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Introduction


Globalization, the fast-paced, multinational flow of goods, services, people and ideas, has created a consumer’s paradise in the developed world.  International competition has both dramatically increased the range of goods and services available to consumers and decreased the prices demanded for them.  But international competition also has a darker side. As domestic markets open themselves to international imports, economies’ comparative advantages shift, tending to favor abundant factors and disadvantage factors in which they are relatively scarce.  Employers who rely on uncompetitive factors for their production process have to restructure or move their plants elsewhere.  From an employment perspective, therefore, globalization can be a conduit of economic risk and insecurity for significant portions of the population.  In advanced industrial economies, globalization benefits skilled workers but seriously threatens the unskilled. 


The effects of globalization are hardly new.  Economic theory, going back to Adam Smith and David Ricardo, has long predicted that there will be both winners and losers from international trade relations, even if the net change is beneficial.  While these insights are common knowledge, their political significance has grown as countries expose more of their economic sectors to competition.  Increasing integration has the potential to create a growing pool of insecure workers and larger rifts between skilled and unskilled workers.  These disgruntled constituencies can be important political forces, as several contemporary scholars recognize (Rodrik 1997; Garrett 1998).  

The debate about how economic conditions can influence policy preferences focuses on the differential benefits that trade and investment openness bring to domestic constituencies.  Cameron (1978) and Katzenstein (1985) provide early statements about a positive relationship between market openness and the scope of government.  Cameron found a clear correlation between trade openness and a country’s level of social assistance.  Katzenstein’s qualitative study of Scandinavian countries found that governments intentionally increased their social protections to compensate for the negative effects of international trade.  Aggregate trends in trade openness and government spending observed in OECD countries over the past several decades lend (cursory) empirical support to this theory. 


More recent works have theorized about the demand for and supply of welfare state protection in a global era.  Rogowski (1989) argues that individuals corresponding to the factors of land, labor, and capital are key actors in determining policy reaction to trade openness.  He predicts political clashes between disadvantaged actors and beneficiaries, but contends that the beneficiaries will win.  Rodrik (1997), however, claims that disadvantaged groups may become increasingly powerful during such periods. His theory argues that globalization and its associated risk creates a growing constituency for more government services, which can, if large and powerful enough, dramatically influence the social provisions provided by the government.  This trend is paired with his observation that globalization diminishes the state’s ability to tax mobile international capital.  In an open economy, a state’s distributional capacity is limited, which leads Rodrik to predict social conflict between those who benefit from globalization, who lobby for more liberalization, and the disadvantaged who want the state to provide more social services.

Underlying these claims about aggregate relationships are strong assertions about microfoundations:  the way that individuals react to, and help to shape, economic change.  Surprisingly, however, few scholarly works have investigated at the individual level how closely economic positions, i.e. education, skill level, and exposure to market risk, relate to an individual’s sense of economic insecurity and whether that insecurity influences preferences over government policy.  This is an especially relevant research question because the causes of insecurity and its effects on domestic policy making are disputed. 

At the individual level, economic theories provide some expectations about who will or will not feel insecure due to globalization.  These theories, however, often present conflicting conclusions.  In investigating the microfoundations of the political relationships, then, we can turn to economic theory for guidance but not complete answers.  


This paper investigates the micro-logic underlying the aggregate level political theories of globalization and policy by examining whether individual preferences for social protection increase with market risk.  We assess differential risk across individuals and across societies by using a multi-national data set.  Specifically, we test five hypotheses of insecurity to examine the degree to which economic theories can explain insecurity-induced policy cleavages.  We find that no single economic theory can explain insecurity; that insecurity varies according to country-specific institutions; and that expectations of government are related to services already provided.  

The paper is organized as follows.  In the first section, we describe several economic theories and the predictions that they make about economic insecurity.  In the second section, we describe our main hypotheses about policy preferences that stem from these theories.  In the third section we report the findings of our regression analyses.  Finally, we conclude by relating our findings to the larger comparative politics literature on the future of social policy.

Economic Theories of Globalization


Increased economic openness, and therefore competition, is a much-theorized conduit of risk and insecurity.  Most political economists agree that increased liberalization generates new economic “winners” and “losers.” Economic winners are expected to advocate the continuation of free trade policies, while economic losers are likely to demand increased protection against market volatility.  Globalization, in other words, divides those who benefit from free market policies from those who suffer. 


Three competing economic theories are typically used to forecast the economic beneficiaries of and losers from market openness.  First, the Heckscher-Ohlin-Samuelson (HOS) theory predicts that owners of scarce factors, who lack comparative advantage in competitive world markets, will be adversely affected by free trade arrangements.  Scarce factors in one country will be made redundant by more competitive, more abundant and cheaper amounts of that same factor that can be imported from trading partners.  In this theory, assumptions of zero transaction costs and of instantaneous resource redeployment predict that free-trading countries will adjust their production profiles to take advantage of their abundant resources.  Perfect transferability, however, is unrealistic.  It is difficult for resources to be redeployed quickly and without substantial cost; therefore, those who represent scarce factors will be opposed to free trade.  Because unskilled labor is scarce in advanced industrialized economies and high-skilled labor is abundant, the HOS theory predicts that unskilled labor will be threatened by globalization while high-skilled labor will welcome it (Leamer 1998; Rodrik 1997).  In our models, we specify skill level by education level.  We have chosen to deal only with developed countries; therefore, ceteris paribus, we expect that those with higher skills levels (more education) should be less concerned about the effects of globalization than those with lower skills (less education).
  

Second, and in contrast to the HOS theory, the Ricardo-Viner (RV) model argues that support for free trade will vary by sector.  In this model, skill level is less important than the viability of one’s employment sector in the face of import competition.  Industry of employment is the critical determinant of economic insecurity.  Unlike HOS, this model does not assume costless adjustment.  Hence, the costs of redeployment create solidarity among members of the same sector.  The principle of scarcity will indicate which sector will be most injured by import competition.  The key differences between the RV and HOS models are the level of transactions costs and sunk costs, and the probability that different factors that are employed in a single sector will have the same attitude toward free trade, even if their own factor is abundant and can benefit from redeployment in the long run.  In this model, sectors with specialized inputs that will be threatened by import competition are likely to be the most vocal in campaigning for protection and/or increased government services.   We specify this in our models by identifying the sectors in which individuals are employed (or were before unemployment) and by comparing the numbers of unemployed in that sector to the total number of unemployed in the country.  If a specific sector has a disproportionate amount of unemployed persons, it is likely that workers in that sector will be more concerned about their future employment.  


