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Abstract

We assess which policies citizens prefer in the case of negative economic shocks: 1)
social spending and redistribution via taxation; 2) closure to both foreign products
and people. We design three sets of original survey experiments to estimate the causal
effect of different policies on political support. Our key tests involve vignette exper-
iments and split-ballot experiments conducted in France, Germany, and Italy. We
find that politicians who increase welfare expenditure and implement redistribution
policies are significantly more likely to be supported by voters when confronted with
mass layoffs. Follow-up conjoint experiments, which dig into specific attributes of
social spending and redistribution, indicate strong support for social investment over
consumption investment and for very progressive taxation. We find evidence of wel-
fare chauvinism among right-wing voters. Surveying more than 11,000 citizens in the
three largest EU economies, our micro-foundational evidence suggests a pronounced
political advantage for politicians who advocate redistribution in tough times.
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1 Introduction

Which policies do citizens favour in tough times? While there is a general consensus
that economic efficiency is fostered by globalization, there is also ample evidence that
its distributional consequences are starkly uneven. Losers from globalization represent
a pressing political problem for politicians in advanced democracies as the recent surge
of anti-system parties and candidates testifies. Faced with negative economic shocks,
politicians’ position on policies that tackle economic vulnerability affects individual pref-
erences, and ultimately voting behaviour. Typically, two different approaches to address
economic vulnerability have emerged: 1) embedded liberalism (EL), advocating redistri-
bution policies that compensate the losers from negative economic shock; 2) economic
nationalism (EN), advocating anti-globalization policies in the form of markets’ closure,
which allegedly removes the roots of negative economic shocks.

The political formula underpinning the EL paradigm is quite straightforward: promoting
redistribution via higher taxation in order to make sure that the individuals that are
most exposed to market opening are shielded from its negative consequences and, hence,
keep supporting it. Many empirical works have provided evidence consistent with the
micro-level mechanisms postulated by this paradigm: exposure to globalization-related
economic insecurity tends to increase citizens’ support for redistribution (Alt & Iversen,
2017; Iversen & Soskice, 2001; Rehm, 2009, 2011; Thewissen & Rueda, 2019; Baccini et al.,
2022) and for parties advocating an expansion of the welfare state (Walter, 2010).

In recent years, however, this paradigm has been challenged by an alternative paradigm,
which has acquired increasing electoral strength: the economic nationalism paradigm.
Political parties adhering to the EN paradigm propose to cope with potential negative
economic shocks induced by globalization by implementing policies of closure to both
foreign products and people, accompanied by a promise of lower taxation (Colantone
& Stanig, 2018a,b). Again, there is ample micro-level evidence supporting the logic
that underpins the EL paradigm. For one, individuals bearing the negative economic
consequences of market opening tend to favour protectionism (Hays et al., 2005; Mayda
& Rodrik, 2005; Owen, 2017; Owen & Johnston, 2017; Schaffer & Spilker, 2019; Scheve &
Slaughter, 2001) and strict migration policies (Ballard-Rosa et al., 2021, 2022; Cramer, 2016;
Gamez-Djokic & Waytz, 2020; Gennaioli & Tabellini, 2018; Gidron & Hall, 2017; Norris
& Inglehart, 2019; Margalit, 2019). Moreover, recent works have produced a rich set
of empirical results showing that individuals’ exposure to globalization-related shocks,
such as trade, offshoring, and technological change, may have indeed triggered support
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for political parties, mostly right-wing ones, embracing the EN paradigm across Western
democracies (Anelli et al., 2019; Baccini & Weymouth, 2021; Broz et al., 2021; Colantone &
Stanig, 2018a,b; Flaherty & Rogowski, 2021; Milner, 2021).

Despite the abundance of empirical works investigating the individual-level consequences
of exposure to globalization-related economic shocks, the existing evidence is far from
conclusive with respect to the question of which policy positions, or combinations of
policy positions, are likely to be electorally rewarding in times of economic crises. First,
the results of existing empirical works are mixed. For instance, exposure to globalization
simultaneously increases individual-level support for redistribution, protectionism, and
anti-immigration policies, making it difficult to derive clear ex-ante expectations as to
which policy paradigm is better positioned to capitalize on citizens’ concerns in times
of economic crisis. The observation that in recent years vulnerable individuals have
largely supported radical right populist parties has led scholars to suggest that voters
may have come to trust political leaders proposing a bargain involving closure to trade
and migration (and lower taxes) more than politicians promising redistribution and in-
surance in exchange for support for globalization (Colantone & Stanig, 2018b).. At the
same time, some research shows that these parties have sometimes come to embrace
pro-redistribution policy platforms, albeit often with a selective logic aiming to exclude
immigrants from welfare state benefits, suggesting that redistribution may remain a polit-
ically rewarding policy proposal (de Koster et al., 2013; Van Der Waal et al., 2013).

Second, policies are interdependent. The effects of politicians’ positions on some of these
policy dimensions are often correlated and/or conditional on their positions on other
policy dimensions. For instance, the so-called embedded liberalism paradigm posits that
individuals support market opening provided that politicians put in place compensation
mechanisms for those exposed to the risks associated with increased international com-
petition and volatility (Cameron, 1978; Ruggie, 1982; Katzenstein, 1985; Rodrik, 1998).
Relatedly, since anti-immigration and anti-trade policy stances usually go hand in hand
in these parties’ policy platforms, it remains difficult to disentangle their relative weight
in driving support for these parties. Similarly, the “welfare chauvinism” perspective
suggests that vulnerable individuals favour redistribution only insofar as immigrants are
excluded from it (Alesina et al., 2022; Magni, 2021).

In order to shed new empirical light on this important question we adopt an experimental
approach, which allows us to isolate the causal effect of each policy. In particular, we
develop original experimental designs to evaluate which leaders are better positioned to
gain the support of voters in the case of negative economic shocks, which we present to
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respondents in the form of a large plant closure and related mass layoffs. We carry out
our test through vignette experiments and split-ballot experiments conducted in France,
Germany, and Italy, surveying about 8,000 voters.

This first wave of survey experiments suggests a pronounced political advantage for politi-
cians who advocate redistribution: Politicians who implemented redistribution policies
and increased welfare expenditure are significantly more likely to be supported by voters
after an economic shock. Interestingly, the support for political leaders who implement
redistribution holds regardless of their ability to effectively tackle mass layoffs. The sup-
port for redistribution holds for both left- and right-wing political leaders. Only in the
case of Italy do we find that support for political leaders who implement redistribution
is larger if combined with trade openness rather than if combined with protectionist
policies. In France and Germany, the support for a leader who implement redistribution
is unconditional on other policies.

To better understand which type of redistribution policies voters favour, we run a second
wave of survey experiments, which focus specifically on social expenditure and taxation.
We design conjoint experiments in which respondents have to decide what is their pre-
ferred proposal to raise social expenditure in the case of mass layoffs. More specifically,
we present respondents with five attributes: 1) type of social expenditure; 2) nationality
of the beneficiaries; 3) work history of the beneficiaries; 4) reason for layoffs; 5) taxation.
We conducted the conjoint experiment in France, Germany, and Italy, surveying more
than 3,000 voters.

The results of the conjoint experiments indicate a strong preference in favour of social
investment (e.g. re-training) over consumption investment (e.g. unemployment bene-
fits and universal income). We also find a strong support for progressive taxation: The
large majority of respondents ask for high-income people to pay for an increase in social
spending. Moreover, we find no evidence that respondents have preferences for discrim-
inating between natives and foreigners with respect to social spending. However, among
right-wing voters, there is evidence of welfare chauvinism. Furthermore, respondents
are less likely to favour social spending when layoffs are caused by globalization (proxied
by offshoring) rather than layoffs in general, i.e. regardless of their causes. This last result
is partially at odds with the EL paradigm.

