysis (Figures 5 and 6). Ideology generates the largest variation in predicted probabilities,
followed by religiosity in Models 2 and 3. Among the sociodemographic variables, educational
attainment produces the most notable change, followed by age. Sex and personal economic
situation show marginal effects. The year fixed effects capture contextual variation across
survey waves, without indicating a sustained linear trajectory in preferences. The temporal
pattern shows oscillations associated with specific junctures, but including year fixed
effects does not modify either the direction or the substantive magnitude of the individual
predictors. This result suggests considerable structural stability in the determinants of
defense spending preferences.

The interpretation of the results relies on predicted probabilities. Among the
sociodemographic variables (Figure 5), sex produces minimal differences. The estimated
probability of considering defense spending excessive is 46:1% among men and 45.4% among
women, and the remaining response categories differ only slightly between the two groups.
Specifically, the estimated probability of falling into the “too little” category remains around
17-18% for both men and women.

Personal economic situation also has limited explanatory capacity. In Model 3, the
proportion of respondents who evaluate defense resources as excessive ranges from
38.0% among those who describe their personal economic situation as very bad to 43.4%
among those who describe it as average, a maximum difference of 5.4 percentage points.
Respondents in a very bad economic situation also show a slightly higher probability of
considering defense spending insufficient, although the difference does not exceed 3.5
percentage points. Overall, the results do not reveal a consistent pattern associated with
subjective economic position.
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Figure 5. Predicted probabilities of defense spending preferences by sociodemographic
variables
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Source: author’s elaboration based on CIS microdata.

Age shows a nonlinear relationship with defense spending preferences, with moderate
differences between the extremes and the intermediate categories. In the “too many
resources” category, the predicted probability follows a slight convex pattern: it increases
from the 18-24 age group, reaches its maximum around ages 55-64, and then declines slightly
among older cohorts. Conversely, the “too little resources” category follows a weak inverted-U
pattern, with relatively higher values among the youngest respondents, a decline in middle
age groups, and a slight increase among those aged 75 and older. In all cases, the magnitude
of the differences remains limited.

Educational attainment introduces a clearer monotonic gradient. As education increases,
the probability of judging that Spain allocates too many resources to defense rises from
38.8% among respondents with the lowest level of education to 50.6% among those with
higher education. Conversely, support for spending increases declines from 22.2% to 14.9%.
The probability of supporting the current level of funding also decreases as educational
attainment rises. The gap between respondents with low and high educational attainment
exceeds ten percentage points. Among symbolic predispositions (Figure 6), ideological self-
placement strongly structures defense spending preferences.
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Figure 6. Predicted probabilities of defense spending preferences by ideology and religiosity
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Source: author’s elaboration based on CIS microdata.

The proportion of respondents who consider defense resources excessive reaches 62.8%
amongthose on the extreme leftand declines steadily to 20.4% among those on the extreme right,
producing a gap of more than forty percentage points. The gradient remains almost continuous
across the left-right axis. Conversely, support for spending increases rises from 8.6% among
those on the extreme left to 38.8% among those on the extreme right. Responses favorable to
budgetary continuity concentrate in the ideological center and decline at the extremes.
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Religiosity also shows significant differences in preferences, although its magnitude
remains lower than that of ideology. Among non-believers, 51.0% consider that too many
resources go to defense, compared with 39.2% among believers, a difference of approximately
twelve percentage points. The probability of perceiving defense spending as insufficient
reaches 19.5% among believers and 13.0% among non-believers.

Overall, symbolic predispositions generate larger variations than sociodemographic
characteristics. The maximum difference associated with ideology substantially exceeds the
difference associated with educational attainment and, by a wide margin, the differences
associated with age, personal economic situation, and sex. Religiosity occupies an
intermediate position, with an effect comparable to that of educational attainment.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The literature on citizen preferences regarding public spending has traditionally paid less
attention to defense than to social policies, especially in the European context (Eichenberg,
2016). However, accumulated evidence shows that preferences vary across policy sectors and
that the relative weight of individual determinants differs by policy area (Soroka and Wlezien,
2010; Eismeier, 1982). This article contributes to closing that empirical gap by analyzing the
individual determinants that structure defense spending preferences in Spain over four
decades, in a context such as the current one, marked by intensified geopolitical tensions
and renewed debate over budgetary efforts in security policy.

Theresults show that ideological predispositions and beliefs organize these preferences
more strongly than sociodemographic characteristics. This finding reinforces one of the
most consolidated theses in research on attitudes toward defense policy and military
spending: ideology and values constitute the main predictors of citizen opinions in this
area (Sacchi et al., 2026; Wenzelburger and Béller, 2020; Eichenberg and Stoll, 2017; Branham
and Jessee, 2017). This configuration is consistent with the understanding of defense as a
pure public good, which society as a whole finances but which does not generate direct
and immediate individual benefits, even though it contributes to collective welfare (Qari et
al., 2024). This feature helps to explain why symbolic orientations and values weigh more
heavily in preference formation than factors associated with material self-interest (Bolouri
et al., 2025; Hartley, 2012).

