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1 Framework

1.1 Introduction

This cumulative dissertation project deals with the political consequences of unemployment.
More precisely, it focuses on the effects on labour market policy attitudes, as the title sug-
gests: “Unemployment and Labour Market Policy Attitudes”. The subtitle – “Political Pre-
dispositions, Economic Self-Interest, and Questions of Causality” – summarizes its theoretical
perspective.

Self-interest arguments typically serve as a basis for ideas on how unemployment impacts peo-
ple’s political demands. Politically, people want what benefits them economically. Thus, their
political demands should directly react to their economic situation. But, at the same time, we
know that individual political opinions are relatively stable over time and influenced by peo-
ple’s broader political worldview: their political predispositions. This raises doubts about a
direct, causal relationship between unemployment and political demands. At the same time,
it is beyond any doubt that unemployed people have distinct political demands. Unemployed
people prefer more government action and spending to fight unemployment and to financially
assist during unemployment. Yet, it is possible that these distinct political demands are not the
direct, causal result of unemployment. The roots of a non-causal relation between unemploy-
ment and these distinct demands could also lie in early socialization.

Taken together, this thesis combines one of the core political economy questions (what are
the political consequences of economic risk and hardship?) with one of the core tenets in the
literature on political behaviour: attitude change is the exception, not the rule. Thus, this thesis
can offer lessons to both research traditions. Doing so, the thesis contributes to the field of
welfare state research, which often combines both perspectives, as well.

The contribution to political behaviour research is to examine the assumption of attitudinal
and predispositional stability under circumstances where such stability is least likely: unem-
ployment – a major material shock. Indeed, Krosnick and Alwin’s (1989, p. 423) study on
attitudinal change and stability over the life cycle already concluded that the observation of
stability can have two sources: 1) individuals’ attitudes are barely susceptible to change and
2) individuals are not or less exposed to change-inducing events. Building on this idea, I com-
plement the study of unemployment, a least likely case for attitudinal stability, with analyses
on the link between unemployment and labour market policy attitudes, a most likely case for
self-interest effects.

The contribution to the political economy literature is to examine the relationship between un-
employment and labour market policy attitudes with more realistic assumptions of political
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reasoning. First, this means to take seriously the possibility of attitudinal stability after unem-
ployment. This leads to the main question of the dissertation.

1. Is there a causal impact of unemployment on labour market policy attitudes?

The main question of causality of this thesis is: causality or confounding? In conceptual terms,
this means considering economic risk as a confounding factor in the relationship between eco-
nomic hardship and political demands. Various socio-economic factors can create a non-causal
relationship between unemployment and labour market policy attitudes by influencing both: the
chances (risk) of becoming unemployed and the political demands one raises. In methodolog-
ical terms, this means adopting a counterfactual perspective on causality. In theoretical terms,
unemployment effects that are confounded by the risk of unemployment can be explained by
self-interest. Yet, this thesis proposes to think of the roots of this confounding as emerging from
unequal, “stratified” early socialization experiences between different socio-economic groups.
These three steps – a) doubting a causal relation b) adopting a counterfactual perspective, and
c) seeing confounding as a result of stratified early socialization – guide the whole thesis. With
these three steps this thesis is part of a small, yet steadily growing, literature with a similar
perspective on the effects of material hardship (including unemployment) on political attitudes
(including labour market policy attitudes), predispositions, and behaviour (Emmenegger et al.,
2017; O’Grady, 2019).

The second contribution to the political economy literature is to examine exceptions to attitudi-
nal stability that are well known in the literature on political behaviour. There are two primary
exceptions: first, people without strong predispositions like young adults still in their impres-
sionable years or people who, for different reasons, never developed strong predispositions;
second, people whose prior predispositions color the attitudinal adaption to a new situation or
information. Are such factors decisive for the question of attitudinal change or stability after
unemployment? The theoretical and empirical focus on these questions is a unique contribu-
tion in the study of unemployment and labour market policy attitudes with a counterfactual
perspective. In particular, the second and third paper of this cumulative dissertation look closer
into these exceptions and ask:

2. Is the impact of unemployment on labour market policy attitudes greater in circumstances
where people’s self-interest and their predispositions are not opposing forces?

3. Is there an impact of unemployment on political predispositions? And again, is this
impact greater in circumstances where predispositions and self-interest are not opposing
forces?

Focusing on the question of when self-interest prevails over predispositional influences, and
when the opposite is true, is also a contribution to research on welfare state support. The
conclusion is often that both, self-interest and value orientations (the kind of predisposition
mostly discussed in this research) matter. A vague and somewhat unsatisfactory conclusion
given how both theoretical perspectives and their empirical expectations are pitted against each
other (Owens and Pedulla, 2014).
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Parallel to these three research questions, this cumulative dissertation is comprised of the fol-
lowing three articles:

Article 1: Wehl, N. (2019): The (ir)relevance of unemployment for labour market policy atti-
tudes and welfare state attitudes, in: European Journal of Political Research 58(1), 141-162.

Article 2: Wehl, N. (2020): Going beyond values versus self-interest: whose attitudes change
after employment transitions?, in: Political Research Exchange 2(1), 1-23.

Article 3: Wehl, N. (2021): The dynamics of unemployment, risk, and left-right ideology.
Constrained change or changed constraints? (Under review)

The first article analyses the relationship between unemployment and labour market policy atti-
tudes, between unemployment and redistributive attitudes, and the role of socio-economic risk
factors in these relationships. The second paper looks at several employment transitions includ-
ing job loss and job insecurity changes and how related labour market policy attitude changes
depend on individuals’ prior predispositions. The third paper directly examines the effect of
transitions into unemployment on predispositions - left-right ideology - and how they vary by
age, prior predispositions, and the political context. Figure 1.1 summarizes the research ques-
tions of the three articles and embeds them in the theoretical perspective of the dissertation.

Childhood - Early Adulthood
“Impressionable Years”

Now
← Before Job Loss - After Job Loss→

Time

Own & Parental
Socio-Economic

Background

(Political)
Predispositions

Unemployment

Labour Market
Policy Attitudes

Political
Predispositions

Political
Predispositions

Article 1
& 3

Article 1
& 2

Article 2

Article 3

Figure 1.1: The Theoretical Model and the Three Articles

The main message from the project is that the effects of unemployment on individual political
beliefs are the exception rather than the rule once adequate designs and methods for causal
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inference are applied. The first article examines the effects of unemployment in 31 countries
and finds effects on labour market policy attitudes only in a handful of countries and effects on
redistributive attitudes in an even small number of countries. The second article finds that the
effect of job loss on changes in labour market policy attitudes exists only for supporters of left
parties and policies. The third article finds that young and left-leaning people are more prone
to left shifts in response to unemployment. Considering that reactions of labour market policy
attitudes to job loss are a most likely case for self-interest effects, these small and limited effects
of unemployment are already a strong signal against the relevance of self-interest effects.

These results fit nicely into similar debates with a slightly different empirical focus. After
all, whether there are causal relationships and whether these differ between societal groups
is a question raised with regard to various instances of economic circumstances and various
kinds of political attitudes, predispositions, and types of political behaviour. First, very similar
discussions exist with regard to other individual economic shocks – most prominently income
changes (Gidron and Mijs, 2019; O’Grady, 2019; Ojeda, 2018). Second, not only individual
level economic shocks, but also the effects of macroeconomic shocks, like e.g. the economic
crisis from 2008 onwards (Brooks and Manza, 2013), can be discussed in similar terms. Third,
other political outcomes like political engagement (Emmenegger et al., 2017; Ojeda, 2018) or
support for right-wing policies like restrictive migration policies (Lancee and Pardos-Prado,
2013) are also among these scholarly discussions. Some of these studies do not find any effects
of material circumstances, while others only find small effects or effects on specific subgroups
only, like young people. The central message from these studies is that the biggest part of
the coincidence of material hardship and specific political demands and or types of political
behaviour is not due to a direct reaction to material hardship.

So, how should we interpret the finding that the causal impact of material circumstances like
unemployment on political attitudes like labour market policy attitudes is at best limited? Why
is it even important to differentiate between people who prefer certain policies because of a ma-
terial shock and other people who already did so before experiencing this material shock? For
predictive purposes, for knowing who supports which policies, or whether a majority supports
a specific proposal, the question of causality is, at best, a small nuance. It starts to matter when
considering the question of why sometimes the prediction that a randomly chosen unemployed
person will support a certain policy works better, and sometimes worse. Based on a self-interest
logic research already developed answers centering around a policy feedback logic. The lesson
from this kind of research is that material risk and hardship is a poor predictor of social policy
preferences in contexts where social policies build a dense security net (Gingrich and Ansell,
2012). But if this self-interest assumption of a causal relation is wrong or has only limited em-
pirical validity, this kind of reasoning might limit our understanding of the true context factors
that shape this relationship. In particular, if limited causal relations between material circum-
stances and political attitudes or behaviour are the result of early socialization experiences,
then context factors shaping these socialization experiences are probably more relevant for the
socio-economic structure of political conflicts (Gingrich, 2019).

In the following section, I begin with an overview of previous work on the relationship between
unemployment and social policy attitudes. I continue with discussing in detail the theoretical
foundation of this thesis – self-interest and predispositions - and deriving the hypotheses I test
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in the three articles. Afterwards, I delineate the theory behind the questions about causality, and
how the research of the three articles addresses these issues. Finally, I summarize each of the
three articles, highlight their contributions, outline lessons and limitations of this dissertation,
and discuss open questions for future research.