Our findings have major implications. First, our research shows that redistribution
policies are alive and well. Claims that anti-immigration and protectionist policies have
trumped redistribution as means to provide protection against the vagaries of globaliza-
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tion in the eyes of citizens are not supported by our empirical findings. On the contrary,
our micro-foundational evidence suggests a pronounced political advantage for politi-
cians who advocate social spending and redistribution in tough times. Second, our
results indicate that there is a limited political market for parties that rely exclusively
on protectionist policies (from both foreign goods and people) to shelter the losers from
globalization. Redistribution rather than closure is still the preferred tool for addressing
inequality. Third, the strong version of our argument is that the recent electoral suc-
cess of extreme right-wing parties may be better understood by their position on social
spending rather than their position on trade and migration. While they have always
been against free trade and migration, extreme right-wing parties, which were originally
fiscally conservative, have become in favour of welfare expansion over the past 20 years.1
This change of policy position has a simple explanation: Redistribution is a winner among
voters.

2 Theoretical Framework

Every economic transformation increases efficiency through an increase in competition.
However, as George Orwell in his review of Hayek notes, “the trouble with competitions
is that somebody wins them” (Orwell, 1944). Losers become not only an economic prob-
lem, but also a political one. Advanced economies, which are very globalized and have
been facing increasing competition, have been repeatedly and routinely hit by negative
economic shocks, which generate (more or less) concentrated losses for a part of the pop-
ulation. For one, there is a large literature documenting the economic and political costs
of the China trade shock. Anxious from an increasing incidence of negative economic
shocks, the public in advanced (globalized) economies demand political solutions. Typic-
ally, two different approaches to address economic vulnerability have emerged: embedded
liberalism and economic nationalism.

The EL paradigm gained prominence when political economists started hypothesizing
the existence of a systematic relationship between globalization and government spend-
ing for redistribution. For many, the consistent trend towards welfare state expansion
across Western countries in the post-WWII period was the by-product of these countries’
growing integration into global markets: As these countries deepened their ties with

1Figure A.1 shows that support for welfare state expansion has increased significantly more for right-wing
populist parties than left-wing populist parties over the past 30 years. On the contrary, Figure A.2 shows
that the position of right-wing populist parties on free trade has not changed over the past 30 years and it
has remained quite low.
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global markets, governments started striving to compensate globalization losers for the
risks associated with increased international competition and volatility (Cameron, 1978;
Ruggie, 1982; Katzenstein, 1985; Rodrik, 1998). Hence, globalization led to greater wel-
fare state spending (Hicks & Swank, 1992; Garrett, 1998; Rodrik, 1998; Bernauer & Achini,
2000; Burgoon, 2001; Garrett & Mitchell, 2001).

In a nutshell, the EL paradigm advocates government intervention to tame the socially
disruptive effects of markets without, however, eliminating its efficiency gains. As aptly
noted by Walter (2010, p. 404), this argument has two components: a demand-side com-
ponent and a supply-side component. On the demand side, it holds that globalization
increases voters’ demand for social protection, while on the supply side, it posits that gov-
ernments satisfy this demand by supplying a more generous welfare state. The demand-
side component of the argument helps us highlight the micro-level causal mechanisms
postulated by the EL paradigm.

Such micro-level mechanisms are three. First, individuals in countries exposed to glob-
alization should feel more economically insecure than those in countries less globalized.
This is true in general and it should be even truer in cases where individuals are exposed
to globalization-induced economic shocks. Second, individuals’ economic insecurity
should translate into support for welfare state expansion, i.e. for government-sponsored
mechanisms of insurance against such economic distress. Third, individual-level prefer-
ences for redistribution should translate into votes for parties advocating the expansion
of the welfare state. A number of empirical works have lent plausibility to the micro-level
mechanisms postulated by the EL paradigm. For instance, many works in the comparative
political economy literature show that exposure to globalization-related economic insec-
urity tends to increase citizens’ support for redistribution (Alt & Iversen, 2017; Iversen
& Soskice, 2001; Rehm, 2009, 2011; Thewissen & Rueda, 2019). Moreover, Walter (2010)
carried out a comprehensive empirical assessment of the three causal chains, showing that
individuals more exposed to globalization are more insecure, have stronger preferences
for redistribution, and, consequently, tend to vote for parties advocating an expansion of
the welfare state.

However, more recent works in the political economy literature cast doubt on this view.
One of the most consistent findings of numerous empirical studies is that individu-
als exposed to the vagaries of globalization tend to turn to parties advocating the EN
paradigm, i.e. proposing policies of closure for both products and people, accompanied
by a promise of lower taxation (Colantone & Stanig, 2018b,a). Rising import competition
from China, off-shoring, and automation have all been found to correlate with growing
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popular support for parties promising to provide protection through higher tariffs and
stricter immigration policies, rather than through redistribution (Anelli et al., 2019; Autor
et al., 2013; Baccini & Weymouth, 2021; Broz et al., 2021; Colantone & Stanig, 2018b,a; Fla-
herty & Rogowski, 2021; Milner, 2021). Similarly to the EL paradigm, proponents of the
EN paradigm seek to gain citizens’ trust by promising protection against the insecurity
generated by globalization-related economic shocks. However, this policy formula turns
things around: protection comes not from redistribution but in the form of market closure
for both goods and people.

In the current stage of globalization, a number of factors may have contributed to making
individuals prefer closure to trade and migration over redistribution as a protection from
the (potential) risks they face. For one, the higher taxes required to finance a renewed
welfare state might not be particularly appealing to middle-class constituencies, which
are nowadays less likely to trust that they will benefit from redistribution in hard times.
The deepening of economic globalization implies stronger globalization shocks demand-
ing higher compensation, while at the same time constraining the financing capacity
of governments. Since globalization, particularly capital mobility, constrains the ability
of national governments to raise the necessary tax revenues (Burgoon, 2001; Garrett &
Mitchell, 2001), governments tend to provide insufficient compensation for losers, lead-
ing to an overall loss of credibility of the embedded liberalism paradigm (see Hays, 2009;
Hellwig, 2014).

Moreover, economic distress tends to increase authoritarianism, ethnocentrism, and anti-
minority sentiments (Ballard-Rosa et al., 2021, 2022; Margalit, 2019; Norris & Inglehart,
2019). Indeed, as individuals exposed to the vulnerabilities generated by globalization
perceive that their socio-economic status worsens, they are more likely to change the social
groups with which they identify and switch from a class-based to a cultural and national
social identification (Bonomi et al., 2021; Baccini & Weymouth, 2021). Overall, when it
comes to dealing with large economic shocks, these arguments suggest that individuals
should be more likely to ask for limited foreign competition of both products and people
and, at the same time, should be less likely to care about redistribution.

This discussion suggests that politicians’ positions on three key policy issues should be
crucial in determining whether they are trusted by citizens in the case of a negative
economic shock: 1) social spending via redistribution, 2) trade policy, and 3) migration
policy. For instance, the EL paradigm suggests that citizens are inclined to trust leaders
who favour social spending and redistribution. Symmetrically, the EN paradigm suggests
that citizens are likely to trust leaders who implement protectionism, strict immigration
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policies, and cut taxes.

More formally, this discussion suggests two competing hypotheses about the relationship
between parties’ platforms and citizens’ support in advanced (globalized) economies hit
by negative economic shocks:

H1a (EL paradigm): In the case of negative economic shocks, citizens are more
likely to support a politician who increases social spending and redistribution
via taxation rather than one who implements protectionist policies from both
foreign goods and foreign people.

H1b (EN paradigm): In the case of negative economic shocks, citizens are more
likely to support a politician who implements protectionist policies from both
foreign good and foreign people than one who increases social spending and
redistribution via taxation.

Moreover, in order to further assess the relative merits of the embedded liberalism and
economic nationalism paradigms, we also test three conditional hypotheses. More spe-
cifically, we explore whether support for politicians who implement trade liberalization
changes once redistribution is granted. Similarly, we analyze whether support for politi-
cians who implement redistribution changes once trade liberalization is implemented.
Finally, we assess whether trust in politicians who implement redistribution and protec-
tionism changes once strict migration policies are implemented.

Furthermore, we are also interested in assessing how these perceptions are affected by
a successful (or unsuccessful) management of economic shocks. In short, we want to
gauge whether, in the case of a successful handling of an economic shock, politicians
who embrace the EL paradigm are more likely to gain electorally compared to politi-
cians who adhere to the EN paradigm. More formally, we test the following competing
hypotheses:

H2a (EL paradigm): In the case of successfully handling negative economic
shocks, voters are more likely to remunerate electorally a politician who in-
creases social spending and redistribution via taxation.