The findings must be interpreted within the broader distribution of defense spending
preferences between 1985 and 2025. Until 2019, the view that Spain allocated excessive
resources to defense predominated, while support for increasing defense spending remained
clearly minoritarian and a significant share of citizens preferred to maintain existing levels.
This aggregate pattern does not appear only in Spain; it aligns with attitudes identified in
most European democracies (Mader, 2024; Clements, 2019). Even so, Spain ranks among the
countries with the lowest support for increasing defense spending (DiGiuseppe et al., 2024).

Support for increasing defense spending also remains much lower and more stable than
support for spending in other policy areas, especially social policies. This finding fits the low
budgetary priority that citizens assign to defense and is consistent with the guns-versus-
butter thesis (Lee, 2024; Williams, 2019).

The dynamics of preferences do not show marked volatility. Despite variations over the
four decades examined, the distribution of opinions remained relatively stable over time,
at least until 2018. For this reason, the analytical focus should not rest only on short-term
fluctuations, but rather on the individual determinants that structure these preferences.
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Sociodemographic variables exert a moderate influence on defense spending preferences
and show less consistent effects than those found in other national contexts (Hart et al.,
2023; Simon & Lovrich, 2010). This evidence only partially confirms H1. Sex produces very
small substantive differences, contrary to H1a. For the 1985-2025 period, the estimated
probabilities show only minimal differences between men and women in their evaluation of
defense resources, and they do not reveal any gender gap indicating stronger male support
for defense spending as hypothesized in H1a. However, in the most recent surveys since 2022,
men are more frequently in favor of increasing defense spending. This pattern is illustrated
by the 2025 CIS wave, in which 40% of men state that resources are “too little,” compared with
32% of women. Even so, the gender gap remains small. This pattern contrasts with comparative
literature that identifies more pronounced gender gaps in support for military policy and its
financing, usually linked to different perceptions of security and risk (Eichenberg et al., 2022;
Simon et al., 2018; Corman et al., 2015).

Age conditions defense spending preferences, but its effect is nonlinear and moderate.
This result only partially supports H1b. The analysis identifies variation across cohorts that
unfolds gradually over the life cycle. Younger age groups are more likely to consider that
defense resources are excessive, middle-aged adults tend to favor maintaining current levels,
and older respondents show a slight return to more critical positions. Even so, the degree of
differentiation between cohorts is smaller than that observed in other democracies and does
not amount to a clear generational divide (Bartels, 1994). The observed differences may reflect
generational socialization rather than life-cycle effects (Hart et al., 2023; Leal, 2005), since
younger Spanish cohorts have developed in environments shaped by postmaterialist values
and limited exposure to armed conflict. At the same time, the shift observed among older
respondents may relate to the greater priority they assign to social policies within the broader
trade-off between defense and welfare (Cicuéndez, 2018; Soroka & Wlezien, 2010).

Educational attainment has a stronger effect than the other sociodemographic variables.
As education increases, support for increasing defense spending decreases, which confirms
H1c. The distance between the highest and lowest educational levels is substantial. This
pattern coincides with studies that link education to more critical attitudes toward military
spending and the use of force (Fay, 2020; Fitzsimmons et al., 2014), as well as with a greater
capacity to evaluate budgetary information analytically (Fichenberg & Stoll, 2017). This result
is especially relevant because education often operates differently in other policy areas,
particularly welfare, where higher educational attainment tends to correlate with greater
demand for spending (Cazcarro et al., 2024).

By contrast, subjective economicsituation barelyinfluences defense spending preferences,
contrary to H1d. The analysis identifies an unexpected but limited pattern: individuals who
describe their economic situation as very bad show a slightly higher probability of viewing
defense spending as insufficient and a lower probability of judging it excessive. However, the
magnitude of these differences remains small. This result departs from a strictly materialist
interpretation and aligns with research showing that, in the defense area, attitudes depend
less on individual economic conditions than on political predispositions and general
perceptions of security (Kertzer & Zeitzoff, 2017; Ecer & Veasey, 2015).

Ideological orientation is the central explanatory factor, in line with H2. Preferences
are organized in a stable way around the left-right axis, producing a persistent cleavage
between conservative positions, which show greater support for spending increases, and
left-wing positions, especially the extreme left, where rejection predominates. This result
reinforces one of the strongest conclusions in the literature: ideology plays a decisive role
in the formation of attitudes toward defense policy (Richter & Safra, 2026; DiGiuseppe et al,,
2024; Carter et al., 2021). Unlike in social spending, support for increasing defense spending is
not higher among people on the left (Cazcarro et al., 2024; Cicuéndez, 2017).
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The influence of religiosity further confirms the centrality of value orientations in
the configuration of defense spending preferences. Believers, and especially practicing
Catholics, show a greater predisposition to support increasing defense spending than non-
believers and, especially, atheists, which supports H3. This effect is closely linked to ideology,
given that higher levels of religiosity concentrate in right-wing positions. Previous studies
have related religious values to more favorable attitudes toward the armed forces and the
defensive function of the state, whereas secularization has been associated with more
reticent opinions toward the use of force (Roy, 2019; Foyle, 2017; Baumgartner et al., 2008).