Third, Alt et al. (1996) recognize the competing claims of the HOS and RV theories, but argue that a common thread binds them together.  Their theory contends that asset specificity, the degree to which resources can be easily re-deployed to other economic activities, determines an individual’s economic and political behavior.  This puts the HOS and RV economic theories at either end of a transaction costs continuum.  If an asset is general and mobile (which all are over time), its owner can easily transfer it to another productive activity and consequently is expected to feel less economically insecure.  By contrast, if an asset is specific to its current use, its owner will be more threatened by economic change and will have strong incentives to seek political protection. Alt et al. also discuss the idea of intermediate mobility, where assets follow HOS predictions in the long run but RV predictions in the short run.  Figure 1 demonstrates how each theory relates to the level of transaction costs.  


Alt et al. claim that there are three elements that lead to lobbying for protection by a factor or sector.  First, there must be specificity, or significant costs to transferring the asset to another use.  Second, there are costs of collective action – if a group cannot present a unified front, it is unlikely that they will be able to influence government policies.  Last, the political institutions of a country must reward mass movements (i.e. legislators listen when enough people complain).  This theory suggests that protectionist sentiment will be strongest in organized groups that represent specific investments or skills, where the relevant transaction costs to change are substantial.  This model works with either a skill or sector focus – a skill group could unite in a union or collective, or a sector could present a united front that was already fostered through established working relationships.  Once again, because our dataset includes only developed, democratic countries, the third element of Alt et al. can be considered a constant in our analysis.


Although we are intrigued by Alt et al.’s insights, asset specificity is not easily operationalized with survey data, as surveys rarely delve into the transferability of an individual’s skills.  It is possible, however, to consider whether individuals themselves are more or less “specific” to their employment sector.  In other words, if someone has gained specialized skills that are not highly valued in the global marketplace, then that person may feel more threatened by globalization because they will be less able to find alternate employment if their company/sector is forced to restructure.


Recent literature on comparative capitalism provides a possible basis for operationalizing asset specificity.  Soskice (1999) suggests that different types of production regimes require different commitments from their members. In certain societies, production centers upon Diversified Quality Products (a term used by Streeck (1991)): products that are skill intensive and are difficult to reproduce. Gaining specialized skills is an asset in such an environment, and so identifying individuals that are employed in these environments may indicate a higher degree of specialization, on average, for comparable skill levels.


Hall and Soskice (2001, forthcoming) provide a dichotomy that indicates which societies are more likely to foster this niche market production.  In Coordinated Market Economies (CMEs), employers typically invest more money in employees to train them to be highly productive at a specific job.  This would not be rational if employees were likely gain skills and then transfer to another company.  Cooperation between companies emerges as a way to prevent this "poaching." Government, employer, and employee institutions have developed to provide assurances that investment in specific assets, such as education, training, and capital, receive a standard (and guaranteed) return.  Incentives are supportive of employers retaining workers, workers developing such assets, and of stability in employment.  Austria, Germany, Norway, Sweden, and, with some reservations, France, Italy, and Spain are examples in our dataset.


In Liberal Market Economies (LMEs), by contrast, products are often generalized, few investment protections exist, and skills tend to be much less specific.  Employers do little to develop long-term or exclusive relationships with their employees as the nature of the market itself (“survival of the fittest” and demand generating supply) suggests that no one is irreplaceable.  In this environment, individuals have an incentive not to allow their skills to become too specific to individual jobs and firms and to thereby enhance their mobility between firms and industries in a setting in which job change and unemployment is more possible.  Australia, Canada, Great Britain, New Zealand, and the United States are examples of LMEs in our dataset.


Estevez-Abe, Iversen and Soskice (1999) utilize this dichotomy to suggest that individuals choose their skill types, in part, because of the extent and type of state social protections that are available to them.  They argue that employment and unemployment protections, seen in conjunction with other compatible features of the national production regime, determine whether skills acquired will be industry-specific, firm specific or general.  On average, workers will invest in greater skill specificity in settings in which job security is high and unemployed workers enjoy high levels of support.  Hence, the distribution of workers with higher and lower asset specificity should differ between LMEs and CMEs: a higher percentage of workers should have higher levels of asset specific skills in CMEs.  We believe that this is an adequate, although rough, estimate of overall asset specificity that can be investigated by separating our dataset into LME and CME subsets. 


Soskice (1999) presents a rival hypothesis.  It is possible that asset specificity should not be viewed as a detriment but more as an abundance of specific technology that fulfills demand for a certain product.  In this view (which is HOS in spirit), possessing a specific skill could make one appreciate free trade because of the larger market that would have access to the specialized production of the industry.   This hypothesis leads us to suspect that “niche” sectors, or sectors in which DQP occurs, may not demand protection or social services from the government because they are the groups most likely to benefit from the expanded markets that free trade brings.  


In addition to these economic theories of insecurity, we also believe that there is a systematic, institutional element to an individual’s insecurity.  The amount of social assistance that a government provides can significantly impact one’s perception of risk.  If an employee in a country with a large welfare state and generous unemployment insurance faces the possibility of being laid-off or fired, his/her concern will be less intense than an employee in a country without such income safeguards.  When there is little or no safety net, individuals are likely to feel more insecure about a given amount of risk resulting from globalization.  A specific level of social assistance, however, can also mitigate the demands that one places on government.  A society can create, therefore, ‘opposing forces’ that impact the development of policy preferences.  


In a previous paper (Kramer, Stephenson and Lange 2000), we found that a country’s level of social assistance did have a mitigating impact on personal insecurity, and thus on the demands that individuals made of government.  We also suspect that there may be a social assistance “saturation” point, at which individuals feel that the government is doing enough/too much and therefore do not adjust their policy preferences in light of insecurity.  In assessing the consequences of globalization, then, we believe it is important to account for the institutional context in which individuals develop policy preferences.


Our paper thus has five hypotheses, derived from the economic models discussed above and from countries’ institutional contexts.  Each differs in terms of the insecure constituency it believes will be clamoring for more government social services, but they all predict that there will be definite losers from globalization who will demand some form of state compensation.

H1:  Following from the HOS theory of trade, lower-skilled individuals in advanced industrial democracies will be disadvantaged by globalization and will favor a larger welfare state.

H2:  Following from the RV theory of trade, individuals employed in sectors that are worse off because of globalization (have higher unemployment rates) will be in favor of a larger welfare state.

H3:  Following from Alt et al’s suggestion that asset specificity may be the best indication of who is disadvantaged by globalization, individuals who reside in CMEs will favor a larger welfare state.

H4:  Following Soskice’s notion of niche market production, belonging to asset specific sectors may indicate an individual’s willingness to embrace free trade.