H2b (EN’s paradigm): In the case of successfully handling negative economic
shocks, voters are more likely to remunerate electorally a politician who im-
plements protectionist policies from both foreign good and foreign people.
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3 Data and Case Selection

We test the hypotheses above with three survey experiments conducted in Italy (from 2
to 24 September 2021), France, and Germany (both from 13 December 2021 to 8 January
2022). The Italian data were collected by GFK Italy in the fourth wave of the DISPOC-GFK
panel survey, on a sample of the Italian population aged 14 years or older (𝑁 ≈ 3, 000).2
The French and German data were collected in two opt-in surveys conducted by respondi,
on a sample of the French and German populations aged 18-75 years (𝑁 ≈ 2, 500 in
each survey). All surveys are representative of the population by age, gender, education,
and region in which respondents live. For the empirical analysis, we included only
respondents who successfully passed two attention checks.

We selected this diverse set of countries to enhance the external validity of our analysis.
The criteria for selecting these countries are threefold. First, they are the three largest
economies in the EU. Second, they have had different economic performances over the
past three decades. Germany has been growing steadily since the reunification, whereas
Italy and, to a lesser extent, France, have experienced sluggish economic growth. Third,
the three countries have different political systems, which leads to a significant variation
of socio-economic policies, allowing us to examine to what extent our results depend on
country-specific circumstances.

For the three survey experiments, we chose a fictitious name for the politician in question.
We opted for giving respondents a real name because this makes the description of
the experimental scenarios more vivid and realistic. We made sure the politician had a
common name and surname, avoiding any surname that could remind respondents of real
(past or present) politicians. The experimental scenario was set in a rather distant future,
so as to detach respondents as much as possible from current political considerations. The
official role of the politician was adapted to each political system: in Italy and Germany, he
is the head of government (“president of the council” in Italy, “chancellor” in Germany),
while in France he is the head of state (“president”). For the Italian survey, we named the
president of the council “Francesco Ferrari”; for the French survey, the president’s name
was “Jean Dubois”; the fictitious German chancellor was named “Andreas Müller”.

2 Individuals taking part in the survey were selected within a probability-based panel managed by GFK
Italy.

8



L. Baccini, M. Guidi & A. Poletti Policy Preferences in Tough Times

4 Experimental Design

In each survey, we conducted two experiments. The first is a vignette experiment, with
four politician’s attributes that were randomly ordered to form a description of his past
political choices regarding taxation and welfare, migration, and trade policy, as well as
his ideological position (left or right). The second experiment is a split-ballot experi-
ment.

4.1 Design of Experiment #1

The first experiment is a vignette experiment in which we set a future scenario and
then describe the politician’s profile. For our portrait, we did not want to describe the
politician’s stances as pledges or promises, but as actual policies that he had already
implemented – for this reason, we informed respondents that he has already been in
power for two years. This setting allows us to avoid a potential bias in the form of an
unobserved independent variable – the extent to which respondents believed the politician
would carry out what he had promised.

Respondents first visualized the following text:

We now describe a scenario that [Italy / France / Germany] could face in
the future. It’s 2031. [Francesco Ferrari / Jean Dubois / Andreas Müller]
has been [president of the council / president / chancellor] for two years. A
well-known company has announced the closure of its biggest plant in [Italy
/ France / Germany]. 10,000 workers are at risk of losing their job. The issue
is highly salient in the country.3

After that, each respondent visualized a paragraph of text in which the attributes in Table
1 were randomly ordered, and the formulations (A or B) randomly assigned.

An example of such a paragraph is the following:

“[Francesco Ferrari / Jean Dubois / Andreas Müller] has opposed the new
trade agreements that the European Union is negotiating, arguing that they
are a threat for the interests of [Italian / French / German] firms and workers
[Attribute 3, Formulation A]; [he] is a right-wing politician [Attribute 4, For-
mulation B]; [he] has pushed back migrants and has reduced the funding for

3The experiment focused on mass layoffs, a salient political issue in the three countries. This should
increase the likelihood that respondents will consider the topic plausible and relevant, an important precon-
dition to satisfy the assumption that decision-makers in experimental analyses use the information provided
(Yegoryan et al., 2020).
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Table 1: Attributes and formulations of the vignette experiment

Attribute Formulations
1. Taxation, redistri-
bution, and social ex-
penditure

(A) “[Francesco Ferrari / Jean
Dubois / Andreas Müller] has
raised taxes for the rich and re-
duced them for the poor, in-
creasing social expenditure”

(B) “[Francesco Ferrari / Jean
Dubois / Andreas Müller] has
lowered taxes for both the rich
and the poor, reducing social ex-
penditure”

2. Migration and inclu-
sion of migrants

(A) “[Francesco Ferrari / Jean
Dubois / Andreas Müller] has
avoided pushing back migrants
and has increased the funding
for integration policies”

(B) “[Francesco Ferrari / Jean
Dubois / Andreas Müller] has
pushed back migrants and has
reduced the funding for integ-
ration policies”

3. Trade policy (A) “[Francesco Ferrari / Jean
Dubois / Andreas Müller] has
supported the new trade agree-
ments that the European Union
is negotiating, arguing that they
represent a big opportunity for
[Italian / French / German]
firms and workers”

(B) “[Francesco Ferrari / Jean
Dubois / Andreas Müller] has
opposed the new trade agree-
ments that the European Union
is negotiating, arguing that they
are a threat for the interests
of [Italian / French / German]
firms and workers”

4. Political affiliation (A) “[Francesco Ferrari / Jean
Dubois / Andreas Müller] is a
left-wing politician”

(B) “[Francesco Ferrari / Jean
Dubois / Andreas Müller] is a
right-wing politician”

integration policies [Attribute 2, Formulation B]; [he] has raised taxes for the
rich and reduced them for the poor, increasing social expenditure [Attribute
1, Formulation A].”

After this treatment, the following three questions were shown to each respondent in
random order. Before each question was asked, the description of the politician was
repeated.

1. Please tell us to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement,
indicating a value between 1 and 7, where 1 means “completely disagree” and 7
means “completely agree”.

[Francesco Ferrari / Jean Dubois / Andreas Müller] is the right person to deal with
the plant’s closure successfully.

2. Please tell us to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement,
indicating a value between 1 and 7, where 1 means “completely disagree” and 7
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means “completely agree”.

[Francesco Ferrari / Jean Dubois / Andreas Müller] defends the rights of the [Italians
/ French / Germans].

3. Please tell us to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statement,
indicating a value between 1 and 7, where 1 means “completely disagree” and 7
means “completely agree”.

[Francesco Ferrari / Jean Dubois / Andreas Müller] defends the rights of the work-
ers.

The reason for having three separate outcomes is that it allows us to test the main effect of
different policies on support for the politician, and two potential mechanisms. The first
outcome captures the level of trust in the ability of a political leader to deal with a severe
economic shock. The other two outcomes unpack political support in two dimensions:
national identity and class identity. Our goal is to explore whether different policies have
a differential effect on these two dimensions.

4.2 Design of Experiment #2

The second experiment was a split-ballot one in which half of the sample was shown
Introduction A and half of the sample was shown Introduction B (see Table 2).

Table 2: Alternative formulations of the split-ballot experiment

Introduction A Introduction B
Six months have passed. The firm
has eventually decided to not close the
plant and to not dismiss any employ-
ees.

Six months have passed. The firm has
eventually decided to close the plant
and to dismiss all employees.

After this introduction, all respondents were asked to place themselves on a scale from 1
to 7, where 1 means “I would not vote for [the politician / the politician’s party] at the next
election” and 7 means “I would vote for [the politician / the politician’s party] at the next
election”. The formulation referred to the politician directly in the French case (where
the president is directly elected) and to his party in the Italian and German cases (where
voters elect MPs and the head of government is appointed after the election).
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5 Statistical analysis

In its baseline form, our model specification is the following:

𝑌𝑖 = 𝛼0 + 𝛽1𝑇𝑎𝑥𝑖 + 𝛽2𝑀𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽3𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽4𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖 , (1)

where 𝑌𝑖 are all the outcome variables listed above; 𝑇𝑎𝑥𝑖 , 𝑀𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 , 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒𝑖 , and
𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦𝑖 are the randomized treatments; 𝛼 is the constant; 𝛽1 . . . 𝛽4 are the coeffi-
cients of interest; 𝜖𝑖 are the residuals. Note that 𝑖 refers to respondents. The equation
above allows us to test hypotheses H1a and H1b.

