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Abstract.
Much of the literature on the political economy of globalization explores the link between exposure to the international economy and domestic policy outcomes and institutions.  Typically, these studies impute individuals’ policy preferences from pure economic theory, and then analyze national accounts data to support their arguments about the convergence or divergence of national policies and institutions.  This paper is part of an ongoing research project designed to substantiate or refute the micro-logic underpinning such studies.  Using individual level survey data, we create and test two hypotheses based on the assumptions about individuals’ perceptions of economic insecurity and policy preferences that lie at the core of the globalization literature.  Our first hypothesis is that an individual’s position in the larger economy, determined by exogenous structural factors such as her age and skill level as well as by job loss and unemployment rates at her skill level, influences her perception of economic insecurity.  The second is that an individual’s perception of economic security translates into policy preferences over the government’s role in providing social and economic protection.  In this paper we use National Elections Studies survey data from 1986 to 1996 in order to test these hypotheses.  A sister paper examines the same hypotheses using Euro-Barometer survey data from 1979 to 1993.  While we find some evidence for each of these links in both the United States and European data, the relationship between the variables is slight, suggesting that the broad assumptions made by authors writing on globalization’s domestic effects may be unreasonably strong.

Introduction:  Project Overview

 Most political economists agree that increased market liberalization generates new economic “winners” and “losers.”  Economic winners advocate the continuation of the free trade policies that have brought them their new prosperity.  On the other hand, economic losers demand increased protection against global market volatility and object to restrictive government spending policies.  Market liberalization, in other words, results in divisions between those who benefit from free market policies and those who suffer.  The depth of these new social divisions, and how governments react to them, is a source of heated debate.
The debate, to date, has been waged on two levels.  On the one hand, scholars have “mapped” the implications of shifts in the international economy and changes in the exposure of domestic actors onto their preferences regarding domestic policy.  Using concepts like changes in relative prices, they have imputed preference changes over domestic policies (and institutions) to individuals and groups based on their positions in the larger economy.  There is considerable precision in the ascription of expected preferences when “pure” economic theories are invoked and market reactions are anticipated; the expectations become more ambiguous when political assets and possible political responses are also included.  Generally, however, authors in this stream have tended to predict strong pressures toward convergence around market conforming policies and institutions (Scharpf 1991; Helleiner 1994; Kurzer 1993; Streeck 1997; Wood 1994).

On the other hand, a great deal of empirical research has examined the aggregate relationships between levels and changes in exposure to different facets of the international economy and domestic policy outputs and institutions.  This literature primarily underlines the extent to which substantial differences in levels and trends appear across national cases over time.  The underlying message is that convergence is unlikely and increased divergence possible (Cameron 1978; Garrett 1995; 1998; Rodrik 1997). 

An important message unifies these two distinct approaches: the sources of convergence or divergence lie in how individuals react to increased exposure to international markets, and how these reactions are translated into policy preferences.  Their central theme is that globalization, and the increased exposure to market forces that it implies, increases the market “risks” faced by individuals even as it also increases their market opportunities on average.  Short- and medium- term economic winners and losers are created.  The assumption of much of the research is that the losers and many of those facing increasing economic insecurity will seek protection from the state. 

An example of how the globalization debate has developed thus far is found in works by  Rodrik and Garrett on the one hand, and Iversen and Cusack on the other.  Dani Rodrik argues that globalization may have “gone too far” if the market risks and the costs it induces lead citizens to seek to close off their economies from the world economy (e.g., Rodrik 1997).  Geoffrey Garrett (e.g., 1995; 1998) argues that divergence of policy is likely to be the outcome of increased globalization.  Rodrik’s and Garrett’s arguments rest on a simple, individual level assumption: faced with increased market risks, individuals will look to government for policy protection.  Greater individual economic insecurity (due to globalization, but presumably other sources as well) is expected to lead to greater demands on government.  For this reason, there may well be a stable, and even growing, constituency for social democratic policies among the advanced industrial democracies.  Differences in the distribution of risk and costs among voters, in the ability of losers to organize, and in the receptivity of the political system to their demands for social protection account for cross-national and cross-time variation in economic policy and institutions. 

Torben Iversen and Thomas R. Cusack have recently questioned the causal mechanism identified by Rodrik and Garrett (Iversen and Cusack 1998).  They argue that increased market risk from globalization is not sufficient to induce demands for greater government.  Only when these 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”) – that demands for increased government programs emerge.  Iversen and Cusack imply a smaller constituency for social democracy and one which will be much less dependent on globalization than on broader changes in domestic employment structure, which may be only tangentially related to globalization. 

Studies such as these are grounded in the assumption that voters’ sense of economic security and their policy preferences and vote choices are determined by their individual position in the larger economy.  Yet, this is not an uncontroversial assumption.  For example, there is extensive evidence that voters in the United States base their vote choice and policy preferences on “sociotropic” evaluations of the economy, rather than their own “pocketbook” experience (Kramer 1971; Kinder, Adams and Gronke 1989; MacKuen, Erikson, and Stimson 1992; McGraw, Best and Timpone 1995; for a recent review, see Norpoth 1996).  Kinder and Kiewiet (1979; 1981) argue that voters do not automatically make links between their personal economic situations and their political attitudes and preferences.  However, in a recent article, Mughan and Lacy (1998) find that personal economic insecurity positively influenced the choice for Perot in 1996.

Our larger project tests the assumptions about perceptions of economic insecurity, policy preference formation, and outcomes found in the globalization and deindustrialization literatures using individual level survey data.  Our understanding of these micro-linkages is presented in Figure 1.  There are at least three specific steps that need to be established in order to substantiate the assumed micro-linkages between globalization and/or deindustrialization, the political preferences of the electorate, and policy outputs and institutions.  First, the impact of macroeconomic conditions upon individuals’ perceptions of their own financial security must be determined, by examining the relationship between an individual’s actual position in the larger economy and her subjective evaluation of her own economic security (E to F).
  Second, the link between perceived economic insecurity and individuals’ opinions about the role of government and government policies needs to be evaluated (E/F to H).  Finally, we need to explore how policy preferences are translated into political outcomes (H to I/K).  In this first phase of our project we analyze the first two of these three linkages (E to F and E/F to H) using data collected from the United States National Election Studies and from the Euro-Barometer Surveys.  

INSERT FIGURE 1

This paper is organized as follows.  First, we connect the globalization arguments to the United States case.  Second, guided by the literature on globalization and economic theory, we describe the choice of our key variables and their basic codings.  In the third and fourth sections of the paper, we use multivariate analyses to test our two micro-links: 1) the relationship between structural indicators of an individual’s economic situation and her perceived economic security and 2) the relationship between perceptions of economic security and policy preferences on three key issues: government services and spending, the government’s role in the provision of jobs and standard of living guarantees, and trade policy.  Finally, we conclude the paper with a discussion of the implications of our findings for the globalization debate.
The United States as a Case Study

Globalization scholars (such as Garrett and Rodrik) assume that citizens react to increasing economic risk by favoring social policy protection. Globalization theorists’ claims are increasingly relevant because of increasing trade openness.  Figure 2 indicates that over the past three decades the American economy has steadily opened itself to trade with other nations. Government spending generally followed the trend.  The enactment of NAFTA in 1994 marked a significant formal milestone in the trade policy of the United States.  Around that time, there was a sharp increase in the amount of trade as a percentage of GDP.  Rodrik cautions that tensions between those who have been made better off by globalization and those who have been left behind may polarize opinion as trade openness increases and government spending levels off (Rodrik 1997).  While there is no evidence of this in the current data, as time progresses scholars should pay close attention to opinion changes and accompanying government policy adaptations that may substantiate this theory.
    

INSERT FIGURE 2 

In this paper we test the micro-logic that underlies interpretations of national accounts data such as those summarized above.  In testing for the existence of micro-level connections linking macro effects, we focus on the 1986-1996 period.  These years are appropriate for our study for three reasons.  First, the recession of the early 1990s falls in the middle of this period, generating circumstances that would typically make individuals more insecure.  Second, this period encompasses three different presidencies; divided, unified, and then again divided government; and both Democratic and Republican control of Congress, thus incorporating different economic orientations.  However, during this period there was elite (near) consensus on taxation and trade.  Third, passage of NAFTA came after intense politicking and generated economic concerns for many groups in society.  The salience of these issues should have heightened people’s perceptions of economic insecurity, and made it more likely that they would connect their discontent to government policy.  Patrick Buchanan and H. Ross Perot sought to make these linkages clear to the public during their presidential campaigns.

Data Description


The data that we use in our study come from two sources:  the National Elections Studies (NES) surveys and work by Henry Farber (1997).  Farber computes job loss rates based on data from the Current Population Survey’s Displaced Workers Survey.  In the rest of this section we describe our choice of our three principal variable types: objective economic insecurity, subjective economic insecurity, and policy preferences.