H5: Individuals that live in countries with greater levels of social assistance will be less demanding of government because they will feel less threatened by the effects of globalization.

Data Description and Operationalization

To evaluate our five hypotheses, we derived a dataset from the ISSP Role of Government 1996 survey.  There are 12 countries in our sample:  Australia, Austria, Canada, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, and the United States.  We have chosen to exclude less-developed countries to control for differences in modernization, baseline social assistance levels, and general standards of living.  

The main objective of this analysis is to identify insecure individuals and investigate whether their preferences for government social services differ from those of less insecure individuals.  Because it is difficult to find direct measures of insecurity
 we must step back and carefully consider the types of circumstances that would make one insecure.  Aldrich et al (1999a, 1999b) hypothesized a clear set of links from objective circumstances to policy preferences.  In Figure 2, the links are explained.  Objective circumstances, such as being unemployed, being low-skilled in a free-trading advanced industrial economy, being a member of a threatened sector, or possessing a specific asset, should contribute to one’s sense of employment insecurity.
 Aldrich et al. found evidence that this link is in fact credible, and furthermore that one’s subjective and objective insecurities do factor into policy preferences.  Therefore, in this paper, we focus on the objective circumstances that have previously been shown to fulfill the links and lead to variation in policy preferences.

Dependent Variables


Our analysis employs two policy questions as dependent variables.  The first asks whether the respondent would like to see more or less government spending for unemployment benefits.  The responses range from 1-5, which we have recoded from -2 to 2 so that negative numbers indicate a desire to decrease unemployment compensation, while positive numbers indicate support for more benefits.  The second policy question focuses more on industries.  It asks if the respondent thinks the government should support declining industries to protect jobs.  This variable is coded in the same way as the unemployment benefit variable.  We anticipate different results for the two variables because they may tap into different insecurities.  If someone belongs to a specific occupation, or has invested in human or physical capital related to a specific industry, government support for a specific industry may seem like the best solution for insecurity.  On the other hand, if someone has only general skills, or possesses assets that are easily transferred because of their generality, they may seek a more short-term remedy by demanding unemployment compensation.

Control Variables


We include several basic control variables in our model that cover a range of demographic characteristics:  age, marital status, sex, income level, ideology, and union membership.  Ideology and union membership are important control variables because individuals’ personal beliefs (strong conservative ideals, for example) may color their attitudes toward policy, and union members may be strongly influenced by ideological stances of union leaders and fellow members.  

Because we recognize that individuals may be influenced by national-level conditions, we include measures of both the national unemployment rate and the GDP growth rate. For example, there is extensive evidence that voters in the United States base their vote choice and policy preferences on “sociotropic” evaluations of the economy, rather than their own “pocketbook” experience (Kramer 1983; Kinder, Adams and Gronke 1989; MacKuen, Erikson, and Stimson 1992; McGraw, Best and Timpone 1995).  Kinder and Kiewiet (1979; 1981) argue that voters do not automatically make links between their personal economic situations and their political attitudes and preferences.
   Thus, economy-wide factors may be particularly important for the development of policy preferences.
   


In a previous paper, we hypothesized that living in a CME influenced individuals’ preferences in several ways beyond merely changing one’s willingness to acquire skills.  Because of higher average rates of social assistance (compared to LMEs),
 we expected citizens to hold different opinions of the proper role of government in society.  To account for this expectation in this paper, we have included a “role of government” factor, derived from several survey questions that probe what individuals feel are appropriate government roles.
  It ranges from –1.8 to 4.5, with a mean of approximately zero.   Negative numbers indicate that respondents think the government should be responsible for more activities, while positive numbers indicate a desire for less government intervention.  The mean of the variable for the subset of CME countries is -.20, while the mean for the subset of LME countries is  .36.  Because many CMEs also have proportional representation (PR) electoral systems (which enable more interests to be represented in the national legislature), we also control for feelings of personal efficacy.
   PR may lead some people to feel more comfortable demanding changes in government policy, and conversely non-PR systems may prevent individuals from feeling that their personal needs are going to be considered by policymakers.
 

Economic Insecurity Variables


Given the economic theories and our hypotheses, we include several indicators of insecurity in our models.  We expect that these measures will identify those that are negatively affected by globalization and most likely to desire greater welfare provisions, and will also show which economic theories are the most relevant for our research.  The first, and most basic, indicator is being unemployed.  The second, education level, addresses H1 (skill level) by being a proxy for skill type.  Higher education levels are taken to indicate higher skill levels.  We expect that those with lower skills will be more in favor of government protection, while those with higher skills will oppose more government involvement in the economy.  We model this with a single variable scaled in order of ascending education.


In order to address H2 (sector), we employ two different measures of sectoral insecurity in separate models.  First, we identify the percentage of a country’s unemployed that belong to a specific sector, expecting that those who are in sectors with higher percentages of unemployed persons will feel more insecure and desire more government assistance.  We use a dummy variable to identify those who belong to sectors with above average percentages of unemployed persons.  Second, we include dummy variables for each sector to determine if there are systematic sectoral policy preferences.  


To understand the impact of Alt et al’s definition of asset specificity and our third hypothesis, we divide the dataset into LME and CME countries.  A glance at the mean responses to each of our dependent variables in each of the datasets suggests that out hypothesis is correct.  (See Table 3)  CME citizens prefer more unemployment compensation and government involvement than LME citizens.  What is also of interest is whether the other economic theories work differently in each subset of countries based upon the difference in asset specificity.  Therefore, we run each model on both datasets and report the results together.  Greater asset specificity should make unemployed people in CMEs feel more at risk because of the increased difficulty of finding new employment for specific skills.  We expect, therefore, to see differences between the two datasets in the effect of unemployed status on preferences.  We recognize that greater employment protections may make individuals feel more secure in acquiring specific skills, as discussed earlier.  In a labor market with a greater retention rate and more company and employee loyalty, however, the prospect of finding new employment should seem more dismal than in a labor market with higher rates of job changes.  


To test H4 (niche market specificity), we identify individuals more likely to be involved in niche production with a dummy variable that indicates persons belonging to the technicians and associate professionals, craft and related trade workers, and plant and machine operators and assemblers sectors.  We also include a dummy variable for those in general skill sectors (service workers and elementary occupations) as we expect they could most easily transfer to another job (although limited by skills).  We test these variables separately from the RV operationalizations.