To test the conditional hypotheses, we rely on the following model specifications:

𝑌𝑖 |(𝑇𝑎𝑥𝑖 = 1) = 𝛼0 + 𝛽1𝑀𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽2𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖

𝑌𝑖 |(𝑇𝑎𝑥𝑖 = 0) = 𝛼0 + 𝛽1𝑀𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽2𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖
(2)

𝑌𝑖 |(𝑀𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 = 1) = 𝛼0 + 𝛽1𝑇𝑎𝑥𝑖 + 𝛽2𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖

𝑌𝑖 |(𝑀𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 = 0) = 𝛼0 + 𝛽1𝑇𝑎𝑥𝑖 + 𝛽2𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖
(3)

𝑌𝑖 |(𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒𝑖 = 1) = 𝛼0 + 𝛽1𝑇𝑎𝑥𝑖 + 𝛽2𝑀𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖

𝑌𝑖 |(𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒𝑖 = 0) = 𝛼0 + 𝛽1𝑇𝑎𝑥𝑖 + 𝛽2𝑀𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖
(4)

Furthermore, to test H2a and H2b, we run our main model conditional on the politician
being successful or unsuccessful in handling the negative economic shock. More formally,
we run the following model:

𝑌𝑖 |(𝑆𝑢𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑖 = 1) = 𝛼0 + 𝛽1𝑇𝑎𝑥𝑖 + 𝛽2𝑀𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽3𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽4𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖

𝑌𝑖 |(𝑆𝑢𝑐𝑐𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑖 = 0) = 𝛼0 + 𝛽1𝑇𝑎𝑥𝑖 + 𝛽2𝑀𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽3𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽4𝐼𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑦𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖
(5)

Our models are also weighted by age, gender, education, and region in which respondents
live to compensate for (mostly minor) deviations from the aforementioned quotas. In all
model specifications, we include the following control variables: age, gender, socio-
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economic class,4 employment status,5 ideology,6 and education level. As expected, the
correlation between each control and each treatment is very low, given the randomization
implemented in the vignette experiment.

6 Results

6.1 Results of Experiment #1

We begin by showing the results for the first experiment, considering our baseline model
(Figure 1).7 For each country, the three dots’ colours refer to the results for the three
questions asked after the description of the politician’s characteristics (see Section 4.1).
The coefficients refer to the effect of the formulation A of each treatment. Therefore,
a positive coefficient means that formulation A boosts support for the politician, and a
negative coefficient means that formulation B boosts support for the politician.

We can see that the only treatment that has a consistent effect for all the response questions
in each of the three countries is the one referring to social spending and redistribution
via taxation: Voters tend to support a politician who “has raised taxes for the rich and
reduced them for the poor, increasing social expenditure”. In Italy, this is the only
attribute that increases support for the politician overall. The effect of other treatments is
more context-dependent. For instance, French voters tend to trust more a president that
“has pushed back migrants and has reduced the funding for integration policies”, while
German voters think that a pro-immigration chancellor is the right person for handling
the crisis successfully and defending the rights of the workers. French voters find that
a president that “has opposed the new trade agreements that the European Union is
negotiating, arguing that they are a threat for the interests of French firms and workers”
defends the workers’ interests. German voters, instead, believe that a chancellor that has
adopted a pro free-trade stance is the right person for handling the crisis successfully.
Ideological orientation does not have a significant effect in Italy and France, while the
German electorate looks more favourably on a left-wing politician.

4 In the Italian sample, socio-economic class is measured with an ordinal variable taking values from 1
(“inferior”) to 6 (“superior”). In the French and German surveys, respondents were asked to choose the class
they belong to among the following options: “lower class or poor”, “middle class”, “working class”, “upper
class”. To ensure comparability, we have treated all these variables as categorical ones.

5 In France and Germany, this is a variable with the following categories: “working now", “unemployed",
“retired", “permanently disabled", “temporarily laid off", “homemaker", “student". In the Italian sample, the
categories are 18.

6 Left-right position on a 1 to 7 scale. Recoded to a categorical variable with values “left” (1-3), “centre"
(4), “right" (5-7). The Italian survey also contained the option “I don’t recognize myself on this scale".

7In the main text, we show the results graphically. Tables are reported in Appendix B.3.
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Figure 1: Results of the regression analysis (Experiment #1, baseline model)

Right-wing ⟶ Left-wing

Anti ⟶ Pro free-trade

Anti ⟶ Pro immigration

Anti ⟶ Pro redistribution

-0.2 0.0 0.2
Estimate

Italy

-0.4 0.0 0.4
Estimate

France

Right-wing ⟶ Left-wing

Anti ⟶ Pro free-trade

Anti ⟶ Pro immigration

Anti ⟶ Pro redistribution

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75
Estimate

Support the leader for
dealing with closure
successfully
defending the
people's interests
defending the
workers' interests

Germany

Notes: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. All models are weighted and include controls
for age, gender, socio-economic class, employment status, ideology, and education.

Concerning the comparison between the EL and the EN paradigms, there is more evidence
supporting H1a (EL paradigm) than H1b (EN paradigm). However, Germany is the only
country in which the support for social spending and redistribution is coupled with
support for free trade, in favour of which there is no evidence in France and Italy.

To shed more light on the mechanisms linking the different policy stances, we look at the
results of the conditional models, in which we show, for all respondents that have received
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Figure 2: Results of the regression analysis (Experiment #1, conditional models, Italy)

Right-wing ⟶ Left-wing

Anti ⟶ Pro free-trade

Anti ⟶ Pro immigration

Anti ⟶ Pro redistribution

-0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50
Estimate

Effect on support for the
politician if he is

Anti-redistribution
Pro-redistribution
Anti-immigration
Pro-immigration
Anti free-trade
Pro free-trade
Right-wing
Left-wing

Italy

Notes: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the level of agreement
with the statement “Francesco Ferrari is the right person to deal with the plant’s closure successfully”. All
models are weighted and include controls for age, gender, socio-economic class, employment status, ideology,
and education.

a particular attribute of one treatment, the effect of the other treatment on the response
variable. For clarity’s sake, we present separate figures for each country survey, focusing
on the first question only (full results are available in Appendix B.1). As shown in Figure
2, the Italian data lend some support to the EL paradigm. For instance, if the president
has a pro free-trade stance, they trust him more if he has implemented a redistributive
fiscal policy. Conversely, if voters face a president that has adopted an anti-redistributive
fiscal policy, they support him more if he has also opposed trade liberalization. So,
redistribution and trade liberalization seem to go hand in hand in the Italian case.

In the data concerning France, though, we do not observe the same pattern (Figure 3).
There is no increased preference for a pro free-trade president if he has implemented a
redistributive policy. At the same time, the fact that the president is pro or against free
trade does not affect citizens’ attitudes towards redistribution: French voters prefer a pro-
redistribution candidate anyway. If anything, they want more redistribution from an anti
free-trade candidate – the opposite of what the EL paradigm would predict. The presid-
ent’s stance on immigration does not affect preference for redistribution either.

Furthermore, the German data (Figure 4) do not seem to support any trade-off between
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Figure 3: Results of the regression analysis (Experiment #1, conditional models, France)

Right-wing ⟶ Left-wing

Anti ⟶ Pro free-trade

Anti ⟶ Pro immigration

Anti ⟶ Pro redistribution

-0.4 0.0 0.4 0.8
Estimate

Effect on support for the
politician if he is

Anti-redistribution
Pro-redistribution
Anti-immigration
Pro-immigration
Anti free-trade
Pro free-trade
Right-wing
Left-wing

France

Notes: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the level of agreement
with the statement “Jean Dubois is the right person to deal with the plant’s closure successfully”. All models
are weighted and include controls for age, gender, socio-economic class, employment status, ideology, and
education.

openness to trade and redistribution, as voters consistently reward a chancellor that is
pro free-trade (regardless of his stance on welfare taxation policy) and pro-redistribution
(regardless of his stance on trade).8

6.2 Results of Experiment #2

The results of the second experiment are shown in Figure 5. For most of the treatments,
the propensity to vote for the incumbent politician at the next election is not affected
by whether he succeeded or failed in avoiding the plant’s closure. This is certainly the
case for the social spending and redistribution policy: A candidate that has adopted
the EL paradigm is always more rewarded electorally, regardless of how he managed
the negative shock. This is consistent with the results of the first experiment, which
showed redistribution as the only policy that was consistently supported across the three
countries.