In conclusion, the analysis does not show that support for defense spending consistently
follows classic sociodemographic profiles. Although some groups, such as middle-aged
respondents or individuals with lower educational attainment, show greater support, the
differences between social groups remain limited. The structure of preferences is defined
predominantly by ideological and religious orientations. This finding locates defense in
a different logic from other spending policies that are more closely linked to distributive
interests. Time does not substantively modify this explanatory pattern.

The Spanish case offers a relevant perspective for the comparative debate. In a context
of historically low social support for defense spending and strong citizen priority for social
spending, the answer to the question “to spend or not to spend more on defense?” does not
depend exclusively on short-term national or international circumstances. Rather, it rests on
a structure of preferences anchored in the ideological axis and in symbolic predispositions.
Support for budget increases concentrates in conservative positions, while opposition
predominates on the left. This pattern limits the political room for expanding defense spending.

Thisarticle contributestothe literature on publicspending attitudes and, more specifically,
to research on preference formation in a little-explored policy area. It provides empirical
evidence based on a robust longitudinal analysis with more than 106,000 observations, which
makes it possible to examine attitudinal patterns across highly diverse political, economic,
and international contexts. Extensive longitudinal studies of this kind remain uncommon
because they require substantial variable harmonization and must address differences
in survey coverage. In return, this design makes it possible to analyze social support for
a distinctive policy area: one that offers citizens no direct tangible benefits, occupies
a low budgetary priority, does not constitute a core component of the welfare state, and
has nevertheless gained unexpected prominence in recent years. One of the article’s main
implications is that even preferences toward a low-salience policy respond to identifiable
determinants, more closely linked to symbolic predispositions than to social position.

The study has several limitations derived from the longitudinal design and data
availability. First, the lack of information on contextual variables, such as threat perception,
and value variables, such as national pride, reduces the explanatory capacity of the models.
Second, the analysis does not examine the possible relationship between actual defense
spending and citizen attitudes. Third, the study does not explore interactions between time
and covariates, an issue that future research should address.

Future research should examine these dimensions in greater depth. It should also
continue analyzing the evolution of attitudes in the current international scenario, marked
by NATO demands to increase defense spending and the rise of armed conflicts. This line of
inquiry would make it possible to assess whether social support operates as a constraint on,
or a source of legitimation for, increased defense spending.

19



20

To spend or not to spend more on defense? citizen preferences and their determinants in Spain
(1985-2025)

Al USE STATEMENT

The Al tool ChatGPT was used exclusively to support text revision tasks, including editing,
checking citation and reference format, and adjusting the manuscript’s final length. The author
reviewed and validated all Al-generated suggestions and corrections. The data analysis,
interpretation of results, and scientific conclusions are entirely the author’s responsibility.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The author thanks Professor Irene Sanchez-Vitores for her advice on the statistical
analysis, as well as the anonymous reviewers for their suggestions and comments.

REFERENCES

Agresti, A. (2010). Analysis of ordinal categorical data. Wiley.

Addario, G. (2025). Security threats and military spending: New dimensions of old political
divisions. En British Social Attitudes: The 42nd Report. NCSR.

Almond, G. A. (1950). The American people and foreign policy. Praeger.

Bansak, K., Bechtel, M.M., Hainmueller, J., y Margalit, Y. (2021). Why austerity? The mass
politics of a contested policy. American Political Science Review, 115(2), 486-505. https://
doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420001136

Bartels, L. M. (1994). The American public’s defense spending preferences in the post-cold
war era. Public Opinion Quarterly, 58(4), 479-508. https://doi.org/10.1086/269444

Bartle, J., Bosch, A., y Orriols, L. (2020). The policy mood in Spain: The thermostat in a
warm climate, 1978-2017. European Political Science Review, 12(2), 133-153. https://doi.
0org/10.1017/5175577392000003X

Baumgartner, ). C., Francia, P. L., y Morris, J. S. (2008). A clash of civilizations? The influence
of religion on public opinion of U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East. Political Research
Quarterly, 61(2), 171-179. https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912907307288

Bolouri, A., Lohse, T., y Qari, S. (2025). Interdependent preferences for financing and
providing public goods—The case of national defense. Kyklos, 78, 807-821. https://doi.
org/10.1111/kykl.12442

Bonica, A. (2015). Measuring public spending preferences using an interactive budgeting
questionnaire. Research & Politics, 2(2). https://doi.org/10.1177/2053168015586471

Brambor, T., Clark, W.R., y Golder, M. (2006). Understanding interaction models: Improving
empirical analyses. Political Analysis, 14(1), 63-82. https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpi014

Branham, ). A.,yJessee, S. A.(2017). Modeling spending preferences & public policy. Electoral
Studies, 49, 155-172. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2017.06.007

Carrillo, E., y Tamayo, M. (2011). La formacion de las preferencias de gasto publico: Un
analisis comparado por politicas piblicas. Frontera Norte, 23(45), 193-229.