For our institutional hypothesis, H5 (social assistance), we include an index of social assistance to account for the context in which individuals develop policy preferences.  The index is composed of replacement rates, public education spending as a percentage of GDP, public health spending as a percentage of GDP and social expenditure as a percentage of GDP.  these elements correspond to important welfare state features discussed in Stephens, Huber and Ray (1999).  The variable ranges from –2.9 to 1.1, with a mean of approximately zero.(See Table 2)

Findings


We use OLS estimation to test three models for each of the policy variables.  Each model represents a specification of our hypotheses.  As expected, there are several differences between the results for our two dependent variables.  We therefore present the findings for each variable in turn.

Unemployment Compensation

Model 1

Pref (unemployment compensation)=ƒ (age, male, education, unemployment, income, ideology, union, role of government, social assistance, efficacy, national unemployment, GDP growth, niche worker, general worker) + e


The first model tests H1 (skill level), H3 (CME asset specificity), H4 (niche market specificity), and H5 (social assistance).  Table 4 reports the results.  Beginning with skills, we find moderate support for H1 and the HOS theory.  As expected, education is negatively related to preferences for unemployment compensation in both the LME and CME subsets, though it is significant only in the CME subset.  Consistent with HOS, high skilled individuals prefer less unemployment compensation than low skilled individuals.


We test H4 with the niche and general worker variables and find that only the general worker variable is significant in the CME subset.  Interestingly, and contrary to our hypotheses, both variables are negative for CMEs and positive, yet insignificant, for LMEs.  The sign of the niche worker variable could stem from Soskice’s assertion about niche producers in CMEs being advantaged by economic openness.  However, the negative sign for general workers is unexpected.  A possible explanation is that general workers in such economies are less internationally competitive and therefore less exposed to market risk.  It is also possible that specifying workers as we have does not capture the general skills that we hoped it would.


The effect of unemployment status is significant in both the LME and CME datasets.  As expected, being unemployed makes people want more government compensation.  To assess H3 (CME asset specificity), we need to look at standardized beta coefficients for the two regressions.  As you can see in Table 5, the coefficient in the CME dataset is larger than the LME coefficient.  This lends support to our hypothesis that citizens in CMEs have, on average, more asset specificity and therefore feel more at risk when they are unemployed and prefer more government compensation.


Our social assistance variable captures the spirit of H5, which suggests that citizens in states with higher social assistance levels will prefer fewer government services because they feel less threatened by globalization.  The evidence suggests that this relationship varies according to institutional context and works in the opposite direction.  Individuals in states with greater social assistance prefer more unemployment benefits, but the magnitude of this relationship is much greater in the LME subset, where baseline unemployment compensation is quite low.  The variation between the two datasets is very clear with standardized beta coefficients, which show that the LME coefficient is more than double the CME coefficient.  This suggests that citizens of LME countries with higher levels of social assistance prefer much more social assistance, whereas the difference among CMEs is quite small.  The direction of this variable’s coefficient contradicts our expectations.  It is possible, however, that we are capturing baseline or ideological preferences for government assistance instead of preferences based upon insecurity.  While these results are confusing, they do seem to indicate that there is a real difference between the effects of social assistance on the preferences citizens in the two types of societies.


Turning finally to our objective economic variables, we find that the national unemployment rate and GDP growth rate influence preferences about unemployment compensation.  The macroeconomic variables, national unemployment rate and GDP growth rate, are both significant in LME countries but not in CME countries.  The national unemployment rate has a negative coefficient for both subsets (as expected), but the GDP growth rate has a positive coefficient in LME countries and a negative one in CME countries.  Speculatively, this could indicate that when the economy is doing well, citizens of LMEs feel more generous about social programs, whereas citizens of CMEs support greater social services during economic downturns.
    

Model 2
Pref (unemployment compensation)=ƒ (age, male, education, unemployment, income, ideology, union, role of government, social assistance, efficacy, national unemployment, GDP growth, high sectoral unemployment) + e


The second model tests H2 (sector) by including a dummy variable indicating whether a sector has a higher than average percentage of unemployed persons as compared to other sectors in the country.
  This specification excludes the general and niche worker dummy variables.  As RV predicts, we find that high sectoral unemployment is positively related to preferences over unemployment compensation in both LME and CME countries but is significant only in the LMEs.  We therefore find some support for the RV theory of economic insecurity.  The remaining results are only slightly different from the first model.
  (See Table 4)

Model 3

Pref (unemployment compensation)=ƒ (age, male, education, unemployment, income, ideology, union, role of government, social assistance, efficacy, national unemployment, GDP growth, professionals, technicians and associate professionals, clerks, service workers, skilled agricultural and fishery workers, craft and related trade workers, plant and machine operators and assemblers, elementary occupations) + e


Our third model provides an alternative measure for H2 (sector).  In this model, we divide the samples into occupational cohorts.(See Table 4)  All occupations other than machine operators are significant and negative in the CME subset, which is consistent with the results from Model 1.  In that model, we found that both niche and general workers in CMEs prefer lower unemployment compensation.  However, only machine operators are significant in the LME subset, and they prefer more unemployment benefits.  This finding is also consistent with Model 1 and H3, which found that individuals with specific assets in LMEs (a group which includes machine operators) prefer a greater welfare state.   However, it is puzzling why this group of asset specific workers, but not other specific workers, prefers greater state aid.  One explanation is that these workers are particularly insecure in LMEs, where specific skill investments are neither encouraged nor protected by the firm or the state.

Government Support for Declining Industries


Turning to our second dependent variable, we find that the same three models produce very different results.  This, of course, is not surprising.  Unemployment benefits are blanket provisions that affect all members of society equally if they are unemployed.  Support for declining industries, on the other hand, is a very targeted provision and thus may invoke preferences that are greatly influenced by personal circumstances.

Model 1

Pref (support for declining industries)=ƒ (age, male, education, unemployment, income, ideology, union, role of government, social assistance, efficacy, national unemployment, GDP growth, niche worker, general worker) + e


This model tests H1 (skill level), H3 (CME asset specificity), H4 (niche market specificity), and H5 (social assistance).  Table 6 reports the results.  Beginning with skills, we find support for H1 and the HOS theory.  As expected, education is negatively related to preferences for government support for declining industries in both the LME and CME subsets.  Consistent with HOS, high skilled individuals prefer less government protection than do low skilled individuals.


Unemployment status is not a significant predictor of policy preferences in these regressions.  This could indicate that unemployed persons care very little about sectoral assistance because they do not connect it with finding employment.  In terms of evaluating H3, however, it is interesting to note the size of the standardized coefficients for the two datasets.  The CME coefficient is larger than the LME coefficient, showing that unemployed CME citizens prefer more government intervention.  This lends support to the hypothesis that asset specificity should increase one’s insecurity and desire for government services.


