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Abstract

Recent scholarship on economic insecurity and politics employs economic theory to deduce individuals’ policy preferences without directly investigating whether economic interests translate into political attitudes.  Our research fills this gap by using individual-level data to examine three questions.  First, do unemployed individuals (i.e. “objectively” insecure individuals) feel more insecure than employed individuals?  Second, do their policy preferences differ from those of employed individuals?  Third, do social institutions condition individuals’ responses to risk?  That is, when faced with similar market risks, are citizens in comprehensive welfare states less insecure than comparable individuals in less comprehensive welfare states?  Three key findings emerge.  First, we find a relationship between objective insecurity and perceived insecurity.  Second, we find that economic insecurity influences individuals’ preferences over policy.  Third, the two effects vary significantly by context.  Different capitalist production regimes and social welfare policies condition the impact of objective insecurity on personal insecurity and policy preferences.
Introduction 

French public sector workers, Patrick Buchanan supporters, and East German voters are seemingly unrelated actors.  Yet these diverse groups are bound together in two significant ways: by their self-professed status as “losers” in the global economy and by their political resistance to market liberalization.  In response to market risk, each group has demanded state protection.

These groups stand at the center of an enduring social science debate about economic liberalization and social policy.  Institutionalist political economists have long theorized about how individuals and groups respond politically to market uncertainty.  Scholars from Polanyi (1944) to Cameron (1978) to Katzenstein (1985) have documented a positive relationship among market openness, economic insecurity, and state social protection.  From these insights, some authors such as Rodrik (1997) and Garrett (1998) assert that globalization, or increased international trade flows, introduces unprecedented levels of market uncertainty and triggers sustained or even increased demand for state social protection.  Increased competition from foreign goods and workers is expected to generate new economic “winners” and “losers,” extremely volatile political economies, and therefore greater demand for government aid.   

These contentions, however, are controversial.  Though theorists generally agree that the “new” economy fosters “new” winners and losers, they hotly contest the depth of these social divisions.  Opponents of the “social protection school,” including Iversen and Cusack (1998), project far smaller demands for government aid because market openness creates greater economic opportunities on average.  These authors reason that the average citizen will recognize benefits from openness, and that social policy demands will thus remain moderate.

Two gaps appear in this globalization debate that make it difficult to adjudicate between these opposing claims.  First, neither side investigates how closely, at the individual level, perceptions of economic insecurity translate into political attitudes and, ultimately, into political behavior.  Second, neither side examines the impact of extant social institutions in conditioning economic insecurity levels and policy preferences.  There is no a priori reason to expect uniform insecurity levels or uniform policy demands across societies that face similar economic threats.

We contend that the debate is best addressed by examining individual-level data, since both arguments rest on microfoundations.  We make three central claims.  First, within a single society, “objectively” economically insecure individuals will feel more insecure than “objectively” secure individuals.  Second, economically insecure individuals’ policy preferences will differ systematically from those of individuals in more stable financial positions.  Third, security levels and policy preferences will be conditioned by the social context in which individuals reside.  Citizens whose states provide more generous social welfare provisions (e.g., social security schemes, unemployment benefits, and job training) will be more secure than residents of less generous states.  Because labor market and social welfare policies vary considerably across countries, we argue that the intensity of cleavages between winners and losers varies in different political economies.


In short, we show that both Polanyi’s and Iversen and Cusack’s arguments are correct and we demonstrate a causal mechanism for why this is so.  As Polanyi argues, economic insecurity influences people’s preferences over government policy.  Yet, as Iversen and Cusack contend, these claims are not universal.  Individuals facing similar degrees of market risk, and perceiving themselves to be at risk, will have different preferences over how government should respond to such risk, depending on the institutional/policy context in which they live and work.

Three Avenues of Insecurity


 In order to get an accurate sense of how insecurity influences individuals’ policy preferences, we must first assess the influences on insecurity.  Although there are several avenues that may be examined, we focus on three, which we examine in turn: social institutions, individual skills, and state social assistance. 

Institutions and Insecurity
The macro-theoretical insights of Cameron (1978), Katzenstein (1985), Garrett and Lange (1996), and Soskice (1999) suggest that similarly positioned workers in different types of economies will respond differently to insecurity.  The impact of institutions on individual perceptions of insecurity, however, is not a direct or obvious relationship.  It is best understood as a matter of context.  Expectations about work, lifestyle, and income develop from the society in which one lives.  

The economic roles that governments assume can be traced to institutional configurations.  Corporatist societies, for example, have long encouraged behavior from their members that differs from members of non-corporatist states (Cameron 1984; Lange 1984; Alvarez, Garrett and Lange 1991).  In these societies, government is a partnership between major interested parties.  Employers are accustomed to having government support in alleviating difficult economic times.  Similarly, workers rely on the government to provide economic security.  In such societies, the idea of state involvement to alleviate hardship that results from globalization is politics as usual. In non-corporatist societies, on the other hand, the relationship between employees, employers and the government is not institutionalized.  In sum, citizens’ expectations in corporatist and non-corporatist countries about government assistance will be qualitatively different.   
Hall and Soskice’s (2001) classification of production regimes as coordinated market economies (CMEs) and liberal market economies (LMEs) is another way to capture the corporatist/non-corporatist distinction and its implications.  CMEs are societies where coordination problems between firms are solved by mechanisms other than the market.  There are encompassing trade unions, work councils, employers associations, cross-shareholding, and other links that bind the interested parties into long-term collaborative relationships.  These societies also have a greater capacity for vocational training, thereby generating a comparative advantage in generating high-skill labour.  In LMEs, by contrast, there is a higher degree of reliance on competitive market mechanisms and short-term contractual relations for resolving coordination problems.  These societies have weak unions and unconstrained labor markets, and management has considerable control over firing and wages.  The absence of institutionalized relationships between firms in LMEs means it is difficult for long-term relationships to develop. These differing degrees of coordination generate differences in the way that exogenous risks are transferred to individuals in CMEs and LMEs.  Based on different roles for markets and institutions, different production regimes generate different levels of market insecurities for workers and different expectations of government.


Esping-Anderson (1990) demonstrates the differences between these two types of societies in his 3-way classification of welfare states.  Governments of Christian and Social Democratic welfare states have traditionally provided a measure of social equality by intervening in the economy and providing certain goods and services.  The main difference between these societies is evident in the provision and distribution of social services, but in terms of production regimes and economic structure, the societies function similarly.  Therefore, one may consider them both as CMEs.  Given that CMEs are corporatist societies, there is an expectation that government provisions will match the concerns of the interested parties.  LMEs, which lack this institutional framework, minimize the state's role in alleviating negative social consequences of the market.  Social inequality is not nearly as institutionalized a domain of government activity, and therefore security is lower.  
Skills and Insecurity
The connection between skills and insecurity is clear.  Employment can be threatened if production or other changes mean that one does not have the requisite skills to maintain one’s job.  This “road to insecurity” is especially relevant in the current climate of globalization.  Economic theory suggests that trade openness introduces dynamic elements into an economy and shifts skill requirements and the demand for different skills, creating both winners and losers in the job market.  The insecurity felt by the losers can be a source of distinct policy preferences.

The Heckscher-Ohlin-Samuelson (HOS) theory predicts that open trade will adversely affect owners of locally scarce factors, as their ability to compete in world markets is hampered by a lack of comparative advantage.  Because unskilled labor is relatively abundant in the world economy and high-skilled labor is relatively scarce, HOS predicts that unskilled labor in advanced economies will be threatened by globalization while high skilled labor will benefit (Leamer 1998; Rodrik 1997).  In this model, factor type is a key determinant of economic insecurity under globalization. 

The type of production regime/economy that a person works in can aggravate this kind of insecurity.  In CMEs, for example, employers often invest more money in employees to train them to be highly productive at a specific job.  This would not be a rational step if employees were likely to take the skills and go to another company. Government, employer, and employee institutions have developed to provide assurance that investments in specific assets, such as education, training, and capital, receive a standard return.  Incentives exist that support worker retraining, development of specific assets, and stable employment. 
In 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 incentives to develop general rather than specific skills, thereby enhancing their mobility between firms and industries in economies in which job change and unemployment are more probable. 
Estevez-Abe, Iversen and Soskice (1999) suggest that individuals choose their skill types partly as a result of the scope and type of state social protections.  They argue that employment and unemployment protections, seen in conjunction with other features of the national production regime, determine whether skills acquired will be industry-specific, firm specific, or general.  Generally, workers will invest in greater skill specificity in settings in which job security is high and unemployed workers enjoy high levels of support.  The sense of economic risk associated with higher asset specific skills should therefore vary between the two types of production regimes: higher asset specific skills should be viewed as less risky in CMEs than in LMEs because of the greater social protection, and highly-skilled citizens of CMEs should feel, on average, more economically secure in the face of globalization.  However, in cases where firms or sectors with high percentages of such workers are threatened, these workers, because of the firm specific nature of their skills, may be more threatened than workers in similar firms in LMEs.
Insecurity and Social Assistance
The third influence on insecurity is the level of social assistance in a country.  While impacting social context in a manner similar to institutions, social assistance can temper insecurity by changing the “tipping point” at which individuals begin to feel truly insecure.  In countries with generous unemployment compensation, for example, the threat of losing a job will be less menacing, especially if an individual can find a new job before the social assistance ends.
  

The differences in insecurity felt by citizens in different institutional configurations are not a new topic of study.  They are central to 













an academic debate centered on the economic and political viability of these divergent capitalist models and their differing welfare provisions.  Much of the dispute revolves around the mechanisms by which pressures of trade and investment openness impact various constituencies’ political demands.  Katzenstein’s (1985) qualitative study of small European countries found that governments intentionally increased their social protections to reduce the negative effects of international trade.  By compensating those “displaced by economic openness,” these states were able to prevent political opposition to free trade.  

Rodrik (1997) contends that while globalization and its associated risk creates a growing constituency for more government services, it simultaneously diminishes the state’s ability to tax mobile international capital.  This introduces profound tensions: as globalization increases the demand for protection from market forces, the revenue generating capabilities of the state decline, and social conflict becomes inevitable.  
In contrast, 
Iversen and Cusack (1998) argue that increased market risk from globalization is insufficient to induce demands for greater government.  Only when market risks involve substantial, negative changes in income and/or in the basic character of employment—e.g., shifting from a manufacturing to a service sector job (“deindustrialization”)—will demands for increased government programs emerge.  Iversen and Cusack therefore predict a smaller constituency for government protection and less widespread conflict than Rodrik.