1.2 Previous Research

Previous research identified a clear and robust pattern: existing studies showed repeatedly that
unemployed people support active and passive labour market policies - more so than employed
persons. Table 1.1 provides some examples of such studies in a non-exhaustive list. Unem-
ployed persons are more in favour of government action to secure a certain living standard
during unemployment, spending on unemployment benefits, and similar “passive” labour mar-
ket policies. Furthermore, unemployed people are more in favour of “active” measures, i.e.
government action to create new jobs as long as they do not demand too much from the un-
employed (Fossati, 2018), or state intervention in the labour market to avoid unemployment in
declining industries. Unsurprisingly, such patterns can also be seen from the descriptive, bivari-
ate evidence in this dissertation project. In particular, figure 2.3 in article 1 shows significant
bivariate associations between unemployment and labour market policy attitudes in the major-
ity of all analysed countries. It should be clear from this review that this dissertation project is
neither able nor willing to question the existence of such associations.

One reason for the wealth of evidence on the association between labour market policy attitudes
and unemployment is that researchers with diverse interests focus on it. First, there is the liter-
ature on support for the welfare state (Andreß and Heien, 2001), often from a sociological per-
spective. This literature on welfare state attitudes often centers around a theoretical dichotomy
between different determinants of these attitudes: self-interest and value orientations. This di-
chotomy is subsequently modelled empirically with variables capturing self-interest (including
unemployment) and variables capturing a certain value orientation (for example egalitarian-
ism). In table 1.1 this description covers the studies by Baslevent and Kirmanoglu (2011) and
Blekesaune and Quadagno (2003)

This literature on welfare state support does not only tell us that unemployed people prefer
more labour market policies. Studies with a comparable design using some self-interest and
some value indicators also show that unemployed people support all kinds of social policies,
often analysed as indices (Arts and Gelissen, 2001; Andreß and Heien, 2001; Gelissen, 2000).
And of course, a large amount of studies directly focuses on support for redistribution or re-
distributive tax schemes. This literature shows that unemployed persons show high support
for redistribution as well (Jæger, 2006; Jaime-Castillo and Sáez-Lozano, 2016). Of course,
political economists are also interested in redistributive demand (Meltzer and Richard, 1981).
In contrast to the discussed sociological literature, this political economy research generally
refrains from directly modelling the impact of value orientations. But with regard to the ef-
fects of unemployment, the results point in the same direction: unemployed people want more
redistribution (Alesina and La Ferrara, 2005; Cusack et al., 2006).
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Finally, the political economy literature has produced a substantial amount of research on
labour market dualization (Rueda, 2005) and related consequences for political attitudes and
behaviour. In table 1.1 this kind of research is exemplified by the paper form Emmenegger
(2009). But with its emphasis on the distinction between labour market insider and outsider,
this research focuses not so much on the effects of unemployment per se, but more on the
effects of unemployment risk. After all, labour market “outsiders” are those with a high un-
employment risk, whether this categorization is based on the type of the employment contract
- like in Emmenegger’s (2009) study - occupation-based (Rehm, 2009; 2016), or a continuous
measure of different risk factors (Schwander and Häusermann, 2013). Thus, the main message
from this literature is that not only unemployment but also unemployment risk is an important
predictor of support for labour market policy and other social policy attitudes.

Typically, the conclusion from these studies on different social policy attitudes (including
labour market policy attitudes) and redistributive attitudes is that both, self-interest and values
matter. The reason for this conclusion is that both, self-interest indicators like unemployment
(as “realized risk”) or other risk factors and value indicators turn out as significant predictors
of these attitudes. Concerning these associations with values and other predispositions, it can
be seen in table 1.1 that basic human values, left-right ideology, and welfare-related egalitarian
orientations or other justice principles predict support for labour market policies.

Yet, this predictive power does not say anything about how and why these factors matter for
labour market policy attitudes (or other political attitudes, predispositions, and behaviors). Two
main problems complicate the interpretation of the presented findings. First, each empty cell
in table 1.1 is an instance of omitted variable bias. And variables capturing the socio-economic
situation while individuals are growing up, during the “impressionable years”, are completely
missing. Second, studies including both socio-economic and ideological indicators lead to
some unknown, uninterpretable mix of omitted variable bias and post-treatment bias. This is
equally true for existing cross-sectional studies, that try to see how self-interest and predispo-
sitions interact (Armingeon and Weisstanner, 2021).

Contributing to this kind of research with a clear causal design is a core aim of this research.
Doing so, this dissertation project is in line with a still small but growing number of articles
from the last five to ten years with such a causal focus. Table 1.2 gives an overview of these
studies. It tries to be exhaustive with regard to a) published studies at the time of the submission
(May 2021) of this dissertation that b) employ a causal identification strategy with regard to c)
effects of short-term material shocks (unemployment and income shocks) on d) labour market
policy attitudes and other welfare state attitudes (first part of the table) and left-right ideology
and party support (including voting, preferences, and attachments).
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Table 1.2 includes eleven studies often covering multiple analyses. Six of those studies con-
tain one or several null results of material shocks on labour market policy or welfare attitudes
or party support. Thus, even though the majority of findings do suggest a causal effect of
material shocks, the evidence is mixed. This is problematic since studies finding effects of
material shocks conclude that political reasoning is self-interest driven (Naumann et al., 2016),
while studies with null-effects highlight that in presence of economic shocks people use their
pre-existing values or other predispositions as heuristics for their attitudes (O’Grady, 2019).
Previous literature remains largely silent with regard to the question, how both kinds of results
are possible. This statement can be broken down into two major gaps of the previous literature
that the present dissertation tries to overcome.

First, all studies in table 1.2 are single-country studies. On top of that, these eleven studies cover
only five different countries. The evidence we have so far is thus highly selective. It is possible
that due to certain context factors the existing evidence either overemphasizes the effects of
material shocks or overemphasizes null-effects. To give an example, both the U.S. and the
UK are typically classified as liberal welfare regimes, Switzerland often as well (Ferragina and
Seeleib-Kaiser, 2011). This could be the basis for an argument that, indeed, results suggesting a
causal effect of material shocks are overrepresented. After all, as previously mentioned, cross-
national research suggests that unemployment (risk) is more predictive for social policy support
when social protection is weaker (Gingrich and Ansell, 2012), as it is the case in liberal welfare
regimes. This gap in the literature is addressed by the cross-national analyses of around 30
countries in the first article and by the comparison of longitudinal data from several countries
in the third article.

Second, a possible answer to the mixed findings is that predispositions and self-interest some-
how interact with each other in influencing people’s attitudes. Yet this possibility is completely
ignored from the literature with a causal perspective. One notable exception are the analyses by
Margalit (2013) on partisan-based heterogeneity in unemployment effects. Empirically some-
what further away from this thesis, another exception is Peterson’s (2016) study on partisan
support after winning the lottery. While both studies are from the U.S., they suggest oppo-
site mechanisms. Margalit (2013) finds effects of job loss only among Republicans but not
Democrats, suggesting that self-interest dominates for people whose self-interest and predis-
positions are opposing forces. Peterson finds effects of a lottery win only among Republicans,
suggesting that effects are only present when self-interest and predispositions are not opposing
forces, but aligned. Note that the recent cross-sectional study without such a clear causal design
by Armingeon and Weisstanner (2021) supports the findings from Margalit (2013). They also
conclude that right-leaning people, who are “cross-pressured”, because for them self-interest
and ideology do constitute opposing forces, tend to give greater weight to their self-interest. But
it might not only matter whether predispositions and self-interest constitute opposing forces.
It is also possible, that circumstances under which predispositions are weaker matter as well.
This is a possibility that none of the listed studies analyses.

To put this empirical evidence and its gaps into context, it’s worth widening the focus on the
dependent variable side of studies with a causal design on effects of material shocks. Table 1.2
does not include research on the relationship between material shocks and political participation
or engagement (Bauer, 2018; Emmenegger et al., 2017; Schraff, 2018; Schraff, 2019) or on the
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relation between material shocks and migration-related attitudes (Lancee and Pardos-Prado,
2013).

Even when widening the empirical focus to other political outcome variables, the picture does
not change substantially. Of course, some other countries are covered. Consider, for exam-
ple, Emmenegger et al.’s (2017) study on unemployment and political interest in Germany or
Lancee and Pardos-Prado’s (2013) study on unemployment and migration-related attitudes in
Germany. Emmenegger et al.’s (2017) study on age heterogeneities in unemployment effects on
political interest is noteworthy. In line with the arguments in this thesis, this study argues and
finds, that once individuals’ impressionable years end, unemployment does not impact political
interest anymore. Before, however, it does. Additionally, widening the empirical focus leads
to some other causal inference methods that are covered, like in the case of the Swiss study
by Pecoraro and Ruedin (2016) on the interaction between education and unemployment risk
in shaping migration-related attitudes. However, the overall picture - mixed findings, single-
country studies, and a widespread disregard of political heterogeneities - stays the same.

1.3 Theoretical Framework

In the following I discuss in detail the theoretical underpinning of the thesis: predispositions
and economic self-interest. I start with a discussion of self-interest in the relation between
unemployment and labour market policy attitudes. This first part answers the question why
we would expect a causal relation between both. I continue with a discussion of political
predispositions. They give reason to doubt such a causal relationship. Furthermore, functional
characteristics of predispositions allow for more nuanced hypotheses, for what kind of societal
groups this causal relationship might nevertheless exist. Thus, from this second part I deduct
the hypotheses I test in the three articles of this thesis.

1.3.1 Self-Interest

The starting point for arguments about unemployment effects on (labor market) policy prefer-
ences is the traditional political economy assumption of self-interest driving the formation of
these preferences. People prefer those policies that benefit them in an economic sense, i.e. that
maximize their utility (Meltzer and Richard, 1981).

In the case of unemployment benefits and active measures to bring the unemployed back into
employment, it is straightforward that they benefit the unemployed. In contrast, employed
persons do not directly benefit from these measures, while they ultimately pay for these policies
with their taxes. Both considerations lead to the expectation that the result of the cost-benefit
calculation of employed and unemployed people differs substantially (Rueda, 2005).
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But self-interest accounts do not only assume that current material hardship like unemploy-
ment, but also the mere risk to experience such hardship, especially unemployment risk, can
influence the result of such cost-benefit calculations. The only additional assumption needed
is that people take into account the future. Accordingly, not only the unemployed “homo eco-
nomicus”, but also the “homo insecuritas” (Rehm, 2016), who is likely to experience job loss in
the future, prefers active and passive labour market policies based on material self-interest.