We again test H4 with our niche and general worker variables and find here that both the general worker and niche worker variables are significant and positive in the CME subset.  Both variables are insignificant for LME countries, but niche workers are negatively signed.  These results are nearly exactly opposite to our findings for unemployment compensation, where we found that both sets of workers in CMEs want fewer unemployment benefits, while both prefer more unemployment compensation in LMEs.  Our findings, however, seem consistent with our understanding of how coordinated market economies and liberal market economies work.  In LMEs, state compensation is a last-resort measure and far less generous than in CMEs.  Market dislocations in CMEs, therefore, are reasonable grounds for direct state aid to industry, whereas expectations in LMEs are likely to be more limited and less market-interventionist. 


Hypothesis 5, represented by the social assistance variable, suggests that citizens in states with higher social assistance levels will prefer fewer government services because they feel less threatened by globalization.  Consistent with this hypothesis, but different from the results for our unemployment compensation dependent variable, we find that individuals in states with greater social assistance do prefer less government protection of declining industries.   In both the LME and CME subsets, preferences for state support for declining industries will be greatest where social assistance is lowest.  It is thus possible that there is a threshold of social assistance after which more government intervention is viewed with less enthusiasm.  


Turning finally to our other variables of interest, we find that being a union member is significant only in LMEs.  The significance of union membership is an interesting result, as it was significant only in CMEs for our other dependent variable.  Differences between the types of unions in each subset of countries may hold the explanation.  In CMEs, unions are broader and typically are involved in wage-setting negotiations.  Thus, unemployment compensation would be a policy that would interest union members.  In LMEs, on the other hand, union membership is much lower overall and tends to be concentrated by industry.  Thus, government support for declining industries would be a topic more likely handled by LME unions.


The macroeconomic variables are consistent with our other findings for CMEs.  Both the national unemployment rate and the GDP growth rate are significant and positive.  This suggests that individuals, feeling national unemployment rising, wish to protect national industries.  It also suggests, possibly, that rising GDP growth rates create more generosity toward industries left behind.  The macroeconomic variables are not significant for the LME subset of countries.

Model 2
Pref (support for declining industries)=ƒ (age, male, unemployment, income, ideology, union, role of government, social assistance, education, efficacy, national unemployment, GDP growth, high sectoral unemployment) + e


In the second model, we again find support for the RV theory.  As RV predicts, we find that high sectoral unemployment is positively related to preferences over support for declining industries, but it is significant only in the LMEs.  We therefore again find evidence of sectorally-based insecurity in LMEs.  The remaining results are only slightly different from the first model.
 (See Table 6)

Model 3

Pref (support for declining industries)=ƒ (age, male, education, unemployment, income, ideology, union, role of government, social assistance, efficacy, national unemployment, GDP growth, professionals, technicians and associate professionals, clerks, service workers, skilled agricultural and fishery workers, craft and related trade workers, plant and machine operators and assemblers, elementary occupations) + e


The third model again provides an alternative measure for H2 (sector): occupational cohorts.   Only professionals, craft and related trade workers, plant and machine operators and assemblers, and those in elementary occupations have significantly different opinions in the CME dataset.  Professionals prefer less support for declining industries, while the other sectors prefer more.  This is as expected by H3 when one considers the specificity of the skills involved.  In the LME dataset, only plant and machine operators and assemblers have significantly different preferences in favor of government support for declining industries.  This also corresponds to our expectations from H3.  Comparing the standardized results from both datasets, H3 gains further, although tentative, support from the differences in signs across sectors.   Professionals, technicians and associate professionals, clerks and skilled agricultural and fishery workers in CMEs all have opposing opinions to their sectoral counterparts in LMEs.  These results could be indicative of the different specificity levels of each sector in each society, but require more research to be fully substantiated.  


The remaining variables are consistent with the results in the first two models. (See Table 6)

Discussion


As economic integration accelerates, domestic political economies are undergoing profound transformations.  Although the literature has been quite successful at identifying globalization’s winners and losers in economic terms, we know far less about how increased economic exchange influences political preferences and behavior.  Most of the literature assumes that new fault lines will rise according to economic position, but it has devoted scant attention to assessing whether this assumption (i.e. that individuals form policy preferences according to their personal economic situations) is true.  Contrary to universalistic theories, we argue that domestic economic and social institutions critically influence policy preferences and domestic cleavages.  These institutions shape the payoffs from economic integration to different groups of workers, and they condition individuals’ expectations of government.

Figures 3 and 4 capture these institutional differences by plotting the coefficients for CMEs and LMEs against each other.  They show graphically the standardized coefficients for the key independent variables for each of our policy dependent variables in Model 3. The results relating to hypotheses 1, 2, 3 and 5 are highlighted.  As you can see, there are several interesting features of the figures.  First, and most noticeably, the social assistance factor has the greatest magnitude in both dependent variable equations.  There is thus an important role for context in shaping preferences.  Second, there are very real differences between the results for CMEs and LMEs.  The differences are evident in the influence of skill level (H1) and sectors (H2).  Third, there appears to be support for H3.  Unemployed status has a larger coefficient in CMEs than LMEs, which lends support not only to the idea of asset specificity but also our operationalization of the concept.

Because we framed the theoretical foundation for our models in terms of five hypotheses, we will discuss each of our main findings in turn.  First, the data demonstrate moderate, but limited, support for HOS and skill-based cleavages.  Education is negatively related to preferences about unemployment compensation in both the LME and CME subsets, but it is significant only in the CME subset.  It is also negatively related to preferences about government support for declining industries in CMEs, and education depresses support even more significantly in LMEs.  These findings are as we would expect for developed countries that are abundant in high-skilled labor.  

Our second hypothesis, drawn from the RV theory, makes a sector-specific argument.  It expects that the effects of globalization should be felt most acutely by sectors that are at a comparative disadvantage internationally.  Our findings lend credibility to this theory.  Individuals employed in sectors with higher than average unemployment levels prefer both more unemployment compensation and greater state support for declining industries.  Figures 3 and 4, which depict the findings of our third model, demonstrate that some sectors are more inclined toward increasing levels of government services while others are more inclined toward decreasing levels.   These preferences vary between societies and policy areas.  Thus, specific sector-based capital and labor react to insecurity similarly.  

H3 predicts that asset specificity should be a better predictor of preferences for increased government involvement in the face of globalization.  We operationalized this hypothesis by dividing our dataset into CME and LME countries following the logic that CME countries provide more employment and unemployment protections that induce individuals to acquire more specific skills.  From this hypothesis, we would expect to find that unemployed CME individuals prefer more government services because of the increased difficulty of redeploying specific skills.  The differences in magnitude of standardized beta coefficients for unemployed status supports this hypothesis.  