Garrett (1995, 1998) and Hall and Soskice (2001) qualify Rodrik’s thesis in two ways: first, in a manner similar to Iversen and Cusack, by questioning Rodrik’s conclusion of inevitable social conflict; and second, by asserting the importance of domestic social institutions in mitigating insecurity.  Building on arguments initially developed in Garrett and Lange (1996), Garrett argues that institutions can alleviate the insecurity of global markets, and that social democratic institutions are viable in a global economy.  Hall and Soskice predict that reactions to increased openness will differ in CMEs and LMEs, as many of the demands fostered by openness are already provided for in CMEs.  Rodrik’s thesis may thus only be applicable in certain societies.  Moene and Wallerstein’s (1993) study of Norwegian and Swedish social democratic models lends support to this theory, finding social assistance to be resistant to change.  


Esping-Andersen (1999) also contributes to the idea that different societies will respond differently to exogenous change.  He argues that the persistence of his “three worlds” trichotomy is caused by institutional path dependency.   Homo liberalismus, homo socialdemocraticus, and homo familius (conservative welfare state citizens) are the terms he uses to describe how dramatically the outlooks of people in different welfare regimes vary from each other.  Individuals, shaped by differing social contexts, are likely to form different opinions and preferences regarding the role of government and risk.  

In summary, the above literature suggests that social provisions can render people and workforces in the aggregate less opposed to free trade and globalization by reducing the risk they feel, and therefore can have an important impact on how citizens react to globalization.


Each of the influences on insecurity is grounded in a literature that has theorized and documented the relationship between a person’s objective position and how they will be affected by globalization.  The type of economy, skills and social provisions that shape a person’s viewpoint are all important elements to consider when trying to assess the impact that globalization has on policy preferences.  What is striking is that few of the studies actually combine the economic theories with the trade and globalization literature and the varieties of capitalism literature, even though connections between the two are somewhat obvious.
  We think that these three literatures can be combined to develop a more complete, testable model of the connections between insecurity and policy preferences. 

An indication of how to combine these literatures can be found in Aldrich et al. (1999 a,b) which divides the development of policy preferences into two parts.  First, an individual must internalize objective risk for it to have any possible influence on preferences.  Second, subjective assessment of risk must be a significant factor/predictor of preferences for policies as expected by Rodrik and others.  Only if these two elements are present will the globalization literature have firm, individual-level foundations. The Aldrich et al. study found weak links between objective risk and subjective insecurity levels (i.e. the trade and globalization hypothesis) but also found that, as expected, country variables were highly significant predictors of insecurity across Europe.
  We believe that this is where institutions and social provisions become important, as it is clear from this evidence that differences in countries or groups of countries contribute significantly to outcomes.
 

To incorporate institutions and social assistance into the globalization framework used by Aldrich et al. (1999 a,b), we reconfigure country-specific dummy variables into "society-types” by considering the influence that different modes of capitalism and social assistance regimes have on their citizenries.  By structuring the economic context for broad segments of society, these social-economic-government structures and relations should exert considerable influence on individual responses to market openness and economic risk and insecurity. 

This paper specifies an institutional model of insecurity and policy preferences.  First, we investigate whether individual level, subjective assessments of insecurity vary directly with objective economic conditions at the aggregate and individual levels.  Second, we test whether preferences for social protection increase with both subjective and objective assessments of risk.  We assess differential risk across individuals and across societies using a multi-national data set.  Third, we bridge the gap between the globalization/trade literature and the welfare regime/types of capitalism literature by investigating whether similar “objective risk” produces similar policy preferences in different types of capitalist societies.  The innovation of this paper is a deeper probe into the institutions that may influence insecurity levels and policy preferences in an era of globalization at the individual level.

The Model

As Figure 1 shows, we hypothesize several links between measures of risk and policy preferences, and several intervening variables.  H0, H1 and H2 were hypothesized by Aldrich et al.; H3 and H4 are innovations that we argue provide better insight into how policy preferences are shaped. 

H0 (null hypothesis):  Differences in objective economic risk have no discernible effect on policy preferences.

H1:  The more an individual is exposed to objective risk, the more that individual subjectively feels at risk.

H2:  More perceived economic insecurity leads to greater preferences for government protection and services.

H3:  An individual’s perceived economic risk varies inversely with the character of the production regime and extent of social assistance in that country.

H4:  Individual policy preferences are influenced by the character of the production regime and the extent of social assistance of the country in which they live and work. Citizens of CMEs prefer more government involvement than citizens of LMEs.

INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

In this paper, we examine the effects of social/institutional context on perceptions of risk (H2) and on policy preferences in the face of risk (H4) in two ways: through the effects of broad institutional/cultural features of the system (CME/LME) and through the effects of the specific degree of assistance provided by the state to those facing job-related economic hardship. The two features are obviously linked, in that the size and character of the welfare state are features of the production regime and both contribute to the reactions people have to economic risk and to the expectations they hold of government. It is possible, however, to separate the phenomena we wish to test.  If an American and a German lose their jobs, they will feel different amounts of insecurity because of the different governmental unemployment provisions.  Even if the provisions were identical, however, each might still hold a different belief about the proper role of government in maintaining their standard of living.  These beliefs are conditioned by the institutions that characterize each government, and are not directly related to partisanship.  Specific levels of social assistance are subject to change, but institutions are more static.  Thus, we use different indicators for broad regime effects and more specific social assistance effects on perceived risk and policy preferences. As we discuss in a moment, these two variables are not so highly correlated as to make collinearity a statistical problem. 


To test our hypotheses we use two regression models.  The first measures whether the size of a country’s welfare state mediates how objective economic risk translates into perceived subjective economic risk.  The second model measures whether both objective and subjective economic risk translate into policy preferences, and to what degree preferences for increased welfare regimes are mitigated by the size of the welfare state.

Data Sources

We draw data from two sources to test these models.
  First, we use World Values Survey data (1990-93 and 1995-1997).  The survey provides individual responses to financial satisfaction and policy preference questions, as well as objective demographic data.  The survey was comprised of data from 43 countries, including representatives of LMEs, CMEs, “incoherent,” and developing states.  In this project, we limit the sample in order to control for GDP per capita, examining only LMEs and CMEs.  Our sample includes the following 17 OECD economies: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the UK, and the US.
  Second, we augment these data with OECD figures regarding national economic indicators, i.e. unemployment levels, degree of unionization, government spending as percentage of GDP, and government social service spending as percentage of GDP.  

Operationalization of Variables

Dependent Variables



Our analysis uses two types of dependent variables to investigate the two-stage hypotheses of Aldrich et al.  The first measures individuals’ levels of subjective insecurity.  This corresponds to H1 and the expectation that one’s feelings of insecurity are tempered by one’s socioeconomic situation.  The World Values survey asks the following question: “How satisfied are you with the financial situation of your household?”  While this measure may be influenced by several other factors or may reflect general discontent instead of uncertainty or risk felt from globalization and/or deindustrialization, it does provide a rough-cut at subjective evaluations of personal economic situations.  We use this variable to assess our first link—whether objective economic conditions, at the aggregate and individual levels, translate into a sense of economic risk or insecurity.  

In addition, the survey includes questions that ask about important job characteristics.  If respondents prioritize "job security" or "A safe job with no risk of closing down or unemployment" as important aspects of a job, then we can identify them as likely to be feeling personally at risk.
  We use these variables as alternate specifications of subjective economic evaluations. 

 We analyze personal financial satisfaction with an OLS regression and use probit to analyze “safe job” and “job security.”
 The second type of dependent variable examines the link between internalized risk and policy preferences.   Questions asking whether respondents think government should be more involved in business ownership and whether they support privatization allow us to probe policy preferences that may be influenced by increased risk.  Using principal components factor analysis, we have found that preferences over government involvement in business and the amount of privatization in a society cluster together in a single factor that captures attitudes toward government involvement in business (see Table 1).  This "role of government in business" variable provides a measure of the demand for government economic management that the globalization/deindustrialization literature leads us to expect insecure individuals to hold.  It ranges from –1.45 to 3.31, with mean 0. We expect that preferences for increased government involvement will correspond with trends of economic circumstances and personal insecurity.  We use OLS to estimate this regression.  
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE


Independent Variables

Objective Economic Situation

The measures that we use to examine links between subjective and objective insecurity enable us to test a variety of hypotheses.  Individual level data allow us to investigate the “pocketbook” voting literature’s hypotheses (Nannestad and Paldam 1994; Lewis-Beck 1986), while macro-level data allow us to test various sociotropic hypotheses.  

Respondents' economic situations are operationalized in two ways.  First, we use the employment status of the chief wage earner (CWE) of the household to identify those likely to be at risk.
  While this does not indicate whether someone is looking for a job, how long they have been without work, etc., it does identify those that may have been worst hit by the effects of globalization. We create a dummy variable to capture if the CWE is unemployed.  The second operationalization of economic situation is skill level, as measured by years of education.
In addition to these micro-level measures, we also specify the aggregate level economic situation.  This is accounted for in two ways.  First, we use the unemployment rate of the country for the time period the survey was conducted.  Second, we include the growth rate of GDP in each country.  OECD data provide the objective measures of national circumstances.  Given that the World Values study was conducted from 1990 to 1993 and from 1995 to 1997, we use the average of annual data for unemployment and growth rates. 

Comprehensiveness of Social Assistance

A main focus of this paper is the manner in which the size of the welfare state acts upon both perceptions of insecurity and policy preferences. In choosing measures that might capture the level of social assistance in a country, we considered several of the components used by Stephens, Huber and Ray (1999).  We included social security expenditure and spending on education
 because they are elements of transfer payments made to individuals.  We also incorporated a measure of replacement rates
 that represents the protection provided when individuals lose employment, because we believe that insecurity is partially shaped by social assistance levels.  Analysis using principal components shows that all three measures cluster, forming a single factor with loadings shown in Table 1.
  
Our analyses use this factor, which we call social assistance, as an independent variable representing a continuous measure of government spending on education as percentage of GDP, replacement rates, and government social expenditures as a percentage of GDP.
  The values of the factor range from -1.93 to 1.92, with a mean of 0.

Measure of CME/LME 

To test the effect of production regime, we created a dummy variable that distinguishes Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States from the other countries in the dataset.
  This variable is intended to account for the differences in expectations of government between citizens of different countries, and covers the differences in institutions that develop because of nation-specific features.  Soskice's distinction between CMEs and LMEs and the production regimes in each state-type (discussed earlier) lends support to this operationalization.  This institution dummy variable (indicating LME status) can also account for cultural differences that are shaped by institutions and historical paths that, in turn, shape individual preferences, expectations, and opinions.
We are confident that our LME status dummy variable and our social assistance variable, jointly referred to in the paper as social/institutional context, represent different dimensions.  The correlation between LME and social assistance is -.39, which should not create collinearity problems.

We recognize that a simple dummy variable does not allow for the possibility that some countries are “more or less” an LME or CME.  To capture this variation, we replace the dummy variable with Lijphart and Crepaz’s (1991) measure of corporatism in alternative specifications of our analyses to test for this possibility.  
Demographics

The World Values survey asks respondents about their age, gender, education, income, marital status, union membership, town size, and self-placement on a left-right scale.  These variables are used as controls for demographics.

