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Abstract

In both public and scholarly debates, globalization has recently been accredited with a
massive impact on the political preferences and electoral behaviour of Western citizens.
Some go as far as to declare a new cleavage between winners and losers of globalization
driven, e.g., by individuals’ exposure to international competition and their degree of
national as opposed to cosmopolitan identification. Extant tests of this argument have,
however, relied on class and education as proxies for these processes. In contrast, this
study provides the first direct test of the influence of the globalization processes on
attitudes to economic distribution, the EU and immigration as well as on vote choice
across nine West European countries. The results show that variables tapping the core
aspects of globalization have relatively little impact on attitudes and vote choice; are
largely unable to account for the effects of class and education; and do not seem to lead
to the establishment of new divisions between winners and losers within or across
classes. Rather, the winners and losers of globalization seem to be the traditional
winners and losers with respect to material positions and political influence in modern
Western societies, i.e. those placed higher as opposed to lower in the class and
education hierarchies. In this way, the proposed cleavage between winners and losers of
globalization may seem to be rather much like old wine in new bottles.



Introduction

Globalization is in many ways the buzzword of the 21% century and is often hailed or
blamed for cultural, economic, and political changes all over the world. In the political
sphere, globalization is also considered to have a massive impact on the political
preferences and electoral behaviour of Western citizens. Some go as far as to declare a
new cleavage between winners and losers of globalization, on par with or even
replacing the old cleavages related to class or religion. Recent electoral events in the
West seem to support this picture. Both Donald Trump’s victory in the US presidential
election in 2016 and the Brexit vote have been seen in this light just as globalization
played a role in the debate leading up to the 2017 presidential elections in France. Free
trade, immigration, and globalization surely have been high on the agenda in the West
recently.

In this paper, we first present the innovative and much-cited argument made by
Kriesi et al. (2006; 2008; 2012) that there is in the 21% century a new cleavage between
winners and losers of globalization, taking over for important cleavages of the 20"
century. Second, we argue that there have been important flaws in former empirical
tests of this argument. In particular, it is unclear whether the development is really
driven by the purported globalization processes — or if we are, instead, experiencing a
revival and/or strengthening of well-known individual-level processes related to class
and education. To ameliorate these flaws we identify and use variables that directly tap
the characteristics of the winners and losers as defined by Kriesi et al. We bring to bear,
thus, measures of exposure to globalization as well as cosmopolitanism versus national
identity. Thereby, we enable a focused test of the argument that it is these defining
characteristics that drive voter reactions to globalization. Additionally, we extend the

range of countries analysed from the six covered by Kriesi et al. (i.e. Austria, France,



Germany, the Netherlands, Switzerland and the UK) to include also the three
Scandinavian countries which, with their small and open economies, should be even
more affected by globalization.

Our tests of observable implications of the globalization argument demonstrate
that in Western Europe, variables tapping core aspects of globalization as defined by
Kriesi et al. are largely unable to account for the effects of class and education just as
they do not seem to lead to the establishment of new divisions between winners and
losers within classes. Rather, the winners and losers of globalization seem —to a very
considerable degree — to be the traditional winners and losers with respect to material
positions and political influence in modern Western societies, i.e. those placed higher as
opposed to lower in the class and education hierarchies. In this way, the proposed
cleavage between winners and losers of globalization may seem to be rather much like

old wine in new bottles.

Globalization: A new cleavage?

In a series of carefully developed and analytically comprehensive works Kriesi et al.
(2006; 2008; 2012) argue that there is a new globalization cleavage structuring political
conflict in Western Europe. The cleavage was induced by economic, cultural, and
political globalization processes that benefited some segments of society and put others
at a disadvantage (Kriesi et al. 2006: 922). Specifically, the globalization model posits
three interrelated processes creating groups of winners and losers. Economically,
increased competition creates losers among those who work in previously sheltered —
private — sectors that now become open to international competition. This group cuts

across traditional class distinctions.



Second, Kriesi et al. (2008: 5) emphasise that an essential criterion for
distinguishing losers and winners is whether someone possesses exit options or not.
This is tightly connected to levels of marketable skills (Kriesi et al. 2008: 7). Culturally,
third, increased immigration of people from ethnically diverse origins into Western
Europe creates a threat to cultural mores, perceptions, and traditions of some members
of the majority populations. Likewise, increased EU-integration creates a threat to those
strongly identified with their nation state — they become losers (Kriesi et al. 2008: 6-8).