Measuring Objective Economic Insecurity

As our brief literature review of the globalization and deindustrialization hypotheses indicated, there are several possible sources or indicators of objective economic insecurity.  Two key indicators are instability of employment by factor type and by sector type.  With the first type of instability, the Hecksher-Ohlin-Samuelson (H-O-S) model of factor endowments suggests that, in opened economies, locally scarce factors are harmed while locally abundant factors benefit.  For the case of the advanced industrialized countries, such as the United States, the H-O-S model predicts unskilled labor will suffer higher unemployment rates and job loss rates than skilled labor.  On the other hand, instability of employment by sector type, the Ricardo-Viner model, separates individuals by industry of employment according to those who are threatened by trade openness and those who are not.  Due to high transaction costs, all factor types are limited in their ability to move across sectors of employment.  Lack of cross-sectoral mobility therefore identifies those individuals who are threatened by trade by industry of employment.

For the analysis that we present in this paper, we focus on the first of the two linkages described above, that between factor type and level of insecurity.
  The variable that we use to measure a person’s objective economic insecurity by factor type is the rate of job loss by education and gender.  The variable was constructed by Farber using the following question from the Displaced Workers Surveys (DWS) (regular supplements to the Current Population Surveys since 1984):  

“In the past five years (past three years in 1994 and 1996) . . . has [respondent] lost or left a job because of a plant closing, an employer going out of business, a layoff from which [respondent] was not recalled, or other similar [involuntary] reason?” 

In addition to this job loss rate variable, we test seven other indicators of objective economic insecurity.  The first of these is the individual’s employment status.  This is measured by a survey question that asks individuals whether they are currently employed, temporarily laid off, or unemployed.  Because we expect that both temporarily laid off and unemployed people are likely to feel insecure, we group these two categories together to create a working/non-working dummy variable where 1 equals “unemployed”.  The second indicator is age.  In our basic model, we leave age as an ascending, linear variable.
 

Third, we test whether or not a person’s race affects their subjective economic insecurity.  The variable that we use codes whites as 0 and all others as 1.  The fourth variable we test is income.  On the NES, this variable comes closest to approximating a person’s factor type and class, both of which are implicated by the globalization and deindustrialization literatures.  It is coded in ascending order in $3,000 cohorts.  Finally, we use dummy variables as measures of union membership, public sector employment, and homeownership.  These variables are coded 1 if an individual is a union member, government employee, or homeowner, respectively.  

Measuring Subjective Economic Insecurity

According to the globalization literature, those who feel secure and prosperous in an open economy prefer that the government maintain its trade-competitiveness and will seek reductions (or, at least, no increases) in the levels of expenditures by the government for social services.  On the other hand, those who are in less secure positions will seek increases in social safety net programs and protection against foreign labor and goods.  In order to test the links implied by this literature, we had to determine a credible measure of subjective economic insecurity.  

In considering the data contained in the National Election Studies surveys, we found several measures that could conceivably approximate economic insecurity.  We particularly sought measures of economic security that tap directly into the anxiety and uncertainty individuals feel about their personal economic futures, especially fears about labor market conditions.  We feel that the primary measure we use in this study comes closest to capturing the anxiety and worry over future economic turns that is described by the deindustrialization and globalization literatures.  This measure, which we call “job security”, directly probes respondents’ anxiety over their employment situation.  This variable is based on a question that asks respondents whether they are worried that they will lose a job or, if unemployed, that they will have difficulty finding a job.  Respondents could indicate that they were “a lot worried,” “a little worried,” or “not worried at all.”  We coded those who expressed any anxiety as 1 and those who were not worried as 0.  

Because the job security question may not perfectly capture subjective economic insecurity, we test prospective personal economic assessments and prospective national economic assessments as two alternative indirect measures of insecurity.  Respondents could indicate that they thought their personal [the national] economy was going to get worse, stay the same, or get better over the next year.  We coded these variables so that high values indicate negative future assessments.  In general, we believe these measures are less likely to tap into a respondent’s anxiety over their economic situation than the job security question.  Respondents may believe, for example, that there is a relatively high chance of losing their job, but still respond that their economic situation will remain the same or improve if the perceived odds of that are higher.  Furthermore, Mughan and Lacy (1998) argue that economic insecurity has different demographic correlates and different behavioral implications than do economic performance measures, such as prospective economic assessments. 

We ran a simple correlation test of these three variables and found that the job security and prospective economic assessment questions are not highly correlated, suggesting that they are not measuring similar phenomena.  In all six surveys we examined, the correlations between these pairs of variables never exceeded 0.25.  The correlations between job security and the prospective measures never exceeded 0.12.  As we report below, separate models of the three indicators yield quite different results, suggesting that they are distinct variables.  However, we cannot say with certainty whether this is because the prospective questions simply do not capture insecurity, or rather that personal economic insecurity is a complex, multifaceted concept.  Even though they do not specifically address uncertainty and anxiety regarding employment, the prospective questions nonetheless address expectations about future economic conditions, and may thus tap other dimensions of insecurity.  Therefore we test all three indicators in each of our models, but only briefly report on the results of the economic assessment models.

Measuring Policy Preferences

The second part of this project investigates the link between subjective insecurity and policy preferences.  Relating this to the literature on globalization and deindustrialization, we are interested in ascertaining whether the personal insecurity that individuals are presumed to feel as a result of broad economic shifts has a significant influence on their policy preferences.  The globalization literature has argued that, at the aggregate level, there is a connection between the “negative” effects of globalization and increased government involvement.  Is there evidence of this relationship in the actual responses of individuals?  Are policy preferences influenced by personal insecurity, evaluations of the national economy, partisan predispositions, or other sympathies?

There are innumerable options to use as policy preference variables, ranging from very specific policy items (e.g., unemployment insurance, welfare spending, etc.) to broader, more general questions about the role of government (e.g., more governmental involvement in the economy).  Our three policy variables represent a range on this continuum, from a quite specific question about import limits to a broader government services and spending question.  In between is a question concerning government responsibility for jobs and standard of living, which though specific in terms of the policy area to be addressed, does not specify any particular programs or remedies.  It is possible that the public associates increasing economic insecurity with more specific and obviously related policy options, while deferring to more basic partisan and ideological cues when considering broad, general questions about the role of government.  On the other hand, citizens may find it more difficult to understand and make connections between policy and their personal economic experience as policy items become more specific and complex.  In other words, while the globalization literature assumes a blanket response across policy arenas, we do not have any certain prior expectations about which policy preferences should be most influenced by economic insecurity.

In choosing our three policy variables we also looked for identically worded questions that were asked consistently across survey years.  Both the services/spending and the jobs/standards questions are core NES survey items available in each survey within the period of our study.  The trade policy question appears in most years of our study, though the question wording varies somewhat across years.  The government services and spending variable is the respondent’s placement on a 7 point scale in response to the question: 

“Some people think the government should provide fewer services, even in areas such as health and education in order to reduce spending.  Other people feel it is important for the government to provide many more services even if it means an increase in spending.  Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven’t you thought much about this?”  

The second policy variable, jobs and standard of living, is also a placement on a 7-point scale, this time in response to the following question:

“Some people feel the government in Washington should see to it that every person has a job and a good standard of living.  Others think the government should just let each person get ahead on their own.  Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven’t you thought much about this?”  

Both of these variables are coded 1- 7, with higher values indicating increased government involvement.  The third policy variable is the respondent’s opinion regarding increasing limits on imports.  The question is as follows: 

“Some people have suggested placing new limits on foreign imports in order to protect American jobs.  Others say that such limits would raise consumer prices and hurt                               

American exports.  Do you favor or oppose placing new limits on imports, or                            

         
haven't you thought much about this?” 

We coded the variable 1 if the respondent favors increases in imports, and 0 for other responses.
  

Testing the 1st Link:  Do Objective Economic Conditions Affect Subjective Economic Perceptions?

Our first general hypothesis is that structural indicators of economic insecurity are strong influences on subjective economic insecurity.  We state this hypothesis as follows:

H1:  Perception of Personal Risk (E to F)

Those respondents who are subject to “real” risk will express higher levels of personal economic insecurity.

Our primary model is the following:  job insecurity = f(unemployment, job loss rate, age, race, income, union, government employment, homeownership).
  The following section details our expectations for each of the independent variables.  

Variable-Specific Expectations

Because unemployment directly taps into personal economic losses and job loss rates provide a direct measurement of actual economic security, we expect that both these variables will be positively related to feelings about job insecurity.   In addition, our income variable should be negatively related to perceived economic insecurity, given the H-O-S model’s predictions about the negative impact of trade openness on less-skilled workers in advanced industrialized countries.  We anticipate that age will have a positive linear relationship with subjective economic insecurity when job security is our dependent variable. We expect age to be relevant because it approximates the amount of time an individual has been able to save, plan and secure a comfortable future.  All else equal, retired persons should not feel any insecurity, middle-aged persons may feel established and secure in their jobs, and younger persons may have more anxiety about their ability to find or keep a job (those who have more seniority in the workplace are less likely to be fired during reorganizations).  This hypothesis is supported by Farber’s data, which show that job loss rates are lower for older age cohorts (Farber 1997, 14-15).
 