Interaction Effects

Because we hypothesize that one’s social context should shape preferences of government, we include two interaction variables in our analyses.  In the first regression, testing the link between objective and subjective insecurity, we introduce an interaction between unemployment and citizenship in an LME country.  In the second regression, we include an additional interaction between personal financial satisfaction and citizenship in an LME country.  We expect that these variables will show whether there is a direct effect of social context on objective and subjective insecurity.

Expectations
We expect the type of capitalism to affect insecurity and policy preferences in two ways.  First, we anticipate that the presence and intensity of the welfare regime decreases the insecurity/risk that individuals facing similar objective economic risk feel.  Second, we hypothesize that welfare regimes also influence the types of expectations that objectively at risk citizens or subjectively insecure individuals have of government, controlling for risk felt or actually experienced.  All factors considered, individuals in CMEs, facing similar levels of risk to individuals in LMEs, should prefer a greater economic role for government.

We expect to find the following relationships in our two models:

Financial satisfaction = Demographics (+ age, ? gender, ? marital status, + size of town ,+ left-right self-placement, + income, ? union member) + H1 (- unemployed status, + education, - unemployment rate, + growth rate) + H3 (- LME dummy variable, + social assistance, - LME*unemployment)

Preferences for increased government involvement in business = Demographics (– age, ? gender, ? marital status, - size of town, - left-right self-placement, - income, ? union member) + H1 (+ unemployed status, – education, + unemployment rate, – growth rate) + H2 (- personal financial satisfaction) + H4 (- LME dummy variable, + social assistance, - LME*unemployment,  - LME*personal financial satisfaction)

















These expectations can also be generalized and expressed graphically, as depicted stylistically in Figure 2.  We expect that citizens of CMEs generally hold preferences for higher levels of government involvement as compared to citizens of LMEs.  The rate at which the preferences change in response to insecurity, however, is expected to be lower than that of citizens of LMEs.  We hypothesize that LME citizens will expect more government assistance at an increasing rate as their insecurity grows because of the lower level of initial provision.  As insecurity rises, there are fewer risk-mediating provisions from firms and other sources in LMEs and thus demands on government are more dramatic.
INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

Findings

The data confirm our hypotheses in three ways.  First, the evidence supports a link between objective and subjective economic evaluations (H1), demonstrating that personal and national economic situations strongly influence financial satisfaction/economic security levels when controlling for objective risk.  Second, there is a significant relationship between both objective and subjective insecurity levels and preferences for government involvement in business.  Third, the significance of both the institution dummy variable and the social assistance factor supports H2 and H4.  Social context, the type of capitalism and levels of social assistance present in a given society, systematically influence citizens’ insecurity and policy preferences.  We now turn to a more detailed examination of our findings.  
Insecurity Estimates: Financial Satisfaction

Table 2 displays the regression results for individual financial satisfaction.  Our key independent variables show support for the globalization hypotheses.  These findings are not, by themselves, surprising, but in confirming our expectations they provide a foundation for our hypotheses about the effects of social context on individual preferences.  Individuals’ objective economic situations exert a considerable, significant influence on their perceived sense of risk.  Income and social class, as predicted, positively influence an individual’s financial satisfaction.  By contrast, and again as predicted, the economy’s unemployment rate and an individual’s unemployment status are both negatively related to financial satisfaction.  Education, our measure of skill level, is positive but insignificant, meaning that as one’s education increases (and presumably specialization) his or her financial satisfaction is not independently significantly affected.

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE


The findings also bolster our institutional argument, indicating significant differences between the security levels of LME and CME citizens and the predicted effects of different levels of social assistance, ceteris paribus.  LME status and the social assistance factor are both positively related to individuals’ financial satisfaction, even when income, class, unemployment status, and unemployment rate are controlled for.  These findings may suggest that while LME citizens have more transferable skills (i.e. general assets) and perhaps more employment opportunities, societies with higher levels of social assistance allay more of their members’ financial worries.  Social assistance, which is measured on a continuum, outstrips LME status in magnitude; even within CME and LME types, then, there are significant differences in the personal financial satisfaction of members depending on the level of government assistance.
  

The significance and magnitude of the institution dummy variable and social assistance factor support our social context argument.  However, our interaction variable is insignificant.  This suggests that while social context is important, the mechanism through which social context influences personal financial assessments may be sociotropic rather than individual.  Institutional variables may impact an individual's expectations through society-wide assessments, but not through any direct link between a person's employment situation. 

Insecurity Estimates:  Safe Jobs and Job Security


Generally, the “safe job” and “job security” models provide further support for our hypotheses, although the results for the “safe job” variable are mixed.  (See Table 3).  As purely economic hypotheses would predict, income is negatively related to concerns about both “safe jobs” and “job security.” The signs for union membership, social class, and GDP growth are also consistent with our predictions in the “job security” model. Our intuition is that upper class citizens should be less concerned with “job security,” while union members and workers in rapidly growing economies should be more concerned. These expectations are realized in the “job security” model.  Education, our proxy for skill level, has a negative and significant coefficient.  This indicates that those with more education are less likely to feel that job security is an important issue as they have skills that will enable them to find alternate employment. The actual education variable, however, only provides us with an indication of the age at which the respondent finished his/her education, and thus is only a rough proxy for the level of skills attained.  Ceteris paribus, we assume that higher education affords more economic opportunities on average, and this finding is consistent with such logic.  

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

The “safe job” model does not perform as well.  Curiously, the union membership, social class, unemployment status, and GDP growth coefficients all bear the opposite signs from those in the “job security” model and from our predictions.  The magnitude of these variables, however, is quite small.  As demonstrated in the first difference tables (Tables 4A and 4B), unemployment status, for example, makes an individual only 2-3% less likely to name a safe job as important.
  As in the safe job equation, one's skill level reduces the priority one gives to job security. 

INSERT TABLES 4A AND 4B ABOUT HERE

Despite these quirks, we again find confirmation in both models for our institutional contentions (H3 and H4).  Ceteris paribus, when all other variables are held at their mean values (and dummies are held at 0), residents of states that provide the most generous social assistance are 18% less likely to prioritize job security as an important job characteristic.
 
Policy Estimates:  Preference for More Government Involvement in Business


Our factor of support for public business ownership and democratic corporate governance aims to capture attitudes about state economic management.  Both of our main sets of hypotheses (H1 and H3, H2 and H4) are confirmed by the regressions using this dependent variable.  Table 5 reports the results.  

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

First, personal economic satisfaction is negatively and significantly related to preferences for government involvement in business.  Union members are more inclined to support state involvement, as are residents of economies with higher unemployment levels. These results support the globalization expectations by demonstrating that individuals who are more personally and nationally insecure prefer the government to be more involved in business.  Those who are unemployed prefer more government involvement, and those with higher education (skill levels) prefer less, as expected.  Income level and upper class status, as expected, reduce support for government control of business because these variables indicate less personal insecurity.  GDP growth as well diminishes support for state business involvement.


Second, we find significant effects for our social context variables, though not as interactions with objective economic variables.  The social assistance factor is significant and negative, which suggests that in states with less generous social assistance, citizens prefer more government business involvement.  Conversely, citizens in states with more social assistance prefer less government business involvement.  This somewhat contradicts our expectations, but it also indicates an interesting result.  Higher levels of social assistance do not increase one’s preference for more state involvement.  This suggests there may be a saturation point at which individuals feel that government is doing enough in society.  

There are also differences between the LME and CME residents’ preferences for government involvement in business.  On average, LME citizens are less supportive of government involvement than CME residents.  This may stem from two different explanations.  First, competition in a society threatens the survival of inefficient businesses.  If one holds skills specific to a certain company, this can substantially increase insecurity, because specific skills are not assets that will necessarily be attractive to another employer.  If one holds general skills, however, the opportunity for skill transfer between companies is much higher.  This suggests that CME citizens prefer more government involvement to provide social protections and maximize the return to their investment in specific skills.

The second possible explanation can be found in differing expectations of government.  An LME citizen may hold different opinions about the role of government that a CME citizen, and these ideas are most likely a product of the institutional environment in which he or she lives.  Thus, the significance of our LME variable leads us to infer that social context really does exert a distinct effect on preferences, though the most significant dimensions of this dummy variable clearly need to be teased out in future research.   The findings also indicate, along with personal financial satisfaction, that variation exists in policy preferences within LMEs and CMEs, captured in our social assistance variable, though the magnitude of these differences is small.

The significance of the interaction terms suggests that replacing the LME status variable with the corporatism variable has made the interaction terms pick up the importance of LME status for preferences over the role of government.

Discussion
This paper represents an investigation of micro-level evidence about economic risk and policy preferences.  Its departure point was the claim that globalization increases citizens’ demands on government, thereby exerting greater pressure on welfare regimes.  Our previous research (Aldrich et al.1999 a,b) found only weak evidence of this relationship using NES and Eurobarometer datasets.  The analysis in this paper has uncovered much stronger evidence that objective economic circumstances influence subjective economic evaluations and in turn influence policy preferences.  

The innovation of our paper is the inclusion of both production regimes (LMEs/CMEs) and the degree of social assistance in a country as part of objective economic conditions.  We expected that the amount of assistance people receive from the government, and their overall expectations of government, would shape feelings of insecurity and preferences.  We found evidence for these relationships through two variables – the social assistance factor and the LME status dummy.  We show that:

a) the continuum represented by the government assistance variable is significant, and therefore it is possible to distinguish between the attitudes of individuals in different countries based upon the magnitude of welfare states; 

b) the broad institutional configurations of CMEs and LMEs are also significant predictors of opinions regarding insecurity and policy preferences.

These two findings together suggest that demands on government from those affected by globalization will not be uniform, as presumed in the literature, but will differ nationally by context.  


Figures 3 and 4 demonstrate how the social assistance and LME variables influence two of our dependent variables.  Figure 3 shows that base levels of personal financial satisfaction (the intercepts of regressions that divide the two groups of countries into separate samples, and then further divide them into employed and unemployed respondents) even while controlling for our other independent variables, are significantly different between unemployed members of LMEs and CMEs.  As the figure indicates, employed members of each society have roughly the same levels of personal financial satisfaction in relation to social assistance.  The elasticity of satisfaction with respect to social assistance (as measured by the coefficient of the social assistance variable) is roughly similar for both the employed and unemployed members of CMEs, and employed members of LMEs.  This finding is not surprising, as personal financial satisfaction is the product of several factors, such as income, that exert a similar influence across all countries (i.e., as incomes rise, people in LMEs will feel as much extra satisfaction as people in CMEs).  The lower intercept for unemployed CME citizens is a clear indication of their employment status.  In LMEs, however, the unemployed respondents have a much greater reaction to higher levels of social assistance.   As the level of social assistance increases, their personal financial satisfaction dramatically rises.  There is a clear difference between the reactions of unemployed LME and unemployed CME citizens, which validates our hypothesis that the structure of one’s economy plays a significant role in how one reacts to social assistance.  This shows that social context is an important factor in understanding economic insecurity.  