At all three levels, those who have the opposite configuration can be considered
winners. In short, the winners are seen to be

entrepreneurs and qualified employees in sectors open to international competition,
as well as all cosmopolitan citizens. Losers of globalization, by contrast, include
entrepreneurs and qualified employees in traditionally protected sectors, all
unqualified employees, and citizens who strongly identify themselves with their
national community (Kriesi et al. 2008: 8).

In addition to their national identity, thus, globalization losers and winners are,
in the parlance of political economy, defined based both on their factor endowments
(class and education) as in the Heckscher-Ohlin and Stolper-Samuelson models and
their sector (i.e. how open it is to international competition) as in the Ricardo-Viner
model (cf. Walter and Maduz 2009). The authors predict that, relative to the winners,
losers of globalization will be more in favour of redistribution, as this to some extent
protects them against the negative economic impact of globalization. They further
predict that losers will be more against the EU (which they consider to be the prime
symbol of political globalization for Europeans) and more against immigration — all
relative to winners of globalization (Kriesi et al. 2012: 12-16). Moreover, winners and

losers are expected to vote in accordance with their attitudes, i.e. for parties articulating



programmes appealing to their preferences. In particular, globalization losers are
expected to vote for populist right parties (Kriesi et al. 2008: 18-9).

While the work of Kriesi and his colleagues is theoretically innovative and
highly stimulating, on closer inspection the empirical tests turn out to be somewhat
problematic. In spite of the relatively clear identification of the theoretical mechanisms,
the authors later state that ‘social class as well as the level of education are the most
important features distinguishing between winners and losers of globalization’ (Kriesi et
al. 2008: 61). Class and education are therefore used as measures of voters’ positions in
relation to the proposed new cleavage — as proxies for the variables discussed above.
The argument for this approach is, in short, that people in higher classes or with higher
education have ‘specialized skills which are marketable inside and across the national
boundaries, thus considerably increasing one’s exit options’ (Kriesi et al. 2008: 7).

In the empirical test, then, position in the globalization cleavage depends on an
individual’s factor endowments alone: The losers are people with low education and in
‘lower’ classes, while people with high education and in ‘higher’ social classes are the
winners. For the countries included in the analysis, this amounts, essentially, to a test of
the Heckscher-Ohlin or Stolper-Samuelson theorem, which predicts that globalization
benefits those owning factors of production with which their economy is relatively well
endowed (i.e. those with high skill levels in advanced economies), while hurting those
owning scarcer factors (i.e. lower skills; see Hainmueller and Hiscox 2006: 470).

Although understandable for both theoretical (class and education are likely
related to the core variables) and practical (i.e. data availability) reasons, this analytical
approach is unfortunate. It prevents an assessment of the core theoretical elements of
the globalization explanation. First, the empirical strategy does not allow us to

distinguish between processes that are actually related to globalization, and processes



that are related to the old and well-known cleavages over class and education. While the
class schema Kriesi et al. use (a modified version of Daniel Oesch’s (2006) class
schema) is likely to be somewhat correlated with exposure to international competition,
it is far from a direct measure of it. Second, while both class and education may be
correlated with national identity to some degree, they are not direct measures of
cosmopolitanism versus national identity (we substantiate these points below). Third,
although education and class are correlated with marketable skills, they are again no
direct measures. Further, skills is also a core aspect of traditional conceptions of class
and education (e.g. Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992, Oesch 2006, see also Atkinson 2015,
Braun and Muiller 1997). Using a class schema to measure skills makes it impossible,
therefore, to isolate that part of the effect of class that is unique to the globalization
model from that which is due to what is traditionally seen to be the effects of class and
education.

Consequently, the otherwise impressive evidence amassed by Kriesi et al. to
support their conclusion only seems to provide indirect support for the existence of a
globalization cleavage as something qualitatively different from cleavages over class
and education.