We expect our race variable to be positively related to subjective insecurity due to the effects of actual and/or perceived institutional racism.  One might assume union members feel more economically secure, given that unions seek to preserve their jobs and often provide resources to sustain them in case of layoffs.  If this is the case, then union membership variable should be negatively related to job insecurity.  On the other hand, unions might serve to inform their membership about possible job loss.  If increased concerns about job loss dominate the increased protection offered by union membership, then we should find a positive relationship between our union variable and job insecurity.  Government employees, especially those holding civil service positions, should feel more economically secure than non-governmental employees.  Because of the relative difficulty in losing a public job, we expect a negative relationship between government employment and job insecurity in this model.  Finally, because homeownership represents a resource, we expect that homeowners will feel more economically secure than non-homeowners. 

Our variable-specific hypotheses, therefore, can be summarized as follows:

Variable


Expected Sign
Job loss rate



+

Unemployment


+

Age




-

Non-white



+

Income



-

Union member


?

Government Employee

-

Homeownership


-

Logit Analysis of Basic Model
To test the above hypotheses, we performed a logit analysis in which perceived economic insecurity is regressed on these basic, structural economic variables for the years 1986-1996.  The results are presented in Table 1.  The results clearly support the hypothesis that structural determinants of economic insecurity do influence individuals’ subjective perceptions of their economic insecurity.

INSERT TABLE 1

Two variables are significant every year:  unemployment and age.  As expected, unemployment is positively related to job insecurity, and its coefficient is large.  Age is negatively related to job insecurity, confirming our hypothesis for the age variable, which stated that older persons would feel less economically insecure than younger persons.  While the coefficient appears small, the substantive impact of age is fairly large across its span.  For example, in 1986, an 18-year-old individual is 30 percentage points more likely to feel economically insecure than a similar person of retirement age.
   Looking only at those below retirement age in 1986, however, the effect of age is not quite as impressive.  For example, an 18-year-old individual is only 6 percentage points more likely to feel economically insecure than a similar 45-year-old individual.

The results of the basic model show that job loss rate by education and gender is significant for four out of the six years, and in the direction predicted.  The impact of this variable is not extremely strong, however.  Using 1986 as an example again, we see that an individual in the cohort with the highest job loss rate (16.8 percent) is only 6 percentage points more likely to report job insecurity than a similar person in the cohort with the lowest job loss rate (5.4 percent).  Union membership is another variable that is almost always significant.  Thus, rather than increasing the security felt by their members, unions are actually associated with greater insecurity among their members.  This supports the alternative hypothesis that the informational context resulting from membership in a union increases an individual’s perception of job insecurity.  However, it is also possible that in our model union membership serves as a proxy for occupational category.  Since we have not yet included objective measures based on occupation or sector, the positive association between union membership and subjective insecurity may reveal the greater insecurity of those individuals working in the most threatened jobs.

Finally, the race and income variables are significant only some of the time, although when they are it is also in the direction expected.  In contrast, government employment and homeownership variables are not significant.  

To test the robustness of the results from the basic job insecurity model, we ran several alternative models.  First, we re-ran the model with party identification included.  Both our coefficients and their significance levels remained almost exactly the same.  Party identification was negative and significant for three of the six years.  Next, we added both personal and national retrospective and prospective economic assessments.  Again, our results generally held.  The only major change in the broader model was that the job loss rate slips just out of our significance range in 1992 (p=.13), though the coefficient does not change by much.
  Of the new variables, prospective and retrospective personal assessments are significant, positive, and of fair size every year.  Not surprisingly, individual’s perceptions of job security are linked to beliefs about their personal financial situations.  In contrast, national economic assessments appear only sporadically across the models, with prospective national assessments significant in 1986 and 1994, and retrospective national assessments significant in 1996.  When these variables do appear, their coefficients are positive and of comparable sizes to the personal economic assessment variables.

We next tested the relationship between prospective economic assessments and our independent variables (see Appendix D for these results).  The results confirm our suspicion that these variables are highly distinct from job security and, therefore, cannot be used as comparable indicators of economic insecurity.  For example, while age is also significant for prospective personal assessment in each time period, its coefficient is positive, opposite the results above.  More importantly, in the prospective personal model the job loss rate and unemployment variables are only significant for one year each, 1994 and 1992 respectively.  Each time we found small coefficients in the opposite direction from our expectations.  Other variables, such as race and government employment, when significant, are also in directions opposite our predictions.  In the prospective national model, the results were even more erratic and the goodness of fit measure showed that nearly no variance was being explained by the structural economic variables.  In other words, it does not appear that structural economic indicators are consistent or key determinants of an individual’s assessment of the national economy’s future.  These results show that prospective personal assessments and especially prospective national assessments are not proxies for economic insecurity in any way similar to our job security variable.

Interpretation of Results

When job insecurity is used as a measure of subjective economic insecurity, our data show clearly that individuals’ economic circumstances influence their levels of anxiety about the economy.  Objective economic conditions, such as work status (is the respondent unemployed or temporarily laid off) and job loss rate (rate of job losses over the past three years for the set of persons sharing the education level and gender of the respondent), as well as age, race, income and union membership, are associated with subjective economic insecurity.  On the other hand, the objective conditions as a whole in our model are not very strong predictors of this personal insecurity.  The low overall goodness of fit of our models suggests that we may need to consider alternative models to explain the variance in insecurity across individuals.  One possibility might be to create better measures of insecurity.  Mughan and Lacy (1998) suggest, for example, that fear of job loss in and of itself does not constitute insecurity.  Insecurity arises only if the individual is not confident of finding another job.  Thus their measure of personal insecurity is based on the interaction of “fear of job loss” and “difficulty in finding a new job” variables.  Another possibility for improving our model is to evaluate the insecurity of employed and unemployed individuals separately, since “worry about losing a job” and “worry about finding a job” may represent different dimensions of insecurity.  Further, it may be worthwhile to explore concerns for the employment situations of others (Kluegel and Miyano 1995).  Similarly, we might need to differentiate between circumstances when the unfavorable conditions are perceived as beyond anyone’s control and those in which someone (such as the incumbent government) is blamed (Conover and Feldman 1986).
  We will also need to continue to test other explanatory variables, such as objective measures of economic risk based on the individual’s sector of employment.

While we recognize the need to improve our measures of perceived insecurity and our indicators of actual economic insecurity, the tenuous link between the two in our models suggests that the micro-logic employed in the globalization and deindustrialization literatures is not as robust as those writings presume.  It is quite reasonable to believe that individuals do not make strong connections between structural features of the economy and their own sense of job insecurity.  In the first place, personal and non-structural factors may have a subsuming effect on subjective economic insecurity.  For example, Kinder and Kiewiet note that American voters do not tend to connect personal economic losses to their political attitudes and policy preferences, but instead tend to blame themselves for personal misfortunes (Kinder and Kiewiet 1979: 522; see also Brody and Sniderman 1977 on American individualism and self-reliance).  Second, individuals may not accurately perceive macroeconomic changes that presumably influence their actual economic security.  Conover, Feldman and Knight (1987) find that respondents do not accurately predict economic conditions.  Responses are clouded by an adaptive process that incorporates party identification, “hope” for improvements, and personal circumstances into opinions.  “In effect,” they write, “economic forecasts reflect more a combination of hopes and politicized guesses about the future than they do an awareness of current economic conditions and an understanding of how the economy functions (p. 579).”  Similar response bias may be characteristic of judgments of personal economic insecurity.

Testing the 2nd Link:  Do Objective and Subjective Insecurity Assessments Influence Policy Preferences?

The second general hypothesis we test is that objective and subjective insecurities influence policy preferences with respect to social spending and economic openness.  We state this hypothesis as the following:

H2:  Risk-induced Policy Preferences (E/F to H)

Those respondents with higher levels of economic insecurity will hold policy preferences and views of government supportive of trade protection and welfare state expansion.
Our endogenous variables in this analysis are the three policy preference questions described earlier.  We run the following primary model for each policy preference variable:  policy preference = f[objective economic insecurity (unemployment, job loss rate, age, race, income, union, government employment, homeownership), subjective economic insecurity (job security, prospective personal economic assessment, prospective national economic assessment), party identification, ideology, retrospective personal economic assessment, retrospective national economic assessment].  The models are estimated via OLS regressions for both the jobs and standard of living and the government services and spending scales.  We use logit for the trade policy measure.  As stated earlier, we have no prior certainty over which of the policy preference variables are most affected by personal economic insecurities, and which may be driven more by variables such as ideology or retrospective economic assessments.

Variable-Specific Expectations


Our first set of variables tests the relationship between various measures of actual economic insecurity and policy preferences.  Based on the globalization and deindustrialization literatures, we predict that policy preferences will favor increased government involvement and trade limitations when objective insecurity is high.  Our analysis of the link between objective and subjective insecurity showed that unemployment and youth were consistently linked to subjective insecurity.  If policy preferences are influenced by insecurity, then we expect the unemployed and younger people to favor more government expenditures on social programs and less trade openness.
  Our job loss rate variable was linked to subjective insecurity for most years, though the magnitude of its effect was not particularly strong.  If this variable impacts policy preferences, those experiencing higher job loss rates within their education and gender cohorts should be more supportive of social welfare policies and trade protection.  