Criticizing self-interest perspectives and broader rational choice perspectives is of course per-
vasive in the social sciences. First, this means that there are already many ideas out there,
if and how rational, self-interested reasoning and heuristic reasoning can be combined. One
type of solution is to incorporate predispositions into the cost-benefit calculation. Probably
the most widespread example within political science is the discussion about the rationality of
voter turnout. Narrow perspectives on self-interested voters lead to the conclusion that (nearly)
no one should turn out to vote, since the act of voting incurs costs but practically no benefits
for each individual. Obviously, this is empirically wrong. Therefore, it has been suggested to
include the value for democracy, or citizens’ civic duty, i.e. probably the most potent predispo-
sition for turnout, into the cost-benefit calculations. Or in other words: it has been suggested to
adopt a broader perspective on self-interest (Blais, 2000). A very similar move to adopt a wider
perspective on self-interest could be done with regard to political attitudes, including labour
market policy attitudes (Weeden and Kurzban, 2017). For example, one could add individuals’
orientations towards meritocracy, equality, or equity to their cost-benefit calculations.

Here, I intentionally avoid such a broad view on self-interest, that would treat predispositional
influences as part of self-interested political reasoning. Treating both as separate in contrast
allows me both: conceptualizing observational differences between the two perspectives and
theorizing about how self-interest and predispositions interact.

1.3.2 Predispositions

The fundamental idea behind speaking about “predispositions” is that predispositions are not
just another kind of attitude, but functionally different from attitudes. Throughout this thesis, I
mainly subsume party identification, political ideology, and value orientations under the term
“political predispositions”. In contrast to other attitudes, predispositions are more stable over
time, more abstract, and exert influences over attitudes (Maio et al., 2003). In the following,
I discuss in more detail the characteristics of political predispositions and how I use these
to derive hypotheses about the relationship between unemployment and labour market policy
attitudes.

Predispositions as Central Components in Political Belief Systems

First, it is noteworthy that political predispositions are not the only kind of predispositions. If
one moves backwards in the causal chain, personality traits and genetic factors can also be seen
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as predispositions. Indeed, one could even say that genes and personality factors predispose
people to develop a certain political predisposition (Weinschenk and Dawes, 2017). In con-
trast to political predispositions, personality and genetic factors do not have a heuristic (Goren,
2013) function to guide attitude formation. To give an example, while a certain ideal about
equality can help me to think about a social policy proposal, my genes or my personality can-
not. Nevertheless, genes and personality certainly influence political attitudes and behaviour,
including welfare attitudes (Gerber et al., 2010; Hatemi et al., 2014). Such (possibly confound-
ing) effects should not be forgotten.

Second, value orientations, party attachments, and ideology do not cover the whole range of
political predispositions. For example, Sears and Funk (1999) also treat racial and ethnic preju-
dice and nationalism as predispositions. Similarly, political interest is also considered as a core
political predisposition (Prior, 2010; Schumann and Schoen, 2009), yet certainly with higher
relevance for political engagement. Since this list of examples could be further continued, it is
important to consider the characteristics that political predispositions share and how they differ
from political attitudes.

The core definitional difference between political predispositions and political attitudes is that
the former are more abstract. They are related to a multitude of more specific situations, objects,
or policy areas. Indeed, this is a feature that the various conceptions of value orientations
– from more recent accounts of policy principles (Goren, 2013) to older accounts of value
systems by Rokeach or Schwartz (Feldman, 2003; Maio et al., 2003) - share. As example, one
can think of an egalitarian value orientation. Such an orientation can be applied to numerous
policy questions – from several social policy areas to daily life decisions. All this is even more
true for ideologies, which are typically thought of as combining different values. And while
support for a certain party is not as abstract as an egalitarian ideal, also party identification can
be applied to a multitude of different political questions. That predispositions transcend more
specific situations is only a definitional feature and does not say anything about the empirical
use of predispositions as heuristics. Yet their abstractness is certainly a precondition to think
of them as a heuristic.

This differentiation between attitudes and predispositions can also be done more formally by
pointing to the eminent role of political predispositions in individuals’ political belief systems.
Belief systems according to Converse (2004, p. 181) are a “configuration of ideas and attitudes
in which the elements are bound together by some form of constraint or functional interde-
pendence.” Thinking of a belief system thus means focusing not only on one specific political
attitude. In contrast, thinking about a belief system means to think about all attitudes people
possess, and how they are related. This lead more recent work to depict belief systems either as
correlation matrices between all kinds of attitudes (Baldassarri and Gelman, 2008; Munzert and
Bauer, 2013) or as networks with each attitude (and predisposition) as node and their relations
as ties connecting those nodes (Baldassarri and Goldberg, 2014; Brandt et al., 2019).

Political predispositions are the central elements in political belief systems. Basically, this
statement reiterates my statement in the beginning of this section: political predispositions
are more stable than attitudes, influence (constrain) attitudes and thus structure individuals’
political belief systems. Yet the belief system logic highlights that predispositions are so stable
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because they influence the other attitudes in the belief system. Indeed, it can be shown that a
hypothetical, simulated belief system becomes more stable and consistent when the influence
of central on peripheral elements (i.e. constraint) is increased (Brandt and Sleegers, 2021).

It is of course an empirical question whether predispositions are really the central elements of
individuals’ belief systems and, thus, are more stable than attitudes, and whether causality runs
from predispositions to attitudes or vice versa. The next sections discuss the empirical evidence
for these questions.

Predispositional Stability

The general stability of political predispositions is a rather uncontroversial idea with many in-
stances of empirical support. There is empirical evidence on the stability of predispositions
over the short- and medium-term, i.e. with repeated measurements less than ten years apart,
often only two or four years apart (Bartle, 2000; Goren, 2005; Schumann and Schoen, 2009).
Additionally, there are studies on the long-term stability of predispositions over several decades
(Sears and Funk, 1999). While such studies often model stability and report stability coeffi-
cients, there are also readily interpretable examples: Sears and Funk (1999) find that 60% of
respondents had same party identification over almost forty years. And Schumann and Schoen
(2009) find 80% of respondents with a similar (exactly the same or±2) left-right self-placement
after 8 years.

Yet, while the overall idea of predispositional stability is uncontroversial, the relevant literature
considers several nuances. First, there is often a concern that while findings from the U.S.
context are very widespread, they might not be directly applicable to the European context.
In particular, both, the prevalence of multiparty systems in Europe compared to the two-party
system in the U.S. (Rekker et al., 2018) and the decrease of political polarization in several
European countries compared to the increase in the U.S. (Munzert and Bauer, 2013) could
suggest such differences in the stability and impact of predispositions. In general, this concern
seems unwarranted. To give a few examples, the above-mentioned study by Schumann and
Schoen (2009) comes from the German context and shows high levels of ideological stability.
Importantly for the German context, this holds for both, East-Germans and West-Germans.
Arzheimer and Schoen (2005) also show high stability and no relevant East-West differences
in Germany concerning party identification. In the Dutch context, Rekker et al. (2018) suggest
that left-right ideology is the stronger predisposition compared to party identification, partly
because ideology proves to be very stable, while party identification is somewhat more volatile.
And as final example from the European context, Schickler and Green (1997) show the high
stability of party identification for the British context. Taken together, these findings suggest
that predispositional stability is an equally relevant pattern in the European context, even though
the role of specific predispositions might be different than U.S.-based findings suggest.

I take the theoretical considerations about the central role of predispositions in belief systems
and the empirically proven high stability of predispositions as a basis for doubts about self-
interest effects. In particular, I hypothesize that it is possible to observe no effect of unem-
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ployment on political predispositions. I test this hypothesis in the third article with regard
to unemployment effects on left-right ideology. To some extent, I also test this argument in
the first article where I examine – among other things – unemployment effects on redistribu-
tive attitudes and beliefs in justice principles. The qualification in the previous sentence reflects
that redistributive attitudes are certainly not the typical case for a predisposition. While they are
sometimes treated as simply another policy attitude or redistributive preference (Alesina and La
Ferrara, 2005), they are also sometimes treated as redistributive value orientation (Blekesaune
and Quadagno, 2003). It probably makes sense to see it either as a rather specific and probably
somewhat less central predisposition or as a rather unspecific policy attitude. As discussed in
the next paragraph, this does not affect the hypothesis.

More central to the main interest of this thesis, I hypothesize, that it is possible to observe no
unemployment effect on labour market policy attitudes. On the one hand, this hypothesis
might seem implausible. After all, I discussed that predispositions and attitudes are conceptu-
ally different and behave differently. Among other things, it is typically believed that attitudes
are less stable than predispositions. On the other hand, this hypothesis about attitudinal stabil-
ity reflects the discussed idea that the stability of predispositions also stabilizes the rest of the
political belief system (Brandt and Sleegers, 2021), including attitudes. Indeed, the compari-
son between attitudinal stability and predispositional stability is part of a long-standing debate.
Some suggest that lower attitudinal stability is only a result of measurement error artefacts (An-
solabehere et al., 2008; Freeze and Montgomery, 2016; Krosnick, 1991). Taking into account
these considerations this hypothesis is, indeed, not implausible. At the same time, it is probably
fair to say that it is more likely to empirically falsify the hypothesis about attitudinal stability
than the hypothesis about predispositional stability in the face of unemployment.

As a more general point is important to note that self-interest effects and predispositional stabil-
ity do not exclude each other logically. After all, no one assumes or can prove perfect stability.
It is possible that the experience of a material shock like unemployment is the exception to
predispositional and especially attitudinal stability. But, it is also possible that the question
of self-interest effects or stable predispositions is not a simple yes or no question. This idea
motivates the following theoretical discussions that try to create a better understanding when,
for whom, or under which conditions self-interest effects are more likely and when the stabil-
ity of predispositions is likely to be the end of the story. In general, I expect that self-interest
effects are more likely when self-interest and predispositions are not opposing forces. This is
true in two cases: First, when predispositions are weak, and second, when self-interest and
predispositions suggest the same political reaction.