Given the higher distribution of asset specific skills in CMEs, we would expect support for declining industries to be strong in those economies as it is difficult to readily find alternative, skill-specific employment.  Consistent with Soskice’s intuitions about specific skills, we find that niche workers in CMEs favor more state support for declining industries and fewer unemployment benefits.  We also find the same preferences among general workers, however, which does not correspond to the expectation of H4.  In contrast to the results for CMEs, in LMEs both sets of workers favor more unemployment compensation.  This is to be expected in societies where general skills are encouraged and are more easily redeployed to new jobs.  Taken together, these findings suggest that political preferences will not be uniform across skill levels but will depend on the skill types that different economic institutions encourage.  It also suggests that our operationalization of niche and general workers may be inadequate or picking up alternate influences.


Related to this idea, our test of hypothesis 5 finds that current social assistance levels critically influence preferences.  In both CMEs and LMEs, there is a positive relationship between social assistance levels and preferences for unemployment compensation.  We find that LME citizen preferences vary considerably depending on current social assistance levels.  Citizens of LME countries with higher levels of social assistance prefer much more social assistance, whereas differences among CMEs are minimal. Conversely, in both LMEs and CMEs, we find a negative relationship between social assistance and support for declining industries.  Support for declining industries is greatest where social assistance levels are lowest.  These results add another layer of differentiation within developed countries; policy preferences within LMEs and CMEs will vary according to current assistance levels.

Conclusion


This paper has examined whether individual preferences for social policy increase with market risk.  Contemporary political economists have made strong predictions about social cleavages and policy demands during an era of globalization.  Such claims are based on economic theory but are absent of any individual-level investigation of the relationship between economic situation and political preferences.  We have examined three frequently cited economic theories and tested their predictions on individual-level data.  We find that social preferences depend critically on four variables: individual skill levels; sector of employment; production regimes within societies; and current social assistance levels.  

There are four implications of our findings.  First, no single economy theory can demonstrate who will be affected by the consequences of globalization.  The Ricardo-Viner theory does appear to correspond to the different preferences among sectoral workers, but the Hecksher-Ohlin-Samuelson theory is also relevant.  Interestingly, these results differ for our two dependent variables.  The theories presented by Alt et al. and Soskice about asset specificity also can claim limited support.  It appears, then, that there is no valid universal expectation for reaction to globalization.   

It is possible, however, that our results are merely showing support for the importance of time horizons and asset specificity, as depicted in Figure 1.  An individual’s sense of economic insecurity can be affected by several factors, and policy preferences may be composed of short term, medium term and long term considerations.  This is pure speculation, however, that needs to be tested by better identifying secure and insecure individuals and investigating the source of their policy preferences.  Specific survey questions or focus groups may provide purchase on this question by allowing individuals to specify the exact source of their insecurity (i.e. education level, skill training, sector of employment).   

Second, the aggregate political theories about globalization and policy preferences have some basis in our individual-level analysis.  Full faith in the theories, however, is difficult to provide without having better measures of individual insecurity.  Future research will hopefully either make use of datasets with more appropriate questions, or devise modeling techniques to better assess which respondents actually feel at risk.

Third, citizens hold different preferences for government involvement across policy areas.  Individuals prioritize different aspects of government provisions, which could be related to the specific context in which priorities are shaped.  Pierson (in press) argues that welfare state retrenchment is occurring around the world but has very different features depending on the country.  Certain countries prioritize universal policies, others prioritize needs-based policies, and still others prefer to provide minimal support that acts only as an incentive to get individuals back on their feet.  The preferences that individuals hold for different policy areas could be directly related to issues and policies made salient by the governments.  By looking at government policies in closer detail, we may be able to better understand the source of this preference differentiation.

Finally, the significance of production regime-types and social assistance levels suggests that economists and political scientists sweeping predictions about cleavages need to be contextualized.  Earlier research (Rogowski 1989; Rodrik 1997) made broad-based claims about insecurity based on factor, sector, and skill-types.  The assumption was that the insecure would universally demand greater government services.  Our research, however, shows that economic and social institutions play an intervening role by conditioning preferences over policy types.  There are, in fact, ‘opposing forces’ in societies.  We demonstrate consistent policy differences between production regimes, underscoring the fact that types of insecurity and policy solutions vary critically according to institutional context.  Future cross-national research on domestic economic policy-making must incorporate these variables.


Future research must also pay attention to the variety of representative democratic institutions within each of the production types.  The importance of such context resonates with Alt et al.’s concern for the receptiveness of a government to demands of constituents and Garrett and Lange’s (1996) view of the importance of institutions in creating or mitigating political change.  Our sample of countries contains only democracies, which should be similarly responsive to the demands of citizens.  Several scholars (Cox 1997; Carey and Shugart 1992, 1995; Lijphart 1990, 1994; Rogowski 1987) have documented, however, the relevance of electoral laws and other democratic institutions in shaping the outcomes of elections and policy options.  Within the subset of democratic countries there exists extreme variation of democratic institutions, such as proportional representation v. first-past-the-post, bicameralism, parliamentary v. presidential systems, etc. that may be important for understanding how citizen demands are received by government actors. To date, very little work has been done to merge this literature with the work done by globalization and trade scholars, as Alt et al. (1999) note.  This promises to be a fruitful area of further investigation.
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Table 1

Social Assistance Factor
Variable
Factor Loading
Uniqueness
Scoring Coefficients (based on unrotated factors)

Public Education Spending, as a % of GDP
0.94080
0.11490
0.30748

Social Expenditure as a % of GDP
0.78338
0.38632
0.25603

Replacement Rates (from J.P. Martin,  “Measures of replacement rates for the purpose of international 

Comparisons: a note.” OECD Economic Studies 28, 1996)
0.88952
0.20876
0.29072

Public Health Expenditure as a % of GDP
0.87729
0.23036
0.28673

Table 2

Role of Government Factor

Variable

“On the whole, do you think it should be or should not be the government’s responsibility to…”
Factor Loading
Uniqueness
Scoring Coefficients (based on unrotated factors)

Provide jobs for everyone who wants one
0.69700
0.51420
0.15784

Keep prices under control
0.64371
0.58563
0.14577

Provide health care for the sick
0.68197
0.53492
0.15444

Provide a standard of living for the old
0.71549
0.48807
0.16203

Provide industry with the help it needs to grow
0.58292
0.66020
0.13201

Provide a standard of living for the unemployed
0.72022
0.48129
0.16310

Reduce income differences between the rich and poor
0.70532
0.50253
0.15973

Provide financial help for students from low-income families
0.64099
0.58913
0.14516