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420001136
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055420001136
https://doi.org/10.1086/269444
https://doi.org/10.1017/S175577392000003X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S175577392000003X
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912907307288
https://doi.org/10.1111/kykl.12442
https://doi.org/10.1111/kykl.12442
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053168015586471
https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpi014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2017.06.007

Cicuéndez

Casas-Mas, B., Menéndez, P. F.,, Cordoba, A. M., y Echaniz, A. (2024). ;Debemos aumentar el
gasto en Defensa? Emociones en el debate plblico en redes sociales en Espana. Revista
Espafiola de Sociologia, 33(3), a233. https://doi.org/10.22325/fes/res.2024.233

Carter, J., Ondercin, H. L., y Palmer, G. (2021). Guns, butter, and growth: The consequences of
military spending reconsidered. Political Research Quarterly, 74(1), 148-165. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/1065912919890417

Cazcarro, ., Serrano, A., y Sarasa, C. (2024). Valoracion del gasto en servicios piblicos
por la ciudadania espanola: sociodemografia, actitudes, valores y economia politica.
Revista Espanola de Investigaciones Sociologicas, 185, 43-64. https://doi.org/10.5477/
Cis/reis.185.43-64

Cicuéndez, R. (2018). El gasto publico y los impuestos desde la perspectiva del ciudadano.
Analisis de las actitudes y preferencias de los espanoles. INAP.

Cicuéndez, R. (2017). Las preferencias de gasto publico de los espafioles: jinterés propio
o valores? Revista Espafiola de Investigaciones Sociolégicas, (160), 19-38. https://doi.
org/10.5477/cis/reis.160.19

Clements, B.(2019). British public opinion on foreign and defence policy 1945-2017. Routledge.

Corman, J., Harris, K., Levin, D., Schulte, )., y Shanks, B. (2015). Support for defense and
military spending. Public Opinion Quarterly, 79(1), 166-180. https://doi.org/10.1093/
poq/nfu091

DiGiuseppe, M., Aspide, A., y Becker, J. (2024). Threats and the public constraint on military
spending. British Journal of Political Science, 54(3),649-666. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0007123423000443

Eichenberg, R. C. (2016). Public opinion on foreign policy issues. Oxford Research
Encyclopedia of Politics. https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.78

Eichenberg, R. C., y Stoll, R. ). (2003). Representing Defense: Democratic control of
the defense budget. journal of Conflict Resolution, 47(4), 399-422. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0022002703254477

Eichenberg, R. C., y Stoll, R. J. (2011). Gender difference or parallel publics? The dynamics
of defense spending opinions in the United States, 1965-2007. Journal of Conflict
Resolution, 56(2), 331-348. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002711420983

Eichenberg, R. C., y Stoll, R.J. (2017). The Acceptability of war and support for defense
spending: Evidence from fourteen democracies, 2004-2013. Journal of Conflict Resolution,
61(4), 788-813. https://doi.org/10.1177/00220027156007

Eichenberg, R. C., Lizotte, M. K., y Stoll, R. J. (2022). Socialized to safety? The origins of gender
difference in personal security dispositions. Political Psychology, 43(2), 221-235. https://
doi.org/10.1111/pops.12748

Eismeier, T. (1982). Public preferences about government spending: Partisan, social, and
attitudinal sources of policy differences. Political Behavior, 4(2), 133-145. https://doi.
org/10.1007/BF00987185

Ecer, S., y Veasey, N.J. (2015). The shifting determinants of defense spending preferences
between 1980 and 2008. Defence and Peace Economics, 26(1), 75-88. https://doi.org/10.1
080/10242694.2013.848578

21


https://doi.org/10.22325/fes/res.2024.233
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912919890417
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912919890417
https://doi.org/10.5477/cis/reis.185.43-64
https://doi.org/10.5477/cis/reis.185.43-64
https://doi.org/10.5477/cis/reis.160.19
https://doi.org/10.5477/cis/reis.160.19
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfu091
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfu091
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123423000443
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123423000443
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.78
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002703254477
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002703254477
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002711420983
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220027156007
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12748
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12748
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00987185
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00987185
https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694.2013.848578
https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694.2013.848578

22

To spend or not to spend more on defense? citizen preferences and their determinants in Spain
(1985-2025)

Fay, E.M. (2020). Individual and contextual influences on public support for military spending
in NATO. Defence and Peace Economics, 31(7), 762-785. https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694
.2019.1668236

Fitzsimmons, S., Craigie, A., y Bodet, M.A. (2014). Canadian public opinion about the military:
Assessing the influences on attitudes toward defence spending and participation in
overseas combat operations. Canadian Journal of Political Science, 47(3), 503-518.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423914000754

Foyle, D. (2017). Public Opinion and Foreign Policy. Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Politics.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.472

Gelpi, C. (2023). Public opinion and the conduct of foreign policy. En D. Reiter (Ed.),
Understanding War and Peace (pp. 114-145). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.
0rg/10.1017/9781009127721

Genini, D. (2025). How the war in URraine has transformed the EU’s Common security
and defense policy. Yearbook of European Law. Oxford University Press. https://doi.
org/10.1093/yel/yeaf003

Gonzalez, C., y Martinez, J. P.(2024). Barometro del Real Instituto Elcano: Resultados de
marzo-abril de 2024. Real Instituto Elcano.

Hart, L., Haggblom, E., y Pulkka, A.-T. (2023). Gender and generation differences in Finnish
defense policy opinions 2000-2020. Scandinavian jJournal of Military Studies, 6(1), 182-
197. https://doi.org/10.31374/sjms.197

Hartley, K. (2012). The economics of defense policy: A new perspective. Routledge.
Holsti, 0.R. (2004). Public opinion and American foreign policy. University of Michigan Press.