Specifically, Kriesi and co-authors find that the unskilled workers are more
economically left-wing, more anti-EU and more anti-immigration than socio-cultural
specialists; they find the same for those with lower education compared to those with
higher (Kriesi et al. 2008: ch. 10). While we do not dispute these results — indeed we
replicate them below — what we question is their implications with respect to the

globalization cleavage hypothesis. The results would seem to also accord with those of



other analyses! conducted from more traditional perspectives focused on the influence
of class and education rather than globalization. In such accounts, the central
mechanisms generating conflict between the groups are related to, for class, re-
distribution of wealth, income, and job security (cf., e.g., Lipset 1991: 208; Evans and
de Graaf 2013: viii) and, for education, conflicting values grounded in, among other
factors, different socialization experiences (cf., e.g., Lipset 1981; Stubager 2008, see
also Hainmueller and Hiscox 2006).

Second, as noted the empirical strategy essentially reflects a factor-endowments
model (see e.g. Stolper and Samuelson 1941, Findlay and Kierzkowski 1983), which
predicts a class-based distributional conflict where high-skilled individuals are winners
of globalization, whereas the low-skilled are losers (see Walter 2010: 410). This is in
contrast to the theoretical argument, that also includes a (Ricardo-Viner type) sectoral
component: Whether one is sheltered from international competition or not (see also
Frieden and Rogowski 1996; Hays et al. 2005). In this way, the lack of empirical clarity
spills over to the theoretical level in the sense that it becomes unclear who the winners
and losers of globalization really are.

To put it pointedly, the analyses of Kriesi et al. seek to demonstrate the
relevance of the alleged, new globalization cleavage against the traditional conflicts
over class and education by using standard measures of the latter to represent the former
and without taking into account the sectoral element of the purported new mechanism

and its conditioning effects. With the extant set of analyses from Kriesi and his co-

! For class and left-wing attitudes see Lipset 1981; Svallfors 2006; class and EU-attitudes, see
Gabel 1998; Gabel and Palmer 1995; Hix 2005; class, education and immigration-attitudes, see
Coffé 2013; Dancygier and Walter 2015; Oesch 2008; Oskarson and Demker 2013; Stubager
2008.



authors it is, therefore, not clear that the hypothesis regarding a new cleavage is
supported: The results could just as easily be interpreted as indicating the continued —
maybe even renewed — influence of class and education and the processes associated
with them. In essence, thus, while we agree with Kriesi et al. that class and education
are important predictors of political behaviour in modern Western societies, we question

whether this relationship reflects the processes suggested by the authors.

Testing the Globalization Model

To approach a better understanding of the processes at work, in this article, we aspire to
subject the model of political behaviour that Kriesi et al. develop (henceforth the
globalization model) to a more valid test. We do this by testing two observable
implications pertaining to the core processes of the globalization model. First, we focus
on the influence of the economic aspect of globalization: increased international
competition. As noted, Kriesi et al. see such competition as a key aspect of the
globalization model and suggest that those exposed to it — i.e. the losers of globalization
— will react politically as described above. If class and education are proxies for such
experiences, it means that a direct measure hereof should account for a considerable
part of the effect of class and education on attitudes and vote choice.

This also applies for individuals’ degree of national identity. Those who are
strongly attached to their nation state are seen as losers of the globalization process that
dissolves the boundaries between such states. To the extent that class and education are
proxies for such identities as is assumed in the modelling of Kriesi et al., we should —
like for exposure to international competition — find that including a direct identity
measure will reduce the effect of class and education on the attitude and party choice

variables. Our first hypothesis, then, is that direct measures of exposure to international



competition as well as strength of national identity should account for a considerable
part of the effect of class and education on attitudes and party preference (H1).

Second, according to Kriesi et al. (2008: 6), the increased international
competition affects individuals across traditional class boundaries resulting in ‘cross-
class coalitions’. This implies that we should see an interaction between individuals’
class location and their exposure to international competition such that class differences
diminish or disappear among those negatively affected by globalization. This is H2.

However, and related to the point regarding the lack of theoretical clarity of the
globalization model, the effects of globalization may be more nuanced. Thus, based on
work in trade theory and combining a sectoral and factoral approach Walter and Maduz
(2009; see also Walter 2017) argue that the losers of globalization are those low-ability
individuals who are exposed to international competition, because they are most at risk
of losing their job and receiving low wages. Conversely, highly productive individuals
who are exposed to international competition receive higher wages and can be
characterized as globalization winners. In between these two extremes, low ability
workers in sectors that are sheltered from international competition are better off than
their counterparts in the exposed industries, but are worse off than the high-ability
employees in the sheltered industries. According to this view, exposure to international
competition has different effects for members of different classes.