Provide decent housing for those who can’t afford it
0.73841
0.45475
0.16722

Impose strict laws to make industry do less damage to the environment
0.47596
0.77347
0.10778

Table 3

Preferences for More Unemployment Compensation


(mean of data subsets)

CME
0.2494073

LME
-0.13152

Preferences for Government Support for Declining Industries 


(mean of data subsets)

CME
0.824933

LME
0.3160564

Table 4

Preference for More Unemployment Benefits


Model 1
Model 2
Model 3

Variable
CME
LME
CME
LME
CME
LME

Male (coefficient)

         (std. error)
-0.0465147

(0.0293958)
-0.0642629

(0.0393773)
-0.0434347

(0.0293151)
-0.0700225

(0.0394004)
-0.0505417

(0.0301728)
0.0593663

(0.404624)

Age
-0.0018337

(0.0009674)
0.0055935

(0.0013558)
-0.0012893

(0.0009753)
0.0057028

(0.0013498)
-0.0022645

(0.0009713)
0.0059645

(0.0013595)

Education
-0.0749884

(0.0113884)
-0.0083816

(0.0199719)
-0.0637642

(0.0113728)
-0.0027462

(0.0199603)
-0.0776007

(0.0116259)
-0.0032382

(0.0203669)

Unemployed
0.4747521

(0.0632136)
0.4307588

(0.1182644)
0.4775543

(0.0635516)
0.4272773

(0.1180519)
0.4504172

(0.0631704)
0.4264269

(0.1180957)

Income
-6.73e-07

(1.61e-07)
-4.09e-06

(1.19e-06)
-7.09e-07

(1.61e-07)
-3.89e-06

(1.19e-06)
-5.08e-07

(1.64e-07)
-4.03e-06

(1.19e-06)

Union member
0.0900648

(0.0340223)
0.0166737

(0.0474984)
0.092618

(0.0341731)
0.0109303

(0.0474823)
0.087111

(0.0339634)
0.0075043

(0.0475111)

Ideology
-0.0875072

(0.0155331)
-0.1335966

(0.0298997)
-0.0872075

(0.0155769)
-0.1341576

(0.0278453)
-0.0897121

(0.015519)
-0.1343031

(0.0278246)

National Unemployment Rate
-0.0137102

(0.0093135)
-0.1811143

(0.0338313)
-0.0172249

(0.0093034)
-0.1673942

(0.0320087)
0.0037896

(0.0099571)
-0.2031552

(0.0408446)

GDP growth rate
-0.0056221

(0.018353)
0.1304006

(0.0233366)
-0.0187569

(0.0188047)
0.1190926

(0.0221582)
0.0186802

(0.0187986)
0.1493295

(0.030138)

Role of Government Factor
-0.3569015

(0.0171867)
-0.3791257

(0.021817)
-0.352489

(0.017144)
-0.3775473

(0.0217756)
-0.3645686

(0.0171961)
-0.3769169

(0.0217657)

Perceived Efficacy
-0.0374774

(0.0118067)
0.024062

(0.0169769)
-0.0346703

(0.0120453)
0.0248447

(0.0169458)
-0.0363579

(0.0117894)
0.0226935

(0.0169474)

Social Assistance
0.0756871

(0.0324787)
1.057532

(0.2552775)
0.099214

(0.0315504)
0.9597124

(0.241887)
0.0080187

(0.0349906)
1.279199

(0.3213252)

High Sectoral Unemployment


0.0601766

(0.0461897)
0.1273248

(0.0513454)



Niche Workers (t,c,m)
-0.0157431

(0.0357181)
0.0632868

(0.0553601)





General Workers (s,e)
-0.2149771

(0.0479389)
0.0559148

(0.0647812)





Professionals




-0.1843418

(0.0543917)
-0.0985795

(0.0826172)

Technicians and Associate Professionals




-0.1223499

(0.0527955)
-0.064824

(0.0850398)

Clerks




-0.2202469

(0.0581583)
-0.0212502

(0.0987698)

Service Workers




-0.3629438

(0.062084)
0.0664717

(0.0919019)

Skilled Agricultural and Fishery Workers




-0.4113911

(0.0957781)
-0.1951889

(0.1317467)

Craft & Related Trade Workers




-0.1189923

(0.0540022)
-0.1224481

(0.1060659)

Plant and Machine Operators and Assemblers




-0.1181896

(0.0706172)
0.2550365

(0.1024379)

Elementary Occupations




-0.2657703

(0.07122)
-0.0682433

(0.0993309)

Constant
1.031053

(0.1281016)
1.637697

(0.3033945)
0.9632687

(0.1276222)
1.503578

(0.2874065)
0.9658159

(0.1296748)
1.780687

(0.3521698)

Adjusted R2
0.2093
0.2855
0.2051
0.2878
0.2156
0.2904

Table 5

Preference for More Unemployment Compensation

Standardized Beta Coefficients


Model 1

Model 2

Model 3


Variable
CME
LME
CME
LME
CME
LME

Male 
-0.024
-0.034
-0.023
-0.037
-0.027
-0.031

Age
-0.030
0.091
-0.021
0.093
-0.037
0.097

Education
-0.110
-0.011
-0.094
-0.004
-0.114
-0.004

Unemployed
0.114
0.076
0.115
0.075
0.108
0.075

Income
-0.105
-0.102
-0.111
-0.097
-0.079
-0.101

Union member
0.045
0.007
0.047
0.005
0.044
0.003

Ideology
-0.089
-0.103
-0.089
-0.104
-0.091
-0.104

National Unemployment Rate
-0.065
-0.428
-0.082
-0.396
0.018
-0.480

GDP growth rate
-0.010
0.300
-0.034
0.274
0.034
0.343

Role of Government Factor
-0.337
-0.438
-0.333
-0.436
-0.345
-0.435

Perceived Efficacy
-0.054
0.031
-0.050
0.032
-0.052
0.029

Social Assistance
0.128
0.284
0.168
0.258
0.014
0.344

High Sectoral Unemployment


0.022
0.059



Niche Workers (t,c,m)
-0.007
0.027





General Workers (s,e)
-0.075
0.021





Professionals




-0.058
-0.035

Technicians and Associate Professionals




-0.040
-0.021

Clerks




-0.064
-0.005

Service Workers




-0.098
0.019

Skilled Agricultural and Fishery Workers




-0.067
-0.034

Craft & Related Trade Workers




-0.039
-0.028

Plant and Machine Operators and Assemblers




-0.028
0.062

Elementary Occupations




-0.063
-0.018

Table 6

Preference for Government Support for Declining Industries


Model 1
Model 2
Model 3

Variable
CME
LME
CME
LME
CME
LME

Male (coefficient)