INSERT FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE

Figure 4 shows the effect of social assistance, as measured by our factor, on preferences for government involvement in business.  As is evident, the two samples (CMEs and LMEs) have significantly different intercepts and slopes.  CME citizens prefer a higher base level of government involvement (higher intercept), whereas LME citizens’ preferences are more elastic (larger coefficient) in relation to the level of government assistance.  This substantiates our expectations as presented in Figure 2.  Different capitalist systems change what individuals consider “the norm” with regard to government activity.  Employment status has a weaker effect on preferences, but there is still differentiation between employed and unemployed respondents in CMEs.  Unemployed CME citizens prefer more government involvement, which is in keeping with the expectations regarding the role of government that are present in the society and the globalization hypotheses.  In contrast, there is almost no difference between employed and unemployed LME respondents, suggesting that employment does not alter LME citizens’ views of the role of government.

INSERT FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE

Conclusion

In terms of our initial questions, three key findings emerge from our analysis. First, a clear relationship exists between objective insecurity and people’s perceived insecurity. While future research should develop more sophisticated measures, the basic relationship seems clear.  Second, we have found that economic insecurity influences the preferences individuals have over government policy, specifically the involvement of government in business.  We take this measure to signify a broader range of preferences over state involvement in the regulation of the economy and the cushioning of market effects.  Neither of these findings is surprising.  What is significant, and our third key finding, is that the two effects noted above vary significantly by context.  In different production regimes and in the face of varying degrees of social assistance, the influence of objective insecurity on personal insecurity and overall economic insecurity on policy preferences differ.  In other words, individuals facing similar degrees of market risk and perceiving themselves to be at risk will have different preferences over how government should respond to such risk, depending on the institutional/policy context in which they live and work.

The findings of this paper speak to two different ideas. First, convergence among countries that are similarly globalized is unlikely to occur because the constituents that each government serves have markedly different preferences.  This resonates with the work of Garrett (1998) by suggesting that there is more than one stable capitalist configuration.  Kitschelt et al. (1999) support this notion in the conclusion of their edited volume, arguing that convergence upon a single model of capitalism is extremely unlikely.   Institutions, both formal and informal, and economic and political structures are filters through which exogenous change must pass before it influences a society.  

The findings of this paper underline one of the mechanisms impeding convergence: the regime-reinforcing character of responses to greater economic risk.  Workers in CMEs are more secure in their jobs – both objectively and subjectively – and have expectations that the government will and should cushion the effects of market risk. The situation is quite different for workers in LMEs. The self-reinforcing effects are a product both of aggregate effects (the percentage of workers subjectively at risk in CMEs will be lower than the percentage in LMEs, holding the percentage objectively at risk constant) and of individual effects (workers with the same degree of subjective risk in the two types of production regimes will make different demands on government). It should also be noted that these findings have implications for the arguments linking asset specificity of skills, perceived risk in the face of market risk and expectations on government. It seems likely that whereas highly asset specific workers in LMEs will perceive themselves highly at risk in the face of economic change, the perception will not hold to the same degree for such workers in CMEs, nor will the types of changes in government policy that they support be the same.
The second point is that the significance of our social assistance variable, representing a continuum, suggests that variation also exists within the CME and LME country types.  In this paper we have not distinguished between Christian Democratic and Social Democratic states, familial and Mediterranean welfare regimes, or the Antipodes and the U.S., but recent work on the welfare state shows that these various governments produce policies with different foci.  Related to this, work on welfare retrenchment argues that certain policies are more “sacred” than others depending on a specific society’s priorities (Pierson (in press)).  Taking a cue from both the welfare state literature and our micro-level evidence, we contend that several nation-type equilibria are plausible, both within the CME grouping and also among the LME countries.  

We have shown, broadly, that national context affects preferences at the individual level.  This is an intriguing departure point and one that leaves room for considerable “within-type” variation in policy formation.  Future research should focus on linking preferences to actual choices that citizens make.  We propose that a more detailed exploration of domestic interest organizations and electoral institutions will yield further insight into how insecurity-induced preferences are aggregated in different contexts.

Table 1 – Factors

Factor 1:  Social Assistance





Variable
Factor Pattern

Union Density
0.84223

National Education Spending
0.75255

Replacement Rate
0.75382

Social Security Expenditure
0.87843




Eigenvalue of Factor
2.6156







Factor 2:  Preference for Government Involvement in Business





Variable
Factor Pattern

Preferences over Business Ownership
0.7692

Preferences over Privatization
0.7692




Eigenvalue of Factor
1.1833




Table 2 – Regression Results for Personal Financial Satisfaction

Variable
Coefficient

Intercept
3.54
(0.10)

Age
0.02
(0.00)

Education Years
0.00
(0.00)

Married
0.05

(0.03)

Male
0.01
(0.03)

Income Level
0.21

(0.01)

Union Member
-0.05

(0.07)

Class 
0.29
(0.02)

Ideology
0.10
(0.01)

Size of Town
-0.03

(0.01)

GDP Growth Rate of Country
-0.01

(0.01)

Unemployment Rate of Country
-0.02

(0.00)

Unemployed
-0.13

(0.06)

Institution Dummy (LME) 
0.16

(0.04)

Social Assistance
0.24

(0.02)

Unemployment * LME
-0.06

(0.09)

R2
0.13

N
21675

Countries Included in Analysis:  France (1990), UK (1990), Germany (1990, 1995), Netherlands (1990), Belgium (1990), Spain (1990, 1995), US (1990, 1995), Canada (1990), Japan (1990, 1995), Australia (1995), Norway (1995), Sweden (1995), Finland (1995), Switzerland (1995), Portugal (1990), Austria (1990)

Standard errors are in parentheses.

Bold indicates significance at the 0.1 level.

Table 3 - Probit Results for Safe Job and Job Security Dependent Variables
Variable
safe job
job security

Intercept
1.45

(0.08)
0.85

(0.06)

Age
-0.01

(0.01)
0.00

(0.00)

Education Years
-0.01

(0.00)
-0.01

(0.00)

Married
-0.08

(0.03)
0.13

(0.02)

Male
-0.12

(0.02)
0.08

(0.02)

Income Level
-0.04

(0.01)
-0.02

(0.00)

Union Member
-0.38

(0.05)
0.21

(0.04)

Class 
0.40

(0.02)
-0.12

(0.01)

Ideology
0.00

(0.01)
0.02

(0.01)

Size of Town
-0.00

(0.01)
-0.02

(0.00)

GDP Growth Rate of Country
-0.06

(0.01)
0.01

(0.01)

Unemployment Rate of Country
-0.02

(0.00)
0.00

(0.00)

Unemployed
-0.20

(0.04)
-0.02

(0.03)

Institution Dummy (LME) 
0.33

(0.03)
-0.05

(0.02)

Social Assistance
0.07

(0.01)
-0.21

(0.01)

Unemployment * LME
0.11

(0.07)
0.01

(0.06)

N
21806
21806

Countries Included in Analysis: France (1990), UK (1990), Germany (1990, 1995), Netherlands (1990), Belgium (1990), Spain (1990, 1995), US (1990, 1995), Canada (1990), Japan (1990, 1995), Australia (1995), Norway (1995), Sweden (1995), Finland (1995), Switzerland (1995), Portugal (1990), Austria (1990)

Standard errors are in parentheses.

Bold indicates significance at the 0.1level.

Tables 4Aand 4B - First Differences of Probit Results for Safe Job and Job Security

Table 4A:  Safe Job

Variable
Coefficient
Std. Error
Min
Mean
Max
CME

First

Diffs
LME First Diffs

Intercept
1.45
.08
1
1
1



Age
-.01
.01
18
43.98
92
-.04
-.03

Education Years
-.01
.00
1
17.70
98
-.25
-.18

Married
-.08
.03
0
.65
1
.01
-.01

Male
-.12
.02
0
.48
1
-.02
-.01

Income Level
-.04
.01
1
5.06
10
-.04
-.02

Union Member
-.38
.05
0
.04
1
-.07
-.05

Class 
.40
.02
0
2.18
4
.07
.04

GDP Growth Rate of Country
-.06
.01
-0.93
2.44
5.13
-.03
-.02

Unemployment Rate of Country
-.02
.00
1.7
8.44
21.97
-.03
-.02

Unemployed
-.20
.04
0
.17
1
-.03
-.02

LME Dummy  
.33
.03
0
.25
1
-.04
.04

Social Assistance
.07
.01
-1.58
0
2.21
.02
.01

Table 4B: Job Security

Variable
Coefficient
Std. Error
Min
Mean
Max
CME FIRST DIFFS
LME FIRST DIFFS

Intercept
.85
.06
1
1
1



Education Years
-.01
.00
1
17.70
98
-.41
-.40

Married
.13
.02
0
.65
1
.05
.05

Male
.08
.02
0
.48
1
.03
.03

Income Level
-.02
.00
1
5.06
10
-.04
-.04

Union Member
.21
.04
0
.04
1
.08
.08

Class 
-.12
.01
0
2.18
4
-.09
-.09

Ideology
.02
.01
1
5.46
10
.03
.03

Size of Town
-.02
.00
1
4.54
9
-.03
-.04

GDP Growth Rate of Country
.01
.01
-.93
2.44
5.13
.01
.01

LME Dummy ( 
-.05
.02
0
.25
1
.02
-.02

Social Assistance
-.21
.01
-1.58
0
2.21
-.18
-.18

The CME column reports the first differences of each variable when dummy variables are held at 0, scaled variables are held at their means, and the LME dummy is held at its CME value.

The LME column reports the first differences of each variable when dummy variables are held at 0, scaled variables are held at their means, and the LME dummy is held at its LME value.

All variables are significant at the 0.1 level.