Jentleson, B. W. (1992). The pretty prudent public: Post-Vietnam American opinion on
the use of military force. International Studies Quarterly, 36(1), 49-74. https://doi.
0rg/10.2307/2600916

Kertzer, ). D. y Zeitzoff, T. (2017). A Bottom-up theory of public opinion about foreign policy.
American Journal of Political Science, 61(3), 543-558. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12314

Knopf, J. W. (1998). How rational is ‘the rational public’? Evidence from U.S. public opinion
on military spending. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 42(5), 544-571. https://doi.org/10.11
77/0022002798042005002

Kreps, S. E. (2019). Legality and legitimacy in American military interventions. Presidential
Studies Quarterly, 49(3), 551-580. https://doi.org/10.1111/psq.12576

Lee, H.-S. (2024). Inequality and public opinion on military spending in the United States.
World Affairs, 187(4), 448-461. https://doi.org/10.1002/waf2.12049

Leal,D.L. (2005).Americanpublicopiniontowardthe military: Differencesbyrace,gender,and
class? Armed Forces & Society, 32(1), 123-138. https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X05278168

Mader, M., y Schoen, H. (2023). No Zeitenwende (yet): Early assessment of German public
opinion toward foreign and defense policy after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. Politische
Vierteljahresschrift, 64(2), 525-547. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11615-023-00463-5

Mader, M. (2024). Increased support for collective defence in times of threat: European
Public opinion before and after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. Policy Studies, 45(3-4), 402-
422. https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2024.2302441


https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694.2019.1668236
https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694.2019.1668236
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423914000754
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.472
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009127721
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009127721
https://doi.org/10.1093/yel/yeaf003
https://doi.org/10.1093/yel/yeaf003
https://doi.org/10.31374/sjms.197
https://doi.org/10.2307/2600916
https://doi.org/10.2307/2600916
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12314
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002798042005002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002798042005002
https://doi.org/10.1111/psq.12576
https://doi.org/10.1002/waf2.12049
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X05278168
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11615-023-00463-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2024.2302441

Cicuéndez

Martinez, R. (2020). The Spanish armed forces. En D. Muro, e I. Lago (eds.), The Oxford
Handbook of Spanish Politics (pp. 276-296). Oxford University Press.

Mouritzen, P. E. (1987). The demanding citizen: Driven by policy, self-interest or
ideology? European Journal of Political Research, 15(4), 417-435. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.1987.tb00885.x

Mueller, ). (1973). War, presidents and public opinion. Wiley.

Noelle-Neumann, E. (1974). The spiral of silence a theory of public opinion. jJournal of
Communication, 24(2), 43-51. https://doi.org/10.1111/}.1460-2466.1974.tb00367.x

Page, B. I, y Shapiro, R. Y. (1992). The rational public: Fifty years of trends in Americans’
policy preferences. University of Chicago Press.

Qari, S., Borger, T., Lohse, T., y Meyerhoff, ). (2024). The value of national defense: Assessing
public preferences for defense policy options. European Journal of Political Economy,
85, 102595. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2024.102595

Remiro, L., Calatrava, A., Bueno, A., y Martinez, R. (2024). Political culture and defence policy:
A model of five-subtypes to explain the Spanish defence political culture. European
Politics and Society, 25(5), 827-848. https://doi.org/10.1080/23745118.2024.2324888

Richter, F.,y Safra, L. (2026). Public perceptions of defence policy in times of crisis: Evidence
from France during the Ukraine war. Journal of European Public Policy, 33(1), 238-257.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2025.2488354

Roy, 0. (2019). Religious sources of defence-spending attitudes in the United States and the
case of evangelical distinctiveness. Politics, Religion & Ideology, 20(3), 301-321. https://
doi.org/10.1080/21567689.2019.1656072

Sacchi, S., Buzzelli, G., y de la Porte, C. (2026). ‘Guns versus butter’ in public opinion: The
politicization of the warfare-welfare trade-off. Journal of European Public Policy, 33(4),
1199-1225. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2025.2534663

Shapiro, R. Y., y Page, B. |. (1988). Foreign policy and the rational public. Journal of Conflict
Resolution, 32(2), 211-247. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002788032002001

Simon, C. A., y Lovrich, N. P. (2010). Citizen Support for military expenditures: A longitudinal
analysis of U.S. public opinion, 1999-2002. Armed Forces & Society, 36(3), 454-480.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X09339899

Simon, C.A., Lovrich, N.P, Liu, B., y Wei, Y. D. (2018). Citizen support for military
expenditure post-9/11. Armed Forces & Society, 44(4), 688-706. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/0095327X1774146

Soroka, S. N., y Wlezien, C. (2010). Degrees of democracy: Politics, public opinion, and
policy. Cambridge University Press.