Evidence of such a heterogeneous effect of globalization on political behaviour
has been found for preferences regarding the welfare state (Walter 2010), income
inequality (Walter 2017) and immigration policy (Dancygier and Walter 2015) as well
as for party choice (Rommel and Walter 2018). Following this logic, we should, as for
H2, expect to find an interaction between individuals’ class location and their exposure

to international completion. But contrary to H2 we would expect the lower classes to



react negatively towards globalization when exposed to it, while the higher classes react
positively when exposed to globalization. To provide a more encompassing test of the
mechanisms associated with globalization, we test this argument as H3.

We examine these implications with respect to two elements both seen as central
to the cleavage model of politics: political attitudes and party preference. Thus, we
examine, first, the extent to which the implications are supported with respect to
economic left-right, EU-, and immigration attitudes. These are the three kinds of
political attitudes that globalization should be particularly relevant for, according to
Kriesi et al. (2008: 5-8). Second, we investigate the degree of support for the
expectations with respect to party preference, which has been the central way of
measuring cleavages for decades.

We should underline that we do not purport to investigate all possible
implications of the globalization model, neither as laid out by Kriesi and colleagues, nor
in the political economy literature. But we do look into a set of relevant processes that
seem to follow directly from the core argument of Kriesi et al. The analyses will,
consequently, provide a first indication of the tenability of the globalization model as

compared to more traditional class- and education-based oppositions.

Data and Methodology

To test our hypotheses, we use the latest version of the European Values Study (EVS) at
the time of writing, i.e. from 2008-2010. As the only cross-national data set, the EVS
contains the variables required to test the various models: 1) Several nuanced measures
of economic left-right, EU, and immigration attitudes in addition to party preference,

and 2) information necessary for constructing our independent and control variables. In
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total, we bring to bear evidence based on 8,084 respondents from nine countries.?

The countries comprise the six original cases from the studies of Kriesi et al. —
Austria, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Switzerland and the UK — as well as the
three Scandinavian countries, Denmark, Norway and Sweden. This choice is based on
two considerations. First, the use of the six original cases permits a replication of the
analyses of Kriesi and his co-authors just as it holds constant country specific factors
that might otherwise confound the analyses. Second, the inclusion of the three
Scandinavian countries extends the test of the arguments to a set of cases for which the
mechanisms underlying the globalization hypothesis should be particularly strong.
Given their small, open economies, thus, the Scandinavian countries are highly
susceptible to the influence of international competition. They may, therefore, be seen
as critical cases for the globalization hypothesis — i.e. as cases in which globalization
should have particularly strong impact.

The independent variables

We start out with the variables used by Kriesi et al.: class and education. The former is
measured by a standard six-class version of the traditional EGP occupational class
measure (Erikson et al. 1979; Erikson and Goldthorpe 1992: ch. 2. In our model, we
operate with the following classes: unskilled workers, skilled workers, routine non-
manual employees, petite bourgeoisie, and the lower and higher service class.? Second

like Kriesi et al. (2008: 64), we use a standard education variable with three groups:

2 For reasons discussed below, we furthermore replicate the results using the first two rounds of
the European Social Survey, see the appendix.

% We have also estimated all models using instead the class schema developed by Oesch (2006);
the results (available from the authors upon request) are essentially the same as those reported
below. This is in line with recent evidence that the two class schemas have similar explanatory

power across time (Vestin and Oskarson 2017) and space (Knutsen and Langsether 2016).
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‘lower’ (i.e. pre-primary, primary or lower secondary education), ‘medium’ (upper or
post-secondary education) and ‘higher’ (first or second stage of tertiary education).

To conduct a more direct test of the globalization model, we use measures
focusing on the processes through which globalization is argued to affect people’s life
situation. The first is exposure to globalization. This is traditionally measured in three
different ways in the political economy literature: Whether the sector an individual
works in is tradable or non-tradable (e.g. Hays et al. 2005); the degree to which the
sector is exposed to foreign direct investment (e.g. Scheve and Slaughter 2004); and
finally, the degree to which an individual’s occupation is offshorable. Offshoring — the
movement of employment from one country to another — is an aspect of globalization
that has accelerated rapidly over the last decades (Rommel and Walter 2018) and it is
the measure that we focus on in the main analyses below.