Predispositional Instability in the “Impressionable Years”

Speaking about predispositional stability in adult life one should not forget about the other side
of the coin: early socialization. This is the time in which political predispositions are not yet
stable or strong predictors of other attitudes. Attitudes and especially predispositions charac-
terized by high stability in adult life need to be formed in the first place. The formation of
attitudes takes place during the so-called “impressionable years” from childhood to early adult-
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hood. During that time political beliefs become “crystallized” (Neundorf and Smets, 2018).
This involves three parallel processes. Children and adolescents become ever more opinionated
over time and develop a clear opinion on ever more issues. At the same time, these opinions
become more and more stable over time, as they grow older. And finally, all these opinions
become more and more structured, or consistent, during adolescence (Rekker et al., 2018). Or
in other words: the belief system develops its structure, while different external influences,
“socialization agents” like parents, schools, or peers are present.

There is ample evidence that political predispositions and political attitudes are more volatile
in early years and grow more stable over time – mostly in political science literature, but also
in sociological research (Kiley and Vaisey, 2020; Vaisey and Kiley, 2021). However, there is
no agreed-upon endpoint to the phase of the impressionable years. Thus, empirical evidence
for higher predispositional and attitudinal volatility “early” in life exists for various definitions
of this early life stage. This is relevant for the thesis because it suggests that first labour market
experiences and some part of the impressionable years coincide.

To give an idea of the available evidence, let’s at first consider the example of Kiley and Vaisey
(2020) in the U.S. context, who empirically study a wide range of attitudes, political and non-
political attitudes alike. They find higher attitudinal stability for people aged over 30 for some,
but far from all of the studied attitudes – including political attitudes. However, they state that
they tested several cutoff points for “young age” ranging from 20 to 45 years, highlighting
again the non-existence of a clear endpoint of the impressionable years. More evidence from
the U.S. context comes from Alwin and Krosnick (1991) who find evidence for more volatility
in party identification for people aged 18-25 than for others. While in this study they do not find
similar evidence for other studied political attitudes and predispositions, the same authors do
provide such evidence for a broader range of political attitudes and predispositions in another
similar study (Krosnick and Alwin, 1989). Finally, there is also European evidence, like from
the previously discussed study by Rekker et al. (2018) from the Netherlands. The authors
found that between 12 to 25 years left-right ideology became increasingly stable. A similar
effect was not observed for party identification which (among other things) lead the authors
to the previously mentioned conclusion that in the Dutch context ideology is the more central
predisposition. An earlier study by Rekker et al. (2015) also showed increasing stability of
economic and cultural attitudinal scales during adolescence and young adulthood.

Finally, as already mentioned in the section on previous research, the study by Emmenegger
et al. (2017) on political interest - an important political predisposition in the realm of political
participation - is noteworthy. This study showed that the effects of unemployment on political
interest are stronger for younger people and fade out later in life. Consequently, I hypothesize
that unemployment effects on predispositions are more likely to be observed for younger
people. This is tested in the third article concerning the effect of unemployment on left-right
ideology.
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Predispositional Influences on Attitudes: Constraint & Motivated Reasoning

The previous two sections dealt with empirical evidence for predispositional stability and the
main exception to that rule: the impressionable years. But thinking back to the logic of predis-
positions as central elements in individuals’ belief systems, not only predispositional stability
but also the influence of predispositions on attitudes is crucial. Evidence on predispositional
effects on attitudes comes from two distinct research traditions. On the one hand, there is liter-
ature that starts where findings on predispositional stability end. Both attitudinal and predispo-
sitional stability is very common but both, attitudinal and predispositional change is possible.
The first research tradition asks what happens in that case and directly compares attitudinal
reactions to predispositional change with predispositional reactions to attitudinal change. The
second research tradition centers on motivated reasoning. Here, the focus is on how predis-
positions affect the way people perceive and interpret new situations and how this ultimately
affects their attitudes. Basically, both research traditions simply deal with the question of where
consistency in belief systems comes from.

The direction of causality between attitudes and predispositions is part of a longstanding debate
in political science (Gerber and Green, 1998). Some claim that predispositions affect attitudes
(i.e. constraint attitudes), while others believe that attitudes affect predispositions (i.e. update
predispositions). On the one hand, the interest in this question is fuelled by its relation to the
fundamental mechanisms of democracy. The view that predispositions are a “running tally”
(Gerber and Green, 1998) of policy attitudes is part of a broader view on citizens as rational ac-
tors in the democratic process. The view that predispositions influence attitudes, in contrast, is
often seen as at odds with both rationality and standard accounts of democratic theory (Carsey
and Layman, 2006; Highton and Kam, 2011). On the other hand interest in the question of
the direction of causality between attitudes and predispositions is fuelled by mixed findings in
the literature. However, more recent research established that previously mixed findings over-
looked the decisive factors: the importance and salience of the policies for which people hold a
certain attitude. In the case of highly important and salient issues, it is far more likely that peo-
ple adjust their predispositions to their attitudes than when the policies at stake are not important
or not salient. Issue salience and importance are decisive for the direction of causality between
predispositions and attitudes both on the contextual level of the political discourse and on the
individual level (Carsey and Layman, 2006; Dancey and Goren, 2010; Highton and Kam, 2011;
Weber and Saris, 2014). I apply these insights to the question of whether unemployment af-
fects predispositions. I hypothesize that unemployment effects on predispositions are more
likely when economic issues are more salient. I test this with regard to unemployment effects
on left-right ideology and how they are moderated by the salience of topics in the public (i.e.
country-wide) discourses in the different countries analysed in the third paper. Of course, these
insights are also relevant for the question of unemployment effects on labour market policy
attitudes. While I do not focus on this question empirically, these considerations suggest that
attitudinal reactions to unemployment are also less likely when economic issues are not salient.
After all, in this case, predispositions are more likely to stabilize attitudes.

So far, all arguments and hypotheses simply deal with the question, whether there is, or there is
not a predispositional or attitudinal reaction to unemployment. Motivated reasoning accounts

29



additionally suggest that the direction of change can be different, depending on individuals’
prior political predispositions. Fundamentally, it can be seen as a modern version of the argu-
ment already raised in “The American Voter” that partisanship filters how people perceive and
interpret the world (Campbell et al., 1960).

The basic idea of motivated reasoning is that people’s prior beliefs and predispositions bias
how they seek out new information and how they interpret new information or situations. Ac-
cording to Taber and Lodge (2006) there are three distinct motivated reasoning mechanisms:
a confirmation bias (people seek out information congruent with their prior beliefs); a discon-
firmation bias (people spend more time counterarguing arguments incongruent with their prior
beliefs); and a prior attitude bias (people evaluate arguments congruent with their prior beliefs
as more plausible). The consequence of all three mechanisms or biases is polarization. New
information and new situations reinforce pre-existing beliefs. In empirical terms, this thesis
is more concerned with this consequence - polarization - than with disentangling the different
motivated reasoning mechanisms.

In this thesis, I use motivated reasoning arguments, that among other things have been applied
to the study of aggregate economic circumstances, and apply them to the effects of individual
economic circumstances. However, doing so is not straightforward, as a look at typical moti-
vated reasoning studies shows. First, there are studies directly concerned with the information
people seek out and how this is biased by their predispositions. This is, what Taber and Lodge
(2006) tested. Second, there are studies on how people perceive objective facts and how this
is biased by their predispositions. A typical application of this type of motivated reasoning
studies is the question of how people perceive a country’s economic situation (Schaffner and
Roche, 2017). Thus, in both cases, the explanation for a polarized political reaction is the dif-
ferent (polarized) subjective knowledge or perception of an objective fact. Yet such arguments
are implausible for the political consequences of unemployment. After all, being unemployed
is an undeniable fact, no matter how strong motivated reasoning is.

But even when confronted with undeniable facts, motivated reasoning “finds a way” (Bisgaard,
2015). Bisgaard shows that during the economic crisis - when economic downturn became
an undeniable fact - motivated reasoning skipped the step of perceiving the economic down-
turn and lead to polarized interpretations of the economic situation. Responsibility attributions
became polarized (Bisgaard, 2015; Fernandez-Albertos et al., 2013). In applying motivated
reasoning to the study of the political consequences of unemployment I follow this logic and
assume that individuals’ predispositions color how individuals interpret their job loss. Conse-
quently, I hypothesize in the third article that left-leaning people react with an ideological
left-shift and right-leaning people react with an ideological right-shift to unemployment.
While left shifts can be associated with economic concerns, ideological right shifts after unem-
ployment can be related to migration-related concerns. In the second article, I apply motivated
reasoning arguments to the effects of unemployment on labour market policy attitudes. I hy-
pothesize that left-leaning people react with increased support for labour market policies
after job loss. Not that decreased support for labour market policy attitudes after job loss goes
directly against the self-interest of individuals. Therefore, I did not consider a proper polariza-
tion effect for labour market policy attitudes, where, additionally to the increased support by
left-leaning individuals, right-leaning individuals decrease their support.
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Additionally, I consider circumstances, under which motivated reasoning is less likely. Peo-
ple without strong predispositions should have a lesser basis for biases based on motivated
reasoning (Taber and Lodge, 2006). Therefore, I hypothesize in the second paper that people
without strong predispositions show a bigger increase in support for labour market policy
attitudes in response to job loss. This follows the same logic as the hypothesis about stronger
effects during the impressionable years. When predispositions are weak, self-interest effects
might be stronger as self-interest and predispositions are not opposite forces.
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1.4 Questions of Causality

1.4.1 Stratified Socialization as Explanation for Confounding

So far we have seen that there are robust associations between unemployment and labour mar-
ket policy attitudes and between unemployment and other welfare-related attitudes. Evidence
on whether these associations are the result of a causal effect is scarce and mixed. Later, I
discussed various reasons to expect such a causal effect, to doubt such a causal effect, and to
refine the expectation of such a causal effect to specific subgroups of the population. In the fol-
lowing, I start by contrasting how these different arguments relate to or contribute to the idea
of non-causal associations between unemployment and labour market policy attitudes. After-
wards, I discuss the research design applied in the three articles. I conclude by discussing how
far these designs allow conclusions about which causal or non-causal mechanism creates the
associations between unemployment and labour market policy attitudes.