Table 5:  Regression Results for Preferences Over Government Involvement in Business
Variable
Coefficient

Intercept
1.03 (0.05)

Age
-0.00 (0.00)

Education Years
-0.01 (0.00)

Married
-0.00 (0.02)

Male
-0.10 (0.01)

Income Level
-0.02 (0.00)

Union Member
0.19 (0.03)

Class 
-0.04 (0.01)

Ideology
-0.12 (0.00)

Size of Town
0.01 (0.00)

GDP Growth Rate of Country
-0.02 (0.01)

Unemployment Rate of Country
0.03 (0.00)

Unemployed
0.05 (0.03)

Personal Financial Satisfaction
-0.02 (0.00)

Institution Dummy (LME) 
-0.30 (0.05)

Social Assistance
-0.04 (0.01)

Unemployment * LME
-0.04 (0.04)

Personal Financial Satisfaction * LME
0.01 (0.01)

R2
0.12 

N
19794

Countries Included in Analysis: France (1990), UK (1990), Germany (1990, 1995), Netherlands (1990), Belgium (1990), Spain (1990, 1995), US (1990, 1995), Canada (1990), Japan (1990, 1995), Australia (1995), Norway (1995), Sweden (1995), Finland (1995), Switzerland (1995), Portugal (1990), Austria (1990)

Highlighted indicates significance at the 0.1 level

Bold and Highlighted indicates significance at the 0.05 level 

Figure 1: The Model
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Figure 2:  Stylized Example of Expected Effect of Social Context







Figure 3 – Effect of Social Context on Personal Financial Satisfaction


Figure 4 – Effects of Social Context on Preferences over Government Involvement  in Business
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� This of course interacts with the country’s growth rate and its short-term and long-term unemployment rates.


� Milner (1988) provides a modified view of this argument, suggesting that insecurity is firm-specific within sectors and that it is conditioned by previous protection from market forces.  In this view, support for liberalization will vary with firm size and existing international contacts and experience.


� Some researchers have attempted to test the validity of HOS theories using education levels as proxies for skill levels.  Unfortunately, the dataset we use (World Values, 1990-93 and 1995-97) did not ask an education level question in many countries.  In order to increase our sample size and maximize variance on the key variables, we excluded this measure from our analysis.  We use a question about the age at which respondents completed their education as our education control, but this question is not a good proxy for skill level.  Due to these limitations, we focus on unemployment as our measure of insecurity, recognizing that additional measures such as education would be desirable.


� Garrett (1998) and Boix (1998) are two exceptions, though neither work examines micro-level evidence. 





� This result came from the inclusion of country dummy variables in the model, not any direct tests.


� This result is not surprising in that country-specific cultures have often been hypothesized as dominant influences on the attitudes and preferences of citizens (Putnam 1993; Inglehart 1990; Weber 1968; Almond and Verba 1963).





� Our investigation begins with cross-sectional analysis.  Future work will examine a similar model at several time points, but comparable cross-national opinion surveys taken at multiple time points are difficult to acquire.





� In some regressions, the sample is limited by the specific survey used in each country and by non-responses.  Accordingly, we identify the countries employed in the analysis along with our regression findings.


� The safe job question is as follows: Now I would like to ask you something about the things which would seem to you, personally, most important if you were looking for a job.  Here are some of the things many people take into account in relation to their work.  Regardless of whether you’re actually looking for a job, which one would you, personally, place first if you were looking for a job?


A good income so that you do not have any worries about money.


A safe job with no risk of closing down or unemployment


Working with people you like


Doing an important job which gives you a feeling of accomplishment





The job security question is the following: Here are some more aspects of a job that people say are important.  Please look at them and tell me which ones you personally think are important in a job?�Good job security: Not Mentioned (1), Mentioned (2)








� We have chosen to look at the CWE because households are primarily funded by the CWE.  Being a homemaker in the house of an executive is, for example, very different from being a homemaker in the house of a manual laborer.  


� These figures are culled from the OECD Main Economic Indicators (Paris: OECD) 1998.  


� This data comes from J.P. Martin, “Measures of replacement rates for the purpose of international comparisons: a note,” OECD Economic Studies, no.28, 1996.  They represent an index of entitlements before tax as a percentage of previous earnings before tax.  Data are averages over different earnings levels, length of unemployment spells, and family situations.


� Union density data are derived from the OECD Employment Outlook (Paris: OECD) 1997 and OECD Employment Outlook (Paris: OECD) 1995.


� This social assistance factor takes into account the differences between Christian Democratic and Social Democratic welfare regimes.  Huber, Ragin and Stephens (1993) demonstrate that studies about the determinants of welfare effort are contradictory and inconsistent because they measure welfare regime components in different ways.  There are significant differences between Christian Democratic and Social Democratic welfare regimes.  Our factor includes representative measures of both types.  Christian Democrats focus on transfer payments in the form of need-based programs (to emphasize security) whereas Social Democrats are concerned with equality and thus seek to redistribute wealth within societies.  Welfare components that are based upon citizenship (i.e. education spending) are dominated by Social Democrat states, while those based on employment or need (i.e. replacement rates) are dominated by Christian Democrat states (Huber and Stephens 2000).  Including both of these measures in our factor thus allows for a single continuum across all types of welfare regimes.


� Government social expenditures are derived from National Accounts Statistics: Main Aggregates and Detailed Tables, 1995, Part 1 (New York: United Nations), 1999.


� New Zealand and Ireland would fit with this group if the data were available. 


� When we replace the social assistance factor with corporatism, the findings change only slightly.  Skill level, gender and the interaction between unemployment and LME status have the opposite signs, although all are still insignificant.  The most important finding in the alternate model is that corporatism has a positive effect on personal financial satisfaction.  If the corporatism scale was a good proxy for LME status (which its negative, moderately strong correlation suggests) then the corporatism variable should have negative impact on personal financial satisfaction, in relation to the positive effect of the LME dummy variable.  Given that it does not, and that the magnitude of the coefficient is almost half of the LME dummy, we conclude that the corporatism scale and the LME indicator are not tapping into the same influence in the equation.  In fact, when both variables are put in the same equation, they are both significant, their magnitudes increase, and the R2 value increases.


� These magnitudes were calculated as first differences of our probit results.  See Table 4.


� Using the continuous measure of corporatism, we find only slightly different results.  In the “safe job” model, one’s education (skill level) has a positive coefficient, ideology and the size of one’s town are both significant (but with the same direction), and the corporatism variable is significant in the opposite direction compared with the LME variable.  In the “job security” model, the only differences are that GDP growth rate becomes insignificant and the unemployment rate becomes negative, although still insignificant.  The corporatism variable reacts as in the “safe job” model:  opposite to LME status and significant.  These findings indicate with these dependent variables, the LME indicator and the corporatism scale are addressing the same influence.  





� Estevez-Abe, Iversen and Soskice 1999 supports this finding.


� When we conduct the analysis with the corporatism variable, our key variables differ.  The interaction between unemployment and LME status becomes significant, and the interaction between personal financial satisfaction and LME status changes direction and becomes significant.  The assist variable becomes insignificant, and the corporatism variable is insignificant, in the same direction as the LME variable, and much smaller in  magnitude.  These findings may stem from the fact that corporatism, and therefore the corporatism variable, actually indicates a level of government involvement in business.  This may mean that individuals in corporatist societies see government involvement as the status quo, and therefore do not have either positive or negative preferences.  The significance of the interaction terms suggests that replacing the LME status variable with the corporatism variable has made the interaction terms pick up the importance of LME status for preferences over the role of government.