Torres-Reyna, 0.,y Shapiro, R. Y. (2002). The polls—trends: Defense and the military. Public
Opinion Quarterly, 66(2), 279-295. https://www.jstor.org/stable/3078683

Wenzelburger, G.,y Boller, F. (2020). Bomb or build? How party ideologies affect the balance
of foreign aid and defence spending. British Journal of Politics and International
Relations, 22(1), 3-19. https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148119883651

Williams, L.K. (2019). Guns Yield Butter? An Exploration of defense spending preferences.
Journal of Conflict Resolution, 63(5), 1193-1221. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002718785969

23


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.1987.tb00885.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.1987.tb00885.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.1974.tb00367.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2024.102595
https://doi.org/10.1080/23745118.2024.2324888
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2025.2488354
https://doi.org/10.1080/21567689.2019.1656072
https://doi.org/10.1080/21567689.2019.1656072
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2025.2534663
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002788032002001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X09339899
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X1774146
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X1774146
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3078683
https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148119883651
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002718785969

To spend or not to spend more on defense? citizen preferences and their determinants in Spain
(1985-2025)

APPENDIX

Table Al Predicted probabilities for defense spending preferences by individual
characteristics
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Independent variable  Category -rrg:oﬁﬁ';% Ngﬁle::g:y ;rg:olﬁlrt:éi
Base model
0.454 0.369 0177
Sex Female (0.448-0.460) (0.364-0.373) (0.173-0.181)
0.461 ( 0.366 ( 0173
Male 0.456-0.467)  0.361-0.370)  (0.169-0.177)
~ 0.414 0.383 0.203 (
Age 18-24years  (§401-0.426) (0.377-0.389) 0195-0.212)
2534 0.455 0.368 0177
(0.446-0.464) (0.363-0.373)  (0.171-0.183)
3544 0.466 0.364 0171
(0.457-0.475)  (0.358-0.369) (0.165-0.176)
4551, 0.469 0.362 0169
(0.460-0.478) (0.357-0.368)  (0.163-0.174)
—_— 0.470 0.362 0168
(0.460-0.480) (0.356-0.368) (0.162-0.174)
6574 0.462 0.365 0173
(0.450-0.473)  (0.359-0.372)  (0.166-0.180)
- 0.448 0.371 0181
(0.432-0.464) (0.363-0.378)  (0.171-0.191)
Educational Low 0.388 0.390 0.222
attainment (0.373-0.403)  (0.384-0.396) (0.211-0.233)
_— 0.429 0.377 0193
Medium-low (6755 0436) (0.372-0.382) (0188-0198)
o 0.469 0.362 0169
Medium-high (6 467-0.476) (0.357-0.367)  (0164-0.174)
Hich 0.506 0.345 ( 0149
g (0.498-0.514) 0.340-0.351)  (0.144-0.53)

Ideological self-
placement

Model 2: Religiosity

Religiosity

Extreme left
Left

Center
Right

Extreme right

Non-believer

Believer

0.628
(0.616-0.640)
0.545
(0.538-0.553)
0.402
(0.395-0.408)
0.302
(0.293-0.311)

0.204
(0.190-0.219)

0.510
(0.500-0.519)

0.392
(0.386-0.399)

0.286
(0.277-0.294)
0.336
(0.331-0.341)
0.403
(0.398-0.408)
0.424
(0.419-0.429)

0.408
(0.400-0.415)

0.361
(0.354-0.367)

0.413
(0.407-0.418)

0.086
(0.082-0.091)

0118
(0.115-0.122)

0.196
(0.191-0.200)
0.274
(0.265-0.283)

0.388
(0.368-0.408)

0.130
(0.124-0135)

0.195
(0.190-0.200)
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Too many Necessary Too Little

Independent variable  Category resources amount resources

Model 3: Personal economic situation

Personal economic verv bad 0.380 0.405 0.215
situation y (0.357-0.403)  (0.397-0.413)  (0.198-0.232)
Bad 0.429 0.389 0182
(0.414-0.444)  (0.382-0.397)  (0.172-0191)
0.434 0.387 0179
Average (0.427-0.441)  (0.382-0.393) (0.173-0.184)
0.427 (0.420- 0.390 (0.384- 0183 (0177-0188)
Good 0.435) 0.396)

Very good ?66351-0.454) ?6.339709—0.401) ?61.1836—0.200)
Note. Predicted probabilities derive from ordinal logit models with year fixed effects.
Parentheses report 95% confidence intervals. The base model covers 1985-2025. Model 2
includes religiosity and covers 2005-2025. Model 3 adds personal economic situation and
covers 2010-2025.

Source: author’s elaboration based on CIS microdata.

Table A2. Base ordinal logit model of defense spending preferences, 1985-2025

Variable B SE z p 95% Cl
Sex (ref. = Male)

Female 0.033 0.018 1.89 0.059 -0.001-0.068
Age (ref. = 18-24 years)

25-34 years -0187 0.035 -5.38 <0.001 -0.250--0.119
35-44 -0.235 0.034 -6.83 <0.001 -0.303--0.168
45-54 -0.249 0.035 -715 <0.001 -0.317--0a81
55-64 -0.254 0.036 -7.04 <0.001 -0.324—-0.183
65-74 -0.217 0.039 -5.59 <0.001 -0.293—--0.141
75+ -0156 0.046 -3.39 0.001 -0.247--0.066
Educational attainment (ref. = Low)