Union membership was also almost always positively related to subjective insecurity, in a positive direction.  Union members, whether for informational or sectoral reasons, express more job insecurity.  Therefore, we expect that union membership will have a positive influence on preferences for social safety nets and import limits.  Race, income, government employment, and homeownership were not as clearly linked to subjective insecurity as our other measures of actual economic insecurity.  Nevertheless, if significant, our hypotheses maintain that race should be positively related to preferences over social spending and protection, while income, government employment and homeownership should have negative associations.
  


Our second set of variables measures subjective economic insecurity.  While we feel fairly confident that job insecurity is our best measure of economic anxiety, we include prospective economic assessments because it is likely that policy preferences, particularly over social welfare expansion, could be affected by people’s personal economic expectations or concerns about others.
  We expect all these variables to be positively related to our three exogenous policy preference variables.


Finally, we include retrospective economic assessments, party identification, and ideology in our basic models.  We include retrospective economic assessments because of the evidence from studies that suggests vote choices, and therefore possibly policy preferences, are influenced by retrospective evaluations.  In particular, studies suggest that people’s assessments of the national economy are strong indicators of their political preferences (Kinder and Kiewiet 1979, 1981; Kramer 1971, 1983).  Party identification and ideology control for the influence of established political attitudes over policy preferences.  Our measure of party identification, for which higher values indicate Republican support, should be negatively related to preferences for welfare state expansion and protection against foreign competition.  Our ideology variable consists of two dummy variables, one for those who identify themselves as strictly “liberal” and one for those with strictly conservative sympathies.  We expect these to be strongly related to policy preferences, with extreme liberals favoring social safety net programs and economic protection and extreme conservatives supporting the opposite.

The expected results for these equations are summarized as follows:

Variable




Expected Sign

Unemployment




+

Age






-

Job loss rate (by education and gender)

+

Union membership




+

Race






+

Income





-

Homeowner





-

Government employee



-

Job insecurity





+

Prospective national economic evaluation


+

Prospective personal economic evaluation

+


Retrospective personal economic evaluation

+

Retrospective national economic evaluation

+

Party ID





-



Liberal






+

Conservative





-

Analysis of Policy Preference Questions

We ran analyses of our basic model for the years 1986-1996, alternating among the three policy preference variables in turn.
  The analyses yield very interesting results.  Few variables are consistent for the same policy preference variable across all years.  Rather, the results are variegated.  The variables that are consistently significant across time are not necessarily consistent across the three policy preferences.  For example, policy preferences on the more general issues, spending and jobs, are clearly influenced by partisanship, while party identification is never significant with respect to the more specific trade policy question.  Since Republicans and Democrats have traditionally disagreed about the extent of government spending, it is not surprising that partisanship is so important.  In contrast, the debate over free trade has divided both parties, so identifying with a particular party had no impact on a respondent’s attitudes towards protectionism.  As we stated previously, much of the globalization and deindustrialization literature presumes that economic insecurity will have a blanket effect on people’s policy preferences over social and economic protection.  Our findings suggest that voters are more sophisticated, developing policy preferences over certain issues on different bases than other issues.  The results of each basic model are discussed in more detail in the following sections.

Government services and spending


The results of our OLS regression for the government services and spending variable are presented in Table 2.  Of all the variables, only party identification is significant every year.  Its coefficient is relatively large, given that it is based on a seven-point scale, and in the direction expected.  Ideology, in contrast, does not have a consistent effect on government services and spending, though the liberal dummy variable is significant for three of the years, and has a very 

large coefficient in 1994.  

INSERT TABLE 2

Four of our objective measures of economic insecurity show up as significant occasionally, and also in the direction expected.  These are age, race, income and homeownership.  Most interesting, however, is that employment status and job insecurity are not significant and have coefficients close to zero across all years.  Surprisingly, those who are out of work or who report feeling anxiety about their employment situation are not more likely than their more secure peers to favor increased government services and spending.  In addition, the job loss rate variable is only significant for one year.
 

Finally, union membership, government employment, and retrospective economic assessments appear occasionally in the model, and in the directions expected.  One interesting result concerns the prospective national economic assessment variable, which is significant in 1994 and 1996, but in the opposite direction expected.  In other words, individuals who thought the economy was going to get worse were less likely to favor increased government services and spending.  This result may be due to concerns over “big government” that have been touted by conservatives for years, but became especially salient in 1994 with the Contract with America and other rhetoric from Republicans criticizing irresponsible government spending and proposing institutional reform as a means of promoting economic prosperity. 

Guaranteed jobs and standard of living

The results of our OLS regression for the guaranteed job and standard of living question are presented in Table 3.  As with the more general services and spending question, party identification is significant for each year of our analysis.  Once again, Republicans are more likely to favor more restrictive fiscal policies and less involvement in the economy.  Race and income are also significant for each year, and in the predicted direction.  Of our other indicators of actual economic insecurity, age, union, homeownership, and job loss rate are significant for several of the years, with coefficients in the directions expected.  Government employment is never significant. 

INSERT TABLE 3

Whereas our principal indicator of subjective economic insecurity, job insecurity, was never significant in the services and spending model, it is significant with respect to jobs and standard of living for four out of the six studies, and only just outside our significance range for a fifth (1996).  As expected, persons experiencing job insecurity are more likely to agree that the government should help to guarantee employment and basic economic security.  Given this finding, it is surprising to see again that employment status is never significant.  However, this may be due to some correlation between job security and employment status, given that unemployment was a substantively significant predictor of job security in our earlier analysis.  Job loss rate appears only twice, but both times it is has a negative impact.  This is surprising, as it indicates that those with higher job loss rates in their skill group are less likely to prefer the government to guarantee a job or standard of living.
  Of course, the effect tested is the group’s job loss rate controlling for subjective job insecurity (which is positively correlated with the job loss rate variable), and so may suffer from the inclusion of job insecurity in the model. 

Once again, our prospective economic assessments behave completely differently from our job insecurity variable.
  These variables are only significant in 1990, and the coefficient for prospective national assessment is negative as it was in 1994 and 1996 in the services and spending model.  Finally, retrospective assessments and our ideology variables also appear significant only sporadically.  

Trade Policy – Limit Imports


To analyze our trade policy variable, we performed logit analyses for each of the years that a trade policy question was included in the NES surveys.  The results are presented in Table 4.  Perhaps the most interesting result is that trade policy, unlike government services and spending and jobs and standard of living, does not appear to be influenced by partisan sympathies.  Ideology also does not help explain trade policy preferences, except once in 1988, when just the conservative dummy variable is significant and then in 1996, when both variables are significant.  Interestingly, the conservative dummy variable is positive both times it appears significant, meaning that in these years conservatives were more likely to favor import limits.  While this is contrary to the expected behavior of “free-market” conservatives, this may be capturing the concern that some conservatives feel over the loss of jobs to foreign workers. 

INSERT TABLE 4


While political attitudes carry little explanatory weight in the trade policy question, at least some measures of objective insecurity do, in particular job loss rate and union membership.  For example, whereas the job loss rate variable did not appear significant more than once or twice in the prior two models, it is significant every year of the trade policy analysis.  Those experiencing higher job loss rates (generally those who are unskilled workers), are more likely to favor increased protection against foreign economic competition.  The coefficient of the variable is not particularly large, but first differences show that an individual in the highest job loss rate cohort is 18 percentage points more likely to favor limiting imports than a similar person in the lowest job loss rate category.  Union membership exerts a strong impact on the likelihood of advocating import limits for four of the five years studied.  


Overall, our exogenous variables are the least successful in explaining trade policy preferences.  Other than job loss rate and union membership, most of the other variables in the model appear significant only sporadically, if at all.  The lack of significant variables is reflected in low goodness of fit values; the pseudo-R2s generated with the logit analysis range only from 0.02 to 0.10.

Interpretation of Results

Our analysis of the relationship between objective and subjective economic insecurity and policy preferences reveals at least three things.  First, political attitudes, particularly party identification, play an important role in shaping policy preferences.  In fact, party identification is more consistently significant and has at least as large, if not larger, an impact than most of our economic insecurity variables in the government services and spending and jobs and standard of living models.  This indicates that individual circumstances may have less of an influence on perceptions of insecurity than has been suggested by the globalization and deindustrialization literatures.


Second, there is a great amount of variance in our results across types of policy questions.  Party identification is the only consistent predictor of our most general policy preference variable, government services and spending.  Measures of economic insecurity are tenuously linked to government services and spending.  As the policy question becomes more specific or less closely linked to traditional partisan divisions, measures of economic insecurity play a slightly larger predictive role.  In the jobs and standard of living model, party identification remains important, but race and income are consistently significant across the years.  The other economic insecurity measures also show up significant more often in this model.  On trade policy, party identification disappears entirely from the model.  Job loss rate and union membership, mostly absent from the two previous models, now appear as strong predictors of protectionism.  As mentioned earlier, we had no firm expectations about the differences between the broad and more specific questions.  According to our results, however, it would appear that the more specific imports question was influenced by personal circumstances, such as union membership, whereas the broad questions about economic policy are dominated by party identification. 