30


_1042275765.xls
Persfin

		-1.930557433		-1.930557433		-1.930557433		-1.930557433

		-1.755990168		-1.755990168		-1.755990168		-1.755990168

		-1.23572595		-1.23572595		-1.23572595		-1.23572595

		-1.152054956		-1.152054956		-1.152054956		-1.152054956

		-1.069055317		-1.069055317		-1.069055317		-1.069055317

		-0.919607453		-0.919607453		-0.919607453		-0.919607453

		-0.90906172		-0.90906172		-0.90906172		-0.90906172

		-0.596736927		-0.596736927		-0.596736927		-0.596736927

		-0.349728764		-0.349728764		-0.349728764		-0.349728764

		-0.346267195		-0.346267195		-0.346267195		-0.346267195

		-0.208862206		-0.208862206		-0.208862206		-0.208862206

		-0.193861384		-0.193861384		-0.193861384		-0.193861384

		-0.149222574		-0.149222574		-0.149222574		-0.149222574

		-0.092141072		-0.092141072		-0.092141072		-0.092141072

		0.1035148212		0.1035148212		0.1035148212		0.1035148212

		0.2280110014		0.2280110014		0.2280110014		0.2280110014

		0.3462594537		0.3462594537		0.3462594537		0.3462594537

		0.7911039252		0.7911039252		0.7911039252		0.7911039252

		1.0754667227		1.0754667227		1.0754667227		1.0754667227

		1.1112696494		1.1112696494		1.1112696494		1.1112696494

		1.1416713742		1.1416713742		1.1416713742		1.1416713742

		1.1559687753		1.1559687753		1.1559687753		1.1559687753

		1.3593242067		1.3593242067		1.3593242067		1.3593242067

		1.5580525022		1.5580525022		1.5580525022		1.5580525022

		1.7886331501		1.7886331501		1.7886331501		1.7886331501

		1.8358377365		1.8358377365		1.8358377365		1.8358377365

		1.9158986881		1.9158986881		1.9158986881		1.9158986881



OME Unemployed

OME Employed

LME Unemployed

LME Employed

Degree of Social Assistance

Level of Personal Financial Satisfaction

2.120068762

3.3451329371

2.1521391572

3.4055409942

2.1473634013

3.3897282397

2.2679570311

3.4486934984

2.2287098334

3.5226359774

2.6131299684

3.5773012523

2.2417922953

3.5440107368

2.6686420751

3.597984471

2.2547697869

3.5652139906

2.7237087665

3.6185017328

2.2781368571

3.6033922408

2.8228609981

3.6554447964

2.2797857457

3.6060862749

2.8298576384

3.65805167

2.328619601

3.6858733912

3.0370717086

3.7352574219

2.3672408094

3.7489745905

3.2009510034

3.7963170987

2.3677820465

3.7498588898

3.2032476056

3.7971727882

2.3892661409

3.7849606431

3.2944099074

3.8311388893

2.3916116094

3.7887927831

3.3043623078

3.8348470475

2.3985911552

3.8001963028

3.3339782387

3.8458816274

2.4075161905

3.8147784575

3.3718493608

3.8599920034

2.4381081634

3.8647611033

3.5016586327

3.9083575533

2.4575738881

3.8965651464

3.584256495

3.9391326355

2.4760627431

3.9267731326

3.6627092584

3.9683632982

2.5456168453

4.0404139909

3.9578444369

4.078327517

2.5900786749

4.1130578799

4.1465069254

4.1486211475

2.5956766773

4.1222041672

4.1702606278

4.1574715235

2.6004301694

4.1299706526

4.1904308649

4.1649867387

2.6026656538

4.1336230953

4.1999165758

4.1685210133

2.6344614957

4.1855726805

4.3348341602

4.2187898659

2.665533857

4.2363402083

4.466681839

4.2679149044

2.7015865248

4.2952448018

4.6196621839

4.3249137488

2.7089672451

4.3073037798

4.6509803971

4.3365825809

2.7214852553

4.3277563107

4.7040973959

4.356373408



Priv90

		-1.930557433		-1.930557433		-1.930557433		-1.930557433

		-1.755990168		-1.755990168		-1.755990168		-1.755990168

		-1.23572595		-1.23572595		-1.23572595		-1.23572595

		-1.152054956		-1.152054956		-1.152054956		-1.152054956

		-1.069055317		-1.069055317		-1.069055317		-1.069055317

		-0.919607453		-0.919607453		-0.919607453		-0.919607453

		-0.90906172		-0.90906172		-0.90906172		-0.90906172

		-0.596736927		-0.596736927		-0.596736927		-0.596736927

		-0.349728764		-0.349728764		-0.349728764		-0.349728764

		-0.346267195		-0.346267195		-0.346267195		-0.346267195

		-0.208862206		-0.208862206		-0.208862206		-0.208862206

		-0.193861384		-0.193861384		-0.193861384		-0.193861384

		-0.149222574		-0.149222574		-0.149222574		-0.149222574

		-0.092141072		-0.092141072		-0.092141072		-0.092141072

		0.1035148212		0.1035148212		0.1035148212		0.1035148212

		0.2280110014		0.2280110014		0.2280110014		0.2280110014

		0.3462594537		0.3462594537		0.3462594537		0.3462594537

		0.7911039252		0.7911039252		0.7911039252		0.7911039252

		1.0754667227		1.0754667227		1.0754667227		1.0754667227

		1.1112696494		1.1112696494		1.1112696494		1.1112696494

		1.1416713742		1.1416713742		1.1416713742		1.1416713742

		1.1559687753		1.1559687753		1.1559687753		1.1559687753

		1.3593242067		1.3593242067		1.3593242067		1.3593242067

		1.5580525022		1.5580525022		1.5580525022		1.5580525022

		1.7886331501		1.7886331501		1.7886331501		1.7886331501

		1.8358377365		1.8358377365		1.8358377365		1.8358377365

		1.9158986881		1.9158986881		1.9158986881		1.9158986881



OME Unemployed

OME Employed

LME Unemployed

LME Employed

Level of Social Assistance

Preference for Government Involvement

Differences in Preferences for Government Involvement Among Employed and Unemployed Respondents

1.3051452049

0.982933977

0.5031574258

0.3682201975

1.3028857807

0.9760359515

0.4493573659

0.3227403625

1.296152001

0.9554777109

0.2890166163

0.187196446

1.2950690473

0.9521714516

0.2632299689

0.1653977256

1.293994783

0.9488917209

0.2376502272

0.1437739127

1.2920604793

0.9429862885

0.1915917405

0.1048384101

1.2919239858

0.9425695739

0.1883416405

0.1020909408

1.287881566

0.9302280597

0.0920859503

0.0207212749

1.2846845394

0.9204675321

0.0159602575

-0.0436315148

1.2846397363

0.9203307482

0.0148934331

-0.044533354

1.2828613035

0.9149011901

-0.0274535479

-0.0803313383

1.2826671479

0.9143084326

-0.0320766662

-0.0842394875

1.2820893878

0.91254453

-0.0458339457

-0.095869192

1.2813505819

0.9102889545

-0.0634259509

-0.1107405787

1.2788182077

0.9025576118

-0.1237253363

-0.1617146129

1.2772068536

0.8976381453

-0.1620939385

-0.1941494782

1.2756763639

0.8929655577

-0.1985370473

-0.2249566292

1.2699187419

0.8753875284

-0.3356341098

-0.3408515145

1.2662382342

0.8641509325

-0.4232721647

-0.4149362698

1.2657748369

0.8627361798

-0.4343063045

-0.4242639705

1.2653813474

0.8615348556

-0.4436758425

-0.4321845014

1.2651962961

0.8609698938

-0.4480821728

-0.4359093891

1.2625642668

0.852934304

-0.5107544866

-0.4888893762

1.2599921265

0.8450815554

-0.5720007587

-0.5406638603

1.2570077211

0.8359701611

-0.6430636392

-0.600736806

1.2563967522

0.8341048718

-0.6576116678

-0.6130349697

1.2553605233

0.8309412633

-0.6822857326

-0.6338931693



data

				persfin				priv90				persfin OME				persfin LME				persfin unemp				persfin emp				priv90 OME				priv90  LME				priv90 unemp				priv90 emp

		Assist		LME		OME		LME		OME		unemp		emp		unemp		emp		LME unemp		OME unemp		LME emp		OME emp		unemp OME		emp OME		unemp LME		emp LME		LME		OME		LME		OME

		-1.930557433		3.1481390076		3.1900671616		0.4282277031		1.0357536426		2.120068762		3.3451329371		2.1521391572		3.4055409942		2.1521391572		2.120068762		3.4055409942		3.3451329371		1.3051452049		0.982933977		0.5031574258		0.3682201975		0.5031574258		1.3051452049		0.3682201975		0.982933977

		-1.755990168		3.1977948407		3.2331547268		0.3822262611		1.0289477887		2.1473634013		3.3897282397		2.2679570311		3.4486934984		2.2679570311		2.1473634013		3.4486934984		3.3897282397		1.3028857807		0.9760359515		0.4493573659		0.3227403625		0.4493573659		1.3028857807		0.3227403625		0.9760359515

		-1.23572595		3.3457845178		3.3615689424		0.2451277952		1.0086642476		2.2287098334		3.5226359774		2.6131299684		3.5773012523		2.6131299684		2.2287098334		3.5773012523		3.5226359774		1.296152001		0.9554777109		0.2890166163		0.187196446		0.2890166163		1.296152001		0.187196446		0.9554777109

		-1.152054956		3.3695848157		3.3822210355		0.2230790658		1.0054021666		2.2417922953		3.5440107368		2.6686420751		3.597984471		2.6686420751		2.2417922953		3.597984471		3.5440107368		1.2950690473		0.9521714516		0.2632299689		0.1653977256		0.2632299689		1.2950690473		0.1653977256		0.9521714516

		-1.069055317		3.393194146		3.4027074214		0.20120725		1.0021662596		2.2547697869		3.5652139906		2.7237087665		3.6185017328		2.7237087665		2.2547697869		3.6185017328		3.5652139906		1.293994783		0.9488917209		0.2376502272		0.1437739127		0.2376502272		1.293994783		0.1437739127		0.9488917209

		-0.919607453		3.4357047404		3.4395948904		0.1618251972		0.9963397358		2.2781368571		3.6033922408		2.8228609981		3.6554447964		2.8228609981		2.2781368571		3.6554447964		3.6033922408		1.2920604793		0.9429862885		0.1915917405		0.1048384101		0.1915917405		1.2920604793		0.1048384101		0.9429862885

		-0.90906172		3.4387044847		3.442197841		0.1590462173		0.9959285893		2.2797857457		3.6060862749		2.8298576384		3.65805167		2.8298576384		2.2797857457		3.65805167		3.6060862749		1.2919239858		0.9425695739		0.1883416405		0.1020909408		0.1883416405		1.2919239858		0.1020909408		0.9425695739

		-0.596736927		3.5275455844		3.519287408		0.0767433248		0.9837519826		2.328619601		3.6858733912		3.0370717086		3.7352574219		3.0370717086		2.328619601		3.7352574219		3.6858733912		1.287881566		0.9302280597		0.0920859503		0.0207212749		0.0920859503		1.287881566		0.0207212749		0.9302280597

		-0.349728764		3.5978073034		3.5802551978		0.0116524747		0.9741218753		2.3672408094		3.7489745905		3.2009510034		3.7963170987		3.2009510034		2.3672408094		3.7963170987		3.7489745905		1.2846845394		0.9204675321		0.0159602575		-0.0436315148		0.0159602575		1.2846845394		-0.0436315148		0.9204675321

		-0.346267195		3.5987919501		3.5811095996		0.0107402924		0.9739869191		2.3677820465		3.7498588898		3.2032476056		3.7971727882		3.2032476056		2.3677820465		3.7971727882		3.7498588898		1.2846397363		0.9203307482		0.0148934331		-0.044533354		0.0148934331		1.2846397363		-0.044533354		0.9203307482

		-0.208862206		3.6378769366		3.615024586		-0.0254682581		0.9686299108		2.3892661409		3.7849606431		3.2944099074		3.8311388893		3.2944099074		2.3892661409		3.8311388893		3.7849606431		1.2828613035		0.9149011901		-0.0274535479		-0.0803313383		-0.0274535479		1.2828613035		-0.0803313383		0.9149011901

		-0.193861384		3.6421439355		3.6187271639		-0.0294212297		0.9680450738		2.3916116094		3.7887927831		3.3043623078		3.8348470475		3.3043623078		2.3916116094		3.8348470475		3.7887927831		1.2826671479		0.9143084326		-0.0320766662		-0.0842394875		-0.0320766662		1.2826671479		-0.0842394875		0.9143084326

		-0.149222574		3.6548414896		3.6297451382		-0.041184315		0.9663047405		2.3985911552		3.8001963028		3.3339782387		3.8458816274		3.3339782387		2.3985911552		3.8458816274		3.8001963028		1.2820893878		0.91254453		-0.0458339457		-0.095869192		-0.0458339457		1.2820893878		-0.095869192		0.91254453

		-0.092141072		3.6710783799		3.6438342799		-0.0562262611		0.964079304		2.4075161905		3.8147784575		3.3718493608		3.8599920034		3.3718493608		2.4075161905		3.8599920034		3.8147784575		1.2813505819		0.9102889545		-0.0634259509		-0.1107405787		-0.0634259509		1.2813505819		-0.1107405787		0.9102889545

		0.1035148212		3.7267328944		3.6921270457		-0.1077849151		0.9564512677		2.4381081634		3.8647611033		3.5016586327		3.9083575533		3.5016586327		2.4381081634		3.9083575533		3.8647611033		1.2788182077		0.9025576118		-0.1237253363		-0.1617146129		-0.1237253363		1.2788182077		-0.1617146129		0.9025576118

		0.2280110014		3.7621459574		3.7228558154		-0.1405917751		0.9515975351		2.4575738881		3.8965651464		3.584256495		3.9391326355		3.584256495		2.4575738881		3.9391326355		3.8965651464		1.2772068536		0.8976381453		-0.1620939385		-0.1941494782		-0.1620939385		1.2772068536		-0.1941494782		0.8976381453

		0.3462594537		3.7957818479		3.7520424897		-0.1717522525		0.9469873827		2.4760627431		3.9267731326		3.6627092584		3.9683632982		3.6627092584		2.4760627431		3.9683632982		3.9267731326		1.2756763639		0.8929655577		-0.1985370473		-0.2249566292		-0.1985370473		1.2756763639		-0.2249566292		0.8929655577

		0.7911039252		3.9223183026		3.8618412263		-0.2889763331		0.9296442313		2.5456168453		4.0404139909		3.9578444369		4.078327517		3.9578444369		2.5456168453		4.078327517		4.0404139909		1.2699187419		0.8753875284		-0.3356341098		-0.3408515145		-0.3356341098		1.2699187419		-0.3408515145		0.8753875284