We do so for two reasons. First, it has been argued forcefully that political
preferences are “shaped much more” (Walter 2017: 63) by occupational risks than by
sectoral risks, as it is easier for an individual to change his or her sector of employment
than to change occupation (Iversen and Soskice 2001; Cusack et al. 2006; Rehm 2009).
The measure is expected, therefore, to capture the pressure of globalization felt by
individuals much better than sectoral measures. Second, it allows us to use the nuanced
measures of the dependent variables in the EVS, which contains occupational data on
the respondents, but unfortunately, no data on the industrial sectors in which they are
employed.

However, because this is an important point in the theoretical discussion (cf.
above) and to make sure that this choice does not affect our results, we have replicated
the entire set of analyses as closely as possible, using the first two waves of the

European Social Survey (ESS). While not all measures used below are available in the
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ESS, it allows us to include a measure of whether the individual is working in a
tradeable or sheltered sector, in addition to the offshorability of their jobs. These
analyses of a different data set show the same overall results as do the EVS data and we
have, for this reason and due to space restrictions, placed them in the appendix.*

Following recent work in the political economy field (e.g., Dancygier and
Walter 2015, Walter 2017, Rommel and Walter 2018) we use Blinder’s (2009)
offshorability index to assess the extent to which a person’s job is offshorable. Clearly,
the more easily your job can be offshored, the more exposed you are to international
competition. The index is based on ISCO codes of respondents’ jobs. It ‘measures
whether the service the job provides can theoretically be delivered over long distances
with little or no degradation in quality’ (Dancygier and Walter 2015: 137). The index
ranges between 0 and 100 where a low value indicates that the job is hard or impossible
to move out of the country and a high value indicates that the job is easily offshorable.
For example, childcare has a value of zero because it requires close physical contact,
while data entry keyers perform activities that are clearly offshorable and are thus
assigned a value of 100 (Blinder 2009: 51-52). We transform the index to 0-10 for ease
of interpretation (see the appendix for descriptive statistics for all variables).>

Second, we measure people’s degree of identification with their national
community as opposed to a more cosmopolitan identity. To construct this variable, we

rely on a question where respondents were asked which geographical group they ‘first

4 Likewise, we have replicated the analyses using yet another measure of globalization exposure
from Walter (2017), namely whether the sector is import-competing or export-oriented, based
on revealed comparative (dis)advantage. These analyses yield essentially the same results as
those presented and are available from the authors on request.

® We also run all models with a dichotomous version of this variable. This does not alter any of

the substantial conclusions, see the appendix.
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and foremost’ belong to, and then which they ‘secondly’ belong to. They could choose
between their town/local area, region, country, Europe, and the world. Respondents who
place their country first, and their local or regional belonging second, or the other way
around, are considered to possess a primarily national identity. Respondents who place
Europe or the world first, are cosmopolitans. Respondents who either place their
country, local area, or region first, and Europe or the world second, are considered to be
in an intermediate position.® This measure is used to test the part of the first hypothesis
related to national identity versus cosmopolitan orientations. In all models, we control
for age, gender, and urban-rural residence.

The dependent variables

Party preference is operationalised through a question of vote intention in the EVS. Like
Kriesi et al. (2012), we distinguish between seven party families: Communists/Left
Socialists, Social Democrats, Greens, Liberals, Christian Democrats and Conservatives,
the Populist Right, and other parties (including EU protest parties). We follow Kriesi et
al.’s (2012: 52-53) categorisation of the various parties for the six original countries,
and extend the categorization to the three Scandinavian countries (see the appendix for a
complete overview).

Economic left-right attitudes are measured by asking for the respondent’s views
on individual versus state responsibility, economic freedom, income inequality versus
incentives, private versus public incentives, and competition. Following the work of
Knutsen (2017) and Langsether (2018) responses to these five items are combined into

an index of economic left-right attitudes ranging from 0 to 10. Higher values on the

® As a robustness check, the appendix includes analyses where we instead employ a variable
measuring how proud the respondent is to be a citizen of the country. As can be seen, the results

are robust to this change.
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index indicate left-wing positions (see the appendix for details on the scale
construction).

EU attitudes are measured by respondents’ responses to a number of items about
fears they might have about the EU membership, like loss of social security, power,
jobs, national identity/culture, as well as growth in EU-expenses for their own country.
Responses to these items are combined and rescaled to the 0-10 range with higher
values indicating more fear of the EU.’