First, there is the self-interest argument which I equate with the expectation of a causal effect
of unemployment on political attitudes and predispositions for everyone. Two qualifications
are due for this statement. On the one hand, this self-interest based expectation of a causal
effect of unemployment does not exclude that some or all of the other mechanisms delineated
below also play a role. On the other hand, equating the self-interest argument with the expec-
tation of a causal effect does not mean that I prove self-interest as the mechanism behind the
causal effect. After all, it is possible to imagine such a causal effect without any self-interest
considerations. To give an example, every causal effect of unemployment could also be the
result of a somewhat altruistic concern with similar others. Thus, a causal effect of unemploy-
ment could simply reflect that employment transitions change the group of people altruistic
individuals are concerned about. Importantly, however, I interpret insignificant unemployment
effects after applying a credible causal design as a sign that self-interest does not play a role.

Second, there is the idea that (probably) self-interest-based causal effects of unemployment are
only observable for people whose predispositions do not favour political consequences against
the individuals’ self-interest. This covers both the idea that people with weak predispositions
are more likely to react in such a way and the motivated reasoning based idea that polarization
can be expected. This constitutes a middle way between predispositional accounts and the self-
interest perspective since this argument assumes a causal effect while taking into account the
power of predispositions. As the title of the second article puts it, this idea goes beyond the
“self-interest versus predispositions” story. In contrast to the first pure self-interest argument,
here it is clear, that some groups are not expected to react to self-interest: stronger support for
labour market policies or another kind of left-shift after job loss for previously right-leaning
people would clearly falsify this idea. Conversely, if everyone reacted to unemployment, but
people with certain predispositions reacted more, this would certainly still be consistent with
the pure self-interest story previously delineated.

Third, there is the additional self-interest argument that people react to economic risk, just as
they react to economic shocks like unemployment. Importantly, this economic risk to become
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unemployed at some point is unequally distributed in society. Unemployment risk is stratified.
This point is at the core of many political economy arguments. We know that especially labour
market outsiders, i.e. people with non-standard (especially temporary) employment, but also
certain occupational groups, face higher unemployment risks. For both, additional gender and
age differences have been shown (Giesecke, 2009; Schwander and Häusermann, 2013). Thus,
self-interest arguments “automatically” come with an expectation of and explanation for con-
founding in the relation between unemployment and political attitudes predispositions. How-
ever, a self-interested individual should react to all these economic risks and to the realization
of that risk – unemployment.

Fourth, based on the idea that the impressionable years coincide with the first labour market
experiences, one could argue that only these first unemployment experiences in early adult-
hood affect attitudes and predispositions. Taking into account that youth unemployment is
related to later unemployment, either causally via “scarring effects” (Schmillen and Umkehrer,
2017) or simply because of the persistence of unemployment risk factors, this creates a pos-
sibility for a completely confounded relationship between unemployment and labour market
policy attitudes in later adulthood. For this, these effects during the impressionable years have
to be persistent. Of course, this simply restates the impressionable years hypothesis.

And fifth and finally, there is a second argument based on the idea of the impressionable years.
In contrast to the previous fourth mechanism, it is also possible to make such an argument
without any reference to any labour market experiences. This means to make an argument for
a completely confounded relationship between unemployment and political attitudes and pre-
dispositions for everyone. To do so, one needs to combine the already discussed assumption
about stratified labour market risks with an argument that there are stratified early political so-
cialization experiences already before labour market entry. Such stratified early socialization
experiences can result from different mechanisms, that are not necessarily mutually exclusive.
First, this can mean that the transmission of political attitudes and predispositions from parents
to children (Jennings et al., 2009; Rico and Jennings, 2016) transmits stratification as well. Of
course, this argument would still leave open where stratification comes from in the first place.
Second, this can mean that the economic circumstances during childhood and adolescence di-
rectly impact the development of political predispositions and attitudes. Finally, this can result
from different experiences with other socialization agents, especially schools (Gingrich, 2019).
Whatever the exact mechanisms, as long as at least part of these early acquired predisposi-
tions as well as the disadvantages experienced early in life remain stable throughout adulthood,
confounding is present.

To sum up, self-interest accounts expect a causal relationship between unemployment and polit-
ical attitudes as well as between unemployment and predispositions even though there is room
for confounding by economic risk. In contrast, different versions of the impressionable years
hypothesis offer the possibility to see these associations are completely confounded. Finally,
both the impressionable years hypothesis and motivated reasoning accounts offer possibilities
for heterogeneous causal effects. Keeping in mind these separate mechanisms behind causal
and non-causal relations between unemployment and labour market policy attitudes or predis-
positions is important to be able to theoretically interpret empirical findings of observable or
not observable effects after a credible causal design has been applied. The three articles of this
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thesis typically contrast the self-interest-based argument of a causal effect of unemployment
with the stratified socialization argument of (potentially pure) confounding (see again 1.2).
The same goes for the discussed rest of the literature with a causal inference perspective on the
relationship between economic risk or hardship on various political outcomes. It is, therefore,
crucial to keep in mind, that there are two versions of stratified early socialization experiences,
one including and one excluding the first steps in the labour market. And it is even more crucial
to keep in mind that concluding that self-interest does not play a role for non-causal effects of
unemployment is only based on the assumption that self-interested people should react to risks
and realized risks alike.

1.4.2 Research Design of the 3 Papers

The starting point for this thesis question of causality – confounding or causality? – is a coun-
terfactual perspective on causality. This perspective is a rather pessimistic one: there is the
fundamental problem of causal inference (Holland, 1986). It is never possible to observe a
causal effect. This is due to the definition of a causal effect as the difference in the outcome
(dependent variable) between a) a situation where a unit, e.g. a person, has been exposed to
the treatment (or independent variable) and b) a situation where the same person did not get
exposed to the treatment.

Y t1
i=1(T = 1)− Y t1

i=1(T = 0) (1.1)

One of both situations is never observable - the potential outcome, or counterfactual - since the
same person cannot be exposed and not be exposed to the treatment at the same time. A rather
fundamental problem indeed.

Practical solutions revolve around assumptions and methods that make causal inference based
on comparisons between different persons or based on over-time comparisons plausible. Both
solutions are used in the present dissertation project: comparisons between as similar as possi-
ble people (between design) and comparisons within the same person over time (within design).
Figure 1.3 shows the causal identification strategies applied in the three articles schematically.
These different strategies also come with different blind spots.

The biggest difference lies between the within estimation strategy applied to the panel data
used in articles 2 and 3 and the between estimation strategy applied to the cross-sectional data
in article 1.

Analyses in article 1 (entropy balancing and other re-weighting and matching techniques) rely
on a comparison between “treated” and “non-treated” people. In figure 1.3 this equals a com-
parison between circles and squares. In real life, this means comparing unemployed and em-
ployed people, when estimating the effect of unemployment.
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EB = Entropy Balancing. FE = Fixed Effects. FEIS = FE with Individual Slopes

Figure 1.3: The Causal Identification Strategies of the Three Articles

This comparison is made more plausible by comparing unemployed people with employed
people with similar unemployment risk factors. As indicated by the size of the circles in the
left panel of figure 1.3 more similar people get a higher weight, more dissimilar people get a
lower weight.

Thus, the quality of this comparison crucially hinges on the factors one chooses to determine
similarity or dissimilarity between employed and unemployed people. In article 1 I choose a
variety of socio-economic and demographic background factors that can be expected to influ-
ence selection into unemployment. But unobserved confounders, i.e. factors not included in the
entropy balancing analysis, can still bias the comparison between employed and unemployed
people.

In particular, this means that confounding by genetic differences, by personality differences,
and by non-measured socio-economic differences could still bias the results of article 1.

Articles 2 and 3 rely on a within-design. The effect of unemployment is estimated by comparing
the outcome (labour market policy attitudes in article 2 and left-right ideology in article 3) after
the person entered unemployment with the outcome of the same person before entering into
unemployment. This strategy automatically controls away all stable sources of confounding,
like socialization experiences, or previous labour market experiences. It can, however, still be
biased, if people who enter unemployment would have anyway (i.e. even in the counterfactual
scenario of not entering unemployment) changed their attitudes or their ideology. This is taken
into account in the third article. However, while this is a crucial advantage for causal inference,
it is possible, that this controls for the risk-based adaption of attitudes or ideology. In this case,
extra care (or extra steps like in the third article) is necessary to infer whether a non-causal
FEIS estimate means that self-interest does not play a role.
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1.5 Summary of the 3 Articles

1.5.1 Summary Article 1

Article 1: Wehl, N. (2019): The (ir)relevance of unemployment for labour market policy atti-
tudes and welfare state attitudes, in: European Journal of Political Research 58(1), 141-162.

This article asks whether unemployment effects on labour market policy attitudes and welfare
state principles are causal. In theoretical terms, the article starts with doubts about unem-
ployment effects based on the idea of predispositional stability. It continues with developing
stratified early socialization as an alternative argument for associations between unemployment
and social policy attitudes. This is its main theoretical contribution.