		1.0754667227		4.0032055847		3.9320290738		-0.3639107644		0.9185577789		2.5900786749		4.1130578799		4.1465069254		4.1486211475		4.1465069254		2.5900786749		4.1486211475		4.1130578799		1.2662382342		0.8641509325		-0.4232721647		-0.4149362698		-0.4232721647		1.2662382342		-0.4149362698		0.8641509325

		1.1112696494		4.013389763		3.9408661312		-0.3733454442		0.9171619302		2.5956766773		4.1222041672		4.1702606278		4.1574715235		4.1702606278		2.5956766773		4.1574715235		4.1222041672		1.2657748369		0.8627361798		-0.4343063045		-0.4242639705		-0.4343063045		1.2657748369		-0.4242639705		0.8627361798

		1.1416713742		4.0220375641		3.9483700369		-0.3813568155		0.9159766581		2.6004301694		4.1299706526		4.1904308649		4.1649867387		4.1904308649		2.6004301694		4.1649867387		4.1299706526		1.2653813474		0.8615348556		-0.4436758425		-0.4321845014		-0.4436758425		1.2653813474		-0.4321845014		0.8615348556

		1.1559687753		4.0261044741		3.951898993		-0.3851244238		0.9154192454		2.6026656538		4.1336230953		4.1999165758		4.1685210133		4.1999165758		2.6026656538		4.1685210133		4.1336230953		1.2651962961		0.8609698938		-0.4480821728		-0.4359093891		-0.4480821728		1.2651962961		-0.4359093891		0.8609698938

		1.3593242067		4.0839491299		4.0020921973		-0.438712037		0.9074910272		2.6344614957		4.1855726805		4.3348341602		4.2187898659		4.3348341602		2.6344614957		4.2187898659		4.1855726805		1.2625642668		0.852934304		-0.5107544866		-0.4888893762		-0.5107544866		1.2625642668		-0.4888893762		0.852934304

		1.5580525022		4.1404775923		4.0511433089		-0.4910803212		0.8997432071		2.665533857		4.2363402083		4.466681839		4.2679149044		4.466681839		2.665533857		4.2679149044		4.2363402083		1.2599921265		0.8450815554		-0.5720007587		-0.5406638603		-0.5720007587		1.2599921265		-0.5406638603		0.8450815554

		1.7886331501		4.2060664882		4.1080563773		-0.5518422418		0.8907535594		2.7015865248		4.2952448018		4.6196621839		4.3249137488		4.6196621839		2.7015865248		4.3249137488		4.2952448018		1.2570077211		0.8359701611		-0.6430636392		-0.600736806		-0.6430636392		1.2570077211		-0.600736806		0.8359701611

		1.8358377365		4.21949388		4.1197076493		-0.5642814528		0.8889131942		2.7089672451		4.3073037798		4.6509803971		4.3365825809		4.6509803971		2.7089672451		4.3365825809		4.3073037798		1.2563967522		0.8341048718		-0.6576116678		-0.6130349697		-0.6576116678		1.2563967522		-0.6130349697		0.8341048718

		1.9158986881		4.2422672977		3.666577		-0.5853788746		0.8857918578		2.7214852553		4.3277563107		4.7040973959		4.356373408		4.7040973959		2.7214852553		4.356373408		4.3277563107		1.2553605233		0.8309412633		-0.6822857326		-0.6338931693		-0.6822857326		1.2553605233		-0.6338931693		0.8309412633





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1042275918.xls
Persfin

		-1.930557433		-1.930557433		-1.930557433		-1.930557433

		-1.755990168		-1.755990168		-1.755990168		-1.755990168

		-1.23572595		-1.23572595		-1.23572595		-1.23572595

		-1.152054956		-1.152054956		-1.152054956		-1.152054956

		-1.069055317		-1.069055317		-1.069055317		-1.069055317

		-0.919607453		-0.919607453		-0.919607453		-0.919607453

		-0.90906172		-0.90906172		-0.90906172		-0.90906172

		-0.596736927		-0.596736927		-0.596736927		-0.596736927

		-0.349728764		-0.349728764		-0.349728764		-0.349728764

		-0.346267195		-0.346267195		-0.346267195		-0.346267195

		-0.208862206		-0.208862206		-0.208862206		-0.208862206

		-0.193861384		-0.193861384		-0.193861384		-0.193861384

		-0.149222574		-0.149222574		-0.149222574		-0.149222574

		-0.092141072		-0.092141072		-0.092141072		-0.092141072

		0.1035148212		0.1035148212		0.1035148212		0.1035148212

		0.2280110014		0.2280110014		0.2280110014		0.2280110014

		0.3462594537		0.3462594537		0.3462594537		0.3462594537

		0.7911039252		0.7911039252		0.7911039252		0.7911039252

		1.0754667227		1.0754667227		1.0754667227		1.0754667227

		1.1112696494		1.1112696494		1.1112696494		1.1112696494

		1.1416713742		1.1416713742		1.1416713742		1.1416713742

		1.1559687753		1.1559687753		1.1559687753		1.1559687753

		1.3593242067		1.3593242067		1.3593242067		1.3593242067

		1.5580525022		1.5580525022		1.5580525022		1.5580525022

		1.7886331501		1.7886331501		1.7886331501		1.7886331501

		1.8358377365		1.8358377365		1.8358377365		1.8358377365

		1.9158986881		1.9158986881		1.9158986881		1.9158986881



OME Unemployed

OME Employed

LME Unemployed

LME Employed

Degree of Social Assistance

Level of Personal Financial Satisfaction

2.120068762

3.3451329371

2.1521391572

3.4055409942

2.1473634013

3.3897282397

2.2679570311

3.4486934984

2.2287098334

3.5226359774

2.6131299684

3.5773012523

2.2417922953

3.5440107368

2.6686420751

3.597984471

2.2547697869

3.5652139906

2.7237087665

3.6185017328

2.2781368571

3.6033922408

2.8228609981

3.6554447964

2.2797857457

3.6060862749

2.8298576384

3.65805167

2.328619601

3.6858733912

3.0370717086

3.7352574219

2.3672408094

3.7489745905

3.2009510034

3.7963170987

2.3677820465

3.7498588898

3.2032476056

3.7971727882

2.3892661409

3.7849606431

3.2944099074

3.8311388893

2.3916116094

3.7887927831

3.3043623078

3.8348470475

2.3985911552

3.8001963028

3.3339782387

3.8458816274

2.4075161905

3.8147784575

3.3718493608

3.8599920034

2.4381081634

3.8647611033

3.5016586327

3.9083575533

2.4575738881

3.8965651464

3.584256495

3.9391326355

2.4760627431

3.9267731326

3.6627092584

3.9683632982

2.5456168453

4.0404139909

3.9578444369

4.078327517

2.5900786749

4.1130578799

4.1465069254

4.1486211475

2.5956766773

4.1222041672

4.1702606278

4.1574715235

2.6004301694

4.1299706526

4.1904308649

4.1649867387

2.6026656538

4.1336230953

4.1999165758

4.1685210133

2.6344614957

4.1855726805

4.3348341602

4.2187898659

2.665533857

4.2363402083

4.466681839

4.2679149044

2.7015865248

4.2952448018

4.6196621839

4.3249137488

2.7089672451

4.3073037798

4.6509803971

4.3365825809

2.7214852553

4.3277563107

4.7040973959

4.356373408



Priv90

		-1.930557433		-1.930557433		-1.930557433		-1.930557433

		-1.755990168		-1.755990168		-1.755990168		-1.755990168

		-1.23572595		-1.23572595		-1.23572595		-1.23572595

		-1.152054956		-1.152054956		-1.152054956		-1.152054956

		-1.069055317		-1.069055317		-1.069055317		-1.069055317

		-0.919607453		-0.919607453		-0.919607453		-0.919607453

		-0.90906172		-0.90906172		-0.90906172		-0.90906172

		-0.596736927		-0.596736927		-0.596736927		-0.596736927

		-0.349728764		-0.349728764		-0.349728764		-0.349728764

		-0.346267195		-0.346267195		-0.346267195		-0.346267195

		-0.208862206		-0.208862206		-0.208862206		-0.208862206

		-0.193861384		-0.193861384		-0.193861384		-0.193861384

		-0.149222574		-0.149222574		-0.149222574		-0.149222574

		-0.092141072		-0.092141072		-0.092141072		-0.092141072

		0.1035148212		0.1035148212		0.1035148212		0.1035148212

		0.2280110014		0.2280110014		0.2280110014		0.2280110014

		0.3462594537		0.3462594537		0.3462594537		0.3462594537

		0.7911039252		0.7911039252		0.7911039252		0.7911039252

		1.0754667227		1.0754667227		1.0754667227		1.0754667227

		1.1112696494		1.1112696494		1.1112696494		1.1112696494

		1.1416713742		1.1416713742		1.1416713742		1.1416713742

		1.1559687753		1.1559687753		1.1559687753		1.1559687753

		1.3593242067		1.3593242067		1.3593242067		1.3593242067

		1.5580525022		1.5580525022		1.5580525022		1.5580525022

		1.7886331501		1.7886331501		1.7886331501		1.7886331501

		1.8358377365		1.8358377365		1.8358377365		1.8358377365

		1.9158986881		1.9158986881		1.9158986881		1.9158986881



OME Unemployed

OME Employed

LME Unemployed

LME Employed

Level of Social Assistance

Preference for Government Involvement

1.3051452049

0.982933977

0.5031574258

0.3682201975

1.3028857807

0.9760359515

0.4493573659

0.3227403625

1.296152001

0.9554777109

0.2890166163

0.187196446

1.2950690473

0.9521714516

0.2632299689

0.1653977256

1.293994783

0.9488917209

0.2376502272

0.1437739127

1.2920604793

0.9429862885

0.1915917405

0.1048384101

1.2919239858

0.9425695739

0.1883416405

0.1020909408

1.287881566

0.9302280597

0.0920859503

0.0207212749

1.2846845394

0.9204675321

0.0159602575

-0.0436315148

1.2846397363

0.9203307482

0.0148934331

-0.044533354

1.2828613035

0.9149011901

-0.0274535479

-0.0803313383

1.2826671479

0.9143084326

-0.0320766662

-0.0842394875

1.2820893878

0.91254453

-0.0458339457

-0.095869192

1.2813505819

0.9102889545

-0.0634259509

-0.1107405787

1.2788182077

0.9025576118

-0.1237253363

-0.1617146129

1.2772068536

0.8976381453

-0.1620939385

-0.1941494782

1.2756763639

0.8929655577

-0.1985370473

-0.2249566292

1.2699187419

0.8753875284

-0.3356341098

-0.3408515145

1.2662382342

0.8641509325

-0.4232721647

-0.4149362698

1.2657748369

0.8627361798

-0.4343063045

-0.4242639705

1.2653813474

0.8615348556

-0.4436758425

-0.4321845014

1.2651962961

0.8609698938

-0.4480821728

-0.4359093891

1.2625642668

0.852934304

-0.5107544866

-0.4888893762

1.2599921265

0.8450815554

-0.5720007587

-0.5406638603

1.2570077211

0.8359701611

-0.6430636392

-0.600736806

1.2563967522

0.8341048718

-0.6576116678

-0.6130349697

1.2553605233

0.8309412633

-0.6822857326

-0.6338931693



data

				persfin				priv90				persfin OME				persfin LME				persfin unemp				persfin emp				priv90 OME				priv90  LME				priv90 unemp				priv90 emp