Concerning migration, the three countries show divergent patterns. Italians are indif-
ferent to it; the French consistently reward an anti-immigration president; Germans con-

8Appendix B.1 shows the conditional effects for the other two outcomes.
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Figure 4: Results of the regression analysis (Experiment #1, conditional models, Germany)

Right-wing ⟶ Left-wing

Anti ⟶ Pro free-trade

Anti ⟶ Pro immigration

Anti ⟶ Pro redistribution

0.00 0.25 0.50
Estimate

Effect on support for the
politician if he is

Anti-redistribution
Pro-redistribution
Anti-immigration
Pro-immigration
Anti free-trade
Pro free-trade
Right-wing
Left-wing

Germany

Notes: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the level of agreement
with the statement “Andreas Müller is the right person to deal with the plant’s closure successfully”. All
models are weighted and include controls for age, gender, socio-economic class, employment status, ideology,
and education.

sistently reward a pro-immigration chancellor. Similar results are observed as regards
trade policy. It does not matter for Italians, while it matters (in the form of support for a
protectionist president) for the French. Germans reward a free-trade oriented chancellor
if he has succeeded in avoiding the plant’s closure, but they do not if he has failed.

Interestingly, the French and German experiments yield the same result when it comes to
the ideological orientation of the politician: A left-wing politician is more likely to receive
votes if he succeeded in avoiding the plant’s closure, but ideology is not significant if
the politician failed. Overall, however, the policy platform of the politician matters
much more than the result he obtained in dealing with the plant’s closure. This result
may suggest that, in globalized economies, politicians are less accountable to negative
economic shocks, which are perceived as largely out of the hands of the incumbent
president/chancellor.

6.3 Heterogeneous Effects

We implement a large number of heterogeneous effects to shed light on which part of
the population drives the results of the vignette experiments. In particular, we interact
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Figure 5: Results of the regression analysis (Experiment #2, baseline model)

Right-wing ⟶ Left-wing

Anti ⟶ Pro free-trade

Anti ⟶ Pro immigration

Anti ⟶ Pro redistribution

-0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50
Estimate

Italy

-0.4 0.0 0.4
Estimate

France

Right-wing ⟶ Left-wing

Anti ⟶ Pro free-trade

Anti ⟶ Pro immigration

Anti ⟶ Pro redistribution

-0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
Estimate

Would vote for the
politician in case he

avoided closure

did not avoid
closure

Germany

Notes: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the placement on
a 1 to 7 scale where 1 means “I would not vote for [politician] at the next election” and 7 means “I would
vote for [politician] at the next election”. All models are weighted and include controls for age, gender,
socio-economic class, employment status, ideology, and education.

each treatment with education, gender, ideology, and income. Moreover, we interact
each treatment with attitude towards welfare, migration, and trade and with a proxy
for identity. Furthermore, we interact each treatment with variables capturing economic
vulnerability, which we proxy with exposure to automation and offshoring.9 Details of

9These variables are only available for France and Germany.
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the intervening variables and of this analysis are reported in the appendix (see Appendix
B.2).

Results indicate that the support of redistribution holds across different parts of our
sample, regardless of the demographic and socio-economic conditions of the respondents
and of their political attitudes. This is true in all countries. On the contrary, support for
open or restricted migration policies, and to a lesser extent support for trade openness,
depends on political attitudes, especially in France and Italy.

7 Preferences over Social Spending and Redistribution

So far the analysis has showed a pronounced political advantage for politicians who
advocate redistribution in tough times. Given the great deal of heterogeneity among
redistribution policies, we now delve into their specific characteristics. In particular, we
are interested in gaining a better understanding of the following issues: 1) which type of
social expenditure is preferred by citizens in the case of negative economic shocks; 2) who
should benefit from an increase in social expenditure; 3) who should pay for an increase
in social expenditure. Below, we detail the conjoint experiment, which helps answer these
questions.

7.1 Empirical approach

We administered original surveys in Italy (N = 1,100), in Germany (N = 1,100), and
in France (N = 1,100) in 2022. The samples come from opt-in panels administered by
the company Respondi. Each sample is representative of the population with respect
to age, gender, employment status, and location of residence. We embedded conjoint
experiments in each survey, which asked respondents to choose among pairs of welfare
policies whose multiple attributes were randomized.

Attributes In the experiments, respondents evaluated pairs of welfare reforms, which
are motivated by a major plant closure. Thus, both the vignette experiments and the
conjoint experiments have a similar background scenario, i.e. the occurrence of a negative
economic shock.10 Since the proposed welfare reforms happen as a result of a mass layoff
event, all welfare reforms involve an increase in social expenditure. We randomly varied
five characteristics of the welfare reforms: 1) type of social expenditure to protect displaced

10The specific text of the background scenario is reported in Appendix C.1. As said, mass layoffs are a
salient political issue in the three countries, which increases the probability that respondents rely on the
information provided, a crucial assumption in conjoint experiments.
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workers; 2) nationality of the beneficiaries; 3) work history; 4) cause of layoffs; 5) taxation.
Table 3 summarizes the attributes.11

Table 3: Attributes and formulations of the conjoint experiment

Attribute Formulations
The plan increases social expenditure

Type of social expenditure – to finance a universal basic income*
– to finance unemployment benefits
– to provide training for those who lost their jobs
– to finance early retirement

Nationality of beneficiaries – for both [Italian / French / German] and foreign citizens*
– only for [Italian / French / German] citizens

Work history – for all people, regardless of their work history*
– for people who have worked at least 3 years
– for people who have worked at least 10 years

Reason for layoffs – for all layoffs, regardless of their reason*
– for layoffs due to offshoring (companies moving their produc-
tion abroad)
– for layoffs due to automation
To finance this increase in social expenditure, the plan raises taxes

Taxation – for all people, regardless of their income*
– for all people progressively (the higher the income, the higher
the increase in taxation)
– for high-income people
– for high-income people, reducing taxation on low-income
people

Note: Formulations with an asterisk represent the reference category. The order of the attributes
is randomized.

The attribute ‘type of social expenditure’ allows us to understand which welfare policy
voters prefer to finance. We selected four policies that can be seen as responses to
the event leading to mass layoffs, which we describe in our background scenario. The
policies differ in their scope (whether they are universal or more targeted), in the profile
of beneficiaries (workers, old-age workers, everybody), in the time frame of the increase in
social expenditure (more limited in time or permanent), and in the ambition of the policy
(purely compensatory or investing in displaced workers’ future employability). Including

11Recent work shows that respondents’ stated choices remain fairly stable regardless of the number of
attributes and profiles in the conjoint table (Jenke et al., 2021).
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this attribute allows us to estimate which type of expenditure policy is preferred.

The attribute ‘nationality of beneficiaries’ allows us to test whether voters’ preferences
are characterized by “welfare chauvinists”, i.e. whether they prefer to spend money only
on beneficiaries who belong to the (perceived) national community. In short, we are
interested in exploring whether respondents prefer to restrict the pool of beneficiaries
from the increase in social expenditure on the basis of their nationality.We are aware that
excluding (some or all) foreign citizens could be legally problematic, but we choose to
ignore the technical and legal feasibility of the options we present, given that we present
to respondents a future hypothetical scenario.

The attribute ‘work history’ allows us to explore the deserving dimension. Indeed, this
attribute allows us to understand if, and to what extent, voters see social expenditure
as something linked to social contributions. That is, the more time people have worked
and contributed (through taxation and social contributions, for instance), the more they
should benefit from the increase in social expenditure. By interacting this attribute with
the attribute ‘nationality of beneficiaries’, we can also test whether national workers are
perceived to deserve social expenditure more than foreign workers, since the former
category is perceived to contribute more than the latter category.