Empirically, the article uses cross-sectional data of the European Social Survey (ESS) and
analyses unemployment effects in each of the ESS countries separately. It uses four differ-
ent dependent variables: 1) respondents’ attitude towards government responsibility for active
labour market policies, 2) respondents’ attitude towards government responsibility for passive
labour market policies, 3) respondents’ attitudes towards income redistribution by the govern-
ment, and 4) respondents’ belief in the justice principle “equality of outcomes” with regard
to living standards. The first two dependent variables are labour market policy attitudes. The
last two dependent variables can either be seen as more abstract welfare attitudes or as wel-
fare principles and thus as relatively concrete and probably weak predispositions. The article
uses the richness of available socio-economic background characteristics to model different
“selection probabilities into treatment”, i.e. different unemployment risk factors between the
employed and unemployed. It thus answers the question about the causal effect by checking
whether the associations between unemployment and the dependent variables remain after the
socio-economic confounders are taken into account. The main analyses apply entropy balanc-
ing (see again figure 1.3), additional analyses use matching techniques and simple regression
adjustment (adding confounders as control variables) to account for these socio-economic con-
founders.

Its results show that after taking into account socio-economic confounder virtually all associa-
tions between unemployment and welfare state principles (dependent variables 3 & 4) vanish.
While in most countries, this is also true for the associations between unemployment and labour
market policy attitudes, there is a substantial amount of countries where even after entropy bal-
ancing (and similar causal analysis methods), associations remain.

But as discussed in the literature overview, at the time of publishing the article, and even more
so at the time of writing the present introductory chapter, raising such doubts was and is not a
unique feature of this article. In contrast, by now several articles use a combination of argu-
ments about predispositional stability, stratified socialization experiences, and stratified labour
market risks. As a result, they infer doubts about causality between unemployment or other
material circumstances and various kinds of political attitudes and behaviour. However, the
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overwhelming majority of these articles are panel studies within a single country (just like the
second article of this dissertation).

The main empirical contribution of the article is the test of this causal question in a cross-
national context. While the cross-sectional nature of the data leaves room for an unobserved
variables bias, the explicit modelling of confounders comes with an additional advantage. In
panel studies applying fixed effects, it is only possible to see if, not why, descriptive, bivariate
associations are confounded. In contrast, the results of the first article of this dissertation leave
no doubt: Socio-economic risk factors are responsible for a huge part of this confounding.

Taken together, the combination of the results’ cross-national nature with the comparison of
results for different kinds of dependent variables offers a good yardstick for existing and future
studies with a smaller scope like single-country panel studies. Furthermore, zooming out from
its empirical focus the article shows how future research about relations between any material
circumstances and any political outcome variables can apply a more credible causal design.

A clear limitation of the article is that it does not empirically test the mechanisms behind the
confounding. While I already acknowledged this in the article, I do see this as an even bigger
limitation at the time of writing this introductory chapter. Indeed, a first step aimed at disen-
tangling confounding due to self-interested reactions to economic risk and confounding due
to early socialization was already taken in the paper. I checked if most of the confounding is
due to the experience of unemployment within the last year (it was not). However, a stepwise
approach with a more direct comparison of the confounding due to parental socio-economic
variables in comparison to individual socioeconomic variables related to individuals’ more re-
cent economic fortunes would certainly have been even more informative. Similarly, while
heterogeneities based on prior predispositions are hard to disentangle in cross-sectional data,
age heterogeneities could have already been analysed with the ESS data.

1.5.2 Summary Article 2

Article 2: Wehl, N. (2020): Going beyond values versus self-interest: whose attitudes change
after employment transitions?, in: Political Research Exchange 2(1), 1-23.

The second article asks, whose labour market policy attitudes change after employment transi-
tions. In this context, “whose?” refers to people with various prior political beliefs or predis-
positions. The answer is crucial for the interpretation of results with respect to the importance
of self-interest and predispositions (like values).

Its arguments start, where the first article – together with the biggest part of the literature –
ends: the dichotomy between self-interest and values/predispositions and related empirical re-
sults. Effects of material circumstances on political attitudes and behaviour support self-interest
accounts, null-results support predispositional accounts. To go beyond this dichotomy, the arti-
cle continues with arguments based on motivated reasoning for a moderation of unemployment
(risk) effects by prior political predispositions. There are three possibilities for this moderation:
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1) unemployment (risk) reinforces pre-existing beliefs, 2) unemployment (risk) affects people
without strong predispositions, and 3) unemployment (risk) effects run opposite to pre-existing
beliefs. Only in the third case self-interest and predispositions are truly opposing forces.

The empirical analyses are based on German panel data from the 1997 and 2002 waves of
the Socio-Economic Panel study (SOEP). The main dependent variable is a combination of
respondents’ attitudes towards state responsibility for active and passive labour market poli-
cies. Unlike the first article, this second article focuses on the effects of several independent
variables: it differs between unemployment and unemployment risk, objective and subjective
indicators of unemployment risk, and - given the longitudinal context – positive and negative
trajectories of all these indicators. As moderators and indicators for prior beliefs the article uses
respondents’ party identification and labour market policy attitudes – categorized into left/pro,
right/contra, and none/neutral respectively. Analyses are based on fixed effects models (see
again figure 1.3), which automatically control for all time-constant confounders.

The results show that job loss simply reinforces pre-existing left tendencies and favourable
views of state responsibility. Interestingly and unexpectedly, however, this pattern is not found
for the other analysed indicators of unemployment (risk). First, the effects of positive trajec-
tories, especially more decreasing worries about job insecurity, run opposite to pre-existing
beliefs. Second, several indicators only affect people without strong partisan ties and/or with-
out a strong view about state responsibility.

The main empirical contribution is to add more evidence about predispositions based hetero-
geneities in unemployment effects on labour market policy attitudes outside the U.S. context,
that Margalit (2013) covered with his study.

Taken together, this second article clearly shows that conclusions about the importance of
self-interest vis-à-vis predispositions based on significant “causal” effects of material hardship
might not be warranted. Similarly, conclusions about the importance of predispositions com-
pared to self-interest based on insignificant effects of material hardship are probably equally
inappropriate. Both kinds of conclusions are only due when the interactions between predispo-
sitions and reactions to material circumstances are clear.

A clear limitation of this article is that it remains unclear whether the heterogeneities based on
prior predispositions and attitudes are really due to the different predispositions and attitudes.
Are they the true moderators? Of course, this article shares this limitation with virtually all
research on partisan biases. Nevertheless, only with an answer to that question we could truly
understand, whether predispositions-based heterogeneities are due to cognitive biases like mo-
tivated reasoning, or whether (socio-economic or age-based) compositional differences drive
these heterogeneities. In the latter case, one would move quickly back away from motivated
reasoning to risk-based accounts of such heterogeneities. Of course, risk-based accounts of
such heterogeneities suffer from the reverse problem.
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1.5.3 Summary Article 3

Article 3: Wehl, N. (2021) The dynamics of unemployment, risk, and left-right ideology. Con-
strained change or changed constraints? (Under review)

This article asks whether unemployment affects political ideology. Thus, it moves beyond the
focus on specific policy attitudes of the first two papers of the dissertation, and most of the
relevant literature for that matter. Instead, it focuses on unemployment effects on ideology,
an important, political predisposition, especially in the European context, as discussed earlier
(Rekker et al., 2018).

The starting point for this article are the somewhat mixed findings of the literature (including
the first two articles of the dissertation) with regard to “good” estimates of the effects of unem-
ployment on policy attitudes. Many studies find at least a few small effects of unemployment.
Both, for effects on support for economically “left” policies (more welfare), and for “cultur-
ally” right policies (less immigration). What – if any – is the broader political relevance of such
findings? In theoretical terms, the article introduces arguments that point out that even when
specific attitudes change, more abstract predispositions change only under rare circumstances.
The article continues to identify these circumstances, both on the individual level (young age
and - similar to the second article - different prior leanings) and on the macro-level (the salience
or importance of the issues that are assumed behind reactions to unemployment). This is its
main theoretical contribution.

In empirical terms, the article focuses on middle- to long-run panel data from Switzerland
(Swiss Household Panel - SHP), Spain (Political Attitudes Panel - Polat), and the Netherlands
(Longitudinal Internet Studies Social Sciences - LISS). The results are based on fixed effects
(FE) models and fixed effects models with individual slopes (FEIS). The latter is not only able
to account for time-constant confounding, but also for time-varying confounding (see again
figure 1.3). The main independent variable is unemployment – its effects can be interpreted
as job loss effects given various recodings and sample restrictions. Additional analyses focus
on job insecurity feelings before people become unemployed. The dependent variable is re-
spondents’ left-right self-placement. (Time-constant!) individual moderator variables are age
and left-right ideology measured at the first observed wave for each respondent. Both, the
cross-national aspect and the application of FEIS constitute the empirical contribution of the
paper.

Its results show no ideological reactions (main effects) to unemployment, except in Spain.
Moderation analyses show that the non-existent effect in Switzerland is hidden by polarization
after job loss: left-leaning people become more left, right-leaning people become more right.
Interestingly, this result fits very well with the result on job loss effects in Germany from the
second paper. However, neither in Spain nor in the Netherlands similar heterogeneities are
observable. In Spain, however, and only in Spain, only young people react to job loss with
a left shift, there is no effect observable for older people. Finally, analyses on the effects of
changes in subjective job insecurity restricted to those who do lose their job later find no such
effects.
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Taken together, these findings show that ideological reactions to unemployment are the excep-
tion rather than the rule and that these exceptions follow known exceptions to predispositional
stability. Additionally, the paper suggests that the non-causal associations are not to be un-
derstood as a result of risk-based adaptions of ideology. This last point can be seen as a step
towards disentangling the mechanisms behind confounding. A point that should probably be
more emphasized in the paper is that the effects for young adults in Spain show, that it does
indeed make sense to think of the first steps in the labour market as part of the story of stratified
early (or not so early) socialization experiences.

A clear limitation of the article is that the reasons for the contextual variation remain poorly
understood, even though they are in line with expectations based on issue salience. Since this
article is currently under review, I will try to alleviate this issue by comparing unemployment
effects on left-right ideology with unemployment effects on economic and migration-related
attitudes, if this is in line with the further trajectory of the review process. This way I could
at least test the assumption that the Swiss polarization effect is related to migration-related
concerns for those with a right-leaning ideology.