         (std. error)
-0.1824859

(0.0369091)
-0.2271594

(0.0463322)
-0.1721035

(0.0367846)
-0.2365508

(0.0463229)
-0.1972637

(0.0379832)
-0.2360378

(0.0477158)

Age
-0.0021299

(0.0012119)
-0.0051686

(0.005958)
-0.0024957

(0.0012203)
-0.0049303

(0.0015869)
-0.0023281

(0.0012199)
-0.0049871

(0.0016039)

Education
-0.0677077

(0.0142628)
-0.1727129

(0.0235608)
-0.0734173

(0.0142372)
-0.161158

(0.0235293)
-0.0560532

(0.0145992)
-0.1677393

(0.0240667)

Unemployed
0.1001739

(0.0803908)
0.0242625

(0.1396108)
0.0997575

(0.0807614)
0.0135133

(0.1392536)
0.0828669

(0.0805337)
0.0059572

(0.139709)

Income
-5.20e-07

(2.02e-07)
-1.52e-06

(1.41e-06)
-4.42e-07

(2.02e-07)
-1.26e-06

(1.40e-06)
-4.00e-07

(2.07e-07)
-1.61e-06

(1.41e-06)

Union member
0.0577742

(0.0425877)
0.1214558

(0.0559219)
0.0596472

(0.0427564)
0.109556

(0.0558575)
0.0639206

(0.0426173)
0.1101941

(0.0560451)

Ideology
-0.0012468

(0.0194805)
-0.0612584

(0.032773)
-0.0013842

(0.0175213)
-0.0632212

(0.0326836)
-0.0057517

(0.0195078)
-0.0616424

(0.0327568)

National Unemployment Rate
0.086135

(0.0116645)
0.0087816

(0.0398963)
0.0934671

(0.0116371)
0.0463774

(0.0377156)
0.0995042

(0.0125051)
0.0320129

(0.0481793)

GDP growth rate
0.1590804

(0.0228689)
0.0174015

(0.0274561)
0.1686542

(0.023431)
-0.0111253

(0.0260496)
0.1684082

(0.0234382)
-0.0032879

(0.0354601)

Role of Government Factor
-0.4254287

(0.0215541)
-0.3662671

(0.0257067)
-0.4349461

(0.0214964)
-0.3642578

(0.0256388)
-0.4237876

(0.021615)
-0.3647834

(0.0257021)

Perceived Efficacy
-0.0332734

(0.0148015)
-0.0675925

(0.0199613)
-0.031292

(0.0150946)
-0.0650747

(0.0199084)
-0.0295075

(0.0158154)
-0.0662099

(0.0199725)

Social Assistance
-0.2968065

(0.0407125)
-0.5350807

(0.3010696)
-0.3381921

(0.0395261)
-0.8105877

(0.2851169)
-0.3368356

(0.0439291)
-0.687397

(0.3790504)

High Sectoral Unemployment


0.059254

(0.0579258)
0.1879211

(0.0605684)



Niche Workers (t,c,m)
0.1678716

(0.0448546)
-0.0087537

(0.0651769)





General Workers (s,e)
0.1393662

(0.060367)
0.098481

(0.0766788)





Professionals




-0.2311802

(0.0685251)
0.0410427

(0.0972993)

Technicians and Associate Professionals




0.0321987

(0.0664849)
-0.1003591

(0.1004214)

Clerks




-0.0143777

(0.0732447)
0.1555808

(0.1166554)

Service Workers




0.0456114

(0.0783309)
0.1399587

(0.1087935)

Skilled Agricultural and Fishery Workers




0.0379377

(0.1200009)
-0.1071397

(0.1556421)

Craft & Related Trade Workers




0.176204

(0.0679136)
0.1120362

(0.1252896)

Plant and Machine Operators and Assemblers




0.2023031

(0.0886317)
0.2067855

(0.1202734)

Elementary Occupations




0.1861139

(0.0898625)
0.1515857

(0.1175371)

Constant
0.2013672

(0.1610249)
1.89628

(0.3572745)
0.2045009

(0.1603331)
1.54451

(0.3380908)
0.0809364

(0.1634373)
1.705113

(0.4150715)

Adjusted R2
0.1735
0.3097
0.1703
0.3130
0.1762
0.3114

Table 7

Preference for Government Support for Declining Industries

Standardized Beta Coefficients


Model 1

Model 2

Model 3


Variable
CME
LME
CME
LME
CME
LME

Male 
-0.078
-0.100
-0.073
-0.104
-0.084
-0.104

Age
-0.028
-0.070
-0.033
-0.067
-0.031
-0.068

Education
-0.081
-0.187
-0.088
-0.174
-0.067
-0.181

Unemployed
0.019
0.004
0.019
0.002
0.016
0.001

Income
-0.066
-0.032
-0.056
-0.026
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� We excluded countries from our dataset that were not members of the OECD or were members with lower levels of development.  


� American NES questions that ask “How worried are you about losing your job in the near future; a lot, somewhat, or not much at all?” capture this, but there is very little in multinational datasets that can approximate the same sentiment.  


� This is not, however, a direct link.  Several factors may interfere or prevent one from feeling at risk or understanding the probable future of his/her employment.  See Merolla and Stephenson (2001).


� However, in a recent article, Mughan and Lacy (1998) find that personal economic insecurity positively influenced the choice for Perot in 1996.  


� Data for these variables is compiled from OECD Employment Outlook and OECD Main Economic Indicators.


� See Esping-Anderson 1990, 1999, for a discussion of social democratic and conservative/familial welfare states, as compared to liberal welfare states.


� See Table 2 for composition of this factor. 


� This variable is scaled from 1-5, with 1 meaning the respondent strongly agrees with the statement, “people like me have no influence on government,” and 5 meaning that the respondent disagrees strongly with the statement.  


�  Frieden and Rogowski 1996 discuss the importance of electoral institutions in determining how policymakers react to constituent demands. 


� Esping-Anderson’s (1990) discussion of Christian Democratic and Social Democratic welfare states suggests that CME countries may have different cultural attitudes toward government assistance, which may partially explain this result.  


� These were derived from the sectoral data.


� Being male is significant and negative in LME countries and the national unemployment rate is significant for both subsets.


� This logic is consistent with research on political information and public opinion priming (Merolla and Stephenson 2000).


� The GDP growth rate has a negative sign in LME countries, although it is still insignificant.
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