The attribute ‘reasons for layoff’ helps us to discriminate between respondents who would
like to spend public money on workers who lost their jobs for a particular reason and
voters who are happy to give the proposed social benefit to all workers that have lost their
jobs. The two specific reasons that we list are offshoring, which is specifically linked to
globalization, and automation, which has to do with technological progress. In particular,
a respondent’s preference for linking social expenditure to a globalization-related shock
would hint that people internalize an “embedded liberalism” logic, i.e. protection in
exchange for economic openness.

The attribute ‘taxation’ lists several combinations of tax increases that could be chosen to
finance the increase in social expenditure. In particular, the reference category is a non-
progressive increase in taxation (i.e. the same increase for every taxpayer), while the other
three formulations are all progressive, but in different ways: one proposes to increases
taxes on everybody progressively (the higher the income, the higher the increase); one
proposes to increase taxes for high-income people only; the last one not only increases
taxes for high-income people, it also reduces taxes on low-income people – it readjusts
the tax burden more progressively. The four formulations, therefore, cover the whole
range of policy options, from no progressivity at all to full progressivity.We do not allow
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a free-meal option in this attribute.

Outcomes After each pair of plans is shown to respondents, they are first asked if
they like Proposal 1 and then asked if they like Proposal 2. These two questions give
respondents the opportunity to like one of the two proposals, both of them, or neither of
them. The “abstention category” (i.e. respondents who do not like either proposal, see
Miller & Ziegler, 2022) is particularly important, since some respondents may be generally
against an increase in social expenditure.

We then ask a forced choice question: If you had to choose, which proposal would you
prefer, Proposal 1 or Proposal 2? A comparison between the results of the first two
question and the results of the forced choice allows us to understand how much bias is
introduced by not giving people the option of “abstain” or liking both proposals.

To get a better understanding of how much respondents like the proposals, we also ask
them to give each proposal a score from 1 to 7. More specifically, we ask the following
question:

On a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 means “I don’t like Proposal 1 at all” and 7
means “I like Proposal 1 a lot”, how would you assess Proposal 1?

This question is repeated for Proposal 2. Finally, we ask the following question:

On a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 means “very unlikely” and 7 means “very
likely”, how likely are you to sign a petition in favour of Proposal 1?

This question is repeated for Proposal 2. These last two questions seek to measure if the
preference for the proposals (one proposal or both of them) translates into some kind of
mobilization. The rationale for including these questions is that a proposal for which a
voter is likely to mobilize is particularly relevant for her or him.

Estimation We then analyze the data using ordinary least square (OLS) regressions with
cluster-robust standard errors because each respondent evaluated four pairs of policy
proposals. In the regressions, the dependent variables are the “like/don’t like” choice
indicator, the intensity of the preference, and the behavioural outcome. The independent
variables are the set of dummy variables for the attribute levels. No other covariate is
present in the models.

Since attribute levels are independently randomized from one another, recent studies have
shown that OLS produces unbiased and consistent estimates of the average marginal
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component effects (AMCEs) (Hainmueller et al., 2014; Horiuchi et al., 2018). Because
coefficient sizes in conjoint analysis are directly comparable, the results also reveal the
relative importance of each attribute as a determinant of welfare preferences.

Finally, to evaluate interactions, we calculate the average marginal interaction effects
(AMIEs). Egami & Imai (2019) show that the relative size of the AMIEs is not conditional
on the attribute level adopted as the baseline in the conjoint analysis.

7.2 Results

Figure 6: Results of the conjoint experiment (Italy)

high-income people, reduction
for low-income people

high-income people
proportional to income

[baseline] all citizens, irrespective of
income

automation
offshoring

[baseline] all layoffs
at least 10 years work history
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only Italian
[baseline] Italian and foreign
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unemployment benefits
[baseline] basic income

-0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2
AMCE

Attributes
Type of social
expenditure
Nationality of
beneficiaries

Work history

Reason for layoff

Taxation

Notes: The outcome variable is a dummy that scores 1 if respondents like the proposal. Confidence intervals
clustered by respondents.

Figures 6-8 present the results of the conjoint experiment based on the “like/don’t like”
outcome, including all respondents in the three countries. AMCEs in these figures reveal
the following main findings.12 First, respondents show a strong preference in favour of
social investment (e.g. re-training) over consumption investment (e.g. unemployment

12Roughly 20% of respondents like neither proposal in each country. Disliking both proposals correlates
highly with having negative attitudes towards social spending and redistribution via taxation, which we
measure with pre-treatment questions.
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Figure 7: Results of the conjoint experiment (France)
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Notes: The outcome variable is a dummy that scores 1 if respondents like the proposal. Confidence intervals
clustered by respondents.

benefits and universal income). The effect is slightly weaker in Germany than in the other
countries, though it is significant when the outcome is the rating (see Figure C.6).

Second, we find a strong support for progressive taxation: The large majority of respond-
ents ask high-income people to bear the burden of an increase in social spending. These
effects are particularly large in France and Italy.

Third, our findings indicate that respondents have preference for extending social spend-
ing to both natives and foreigners. We find no evidence of welfare chauvinism, at least its
most extreme form.

Furthermore, there is no evidence that respondents are more likely to favour social spend-
ing when layoffs are caused by globalization (proxied by offshoring) rather than when
layoffs are caused by other reasons. If anything, there is larger support for expanding
social spending when layoffs are not caused by offshoring and automation than when they
are. This last result is partially at odds with the EL paradigm, but it may be explained
by the fact that respondents’ beliefs that globalization, which is a complex and pervasive
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Figure 8: Results of the conjoint experiment (Germany)
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Notes: The outcome variable is a dummy that scores 1 if respondents like the proposal. Confidence intervals
clustered by respondents.

phenomenon, is ultimately responsible for every plant closure.13

Additional evidence.We perform some additional tests to corroborate our findings. First,
our results are similar if we use marginal means rather than AMCEs (see Appendix
C.2).

Second, our main findings are similar if we use the rating outcome rather than the
“like/don’t like” outcome and if we use the petition outcome rather than the “like/don’t
like” outcome (see Appendices C.3 and C.4). In sum, results are not sensitive to the way
that we measure preferences in the conjoint.

Third, Appendix C.5 reports other heterogeneous effects. Many of these conditional
effects leave our results unchanged. Importantly, we find evidence of welfare chauvinism
among right-wing respondents, which may explain the success of radical right parties
advocating a nativist identity-based form of social spending.

13Our tests indicate that the order of the choice tasks and the profile order do not affect the results. Our
results are similar if we include or exclude respondents who fail the attention check.
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Perhaps surprisingly, support for progressive taxation also persists among high-income
respondents. Furthermore, pre-treatment attitudes towards social spending do not ap-
pear to affect our findings in any defining way. This is evidence that our treatment
moves respondents’ preferences and does not only capture and reinforce pre-existing
attitudes.

8 Conclusions

Our analysis sought to shed new empirical light on the mechanisms that drive citizens’
support for politicians dealing with globalization-induced economic distress. To do so,
we relied on an original experimental design to evaluate whether leaders embracing
the embedded liberalism paradigm or the economic nationalism paradigm are better
positioned to gain the support of voters in the case of negative economic shocks. While
not providing straightforward support for either of the two paradigms, the vignette
experiments we conducted in Italy, France, and Germany highlight a number of important
issues.

First, they show that the only feature having a consistent positive effect for all the response
questions across the three countries is more redistribution and more welfare: Voters tend
to give higher support to politicians that increase social expenditure via welfare state
policies, and that shift the tax burden from the poor to the rich. This is an important finding
which suggests that, contrary to what is posited by the economic nationalism paradigm,
citizens continue to perceive redistribution as a key tool to provide social protection
against the vagaries of globalization. While full support for the embedded liberalism
paradigm would have called for evidence showing that support for redistribution and
free trade go hand in hand, our results show that the current phase of globalization has
not made the embedded liberalism paradigm obsolete. Moreover, we cannot neglect that
the citizens of Italy, France, and Germany live in countries with an all-time high degree
of trade liberalization. The fact that they do not support (politicians advocating for) more
trade liberalization does not necessarily mean that they are against open trade.