1.6 Conclusion

In this introductory chapter of the thesis, I summarized the main idea of the thesis. Its main
research question is whether there is a causal effect of unemployment on labour market policy
attitudes and broader political predispositions. In the section on previous research, I introduced
the vast empirical evidence on associations between unemployment and social policy attitudes,
including labour market policy attitudes. This literature cannot offer evidence for or against
causality in the relationship between unemployment and labour market policy attitudes due
to its clear limitations with regard to strategies of causal identification. In contrast, a small
literature is emerging that applies more credible causal designs to the question of causality
between material circumstances and political attitudes, predispositions, and behaviour. This
thesis builds on and contributes to this literature.

In the theoretical section, I identified theoretical expectations and empirical patterns of predis-
positional stability, attitudinal stability, and predispositional influences on attitudes as a basis
for doubts about a causal relationship between unemployment and political attitudes and pre-
dispositions. The empirical question of whether unemployment affects labour market policy
attitudes causally is thus represented in a similar theoretical question: are there self-interest
effects in light of stable predispositions, or are material shocks the exception to the rule of
predispositional stability?

In the section on research design, I discussed how this thesis applies research designs that
are better suited for observational causal inference than the methods much of the previous
literature is based on. Applying these designs, the results of the three articles of this thesis can
be summarized as: unemployment often has no causal impact on labour market policy attitudes
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and broader predispositions. But sometimes, even after applying more credible causal designs,
effects of unemployment remain.

This is a somewhat unsatisfactory answer as it suggests very different mechanisms of political
reasoning to be present - somehow, at the same time. Therefore, a second key concern of this
thesis is the identification of factors decisive for the question of causal effects of unemployment
on labour market policy attitudes and predispositions. As I discussed in the section on previous
research this question is largely ignored in research with a causal perspective on the relation-
ship between material circumstances and political attitudes and behaviour. When focusing on
research on the relationship between unemployment and labour market policy attitudes, theo-
retical treatments of such heterogeneity are completely missing. In empirical terms, one study
is a rare exception showing effect heterogeneity by different partisan groups.

The question of heterogeneous effects of unemployment also motivates large parts of the the-
oretical section. Here I focused on theories about early life socialization and motivated rea-
soning. I hypothesized that unemployment effects should be more likely when individuals’
predispositions are weak or when they already fit well with the self-interest emanating from
unemployment. But again, the empirical evidence for such heterogeneities is mixed. While the
second and third articles certainly show empirical support for such heterogeneities, there are -
again - exceptions.

Despite some mixed findings the overall message this thesis and its results can offer is relatively
straightforward. The idea of a self-interested, mechanistic adaption of labour market policy
attitudes and other political outcomes to unemployment should be overcome. There are simply
too many null-results and too many heterogeneities in the effect of unemployment, to uphold
this idea.

Of course, this leads to the follow-up question, which alternative idea should serve as a replace-
ment. Where else do associations between unemployment and labour market policy attitudes or
other political outcomes come from? In the section on confounding and stratified socialization,
I discussed several mechanisms. These alternative stories can now be re-examined in light of
the findings of the three articles, even though none of the three articles tested them directly. The
theoretical explanation for non-causal associations between unemployment and political atti-
tudes and predispositions I focused on in the three articles are stratified political socialization
experiences during adolescence. The effects of unemployment I find after applying credible
causal designs suggest that this is not the whole story. Therefore, one could argue that the idea
of stratified socialization experiences during the impressionable years should include the first
labour market experiences in young adulthood. It is possible, that this is, indeed, the whole
story behind associations between unemployment and labour market policy attitudes or other
political outcomes. However, the empirical analyses in this thesis did not focus on this ques-
tion in sufficient detail to provide a conclusive evaluation. Therefore, it is also possible that
the following two remaining potential mechanisms operate throughout the whole life course.
I suggested that weak predispositions can leave room for self-interest effects and that strong
predispositions can interact with self-interest resulting in polarization effects. Since I do find
both, supportive evidence and counter-evidence for these arguments, this suggests that these
mechanisms do play a role, but they do not tell the whole story. And finally, and to some extent
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in contrast to the arguments of this thesis, one could interpret the results as a sign that people
do follow their self-interest but only in the long-term. In this case, individuals would slowly
adapt to economic risk. In contrast, material shocks like unemployment would in most cases
not affect individuals’ attitudes. To give some examples, this could be the case because these
shocks are most of the times already anticipated, or because the discussed mechanisms of pre-
dispositional stability decelerate such short-term reactions. This argument could be reframed
as asking whether the impact of stratified socialization experiences never ceases to play a role.
Unfortunately, again, this thesis is ill-equipped to offer a final judgment in this regard. How-
ever, the results in the second article suggest that reactions to (perceived) economic risk factors
are dependent on individuals’ prior predispositions as well.

Future research will hopefully be able to disentangle these mechanisms more systematically.
This would not only provide us with a clearer understanding of employment-based gaps (or
other risk-based gaps) in social policy attitudes or other political outcomes. It would also help
us in identifying which context factors decrease such gaps. If stratified socialization experi-
ences in adolescence play a decisive role, economic inequality present early in life could be
such a crucial factor. Additionally, societal institutions that contribute to more or less stratifica-
tion, like the kind of educational system could play a role here. If additionally, the first labour
market experiences in young adulthood play a role, institutions regulating school-to-work tran-
sitions are an additional candidate for such context factors. Considering that the strength of
predispositions seems to matter, characteristics of the political system that affect predisposi-
tional strength, like its polarization, could be added to the list. Finally, if reactions to economic
risk in the long-term are a substantial part of the story, policies and institutions that affect this
risk should remain on this list, yet with a substantial lag.
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The (ir)relevance of unemployment for labour market policy
attitudes and welfare state attitudes

Abstract

Typically, associations between being unemployed and policy attitudes are explained with ref-
erence to economic self-interest considerations of the unemployed. Preferences for labour
market policies (LMP) and egalitarian preferences are the prime example and the focus of this
study. Its aim is to challenge this causal self-interest argument: self-interest consistent associ-
ations of unemployment with policy preferences are neither necessarily driven by self-interest
nor necessarily causal. To that end this article first confronts the self-interest argument with a
broader perspective on attitudes. Given that predispositions (e.g. value orientations) are stable
and influence more specific policy attitudes, it is at least questionable whether people change
their policy attitudes simply because they get laid off. Second, this article derives a non-causal
argument behind associations between unemployment and policy attitudes arguing that these
might be spurious associations driven by individuals’ socio-economic background. After all,
the entire socio-economic background of a person is simultaneously related to both the risk of
getting unemployed (“selection into unemployment”) and distinct political socialization expe-
riences from early childhood on. Third, this article uses methods inspired by a counterfactual
account on causality to test the non-causal claims. Analyses are carried out using the fourth
wave of the European Social Survey and applying entropy balancing to control for selection
bias. In none but two of the 31 analysed countries unemployment effects on egalitarian orienta-
tions remain significant after controlling for selection bias. The same holds for effects on active
LMP attitudes with the exception of six countries. Attitudes towards passive LMP are to some
degree an exception since here effects remain in one third of the countries. Robustness checks
and bayes factor replications showing evidence for the absence of unemployment effects sup-
port the general impression from these initial analyses. After discussing this article’s results
and limitations, broader implications of this article are considered. On the one hand, this arti-
cle offers a new perspective on the conceptualization and measurement of unemployment risk.
On the other hand, this article’s theoretical argument, as well as its treatment of the resulting
selection bias, can be broadly applied. Thus, this article can contribute to many other research
questions regarding the (ir)relevance of individual life events for political attitudes and political
behaviour.

Keywords: counterfactual causality; political socialisation; economic self-interest; unemploy-
ment; policy attitudes
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2.1 Introduction

It is old news that the unemployed differ profoundly from the remaining population in terms
of their thinking of and acting in the political world. They participate less in politics (Gallego,
2007; Lorenzini and Giugni, 2012), trust less in political institutions (Dotti Sani and Mag-
istro, 2016), feel less efficacious (Marx and Nguyen, 2016), and support more “leftist” political
parties and policies (Emmenegger, 2009; Faas, 2010). Whenever such differences in policy at-
titudes occur, they are explained with reference to the material self-interest of the unemployed1.
Unemployed people prefer policies they benefit from. Preferences for labour market policies
(LMP) are the prime example. The self-interest argument behind unemployment effects goes
sometimes explicitly (Cusack et al., 2006), sometimes more implicitly, hand in hand with an as-
sumption of causality. The aim of this article is to challenge this causal self-interest argument.
To that end this article first confronts the self-interest argument with a broader perspective on
attitudes, second derives a non-causal argument behind associations between unemployment
and policy attitudes and third uses methods inspired from a counterfactual account on causality
to test the non-causal claims.

The first step simply questions the self-interest argument. The effect of unemployment, or
employment status in general, on LMP attitudes, or social policy attitudes in general, is first and
foremost discussed in the literature stimulated by Rueda (2005) on labour market dualization
and its impact on public opinion (Emmenegger, 2009; Schwander and Häusermann, 2013).
However, the broader literature on welfare policy attitudes is typically concerned with two
sources of policy attitudes: self-interest and political predispositions, i.e. value orientations,
party attachments, etc. (e.g. van Oorschot, 2002; Owens and Pedulla, 2014; Sears et al., 1980).
Given the stability of predispositions and their influence on specific policy attitudes (Goren
2005, 2013), it is at least questionable whether people change their policy attitudes simply
because they get laid off.

However, where do all the associations between unemployment and policy attitudes come from,
if causality plays no part in it? The second step develops an answer to that question: selection
bias. The entire socio-economic background of a person is simultaneously related to both the
risk of getting unemployed (“selection into unemployment”) and distinct political socialization
experiences from early childhood on. One example of an often overlooked socio-economic
factor is the social status of the parents that is positively related to both labour market suc-
cess (Gregg and Machin, 2001) and egalitarian/leftist orientations (Rekker et al., 2015) of the
offspring. Given only some degree of social immobility and some degree of stability in indi-
viduals’ political predispositions, individuals’ socio-economic background might be enough to
create the non-causal relation between unemployment and LMP attitudes.