Medium-low -0190 0.037 -5.09 <0.001 -0.263--0.117
Medium-high -0.369 0.039 -9.44 <0.001 -0.445--0.292
High -0.533 0.041 -13.08 <0.001 -0.613—-0.453
Ideology (ref. = Extreme left)

Left 0.358 0.032 11.04 <0.001 0.294-0.421
Center 0.968 0.032 30.07 <0.001 0.905-1.031
Right 1.426 0.037 38.81 <0.001 1.354-1.498
Extreme right 1.966 0.053 36.83 <0.001 1.861-2.071
Year fixed effects (ref. = 1985)

1986 -0117 0.071 -1.65 0.099 -0.256-0.022
1987 -0.198 0.071 -2.78 0.005 -0.337--0.058
1988 -0.072 0.069 -1.04 0.299 -0.208-0.064
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Variable B SE z p 95% ClI
1989 -0.064 0.070 -0.92 0.358 -0.202-0.073
1990 0.048 0.068 0.71 0.479  -0.086-0.182
1991 0.273 0.068 4.04 <0.001 0.141-0.406
1992 0.088 0.096 0.92 0.356  -0.099-0.276
1993 0.587 0.090 6.55 <0.001 0.411-0.762
1994 0.659 0.090 735 <0.001 0.483-0.834
1995 0.764 0.087 8.79 <0.001 0.594-0.934
1996 0.606 0.086 702 <0.001 0.437-0.775
1997 0.846 0.087 9.69 <0.001 0.675-1.017
1998 0.607 0.087 6.99 <0.001 0.436-0.777
1999 0.741 0.088 8.46 <0.001 0.569-0.913
2005 1.005 0.085 11.79 <0.001 0.838-1.172
2006 1203  0.084 1313 <0.001 0.938-1.267
2007 1243  0.085 13.50 <0.001 0.977-1.309
2008 1199  0.084 14.27 <0.001 1.034-1.364
2009 1134 0.085 13.40 <0.001 0.968-1.299
2010 0.943 0.085 1110 <0.001 0.776-1.109
20M 1.064 0.085 12.57 <0.001 0.898-1.230
2012 0.815 0.086 9.47 <0.001 0.647-0.984
2013 0.895 0.086 10.41 <0.001 0.727-1.063
2014 1.034 0.087 11.94 <0.001 0.864-1.204
2015 0.840 0.085 9.83 <0.001 0.672-1.007
2016 0.991 0.085 11.72 <0.001 0.826-1.157
2017 1.099 0.085 12.99 <0.001 0.933-1.265
2019 1.350 0.083 16.26 <0.001 1187-1.513
2020 1.409 0.080 17.68 <0.001 1.252-1.565
2021 1.582 0.080 19.69 <0.001 1.425-1.740
2022 1.873 0.080 23.30 <0.001 1.716-2.031
2023 1701  0.078 21.72 <0.001 1.548-1.855
2025 2.027 0.077 2637 <0.001 1.875-2.179
Thresholds

Cut1 1155  0.079 1.000-1.311
Cut2 3.052 0.081 2.894-3.210

Note. B = ordinal logit coefficient; SE = robust standard error; CI = confidence interval. The
model includes year fixed effects. Reference categories appear in parentheses. Model
statistics: N = 47,842; log likelihood = -46,397.826; AIC = 92,881.650; BIC = 93,259.010.

Source: author’s elaboration based on CIS microdata.
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Table A3. Ordinal logit model of defense spending preferences with religiosity, 2005-2025

Variable B SE z p 95% CI
Sex (ref. = Male)

Female -0.027 0.022 -1.23 0.217 -0.070-0.016
Age (ref. = 18-24 years)

25-34 years -0.245 0.046 -5.37 <0.001 -0.335--0.156
35-44 -0.337 0.045 -755 <0.001 -0.424—-0.249
45-54 -0.377 0.045 -8.38 <0.001 -0.466--0.289
55-64 -0.444 0.047 -9.43 <0.001 -0.537--0.352
65-74 -0.418 0.050 -8.29 <0.001 -0.517--0.319
75+ -0.384 0.060 -6.37 <0.001 -0.502--0.266
Educational attainment (ref. = Low)

Medium-low -0122 0.054 -2.27 0.023 -0.227--0.017
Medium-high -0.243 0.055 -4.40 <0.001 -0.351--0134
High -0.387 0.057 -6.85 <0.001 -0.498--0.276
Ideology (ref. = Extreme left)

Left 0.290 0.038 758 <0.001 0.215-0.365
Center 0.873 0.039 2254 <0.001 0.797-0.949
Right 1335 0.046 29.33 <0.001 1.246-1.424
Extreme right 1.805 0.066 2755 <0.001 1.677-1.934
Religiosity (ref. = Non-believer)

Believer 0514 0.027 1914 <0.001 0.462-0.567
Year fixed effects (ref. = 2005)