If the embedded liberalism paradigm is not fully validated by our test, the economic
nationalism one probably fares even worse: With the exception of France, voters do not
seem to care much about leaders taking a tough stance against immigration. This is a
surprising finding too, which highlights a potentially huge mismatch between the supply
and demand sides of politics: While the question of how to regulate migration flows
has acquired prominence in parties’ policy platforms across the board, citizens do not
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seem to place much emphasis on this policy issue when it comes to judging politicians
dealing with negative economic shocks. Having said that, we cannot rule out that what
we observe is also a by-product of the covid-19 pandemic, which made economic issues
more relevant, possibly at the expense of migration.

Our results also highlight context-dependent dynamics, which is not surprising given
the different political and economic profiles of the three countries considered. Our
findings regarding Italy are the ones that more straightforwardly provide support for the
embedded liberalism paradigm: Support for redistribution is stronger in the case of the
politician’s support for free trade and vice-versa. The findings concerning France provide
more support for the economic nationalism paradigm, but with an important caveat:
Voters do not see closure for goods and people as a substitute for redistribution, which they
still want alongside protectionism and strict migration policy. Finally, in Germany citizens
consistently support redistribution irrespective of the politician’s choices concerning other
policy issues.

When we look at the types of redistribution that citizens prefer, we find the following:
1) a strong preference in favour of social investment (e.g. re-training) over consumption
investment (e.g. unemployment benefits and universal income); 2) a strong support for
progressive taxation; 3) evidence of welfare chauvinism among right-wing voters; 4) no
evidence that respondents are more likely to favour social spending when caused by
globalization; if anything, we find the opposite.

After surveying more than 11,000 respondents in the three largest EU economies and
running three sets of original survey experiments, the take-home message of our research
is clear-cut: Social spending and redistribution are still the preferred policies in tough
times.
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Appendix

A Descriptive evidence

Figure A.1: Support for Welfare State Expansion
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Figure A.2: Right Populist Support for Free Trade
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B Vignette Experiments

B.1 Conditional models for Questions 2 and 3 of the vignette experiment

Figure B.1: Results of the regression analysis (Vignette experiment, conditional models,
Italy)
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Note: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the level of agreement
with the statements “Francesco Ferrari defends the rights of the Italians” (a) and “Francesco Ferrari defends
the rights of the workers” (b). All models are weighted and include controls for age, gender, socio-economic
class, employment status, ideology, and education.
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Figure B.2: Results of the regression analysis (Vignette experiment, conditional models,
France)
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with the statements “Jean Dubois defends the rights of the French” (a) and “Jean Dubois defends the rights
of the workers” (b). All models are weighted and include controls for age, gender, socio-economic class,
employment status, ideology, and education.
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Figure B.3: Results of the regression analysis (Vignette experiment, conditional models,
Germany)
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Note: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the level of agreement
with the statements “Andreas Müller defends the rights of the Germans” (a) and “Andreas Müller defends
the rights of the workers” (b). All models are weighted and include controls for age, gender, socio-economic
class, employment status, ideology, and education.
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B.2 Heterogeneous effects

Figure B.4: Heterogeneous effects: Education, gender, ideology and national identity
(Italy)
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Note: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the level of agreement
with the statement “Francesco Ferrari is the right person to deal with the plant’s closure successfully”.
‘High education’ scores 1 if the respondent holds at least an undergraduate degree. Respondents who
placed themselves on a value greater than 4 on a 1-to-7 scale (where 1 mean “left” and 7 means “right”) are
considered as right-wing. National identity’ scores 1 if the respondent, when asked if she feels more Italian
or European, answers “only Italian”. All models are weighted.
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Figure B.5: Heterogeneous effects: Income, and attitudes towards immigration, trade and
welfare (Italy)
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Note: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the level of agreement
with the statement “Francesco Ferrari is the right person to deal with the plant’s closure successfully”.
Income is “middle” for respondents who earn between 20,000 and 99,000 euros per year. Income is “high” is
for respondents who earn more than 100,000 euros per year. Respondents are considered ‘pro-immigration’
if they agree with the statement “In general, immigration will improve our culture with new ideas and
habits”. Respondents who placed themselves on a value smaller than 4 on a 1-to-7 scale (where 1 means
“International trade is an opportunity for economic growth thanks to the increase in our exports” and 7
means “International trade is a threat to economic growth due to increased imports”) are considered are
considered ‘pro-trade’. Respondents who placed themselves on a value smaller than 4 on a 1-to-7 scale
(where 1 means “Public spending must be increased by raising taxes” and 7 means “Public spending needs
to be cut in order to reduce taxes”) are considered are considered ‘pro-welfare’. All models are weighted.
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Figure B.6: Heterogeneous effects: Education, gender, ideology and national identity
(France)
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Note: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the level of agreement
with the statement “Jean Dubois is the right person to deal with the plant’s closure successfully”. ‘High
education’ scores 1 if the respondent holds at least an undergraduate degree. Respondents who placed
themselves on a value greater than 4 on a 1-to-7 scale (where 1 mean “left” and 7 means “right”) are
considered as right-wing. National identity’ scores 1 if the respondent, when asked if she feels more French
or European, answers “only French”. All models are weighted.
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Figure B.7: Heterogeneous effects: Income, and attitudes towards immigration, trade and
welfare (France)
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Note: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the level of agreement
with the statement “Jean Dubois is the right person to deal with the plant’s closure successfully”. Income
is “middle” for respondents who earn between 20,000 and 99,000 euros per year. Income is “high” is for
respondents who earn more than 100,000 euros per year. Respondents are considered ‘pro-immigration’
if they agree with the statement “In general, immigration will improve our culture with new ideas and
habits”. Respondents who placed themselves on a value smaller than 4 on a 1-to-7 scale (where 1 means
“International trade is an opportunity for economic growth thanks to the increase in our exports” and 7
means “International trade is a threat to economic growth due to increased imports”) are considered are
considered ‘pro-trade’. Respondents who placed themselves on a value smaller than 4 on a 1-to-7 scale
(where 1 means “Public spending must be increased by raising taxes” and 7 means “Public spending needs
to be cut in order to reduce taxes”) are considered are considered ‘pro-welfare’. All models are weighted.
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Figure B.8: Heterogeneous effects: Education, gender, ideology and national identity
(Germany)
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Note: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the level of agreement
with the statement “Andreas Müller is the right person to deal with the plant’s closure successfully”. ‘High
education’ scores 1 if the respondent holds at least an undergraduate degree. Respondents who placed
themselves on a value greater than 4 on a 1-to-7 scale (where 1 mean “left” and 7 means “right”) are
considered as right-wing. National identity’ scores 1 if the respondent, when asked if she feels more German
or European, answers “only German”. All models are weighted.
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Figure B.9: Heterogeneous effects: Income, and attitudes towards immigration, trade and
welfare (Germany)
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Note: Confidence intervals based on robust standard errors. The dependent variable is the level of agreement
with the statement “Andreas Müller is the right person to deal with the plant’s closure successfully”. Income
is “middle” for respondents who earn between 20,000 and 99,000 euros per year. Income is “high” is for
respondents who earn more than 100,000 euros per year. Respondents are considered ‘pro-immigration’
if they agree with the statement “In general, immigration will improve our culture with new ideas and
habits”. Respondents who placed themselves on a value smaller than 4 on a 1-to-7 scale (where 1 means
“International trade is an opportunity for economic growth thanks to the increase in our exports” and 7
means “International trade is a threat to economic growth due to increased imports”) are considered are
considered ‘pro-trade’. Respondents who placed themselves on a value smaller than 4 on a 1-to-7 scale
(where 1 means “Public spending must be increased by raising taxes” and 7 means “Public spending needs
to be cut in order to reduce taxes”) are considered are considered ‘pro-welfare’. All models are weighted.
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B.3 Regression tables (main analysis)

Table B.4: Regression analysis (Vignette experiment)
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C Conjoint experiment