Another possible explanation for the differing results across types of policy questions could be that the import question model is capturing “issue publics” that are particularly affected by imports.  This could explain why union membership and job loss rate, two individualized variables, are significant when they are not in the models of the jobs and standard of living and government services and spending questions.  Those affected by increased trade are more informed about the situation to be able to make the connection between economic and political policies.
  The broader questions, on the other hand, appear to be influenced most by party affiliation, suggesting that a wider section of the population only makes a connection between party rhetoric and policy.  In terms of the globalization debate, then, individuals do not seem to hold the preferences they are expected to unless they belong to specific segments of the population that are made aware of the connections between their own economic situation and government policy.  It will be interesting, in further research, to see whether separating individuals by sector type (the Ricardo-Viner model) captures this phenomenon.


Third, none of the models did a very good job of explaining the variance in responses to the policy preference questions.  One possible explanation for the low R2s is the omission of relevant variables.  While there are other measures of economic insecurity that we would have liked to include in the models, such as measures of objective insecurity by sector of occupation and better measures of subjective insecurity, it is unlikely that these would significantly boost our R2s and substantiate a stronger link between economic insecurity and policy preferences.  Rather, the three findings identified here jointly support an alternative explanation of our results: economic insecurity has neither the robust nor the blanket effect on policy preferences that is assumed by the much of the globalization and deindustrialization literatures. 

Conclusion
Others have extensively documented that the public reacts to general economic conditions (such as inflation and unemployment) by adjusting their assessments of the government, preferences over public policies, and their voting intentions (Kinder and Kiewiet 1979; Alt and Chrystal 1983).  We are less sure that people are sensitive to the effects of globalization or deindustrialization at an individual level, and that they respond to perceived personal economic insecurity by increasing their support for trade protection and growth of the welfare state.  Much of the literature on vote choice in the United States suggests that individuals react to the national economy more strongly than to their own economic situations (for a recent review, see Norpoth 1996).  Yet, much of the globalization and deindustrialization literature is premised on the assumption that macroeconomic shifts affect individuals’ perceptions of their personal economic security and, in turn, their preferences over governmental social and economic policies.   This paper represents a preliminary attempt to substantiate these micro-linkages, sketched out in Figure 1.  Using individual-level survey data, we have attempted to confirm links between likely indicators of actual economic insecurity and perceptions of economic insecurity (E to F) and between these and policy preferences (E/F to H).


Our findings are three-fold.  First, the globalization and deindustrialization literatures are correct to presume that some linkages exist.  In both of our analyses, we found some evidence for these relationships.  Objective economic conditions, such as work status and job loss rate as well as age, race, income and union membership, are associated with subjective economic insecurity in the form of perceived job insecurity.  The NES’s measure of job insecurity, and several objective measures of economic insecurity, are linked to the policy preferences implicated in the globalization and deindustrialization literatures, although relatively weakly across our measures of various types of policies.

Our second finding, therefore, is that our models leave much to be explained.  The results for many of our key variables are variegated, particularly in the policy preference analysis, and inconsistent across time.  These linkages are clearly not as robust as has been presumed by the globalization and deindustrialization literatures.  Even during the years when the debate over NAFTA raged, few individuals seem to be making strong links between open trade and job security.  Evidently, there is a great deal of yet-to-be explained variation in perceptions of job security and policy preferences.
  We are not generally advocates of seeking to increase explained variance for its own sake.  In this context, however, the literature based on macro-level relationships clearly articulates claims that cannot be sustained by such low explained variation at the micro-level.   

Third, with respect to policy preferences, our findings suggest that voters are more sophisticated than the globalization and deindustrialization writings would suggest.  More general preferences over government spending are consistently linked to party identification, whereas the more specific trade policy question did not appear determined by similar political attitudes, but more by employment volatility and union membership.  Since the recent debates over free trade cut across party cleavages, this is not surprising.  On the other hand, attitudes toward government spending buttress the political fault lines between the Democrats and the Republicans.  Those who favor cutbacks in non-military government spending tend to be Republicans.  So, it likewise did not come as a surprise that partisanship captured much of the variance in this model at the expense of indicators of insecurity.  When the issue cuts across cleavages, as our findings on trade illustrate, certain indicators of economic insecurity become more important predictors of opinion.  Finally, preferences over the jobs measure are more strongly associated with job security and more general political stances, and these stand in between the other two policy measures.

While an understanding of partisan cleavages appears to explain the variance among our policy preference models, there are at least two other possible influences.  First, it is possible that the specificity of the trade question draws out a response grounded in personal experience, whereas general questions elicit more abstract opinions (Feldman and Zaller 1992; Pacek and Radcliff 1995).  Second, the variance in predictors that we find across policy questions may reflect American individualism and self-reliance.  Of the policy questions we examined, the two more general questions concern government aid to individuals who are experiencing difficult economic times. The third does not suggest a “hand out”, but rather concerns the government’s economic relations with other countries.  Kinder and Kiewiet (1979:522) suggest that American culture is such that individuals view personal economic discomfort as a personal fault, to be handled alone and not requiring or deserving of government assistance (see also Wilensky 1975; Sniderman and Brody 1977; Kluegel and Smith 1986; Feldman and Conley 1991).  Our findings with the services and jobs questions, where employment status and job loss rates are not consistently relevant, may reflect these cultural attitudes as well as the questions’ generality.

In sum, our findings show that, according to the data that is currently available, the “losers” of free trade and globalization policies, and/or deindustrialization, are unlikely to be as vocal, agitated, or polarized in their policy preferences as assumed by the writings of Rodrik, Garrett, Iversen, and Cusack.  In general, individuals do not make strong linkages between structural indicators of their actual economic insecurity and perceptions of economic insecurity, nor do these factors translate neatly into policy preferences.  Ideally, further research should be conducted to confirm that our findings are not simply a product of the inadequacies of the survey instruments we have employed.  First, we need to further test alternative measures of economic insecurity that may better capture individual economic anxieties.  Second, while we have found that these linkages are not very robust for the population as a whole, it may be that key socio-political groups do act according to the micro-logic implied in the globalization and deindustrialization literatures. Thus, for example, the micro-logic inherent in the macro-level arguments may be extremely relevant to those in areas where globalization has had a dramatic impact (as when a North Carolina textile plant is closed and the jobs moved overseas) or deindustrialization has done likewise (e.g., when the steel industry collapsed in Pittsburgh).
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Appendix A


Job Loss Rates by Education and Gender, 1986 – 1996

SOURCE:  Farber 1997
Table 1.  Percentage of respondents who report having lost a job sometime in the past three years (data for 1986-1992 reflect transformations made by Farber 1997). 


Education < 12

Education = 12

Education 13-15

Education 16+



Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female

1986
16.8
13.3
13.9
10.1
11.8
8.2
7.0
5.4

1988
15.5
12.1
12.8
9.0
11.6
8.5
7.3
5.2

1990
13.3
12.0
10.8
9.1
10.1
7.6
6.5
5.2

1992
20.5
15.3
15.9
11.2
13.9
10.1
9.9
7.3

1994
17.7
14.8
15.4
11.6
15.2
11.9
10.9
7.9

1996
19.8
21.2
16.8
15.3
17.1
14.9
11.9
10.6

Appendix B

NES Variable Numbers









Variable
1986
1988
1990
1992
1994
1996

Age
595
417
552
3903
1203
605

Income
733
520
663
4104
1404
701

Party ID
300
274
320
3634
655
420

Ideology
386
229
407
3511
839
1272

Race
756
412
549
4202
1435
67

Gender
755
413
547
4201
1434
66

Education
602
422
557
3908
1209
610

Union Member
729
517
660
4101
1401
698

Homeownership
754
552
685
4135
1427
714

Prospective Financial Future
358
208
420
3427
904
339

Retrospective Financial Future
355
206
416
3425
902
337

Work Status 
615
429
566
3915
1216
616

Job Security (Worried about losing job)
671
471
608
3953
1262
682

Prospective National Situation
381
247
424
3537
910
387

Retrospective National Situation
372
243
422
3531
908
385

Government Employee
667
439
576
3926
1260
680

Guaranteed Jobs and Standard of Living
486
323
446
3718
930
483

More Government Services and Spending
448
302
452
3701
940
450

More Import Limits
521
376
432, 434
3802
n/a
1327

Appendix C

Frequencies of Responses to Job Security Question

(1=worried about losing/not being able to find a job)

Year
0
1

1986
78.01
21.99

1988
80.00
20.00

1990
75.86
24.14

1992
70.96
29.04

1994
76.69
23.31

1996
76.63
23.37

Frequencies of Responses to Government Services and Spending Question

(higher values indicate increased government involvement)