Finally, for immigration attitudes we again use an index developed by Knutsen
(2017). The index is based on questions related to how the respondent feels about
immigration and immigrants. Are they seen as a cultural threat, should they maintain or
abandon their customs and traditions, are they a strain on the welfare system or not, etc.
The summated scale goes from 0 to 10 with higher values indicating more immigration
positive attitudes. The multiple indicators used here represent an important
improvement on extant research on globalization and political preferences (e.g.,
Dancygier and Walter 2015) which has mainly relied on single indicators.

Methodology and models

To assess our research question about the implication of globalization processes for
cleavage development in Western Europe we run four (OLS or multinomial logistic)
regression models for each dependent variable. In the first model, we include class and
education in addition to the control variables.® The model, thus, can be seen as a base-

line model intended to replicate the analyses of Kriesi et al.

" These items were not asked in Norway, which is not a member of the EU. For this reason
Norway is excluded from analyses of this specific attitude dimension.
8 The tables below only show the coefficients of interests. Full tables are available in the

appendix A.7.
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Our second model contains only the controls and the measures of offshorability
and national identity in order to establish the existence of a relationship between the two
globalization variables and the outcomes as a preliminary step before estimating the
third model which combines class and education with the two globalization variables.
By comparing results from this model with those from the first model containing only
class and education (and the controls) we can, hence, evaluate H1 which suggest that
the effects of class and education is reduced when the variables are included in the same
model as offshorability and national identity. Finally, in the fourth model we interact the
offshorability and class measures to test H2 and H3 about the existence of an interaction
effect between class and exposure to international competition.

All models are run on a pooled data set comprising all observations. In addition,
all the analyses of political attitudes are run in each of the nine countries individually. In
the discussion below, focus will be on the former, although we will also comment on
the country-specific results (which are presented in the appendix). In the pooled models
we include country fixed effects to account for any country specific variation not

captured by our independent variables.

Results

Before launching into the main analyses, it is worth noting that there is only a weak
relationship between the two sets of independent variables in our analysis. Thus, as can
be seen in Table A.1.7 in the appendix, there are only small differences with respect to
offshoreability between the classes and educational groups. The same applies for
cosmopolitanism although it is moderately related to education. These results
substantiate our critique of Kriesi et al.’s use of class and education as proxies for the

globalization processes just as they raise initial doubts about H1. If there is only a weak
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to moderate relationship between class and education and the globalization variables, it
seems less likely that the latter mediate the effect of the former on our dependent
variables. The discussion below, ordered according to the dependent variables, throws
light on exactly this.

Economic left-right attitudes

Table 1 shows the results of the pooled OLS regression analysis of economic left-right
attitudes. In Model 1 we see clear differences between both groups of workers and all
the other classes, with the largest differences opening up between workers and the
higher service class and the petite bourgeoisie — exactly as a traditional class approach
would predict. Furthermore, class seems to be a much stronger predictor of left-right
attitudes than education — again a result that comports with traditional models.

Model 2 shows that the globalization variables are also related to economic
attitudes. But for both variables we find the opposite result of what the globalization
model predicts: Those exposed to offshorability and with a strong national identity (i.e.

the losers of globalization) and the most fiscally right-wing.
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Table 1. Explaining economic left-right attitudes. OLS.

1 2 3 4
Classand Globalization Combined Interaction
education variables model model
Class:Hi.serv. -0.78™ -0.74™ -0.74™
(0.07) (0.07) (0.09)
Class:Lo.serv. -0.44™ -0.40™" -0.32"
(0.07) (0.07) (0.08)
Class:Rout.nman -0.19™ -0.17™ -0.14"
(0.06) (0.06) (0.07)
Class:Petite bourg. -0.99™ -0.94™ -0.93™
(0.09) (0.09) (0.13)
Class:Skilled workers -0.06 -0.04 -0.10
(0.07) (0.07) (0.08)
Education:Medium -0.18™ -0.17™ -0.17™
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Education:Higher -0.13" -0.15" -0.15"
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Nat.ID:Intermediate 0.01 0.07 0.07
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Nat.ID:Cosmopolitan 0.22"" 0.25™" 0.26™"
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Offshorability -0.04™ -0.02"" -0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Hi.serv.xOffshorability -0.01
(0.02)
Lo.serv.xOffshorability -0.03
(0.02)
Rout.nmanxOffshorability -0.02
(0.02)
Petite bourg.xOffshorability -0.01
(0.03)
Skilled w.xOffshorability 0.03
(0.03)
Controls and constant X X X X
Adjusted R? 0.082 0.052 0.086 0.087