C.1 Text of the conjoint experiment’s background scenario

We will now describe a hypothetical scenario that Italy could face in the future. It’s
2031. A well-known company has announced the closure of its biggest plant in Italy.
10,000 workers are at risk of losing their job. The government is discussing a plan to
increase social expenditure to deal with plant closures. There are several proposals on
the government’s table. Proposals differ as to which type of social expenditure will be
increased, which category of people will benefit from it, and who will pay for it. We ask
you to compare three pairs of proposals and let us know your opinion.
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C.2 Marginal means

Figure C.1: Marginal means for the conjoint experiment (Italy)

high-income people, reduction
for low-income people

high-income people
proportional to income

[baseline] all citizens, irrespective of
income

automation
offshoring

[baseline] all layoffs
at least 10 years work history

at least 3 years work history
[baseline] irrespective of work history

only Italian
[baseline] Italian and foreign

early retirement
reconversion

unemployment benefits
[baseline] basic income

0.35 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55 0.60
Marginal mean

Attributes
Type of social
expenditure
Nationality of
beneficiaries

Work history

Reason for layoff

Taxation

Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents.
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Figure C.2: Marginal means for the conjoint experiment (France)

high-income people, reduction
for low-income people

high-income people
proportional to income

[baseline] all citizens, irrespective of
income

automation
offshoring

[baseline] all layoffs
at least 10 years work history

at least 3 years work history
[baseline] irrespective of work history

only French
[baseline] French and foreign

early retirement
reconversion

unemployment benefits
[baseline] basic income

0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55 0.60
Marginal mean

Attributes
Type of social
expenditure
Nationality of
beneficiaries

Work history

Reason for layoff

Taxation

Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents.

25



L. Baccini, M. Guidi & A. Poletti Policy Preferences in Tough Times

Figure C.3: Marginal means for the conjoint experiment (Germany)

high-income people, reduction
for low-income people

high-income people
proportional to income

[baseline] all citizens, irrespective of
income

automation
offshoring

[baseline] all layoffs
at least 10 years work history

at least 3 years work history
[baseline] irrespective of work history

only German
[baseline] German and foreign

early retirement
reconversion

unemployment benefits
[baseline] basic income

0.425 0.450 0.475 0.500 0.525
Marginal mean

Attributes
Type of social
expenditure
Nationality of
beneficiaries

Work history

Reason for layoff

Taxation

Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents.
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C.3 Rating as outcome

Figure C.4: Results of the conjoint experiment (Rating proposals, Italy)

high-income people, reduction
for low-income people

high-income people
proportional to income

[baseline] all citizens, irrespective of
income

automation
offshoring

[baseline] all layoffs
at least 10 years work history

at least 3 years work history
[baseline] irrespective of work history

only Italian
[baseline] Italian and foreign

early retirement
reconversion

unemployment benefits
[baseline] basic income

0.0 0.5
AMCE

Attributes
Type of social
expenditure
Nationality of
beneficiaries

Work history

Reason for layoff

Taxation

Note: The outcome variable is a [1,7] score of each proposal. Confidence intervals clustered by respondents.
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Figure C.5: Results of the conjoint experiment (Rating proposals, France)

high-income people, reduction
for low-income people

high-income people
proportional to income

[baseline] all citizens, irrespective of
income

automation
offshoring

[baseline] all layoffs
at least 10 years work history

at least 3 years work history
[baseline] irrespective of work history

only French
[baseline] French and foreign

early retirement
reconversion

unemployment benefits
[baseline] basic income

-0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
AMCE

Attributes
Type of social
expenditure
Nationality of
beneficiaries

Work history

Reason for layoff

Taxation

Note: The outcome variable is a [1,7] score of each proposal. Confidence intervals clustered by respondents.
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Figure C.6: Results of the conjoint experiment (Rating proposals, Germany)

high-income people, reduction
for low-income people

high-income people
proportional to income

[baseline] all citizens, irrespective of
income

automation
offshoring

[baseline] all layoffs
at least 10 years work history

at least 3 years work history
[baseline] irrespective of work history

only German
[baseline] German and foreign

early retirement
reconversion

unemployment benefits
[baseline] basic income

-0.2 0.0 0.2
AMCE

Attributes
Type of social
expenditure
Nationality of
beneficiaries

Work history

Reason for layoff

Taxation

Note: The outcome variable is a [1,7] score of each proposal. Confidence intervals clustered by respondents.
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C.4 Petition as outcome

Figure C.7: Results of the conjoint experiment (Signing a petition, Italy)

high-income people, reduction
for low-income people

high-income people
proportional to income

[baseline] all citizens, irrespective of
income

automation
offshoring

[baseline] all layoffs
at least 10 years work history

at least 3 years work history
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Note: The outcome variable captures the probability of signing a petition for each proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents.
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Figure C.8: Results of the conjoint experiment (Signing a petition, France)
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Note: The outcome variable captures the probability of signing a petition for each proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents.
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Figure C.9: Results of the conjoint experiment (Signing a petition, Germany)
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Note: The outcome variable captures the probability of signing a petition for each proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents.

32



L. Baccini, M. Guidi & A. Poletti Policy Preferences in Tough Times

C.5 Heterogeneous effects

Figure C.10: Results of the conjoint experiment for different levels of education (Italy)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Education is “high” for respondents with a high school diploma.
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Figure C.11: Results of the conjoint experiment for different political ideology (Italy)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Respondents who placed themselves on a value greater than 4 on a 1-to-7
scale (where 7 means “right”) are considered as right-wing.
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Figure C.12: Results of the conjoint experiment for different income levels (Italy)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Household income is considered “Middle and high” if greater than
30,000€ per year.
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Figure C.13: Results of the conjoint experiment for different levels of support for increasing
social spending (Italy)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Respondents who placed themselves on a value greater than 4 on a 1-to-7
scale (where 7 means “social spending should be increased”) are considered in favour of public spending.
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Figure C.14: Results of the conjoint experiment for different levels of economic vulnerab-
ility (Italy)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Respondents who placed themselves on values greater than 0 on a 0-
to-10 scale (where 0 means “very unlikely” and 10 means “very likely”) measuring the likelihood that the
respondent’s job could be off-shored in the next future are considered vulnerable.
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Figure C.15: Results of the conjoint experiment for different levels of education (France)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Education is “high” for respondents with a university degree.
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Figure C.16: Results of the conjoint experiment for different political ideology (France)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Respondents who placed themselves on a value greater than 4 on a 1-to-7
scale (where 7 means “right”) are considered as right-wing.
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Figure C.17: Results of the conjoint experiment for different income levels (France)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Household income is considered “Middle and high” if greater than
30,000€ per year.
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Figure C.18: Results of the conjoint experiment for different levels of support for increasing
social spending (France)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Respondents who placed themselves on a value greater than 4 on a 1-to-7
scale (where 7 means “social spending should be increased”) are considered in favour of public spending.
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Figure C.19: Results of the conjoint experiment for different levels of economic vulnerab-
ility (France)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Respondents who placed themselves on values greater than 0 on a 0-
to-10 scale (where 0 means “very unlikely” and 10 means “very likely”) measuring the likelihood that the
respondent’s job could be off-shored in the next future are considered vulnerable.
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Figure C.20: Results of the conjoint experiment for different levels of education (Germany)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Education is “high” for respondents with a university degree.
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Figure C.21: Results of the conjoint experiment for different political ideology (Germany)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Respondents who placed themselves on a value greater than 4 on a 1-to-7
scale (where 7 means “right”) are considered as right-wing.

44



L. Baccini, M. Guidi & A. Poletti Policy Preferences in Tough Times

Figure C.22: Results of the conjoint experiment for different income levels (Germany)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Household income is considered “Middle and high” if greater than
30,000€ per year.
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Figure C.23: Results of the conjoint experiment for different levels of support for increasing
social spending (Germany)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Respondents who placed themselves on a value greater than 4 on a 1-to-7
scale (where 7 means “social spending should be increased”) are considered in favour of public spending.
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Figure C.24: Results of the conjoint experiment for different levels of economic vulnerab-
ility (Germany)
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Note: The outcome is a dummy variable that scores 1 if the respondent likes the proposal. Confidence
intervals clustered by respondents. Respondents who placed themselves on values greater than 0 on a 0-
to-10 scale (where 0 means “very unlikely” and 10 means “very likely”) measuring the likelihood that the
respondent’s job could be off-shored in the next future are considered vulnerable.
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