Year
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

1986
5.14
7.07
13.84
27.89
19.24
13.33
13.49

1988
6.13
9.54
16.47
29.23
17.46
12.20
8.98

1990
5.26
7.40
14.37
28.20
18.23
13.52
13.03

1992
6.15
9.72
15.57
31.33
18.79
9.32
9.12

1994
10.78
12.83
18.83
27.57
17.23
7.28
5.49

1996
6.48
12.28
18.55
31.38
16.64
8.87
5.80

 Frequencies of Responses to Jobs and Standard of Living Question

(higher values indicate increased government involvement)

Year
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

1986
18.04
15.16
17.44
22.70
9.12
6.54
11.00

1988
15.65
16.23
18.43
21.28
10.55
7.36
10.49

1990
13.00
14.18
16.43
21.34
13.06
9.46
12.53

1992
13.49
14.00
20.01
22.41
11.83
8.60
9.66

1994
13.98
15.68
17.31
24.15
11.92
7.63
9.32

1996
12.69
18.74
20.54
21.96
10.30
7.79
7.98

 Frequencies of Responses to Import Limits Question

(1=increase the level of import limits)

Year
0
1

1986
27.22
72.78

1988
32.64
67.36

1990
71.15
28.85

1992
53.12
46.88

1994
n/a
n/a

1996
73.63
26.37

Appendix D:  Determinants of Prospective Economic Assessments

Table 1     Determinants of (Negative) Prospective Personal Assessments


19863
1988
1990
1992
1994
1996









Unemployment1
-0.13
-0.06
-0.01
-0.12*
-0.08
-0.10


(0.09)
(0.06)
(0.07)
(0.05)
(0.07)
(0.08)









Job loss rate2
0.01
0.00
0
0.00
-0.01*
0.01


(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.00)
(0.01)
(0.01)









Age
0.01*
0.01*
0.01*
0.01*
0.01*
0.01*


(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)









Race
-0.04
0.00
-0.10*
0.00
-0.10*
-0.07*


(0.06)
(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.04)









Income
0.00
-0.01*
0.00
0.00
-0.01*
0.00


(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)









Union
0.09*
0.02
0.04
0.14*
0.08*
0.02


(0.05)
(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.03)
(0.04)
(0.04)









Government Employee
-0.03
-0.02
-0.01
0.11
0.05
-0.08*


(0.06)
(0.04)
(0.05)
(0.07)
(0.04)
(0.04)









Homeowner
0.04
0.09*
0.12*
0.02
0.18*
0.12*


(0.05)
(0.03)
(0.04)
(0.03)
(0.03)
(0.04)









Constant
1.09*
1.32*
1.39*
1.22*
1.58*
1.10*


(0.11)
(0.08)
(0.10)
(0.07)
(0.00)
(0.11)









N
939
1762
1750
2158
1581
1537

R-squared
0.13
0.10
0.09
0.09
0.10
0.13

Adj R-squared
0.12
0.10
0.09
0.08
0.10
0.12

Note:  Numbers in cells are OLS regression coefficients.  Standard errors are in parentheses.  

* p ( 0.10; two-tailed.  Data are NES survey data; job loss rate from Farber (1996, 1997).

1 Includes temporarily laid off  2 By gender and educational cohort  3 Prospective personal assessment was asked of only half the sample in 1986

Appendix D, cont’d.

Table 2    Determinants of (Negative) Prospective National Assessments


1986
1988
1990
1992
1994
1996









Unemployment1
-0.03
0.03
-0.01
0.10*
-0.03
0.02


(0.07)
(0.08)
(0.07)
(0.06)
(0.08)
(0.08)









Job loss rate2
-0.01*
0.00
-0.02*
0.00
0.00
0.00


(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.00)
(0.01)
(0.01)









Age
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00


(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)









Race
0.00
-0.12*
-0.12*
-0.02
-0.12*
-0.15*


(0.04)
(0.05)
(0.05)
(0.04)
(0.05)
(0.04)









Income
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.01*


(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)









Union
-0.01
-0.01
0.00
0.15*
0.09*
0.00


(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.05)
(0.04)









Government Employee
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.08
0.08
-0.01


(0.05)
(0.05)
(0.05)
(0.08)
(0.05)
(0.05)









Homeowner
0.06
0.09*
0.11*
0.00
0.02
0.08*


(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.03)
(0.04)
(0.04)









Constant
2.09*
2.01*
2.51*
1.92*
2.08*
1.73*


(0.09)
(0.09)
(0.10)
(0.09)
(0.12)
(0.12)









N
1869
1717
1722
2119
1565
1539

R-squared
0.00
0.01
0.03
0.01
0.02
0.02

Adj R-squared
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.01
0.02

Note:  Numbers in cells are OLS regression coefficients.  Standard errors are in parentheses.  

* p ( 0.10; two-tailed.  Data are NES survey data; job loss rate from Farber (1996, 1997).

1 Includes temporarily laid off  2 By gender and educational cohort

                                   Figure 1     A Schematic Version of Micro-Foundations for Economic and Political Change
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Source:  National Income and Products Accounts of the United States, 1929-1997.  Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Department of Commerce, Economics and Statistics Administration, Bureau of Economic Analysis, February 1999.

Table 1     Determinants of Job Insecurity, 1986-1996


1986


1988
1990
1992
1994
1996

Unemployment1
1.72*

(0.22)


1.46*

(0.24)
1.69*

(0.23)
1.78*

(0.22)
1.46*

(0.28)
1.56*

(0.30)

Job loss rate2
0.03*

(0.02)


0.10*

(0.02)
0.14*

(0.03)
0.03*

(0.02)
0.01

(0.03)
0.00

(0.02)

Age
-0.03*

(0.00)


-0.02*

(0.00)
-0.03*

(0.00)
-0.02*

(0.00)
-0.03*

(0.00)
-0.03*

(0.00)

Race
0.28*

(0.16)


0.15

(0.17)
0.17

(0.17)
0.31*

0.15)
0.14

(0.18)
0.46

(0.17)

Income
0.00

(0.01)


-0.01

(0.01)
-0.01

(0.01)
-0.02*

(0.01)
-0.04*

(0.01)
-0.01

(0.01)

Union
0.65*

(0.15)


0.70*

(0.16)
0.16

(0.17)
0.45*

(0.14)
0.35*

(0.17)
0.38*

(0.17)

Government Employee
-0.12

(0.17)


0.06

(0.19)
-0.11

(0.21)
-0.54

(0.47)
0.05

(0.19)
0.20

(0.17)

Homeowner
-0.12

(0.15)


-0.11

(0.15)
0.07

(0.15)
-0.02

(0.12)
0.17

(0.16)
0.13

(0.16)

Constant
-0.67*

(0.34)


-1.67*

(0.38)
-1.26*

(0.40)
-0.41

(0.32)
0.13

(0.48)
0.17

(0.50)

Pseudo-R2
0.10
0.07
0.10
0.07
0.06
0.08

N
1698
1560
1525
1725
1397
1437

Note:  Numbers in cells are untransformed logit coefficients.  Standard errors are in parentheses.  * p ( 0.10; two-tailed.  Data are NES survey data; job loss rate from Farber (1996, 1997).

1 Includes temporarily laid off  2 By gender and educational cohort

Table 2     Determinants of Preferences over Government Services and Spending, 

      1986-1996

1986
1988
1990
1992
1994
1996









Unemployment1
0.12
0.31
-0.11
0.07
0.32
-0.05


(0.25)
(0.22)
(0.19)
(0.16)
(0.22)
(0.20)









Job loss rate2
0.04*
0.02
0.02
0.00
-0.01
0.01


(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.01)
(0.02)
(0.01)









Age
-0.01*
-0.01*
-0.01*
-0.01*
-0.01*
0.00


(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)









Union
0.10
0.21*
0.07
0.00
0.15
0.13


(0.14)
(0.11)
(0.12)
(0.10)
(0.12)
(0.10)









Race
0.49*
0.15
0.66*
0.40*
0.16
0.47*


(0.16)
(0.13)
(0.13)
(0.11)
(0.13)
(0.12)









Income
-0.02
-0.03*
-0.03*
-0.03*
-0.02*
-0.04*


(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)









Homeowner
-0.36*
-0.35*
-0.13
-0.15*
-0.04
-0.22*


(0.14)
(0.10)
(0.10)
(0.09)
(0.11)
(0.09)









Government 
0.44*
0.20
0.18
-0.06
0.19
0.41*

Employee
(0.15)
(0.13)
(0.14)
(0.28)
(0.12)
(0.10)









Job Security
0.00
0.14
0.11
-0.07
0.13
0.02


(0.15)
(0.11)
(0.11)
(0.09)
(0.11)
(0.09)









Prospective 
0.12
0.00
-0.03
0.00
0.03
-0.04

Personal Assessment3
(0.09)
(0.08)
(0.07)
(0.07)
(0.08)
(0.07)









Prospective 
-0.12
0.04
-0.03
0.04
-0.14*
-0.13*

National Assessment
(0.09)
(0.07)
(0.07)
(0.06)
(0.07)
(0.07)









Retrospective 
0.07
0.14*
0.06
0.13*
0.00
-0.04

Personal Assessment
(0.08)
(0.06)
(0.05)
(0.05)
(0.06)
(0.05)









Retrospective 
0.05
0.10
0.09
0.29*
0.06
-0.02

National Assessment
(0.08)
(0.07)
(0.09)
(0.07)
(0.06)
(0.06)









Table 2, cont’d.