Note: “p<0.05, ™p<0.01, "™:p<0.001. N=8,084. Reference categories: Class: unskilled workers; Nat. ID:

Strong national identity; Education: lower. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Combining the globalization variables with class and education in Model 3
permits a test of H1, which argues that the effects of class and education will be
substantially reduced — maybe even disappear — when placed alongside variables
tapping into the globalization process. As is evident from the table, the effects of class
and education are almost unchanged between Model 1 and 3. This means that the
hypothesis will have to be rejected.®'® The same applies to H2 and H3, which are tested
in Model 4. All of the individual interaction terms as well as all of them together
(F=1.5, p=.19) are insignificant just as the increase in the adjusted R? is marginal
(0.001). We see no sign, that is, of globalization-based cross-class alliances forming:
Class differences are not smaller among those exposed to globalization than among
those not so exposed (H2). Furthermore, people in higher classes do not become more
right-wing when exposed to globalization, and people in lower classes do not become
more left-wing (H3). We should note, however, that when interacting education, rather
than class, with offshorability there is one statistically significant interaction term:
Those with the highest level of education are somewhat more right-wing when exposed

to globalization compared to those not so exposed.!! This counts against H2 which

® In addition, we use the KHB method (Breen et al. 2013) to test the extent of mediation of the
class and education effects by the two globalization variables. Except for one coefficient in one
model, these tests were insignificant, hence rejecting the mediation expectation. Thus, and
because the one significant coefficient was only affected marginally we conclude that the test
showed no noteworthy sign of mediation.

10 Since we can also note that the effects of the globalization variables do not change much from
Model 2 to Model 3, while the R? increases, it would seem that the two sets of variables are
reflecting rather separate causal processes in the formation of left-right economic attitudes — a
point to which we return below.

1 The results are available from the authors on request. We find a similar pattern in the analyses
of the ESS-data.
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therefore has to be rejected, but the result provides some support for H3 (cf. Walter
2010; 2017) — a point to which we will return in the conclusion.

We have also tested the hypotheses in each country individually (see the
appendix). In eight out of the nine countries, there is no support for H1: The class and
education coefficients do not change substantially after introducing controls for the
globalization variables. Only in Denmark a small change is detectable for two classes.
There is also no support for H2 or H3 in eight out of the nine countries with only minor
effects showing up for a few class categories in France. Furthermore, the variables used
to directly tap the globalization processes fare no better in the Scandinavian countries
than in the other six, despite the open economies of the former: While the globalization
variables on average explain 4% of the variance in economic left-right attitudes in the
original six countries, they explain on average 5% in the Scandinavian countries.

As far as regards economic left-right attitudes, thus, our tests have not been
encouraging for the globalization perspective. While class and education are related to
the attitudes in the expected way, this association does not seem to be driven by the
globalization processes. Rather, the relationship conforms to what traditional models
would predict. There is no evidence of cross-class alliances and no evidence of classes

reacting differentially to globalization.

EU attitudes

Turning to the analysis of EU attitudes in Table 2, we see a rather similar picture.*?
Both class and education (the latter more strongly so than in Table 1) are related to EU

attitudes in the expected direction — i.e. those with higher levels of education or placed

12 Recall, that Norway is not included in this analysis. Hence, the N in the table is lower than for

the other analyses.
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higher up in the class hierarchy are more sympathetic to the EU.

Table 2: Explaining EU attitudes. OLS.