2006 0143 0.070 2.05 0.040 0.006-0.280
2007 0166 0.070 236 0.018 0.028-0.304
2008 0.224 0.070 3.21 0.001 0.087-0.361
2009 0176  0.070 250 0.012 0.038-0.313
2010 -0.027 0.070 -0.38 0.703 -0.165-0.111
20M 0104 0.070 1.49 0137 -0.033-0.241
2012 -0.124 0.071 174 0.082 -0.264-0.016
2013 -0.058 0.071 -0.82 0.41 -0.197-0.080
2014 0.095 0.071 133 0182  -0.045-0.235
2015 -0105 0.071 -1.49 0136 -0.244-0.033
2016 0.047 0.070 0.67 0.501 -0.090-0.184
2017 0182 0.070 259 0.010 0.044-0.320
2019 0.463 0.070 6.63 <0.001 0.326-0.599
2020 0.521 0.065 8.06 <0.001 0.394-0.648
2021 0.722 0.065 11.08 <0.001 0.594-0.849
2022 1.045 0.065 15.98 <0.001 0.917-1.174

2023 0.868 0.063 13.77 <0.001 0.745-0.992
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Variable B SE z p 95% ClI
2024 1.880 0.079 23.81 <0.001 1.725-2.035
2025 2.020 0.078 25.90 <0.001 1.867-2.173
Thresholds

Cut1 0.427 0.086 0.258-0.596
Cut2 2.433  0.087 2.261-2.604

Note. B = ordinal logit coefficient; SE = robust standard error; Cl = confidence interval. The
model includes year fixed effects. Reference categories appear in parentheses. Model
statistics: N = 30,906; log likelihood = -30,138.230; AIC = 60,344.460; BIC = 60,627.980.

Source: author’s elaboration based on CIS microdata.

Table A4. Ordinal logit model of defense spending preferences with religiosity and personal
economic situation, 2010-2025

Variable B SE z p 95% Cl
Sex (ref. = Male)

Female -0.005 0.026 -0.20 0.845 -0.055-0.045
Age (ref. = 18-24 years)

25-34 years -0.243 0.056 -4.37 <0.001 -0.351--0.134
35-44 -0.351 0.053 -6.59 <0.001 -0.455--0.246
45-54 -0.415 0.053 -779 <0.001 -0.520—-0.311
55-64 -0.507 0.055 -916 <0.001 -0.616--0.399
65-74 -0.488 0.059 -8.24 <0.001 -0.604—-0.372
75+ -0.450 0.070 -6.41 <0.001 -0.588--0.312
Educational attainment (ref. = Low)

Medium-low -0.083 0.064 -130 0192 -0.208-0.042
Medium-high -0.254 0.065 -3.90 <0.001 -0.382--0.126
High -0.392 0.067 -5.83 <0.001 -0.524--0.260
Personal economic situation (ref. = Very

bad)

Bad -0.230 0.078 -2.96 0.003 -0.382--0.077
Average -0.252 0.069 -3.65 <0.001 -0.387--0.116
Good -0.220 0.070 -313 0.002 -0.358--0.082
Very good -0.220 0100 -219 0.028 -0.417--0.024
Ideology (ref. = Extreme left)

Left 0.326 0.043 756 <0.001 0.241-0.410
Center 0.986 0.044 22.58 <0.001 0.900-1.072
Right 1.466 0.051 28.48 <0.001 1.365-1.567
Extreme right 1931 0.072 26.72 <0.001 1.790-2.073

Religiosity (ref. = Non-believer)
Believer 0.525 0.030 17.23 <0.001 0.465-0.585
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Variable B SE z p 95% Cl
Year fixed effects (ref. = 2010)

20M 0124 0.070 177 0.077 -0.013-0.261
2012 -0.103 0.071 -1.45 0148 -0.243-0.037
2013 -0.023 0.071 -0.33 0.741 -0.162-0.115
2014 0131 0.071 184 0.066 -0.009-0.270
2015 -0.070 0.071 -0.99 0.320 -0.209-0.068
2016 0.086 0.070 1.23 0.218 -0.051-0.223
2017 0.228 0.070 3.24 0.001 0.090-0.365
2019 0.514 0.070 733 <0.001 0.377-0.652
2020 0.572 0.065 8.81 <0.001 0.445-0.699
2021 0.775 0.065 11.86 <0.001 0.647-0.903
2022 1101 0.066 16.77 <0.001 0.973-1.230
2023 0.927 0.063 14.61 <0.001 0.802-1.051
2024 0.970 0.066 14.48 <0.001 0.839-1.101
2025 1.031 0.067 15.37 <0.001 0.899-1.161
Thresholds

Cut1 0.310 0115 0.085-0.536
Cut2 2322 0116 2.094-2.550

Note. B = ordinal logit coefficient; SE = robust standard error; CI = confidence interval. The
model includes year fixed effects. Reference categories appear in parentheses. Model
statistics: N = 23,273; log likelihood = -22,517.895; AIC = 45,103.790; BIC = 45,355.590.

Source: author’s elaboration based on CIS microdata.



	INTRODUCTION
	ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK: PUBLIC OPINION AND DEFENSE
	Sociodemographic determinants
	Political-ideological determinants

	RESEARCH DESIGN
	Data and sources
	Analytical strategy

	CITIZEN PREFERENCES ON DEFENSE SPENDING DURING THE DEMOCRATICPERIOD, 1985–2025
	RESULTS
	DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
	AI USE STATEMENT
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	REFERENCES
	APPENDIX