1986


1988
1990
1992
1994
1996

Party 
-0.18*
-0.17*
-0.16*
-0.21*
-0.23*
-0.21*

Identification
(0.03)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)









Liberal
0.41
0.23*
0.45*
0.03
1.01*
0.16


(0.30)
(0.14)
(0.20)
(0.14)
(0.34)
(0.11)









Conservative
0.32
0.17
0.07
0.13
-0.11
-0.23*


(0.22)
(0.11)
(0.15)
(0.12)
(0.12)
(0.10)









Constant
5.04*
4.77*
5.09*
4.56*
5.28*
5.56*


(0.41)
(0.34)
(0.40)
(0.32)
(0.37)
(0.34)









R-squared
0.18
0.17
0.14
0.19
0.16
0.28

Adj R-squared
0.16
0.16
0.13
0.18
0.15
0.27

N
703
1144
1225
1339
1186
1212

Note:  Numbers in cells are OLS regression coefficients.  Standard errors are in parentheses.  * p ( 0.10; two-tailed.  Data are NES survey data; job loss rate from Farber (1996, 1997).

1 Includes temporarily laid off  2 By gender and educational cohort  3 Prospective personal assessment was asked of only half the sample in 1986 and therefore our sample is cut in half for this year.

Table 3     Determinants of Preferences over Guaranteed Job and Standard of Living, 

      1986-1996

1986
1988
1990
1992
1994
1996









Unemployment1
0.12
0.22
-0.04
0.01
0.34
0.13


(0.27)
(0.23)
(0.21)
(0.19)
(0.23)
(0.24)









Job loss rate2
-0.05*
-0.01
-0.04*
-0.01
-0.02
-0.01


(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.01)
(0.02)
(0.02)









Age
-0.01
0.00
-0.01*
-0.02*
-0.02*
-0.01*


(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)









Union
0.17
0.32*
0.35*
0.06
0.17
0.22


(0.16)
(0.13)
(0.13)
(0.11)
(0.13)
(0.12)









Race
0.95*
0.68*
0.58*
0.47*
0.60*
0.49*


(0.19)
(0.14)
(0.14)
(0.13)
(0.13)
(0.13)









Income
-0.03*
-0.04*
-0.05*
-0.03*
-0.03*
-0.04*


(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)









Homeowner
-0.05
-0.22*
-0.27*
-0.17*
-0.04
-0.15


(0.15)
(0.11)
(0.11)
(0.10)
(0.11)
(0.11)









Government 
-0.04
0.11
-0.07
0.33
0.18
0.12

Employee
(0.17)
(0.14)
(0.15)
(0.31)
(0.13)
(0.12)









Job Security
0.15
0.20*
0.30*
0.20*
0.27*
0.17


(0.16)
(0.12)
(0.12)
(0.10)
(0.11)
(0.11)









Prospective 

0.09
0.14*
-0.01
0.13
0.10

Personal Assessment3

(0.08)
(0.08)
(0.08)
(0.08)
(0.08)









Prospective 
-0.04
-0.08
-0.20*
-0.03
0.11
-0.06

National Assessment
(0.10)
(0.07)
(0.07)
(0.06)
(0.07)
(0.08)









Retrospective 
0.09
0.05
0.08
0.21*
0.05
0.08

Personal Assessment
(0.08)
(0.06)
(0.06)
(0.06)
(0.06)
(0.06)









Retrospective 
0.04
0.19*
0.16
0.13*
0.10*
0.06

National Assessment
(0.09)
(0.07)
(0.10)
(0.08)
(0.06)
(0.07)









Table 3 cont’d.


1986


1988
1990
1992
1994
1996

Party 
-0.15*
-0.16*
-0.15*
-0.21*
-0.24*
-0.23*

Identification
(0.03)
(0.03)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)









Liberal
0.82*
0.10
-0.11
-0.10
1.15*
0.00


(0.32)
(0.16)
(0.23)
(0.16)
(0.38)
(0.13)









Conservative
0.28
0.16
0.12
0.02
-0.11
-0.35*


(0.26)
(0.12)
(0.17)
(0.14)
(0.13)
(0.12)









Constant
4.57*
4.12*
5.26*
4.71*
4.83*
4.99*


(0.45)
(0.38)
(0.44)
(0.35)
(0.40)
(0.40)









R-squared
0.13
0.16
0.14
0.16
0.19
0.20

Adj R-squared
0.11
0.15
0.13
0.15
0.18
0.19

N
766
1215
1253
1429
1252
1259

Note:  Numbers in cells are OLS regression coefficients.  Standard errors are in parentheses.  * p ( 0.10; two-tailed.  Data are NES survey data; job loss rate from Farber (1996, 1997).

1 Includes temporarily laid off  2 By gender and educational cohort  3 Prospective personal assessment was not asked in the half of the sample that was asked the jobs and standard of living question and therefore we left it out of the question for this year.

Table 4     Determinants of Preferences over Trade Policy (Import Limits), 1986-1996


1986
1988
1990
1992
19944
1996









Unemployment1
0.16
-0.53
0.25
-0.11

-0.09


(0.55)
(0.35)
(0.31)
(0.21)

(0.35)









Job loss rate2
0.10*
0.04*
0.10*
0.08*

0.08*


(0.03)
(0.03)
(0.03)
(0.02)

(0.02)









Age
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.01*


(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.00)
(0.00)

(0.00)









Union
0.56*
0.35*
0.30*
0.34*

0.05


(0.27)
(0.18)
(0.18)
(0.14)

(0.16)









Race
0.86*
0.45*
0.05
-0.21

-0.17


(0.41)
(0.25)
(0.20)
(0.15)

(0.19)









Income
-0.06*
-0.06*
-0.01
0.02

0.01


(0.02)
(0.01)
(0.01)
(0.01)

(0.01)









Homeowner
-0.10
0.23
0.26
0.08

0.28*


(0.25)
(0.17)
(0.16)
(0.12)

(0.16)









Government 
0.28
0.06
-0.38
0.39

0.25

Employee
(0.28)
(0.21)
(0.24)
(0.36)

(0.18)









Job Security
0.03
-0.07
-0.01
-0.06

0.16


(0.28)
(0.18)
(0.17)
(0.12)

(0.16)









Prospective 
0.28*
0.04
-0.01
-0.04

0.02

Personal Assessment3
(0.17)
(0.13)
(0.11)
(0.09)

(0.12)









Prospective 
0.18
-0.12
-0.08
0.03

-0.16

National Assessment
(0.17)
(0.11)
(0.11)
(0.08)

(0.11)









Retrospective 
0.03
0.04
0.09
0.11*

0.14

Personal Assessment
(0.14)
(0.10)
(0.09)
(0.07)

(0.09)









Retrospective 
0.21
0.27*
0.28*
0.15

0.16

National Assessment
(0.15)
(0.11)
(0.15)
(0.10)

(0.10)









Table 4, cont’d.


1986


1988
1990
1992
19944
1996

Party 
-0.09
-0.05
-0.05
-0.04

-0.05

Identification
(0.05)
(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.03)

(0.04)









Liberal
-0.84
0.17
-0.05
0.22

0.78*


(0.57)
(0.24)
(0.33)
(0.19)

(0.21)









Conservative
-0.12
0.33*
0.15
0.14

0.93*


(0.40)
(0.19)
(0.24)
(0.16)

(0.19)









Constant
-0.45
0.59
-2.43*
-1.72*

-4.28*


(0.77)
(0.56)
(0.65)
(0.42)

(0.60)









Pseudo-R2
0.10
0.05
0.03
0.02

0.05

N
562
958
1065
1592

1381

Note:  Numbers in cells are untransformed logit coefficients.  Standard errors are in parentheses.  * p ( 0.10; two-tailed.  Data are NES survey data; job loss rate from Farber (1996, 1997).

1 Includes temporarily laid off  2 By gender and educational cohort  3 Prospective personal assessment was asked of only half the sample in 1986 and therefore our sample is cut by half in this year. 4 No trade policy question was asked for 1994.
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� Some older works suggest different sources of causality including population growth (Kennedy, Giblin and McHugh 1988), urbanization, an erosion of traditional community and family structures, and an increase in market or individualistic values (Wilensky 1975; Yankelovich 1994; see Pettersen 1995).  Others ascribe the growth of government to the “spiral of rising expectations” created by earlier expansions of government and successful government programs creating more support for governmental problem solving (see Roller 1995).


� There is an extensive literature on the general relationships among the economy, people’s perceptions of economic conditions and their policy preferences/vote choice (for example: Alt and Chrystal 1983; Conover, Feldman and Knight 1987; MacKuen, Erikson and Stimson 1992; Hedges 1994).  In this paper, however, we are interested in the specific relationships among objective measures of personal financial security, self-reported insecurity and policy preferences.


� In real dollars, Figure 2 looks slightly different.  A leveling off or decline in government spending is evident in the early 1990s.  