1 2 3 4
Classand Globalization Combined Interaction
education variables model model
Class:Hi.serv. -0.85™" -0.74™ -0.74™
(0.12) (0.12) (0.14)
Class:Lo.serv. -0.65™" -0.52" -0.58™"
(0.12) (0.12) (0.13)
Class:Rout.nman -0.34™ -0.28™ -0.34™
(0.12) (0.12) (0.12)
Class:Petite bourg. -0.64™" -0.59™" -0.65™
(0.15) (0.15) (0.20)
Class:Skilled workers 0.10 0.07 0.04
(0.13) (0.12) (0.14)
Education:Medium -0.35™" -0.37™ -0.38™"
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09)
Education:Higher -1.41™ -1.32™ -1.32™
(0.10) (0.10) (0.10)
Nat.ID:Intermediate -0.95™" -0.75™ -0.75™
(0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
Nat.ID:Cosmopolitan -1.57 -1.38™ -1.38™
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09)
Offshorability -0.05™ -0.02" -0.05
(0.01) (0.01) (0.03)
Hi.serv.xOffshorability 0.01
(0.04)
Lo.serv.xOffshorability 0.04
(0.04)
Rout.nmanxOffshorability 0.04
(0.04)
Petite bourg.xOffshorability 0.04
(0.05)
Skilled w.xOffshorability 0.03
(0.04)
Controls and constant X X X X
Adjusted R? 0.149 0.126 0.188 0.188

Note: “p<0.05, ™p<0.01, "™p<0.001. N=6,935. Reference categories: Class: unskilled workers; Nat. ID:
Strong national identity; Education: lower. Standard errors in parentheses.

Unsurprisingly, Model 2 shows that whether individuals identify with their
nation or have a more cosmopolitan self-conception is rather strongly related to their
EU-attitudes with cosmopolitans more positively disposed. Somewhat more

surprisingly, however, those occupied in jobs exposed to international competition are
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more positive towards EU than those not so exposed. Combining the globalization
variables with class and education in Model 3 only affects the influence of the latter
minimally and all coefficients that were significant in Model 1 remain so in Model 3.
This again leads to a rejection of H1. Turning to Model 4, finally, we can see that H2
and H3 will also have to be rejected since none of the interaction terms are significant
just as the overall test comes out insignificant (F=0.2, p=.96).%3

At the country level, the class and education coefficients change only marginally
or not at all when controlling for the globalization variables, thereby contradicting H1.
As for H2 and H3, the formal, joint tests of the interaction coefficients all turn out
insignificant meaning that we have to reject these hypotheses. Furthermore, the
globalization variables explain on average 9% of the variation in the six original
countries, and only 6% in the Scandinavian countries. For EU-attitudes, thus, these
variables fare worst where the globalization model would have expected them to do
best.

In sum and as was the case for left-right economic attitudes, the globalization
variables seem unable to account for the effects of class and education on EU attitudes.
These effects, in other words, do not appear driven by the processes suggested by Kriesi
and co-authors; processes that seem, however, to also have some effect on individuals’
EU-attitudes independently of class and education.

Immigration attitudes

As can be seen in Table 3, we generally find the same pattern of results with respect to
immigration attitudes. Again, we note from Model 1 the well-known connections

between class, education, and immigration attitudes.

13 There is also no significant interaction between education and offshorability. The same

applies for immigration attitudes and party choice.
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As expected by the globalization model, the estimates from Model 2 show those
with a cosmopolitan identity to be the most positive towards immigration, but —
contrary to expectations based on the model — that also applies to those most subject to
international competition. This effect, however, becomes insignificant in Model 3 when
placed alongside class and education. And as was the case for the two other attitudinal
variables, the effects of the two latter variables are left mainly unaffected by the
inclusion of the globalization variables. Again, this leads us to reject H1 — the effects of
class and education are not accounted for by the globalization processes. Model 4,
finally, indicates that we also have to reject H2 and H3: Neither the individual
coefficients nor all of them together (F=0.76, p=.58) are significant. There is thus no
sign of cross-class alliances between the losers of globalization; nor is there any sign
that those with lower skills react negatively to exposure while those with higher skills

react positively.

Table 3: Explaining immigration attitudes. OLS.

1 2 3 4
Classand Globalization Combined Interaction

education variables model model

Class:Hi.serv. 0.44™ 0.36™" 0.31"
(0.10) (0.09) (0.11)
Class:Lo.serv. 0.45™ 0.36™" 0.45™
(0.09) (0.09) (0.10)

Class:Rout.nman 0.24™ 0.20" 0.217
(0.09) (0.08) (0.09)

Class:Petite bourg. 0.01 -0.01 -0.03
(0.11) (0.11) (0.15)

Class:Skilled workers -0.21” -0.18 -0.21
(0.1