		Assist		LME		OME		LME		OME		unemp		emp		unemp		emp		LME unemp		OME unemp		LME emp		OME emp		unemp OME		emp OME		unemp LME		emp LME		LME		OME		LME		OME

		-1.930557433		3.1481390076		3.1900671616		0.4282277031		1.0357536426		2.120068762		3.3451329371		2.1521391572		3.4055409942		2.1521391572		2.120068762		3.4055409942		3.3451329371		1.3051452049		0.982933977		0.5031574258		0.3682201975		0.5031574258		1.3051452049		0.3682201975		0.982933977

		-1.755990168		3.1977948407		3.2331547268		0.3822262611		1.0289477887		2.1473634013		3.3897282397		2.2679570311		3.4486934984		2.2679570311		2.1473634013		3.4486934984		3.3897282397		1.3028857807		0.9760359515		0.4493573659		0.3227403625		0.4493573659		1.3028857807		0.3227403625		0.9760359515

		-1.23572595		3.3457845178		3.3615689424		0.2451277952		1.0086642476		2.2287098334		3.5226359774		2.6131299684		3.5773012523		2.6131299684		2.2287098334		3.5773012523		3.5226359774		1.296152001		0.9554777109		0.2890166163		0.187196446		0.2890166163		1.296152001		0.187196446		0.9554777109

		-1.152054956		3.3695848157		3.3822210355		0.2230790658		1.0054021666		2.2417922953		3.5440107368		2.6686420751		3.597984471		2.6686420751		2.2417922953		3.597984471		3.5440107368		1.2950690473		0.9521714516		0.2632299689		0.1653977256		0.2632299689		1.2950690473		0.1653977256		0.9521714516

		-1.069055317		3.393194146		3.4027074214		0.20120725		1.0021662596		2.2547697869		3.5652139906		2.7237087665		3.6185017328		2.7237087665		2.2547697869		3.6185017328		3.5652139906		1.293994783		0.9488917209		0.2376502272		0.1437739127		0.2376502272		1.293994783		0.1437739127		0.9488917209

		-0.919607453		3.4357047404		3.4395948904		0.1618251972		0.9963397358		2.2781368571		3.6033922408		2.8228609981		3.6554447964		2.8228609981		2.2781368571		3.6554447964		3.6033922408		1.2920604793		0.9429862885		0.1915917405		0.1048384101		0.1915917405		1.2920604793		0.1048384101		0.9429862885

		-0.90906172		3.4387044847		3.442197841		0.1590462173		0.9959285893		2.2797857457		3.6060862749		2.8298576384		3.65805167		2.8298576384		2.2797857457		3.65805167		3.6060862749		1.2919239858		0.9425695739		0.1883416405		0.1020909408		0.1883416405		1.2919239858		0.1020909408		0.9425695739

		-0.596736927		3.5275455844		3.519287408		0.0767433248		0.9837519826		2.328619601		3.6858733912		3.0370717086		3.7352574219		3.0370717086		2.328619601		3.7352574219		3.6858733912		1.287881566		0.9302280597		0.0920859503		0.0207212749		0.0920859503		1.287881566		0.0207212749		0.9302280597

		-0.349728764		3.5978073034		3.5802551978		0.0116524747		0.9741218753		2.3672408094		3.7489745905		3.2009510034		3.7963170987		3.2009510034		2.3672408094		3.7963170987		3.7489745905		1.2846845394		0.9204675321		0.0159602575		-0.0436315148		0.0159602575		1.2846845394		-0.0436315148		0.9204675321

		-0.346267195		3.5987919501		3.5811095996		0.0107402924		0.9739869191		2.3677820465		3.7498588898		3.2032476056		3.7971727882		3.2032476056		2.3677820465		3.7971727882		3.7498588898		1.2846397363		0.9203307482		0.0148934331		-0.044533354		0.0148934331		1.2846397363		-0.044533354		0.9203307482

		-0.208862206		3.6378769366		3.615024586		-0.0254682581		0.9686299108		2.3892661409		3.7849606431		3.2944099074		3.8311388893		3.2944099074		2.3892661409		3.8311388893		3.7849606431		1.2828613035		0.9149011901		-0.0274535479		-0.0803313383		-0.0274535479		1.2828613035		-0.0803313383		0.9149011901

		-0.193861384		3.6421439355		3.6187271639		-0.0294212297		0.9680450738		2.3916116094		3.7887927831		3.3043623078		3.8348470475		3.3043623078		2.3916116094		3.8348470475		3.7887927831		1.2826671479		0.9143084326		-0.0320766662		-0.0842394875		-0.0320766662		1.2826671479		-0.0842394875		0.9143084326

		-0.149222574		3.6548414896		3.6297451382		-0.041184315		0.9663047405		2.3985911552		3.8001963028		3.3339782387		3.8458816274		3.3339782387		2.3985911552		3.8458816274		3.8001963028		1.2820893878		0.91254453		-0.0458339457		-0.095869192		-0.0458339457		1.2820893878		-0.095869192		0.91254453

		-0.092141072		3.6710783799		3.6438342799		-0.0562262611		0.964079304		2.4075161905		3.8147784575		3.3718493608		3.8599920034		3.3718493608		2.4075161905		3.8599920034		3.8147784575		1.2813505819		0.9102889545		-0.0634259509		-0.1107405787		-0.0634259509		1.2813505819		-0.1107405787		0.9102889545

		0.1035148212		3.7267328944		3.6921270457		-0.1077849151		0.9564512677		2.4381081634		3.8647611033		3.5016586327		3.9083575533		3.5016586327		2.4381081634		3.9083575533		3.8647611033		1.2788182077		0.9025576118		-0.1237253363		-0.1617146129		-0.1237253363		1.2788182077		-0.1617146129		0.9025576118

		0.2280110014		3.7621459574		3.7228558154		-0.1405917751		0.9515975351		2.4575738881		3.8965651464		3.584256495		3.9391326355		3.584256495		2.4575738881		3.9391326355		3.8965651464		1.2772068536		0.8976381453		-0.1620939385		-0.1941494782		-0.1620939385		1.2772068536		-0.1941494782		0.8976381453

		0.3462594537		3.7957818479		3.7520424897		-0.1717522525		0.9469873827		2.4760627431		3.9267731326		3.6627092584		3.9683632982		3.6627092584		2.4760627431		3.9683632982		3.9267731326		1.2756763639		0.8929655577		-0.1985370473		-0.2249566292		-0.1985370473		1.2756763639		-0.2249566292		0.8929655577

		0.7911039252		3.9223183026		3.8618412263		-0.2889763331		0.9296442313		2.5456168453		4.0404139909		3.9578444369		4.078327517		3.9578444369		2.5456168453		4.078327517		4.0404139909		1.2699187419		0.8753875284		-0.3356341098		-0.3408515145		-0.3356341098		1.2699187419		-0.3408515145		0.8753875284

		1.0754667227		4.0032055847		3.9320290738		-0.3639107644		0.9185577789		2.5900786749		4.1130578799		4.1465069254		4.1486211475		4.1465069254		2.5900786749		4.1486211475		4.1130578799		1.2662382342		0.8641509325		-0.4232721647		-0.4149362698		-0.4232721647		1.2662382342		-0.4149362698		0.8641509325

		1.1112696494		4.013389763		3.9408661312		-0.3733454442		0.9171619302		2.5956766773		4.1222041672		4.1702606278		4.1574715235		4.1702606278		2.5956766773		4.1574715235		4.1222041672		1.2657748369		0.8627361798		-0.4343063045		-0.4242639705		-0.4343063045		1.2657748369		-0.4242639705		0.8627361798

		1.1416713742		4.0220375641		3.9483700369		-0.3813568155		0.9159766581		2.6004301694		4.1299706526		4.1904308649		4.1649867387		4.1904308649		2.6004301694		4.1649867387		4.1299706526		1.2653813474		0.8615348556		-0.4436758425		-0.4321845014		-0.4436758425		1.2653813474		-0.4321845014		0.8615348556

		1.1559687753		4.0261044741		3.951898993		-0.3851244238		0.9154192454		2.6026656538		4.1336230953		4.1999165758		4.1685210133		4.1999165758		2.6026656538		4.1685210133		4.1336230953		1.2651962961		0.8609698938		-0.4480821728		-0.4359093891		-0.4480821728		1.2651962961		-0.4359093891		0.8609698938

		1.3593242067		4.0839491299		4.0020921973		-0.438712037		0.9074910272		2.6344614957		4.1855726805		4.3348341602		4.2187898659		4.3348341602		2.6344614957		4.2187898659		4.1855726805		1.2625642668		0.852934304		-0.5107544866		-0.4888893762		-0.5107544866		1.2625642668		-0.4888893762		0.852934304

		1.5580525022		4.1404775923		4.0511433089		-0.4910803212		0.8997432071		2.665533857		4.2363402083		4.466681839		4.2679149044		4.466681839		2.665533857		4.2679149044		4.2363402083		1.2599921265		0.8450815554		-0.5720007587		-0.5406638603		-0.5720007587		1.2599921265		-0.5406638603		0.8450815554

		1.7886331501		4.2060664882		4.1080563773		-0.5518422418		0.8907535594		2.7015865248		4.2952448018		4.6196621839		4.3249137488		4.6196621839		2.7015865248		4.3249137488		4.2952448018		1.2570077211		0.8359701611		-0.6430636392		-0.600736806		-0.6430636392		1.2570077211		-0.600736806		0.8359701611

		1.8358377365		4.21949388		4.1197076493		-0.5642814528		0.8889131942		2.7089672451		4.3073037798		4.6509803971		4.3365825809		4.6509803971		2.7089672451		4.3365825809		4.3073037798		1.2563967522		0.8341048718		-0.6576116678		-0.6130349697		-0.6576116678		1.2563967522		-0.6130349697		0.8341048718

		1.9158986881		4.2422672977		3.666577		-0.5853788746		0.8857918578		2.7214852553		4.3277563107		4.7040973959		4.356373408		4.7040973959		2.7214852553		4.356373408		4.3277563107		1.2553605233		0.8309412633		-0.6822857326		-0.6338931693		-0.6822857326		1.2553605233		-0.6338931693		0.8309412633





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