� Mughan and Lacy (1998) suggest that the free trade policies of Clinton and his predecessors have made and will continue to make job insecurity a salient issue for voters.  They argue that the issue contributed to Ross Perot’s support in 1992, and that Clinton’s success in relieving some of this concern decreased Perot’s popularity in 1996.  Further, they believe that in the future the job insecurity/free trade issue will be absorbed by the two major parties, thus decreasing its “third party appeal.” 


� To date, we are unable to test the Ricardo-Viner model because we are still in the process of developing objective measures of insecurity by occupational sector. 


� The question was asked of respondents between the ages of 20 and 64.  Because of the inconsistency between the time period referenced for the years 1992 and earlier (five years) and 1994 and 1996 (three years), Farber adjusted the pre-1994 data to reflect a job loss rate that would approximate the three-year recall period used in 1994 and 1996.  Farber then created job loss rates for both males and females belonging to each of four educational cohorts.  For greater detail on the creation of this variable see Farber 1997.


� In alternative models we also test for a non-linear relationship between age and subjective economic security with an age-squared variable, and we test for differences among age cohorts by ten-year periods using a series of dummy variables.  Kluegel and Miyano (1995) also operationalized age as a non-linear variable, but did not find a relationship on similar variables measuring government intervention in the economy.


� In 1990 there were three import questions used, two on one half of the split survey and one on the other.  We chose to use one question from each half of the survey (v432 and v434).  Variable 432 has a 7-point response scale to the question: 


“Some people favor increasing limits on foreign imports a lot in order to protect American jobs.  Suppose these people are at one end of the scale, at point number 1.  Others favor decreasing the limits a lot in order to lower consumer prices and help American exports.  Suppose these people are at the other end of the scale, at point number 7.  And, of course, other people have opinions in between at points 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6.  Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven’t you thought much about this?”


Variable 434 is a trichotomous version of the question used in all other years.  We combined the two surveys to form one variable for the model, and made it dichotomous like the other years by setting “keep limits the same” and “decrease limits” as 0 and “increase limits” as 1, and recoding responses 1 to 2 as 1 and 3 to 7 as 0.


� We exclude gender and education from the primary analysis because the job loss variable was composed from these variables.  Gender is correlated with the job loss rate variable at values ranging from a low of 0.11 in 1996 to a high of 0.53 in 1994.  Education is more highly correlated with the job loss rate variable, at values ranging from 0.72 to 0.89.  In an alternative model, we include these measures to test the effect of their inclusion on our model.  For these results, see footnote 16.


� Mughan and Lacy (1998) note that while those over 65 have little personal insecurity, they do have concerns for the job prospects of future generations.  Amongst individuals under 65, however, they find that personal insecurity increases with age, which is opposite to our prediction.


� All predicted probabilities (first differences) discussed in this paper were generated by the authors in a logit transformation using Microsoft Excel.   The first differences are the change in probability of the stated outcome when the variable concerned is moved from its minimum to its maximum value, holding all other variables constant at their means.


� To explore the significance of age a bit further, we tested two alternative age variables.  First, we added an age-squared variable to the basic model in order to test for a non-linear relationship between age and job insecurity.  The age-squared variable is significant in every year, with a coefficient of –0.002.  The results of the basic insecurity model are only minimally changed by the inclusion of the age-squared variable.  Second, we re-ran the model replacing the age variable with a series of ten-year period dummy variables.  Again, the inclusion of these alternative age variables did not significantly alter our general results.  The ten-year period dummy variables did, however, give us an interesting glimpse of the impact of age on job insecurity.  


One of the most consistent results across the years is that the ten-year period dummies that range between age 25 and age 55 are not generally significantly related to job insecurity.  Only in 1988 are all three significant, and in 1986 the dummy variable for age 35 to 44 is significant.  Where significant, these coefficients are positive, suggesting that these individuals are more likely to be worried about job security.  On the other hand, the dummy variables for age 65 to 74 and 75 and up are significant for every year.  The coefficients are negative and fairly large.  These results are consistent with those of the singular age variable, which showed an inverse relationship between age and job security.  The ten-year period dummy variable results, however, also suggest that this inverse relationship is driven by the retirement age portion of our samples.  There is also some evidence for the earlier-stated hypothesis that older persons are more likely to feel secure because, on average, they have held on to their jobs longer.  This support is shown in the fact that the dummy variable for those aged 55 to 64 is consistently negative each time it is significant, in 1986, 1990, and 1996.  Of course, this result may also be because a fair number of these people have already retired, are nearing retirement, or have opportunities for substantial early retirement settlements or regular retirement benefits.


� We also tested the model by including education and gender, seriatim and then jointly. When education is included in the model, it has some impact on the job loss rate variable, and little to no impact on the rest of the variables.  In 1986 and 1992, the job loss rate variable becomes statistically insignificant, and in 1988 and 1990 the variable remains significant and the coefficient actually is slightly larger.  The job loss rate variable remains insignificant for 1994 and 1996.  The education variable itself is never statistically significant.  The inclusion of gender affects our results only minimally.  There are no significant changes to any of the variables’ weights or significance levels, except in 1986 when the job loss rate becomes insignificant with the inclusion of gender.  Gender itself is only significant in 1988, and its coefficient is very small (0.05).  When both education and gender were included in the same model, the job loss rate variable retained significance only in 1990.  The working status variable remained consistently significant, and all other results were relatively unchanged.


� Conover and Feldman’s (1986) survey evidence suggests that unfavorable conditions perceived as beyond anyone’s control result in unease.  In contrast, conditions blamed on the actions of someone (other than self) induce anger.  Anger over the economy has a much stronger influence on political judgements than unease.  Feldman and Conley (1991), however, stress that few people attribute any significant part of their welfare to the government.  This conclusion differs from Sniderman and Brody (1977)’s earlier argument (largely based on the inflation of the early 1970’s) that respondents will assign responsibility to the government if they perceive the problem to be widespread.


� Most evidence in the behavioral literature, though, theorizes that differences in opinion between age cohorts tend to be through socialization differences (Jennings and Niemi 1981).  Socialization theory provided the most spirited attack of previous work attempting to explain behavior in terms of production cleavages (Dunleavy 1980a, 1980b; Delli Carpini 1986; Franklin and Page 1984).  By controlling for partisanship we aim to minimize generational effects.


� Once again, we have excluded gender because of its relationship to the rate of job loss variable.  Kluegel and Miyano (1995) found gender to have a positive effect in the U.S.  Consistent with our hypotheses, they also found a positive relationship between social welfare and union membership, and an inverse relationship between welfare and income. Contrary to our hypothesis, Dunleavy (1980a, 1980b, 1989) argues that public sector employees favor welfare state growth.


� Note that the prospective personal economic assessment question was asked of only half the sample in 1986, cutting our cases in half for that year when this variable is included.  


� All economic evaluations are coded so that higher values indicate negative assessments.


� In 1986, the jobs and standard of living question was asked of only half the respondents, cutting the sample in half for that year.  The trade policy question was not asked in the 1994 survey, and thus this year is eliminated from that analysis.


� If we include gender in this equation, our job loss rate variable becomes significant for five of the six years.  Although statistically significant, the coefficients are quite small.


� When we tested the models including gender, the job loss rate variable alternated between negative and positive impact, though the rest of the model was not impacted significantly.


� In 1986, the prospective personal economic evaluation and the jobs and standard of living question were asked on different surveys.  In order to run the model at all, we had to exclude prospective personal assessment from the 1986 regression.  


� See Alvarez and Franklin (1994).  They hypothesize that issues that touch a group directly have greater salience for that group because of decreased information costs, and thus promote greater certainty of individual positions.  In our case, union members may have greater knowledge of the effects of trade policy and thus report firmer positions on the issue of increased import limits.  


� Analyzing similar variables, but without including some measures of insecurity or controls for partisanship, Kluegel and Miyano (1995) employed several attitudinal variables not found in our model, like attitudes towards social justice and equality.  Their coefficients were significant, but their R2s ranged from only 0.18 to 0.30.





1
25

_996245480.xls
1995 open v. gov't

		1970		10.8922363847

		1971		10.8050470944

		1972		11.3472884507

		1973		13.2359323015

		1974		16.8214309573

		1975		15.8837237827

		1976		16.4925783397

		1977		16.8335882382

		1978		17.3867504582

		1979		18.8230694037

		1980		20.5696429854

		1981		19.9171988831

		1982		18.0685358255

		1983		17.2314696258

		1984		18.1478064781

		1985		17.2267802043

		1986		17.4777260187

		1987		18.6177354389

		1988		19.8114702155

		1989		20.2070347693

		1990		20.646610258

		1991		20.6888975273

		1992		20.9531740439

		1993		21.0106585749

		1994		22.0713977256

		1995		23.6973148454

		1996		24.0002088337

		1997		24.9565399647



&L&"Times New Roman,Regular"Source:  National Income and Products Accounts of the United States, 1929-1997. Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Department of Commerce, economics and Statistics Administration, Bureau of Economic Analysis, February 1999.
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Figure 2  Federal Government Spending v. Trade Openness
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