The third step combines this theoretical argument with a counterfactually inspired empirical
strategy to identify causal, or non-causal, effects. In contrast to the “Y-centred”, “causes of
effects”, “backwards” oriented approaches that focuses on the precise prediction of an outcome,
counterfactual approaches focus on the precise estimation of an effect. Thus, these “X-centred”,
“effects of causes”, “forward” oriented approaches focus on the elimination of selection bias
by other third variables (Gelman, 2011; Rohlfing, 2012).

51



Using such a counterfactual perspective leads to a contrast between the theoretical argument
that focuses on socialization dynamics, political predispositions, etc. and the empirical strategy
that focuses on the factors that predict unemployment - the selection model in other words. In
contrast, existing cross-sectional research regarding unemployment effects on political attitudes
and behaviour often uses a limited set of socio-economic variables and/or eventually a limited
set of political predispositions2. Unemployment effects found with such an empirical strategy
are, however, likely to be the result of bias.

To avoid such a selection bias, some recent studies on unemployment and LMP or egalitarian
attitudes (Margalit, 2013; Naumann et al., 2016; Owens and Pedulla, 2014; Stegmueller, 2013)
rely on panel data to focus on attitude changes within individuals, which gives them a crucial
benefit over any study based on non-experimental3, cross-sectional data - including the present
one. Applying a fixed effects approach (Allison, 2009) or controlling for first wave responses
they automatically control for observable and unobservable selection bias by factors that are
stable over time. The benefit for causal inferences, however, comes at the price of country-
context dependence. It is thus not clear whether the results of these four studies that are based
on U.S., UK, and Dutch data are generalisable to other countries.

A generalisation based on these results is further limited by differences between them. Thus,
in contrast to the other three panel studies Stegmueller does not find unemployment effects on
LMP attitudes in the UK context. And while Margalit finds for the U.S. context that reemploy-
ment reverses the attitudinal effects of a job loss, Naumann et al. find the opposite for the Dutch
context. What does that mean for differences between the unemployed and the employed? And
do the differing results emerge due to context differences or due to other differences? Cross-
national surveys can easily alleviate this context-specificity problem, but their results are due
to the cross-sectional character of the data always endangered by unobservable selection bias.
One can, however, still think in theoretical terms about selection bias and try to minimize it in
empirical terms, which is what the present article aims at.

In the following I will develop at first a theoretical argument showing the relevance of the
socio-economic background for both the risk of unemployment and socialization experiences.
The methods section will focus on ways to account for the selection bias, especially entropy
balancing (Hainmueller, 2012). The analyses of data from the fourth wave of the European
Social Survey generally support the claim of no causality between unemployment and policy
attitudes, even though the level of support is a bit lower for passive LMP attitudes. I will close
with thoughts on the conceptualization and measurement of unemployment risk and broader
applications of this article’s theoretical argument and of the handling of the resulting selection
bias in cross-sectional data.
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2.2 Unemployment and Labour Market Policy (LMP)
Attitudes: Causal and Non-Causal Mechanisms

2.2.1 Self-Interest Driven Attitudes

Starting point for arguments about an influence of unemployment on political attitudes is a self-
interest driven model of policy preferences (Häusermann et al., 2015). People support those
policies most that benefit them most. In the case of unemployment the emphasis is on the need
to rely on social security. Thus, David Rueda (2005) proposes an attitudinal gap between labour
market insiders and labour market outsiders.

Rueda (2005) believes that labour market outsiders benefit from active (i.e. job creation) and
passive LMPs (i.e. unemployment benefits). After all they are unemployed or, in the case of
atypical employment4, face a high risk of becoming unemployed. Labour market insiders on
the other hand do not benefit from these LMPs and have to finance them ultimately via taxes.
Hence, according to Rueda labour market outsiders are more supportive of active and passive
LMPs than insiders5.

The literature discusses whether unemployment and atypical employment have similar self-
interest driven effects on policy attitudes (Emmenegger, 2009; Guillaud and Marx, 2014). Im-
portantly however, regarding the effect of unemployment on political attitudes, there seems to
be a clear consensus. This is not only true for LMP attitudes, but also for redistributional pref-
erences (Cusack et al., 2006), or party preferences (Marx and Picot, 2013) among others. And
it is even true for the broader welfare state literature - discussed in the following paragraph -
that does not confine itself to the self-interest argument (Blekesaune and Quadagno, 2003).

2.2.2 Political Predispositions: Another Look at Attitudes

The broader literature on welfare state attitudes discusses for a long time two kinds of expla-
nations: self-interest, but also peoples’ political predispositions, especially value orientations,
ideology, and party attachments (Andreß and Heien, 2001; Blekesaune and Quadagno, 2003;
Hasenfeld and Rafferty, 1989 Jæger, 2006). Even some self-interest focused studies explicitly
acknowledge predispositions’ influence on attitudes, but choose not to focus on it (Häuser-
mann et al., 2015; Rehm, 2016). However, since self-interest consistent effects can be driven
by predispositions, as I will argue, it is actually hard to separate between both.

There is ample empirical evidence for associations between political predispositions and atti-
tudes towards specific policies. First and foremost a variety of studies show that orientations
towards welfare state related values are predictive of specific social policy attitudes (Borre and
Viegas, 1995; Feldman and Steenbergen, 2001; Goren, 2001). The most widespread example
is that people who prioritize egalitarian values are more prone to support specific government
spending programs for the disadvantaged (e.g. Calzada et al., 2014; Jacoby, 2006). Other ex-
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amples for predictors of social policy attitudes are deservingness beliefs (Petersen et al., 2010)
and predispositions that are not so closely related to welfare state principles like party attach-
ments, political ideology (Carsey and Layman, 2006; Gelissen, 2000), or even racism (Harell
et al., 2016). Of course, predispositions’ predictive power does not suggest anything about the
causal direction between predispositions and attitudes. However, a vast amount of literature
concerned with individuals’ political belief systems does 6.

That predispositions influence attitudes and not vice versa can be derived theoretically from
Converse’s (1964) idea of political belief systems, i.e. individuals’ “network of interconnected
political beliefs” (Baldassarri and Goldberg 2014, p. 54). The elements of a belief system can
range from very specific evaluations (e.g. policy attitudes or candidate evaluations) to very ab-
stract ones like political value orientations or political ideologies (Feldman, 2003). For distin-
guishing these different types of political beliefs, the term “constraint” in Converse’s definition
becomes crucial. The idea is that the more abstract beliefs (predispositions) “constraint”, i.e.
shape, the specific attitudes or serve as a heuristic to build the more specific attitudes (Goren,
2013). Empirical research in this tradition seems to support this direction of causality (Goren
2000, 2013, ch.5, 6; Peffley and Hurwitz 1985, 1993)

Apart from that, predispositions are also expected to show high levels of intra-individual stabil-
ity over time. Indeed, the more a belief is expected to constraint other attitudes, the more stable
that belief should be (Converse, 1964). Empirically, considerable high stability levels of party
identification, ideology and value orientations are found7 (e.g. Feldman 1988; Goren 2005).

Predispositions’ influence on attitudes and predispositions’ stability do not exclude self-interest
effects. Indeed, it has been suggested that in a context of salience self-interest can have an effect
despite of stable predispositions. That is, self-interest might prevail, if there are clear and big
material gains for the respondents regarding the issue at stake (Chong et al., 2001). However,
predispositions’ influence on attitudes and predispositions’ stability pose a challenge to the self-
interest argument behind unemployment effects on policy attitudes. Imagine a person under a
standard employment contract who opposes government spending on unemployment benefits.
Now that person gets unemployed. Maybe she will stick to her attitude, simply because it’s in
line with her other political beliefs.

2.2.3 Alternative Explanation: Stratified Predispositions and Stratified
Unemployment Risks

If not self-interest, what else can account for the relation between unemployment and LMP at-
titudes? The answer, that I will suggest in the following, is a combination of two mechanisms:
shared socio-economic stratification patterns of unemployment risks and political predisposi-
tions, i.e. selection bias.

Thinking of Lipset and Rokkan’s (1967) cleavage structures, Campbell et al.’s (1960) funnel
of causality, or simply the plethora of studies on the social basis of welfare states (Borre and
Scarbrough, 1995; Rehm, 2016) one fact is clear and has been so for long. Unemployment is
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but one of a variety of socio-economic factors associated with political attitudes and predis-
positions. Men and members of higher social classes are repeatedly shown to lean a bit more
to the right side of the political spectrum, identify with more conservative parties and prefer
less redistribution and state intervention. People with higher formal education are less fond
of redistribution and intervention, as well, even though they are more left in ideological terms
(Andreß and Heien, 2001; Dalton, 2010; Linos and West, 2003; Knoke and Hout, 1974). And
in recent years, additional socio-economic factors have been focused. The strong redistributive
preferences of people with highly specialized vocational skills (Iversen and Soskice, 2001) and
of migrants (Reeskens and Oorschot, 2015) are probably the most eminent examples.

Importantly, stratification also occurs on the labour market. Low formal education is often
equated with low human capital and/or low signalling power. Therefore, employers are often
more prone to offer contracts to people with a higher level of formal education. Low education
is a disadvantage in European labour markets (Müller, 2005). Similar arguments and obser-
vations are made regarding the (non-)existence of specific vocational skills (Korpi et al., 2003)
as well as a persons’ specific field of study (Reimer et al., 2008). Once employed, some em-
ployees face a higher risk of being fired again, especially if they belong to a lower social class
performing low-skill tasks. After all, the employer does not face high costs when firing them
- they are easily replaced (Goldthorpe and McKnight, 2006; Lucchini and Schizzerotto, 2010).
Furthermore, some face discrimination on top of potentially pre-existing disadvantages due
to the already mentioned factors. Women (Rubery et al., 1998) and people with a migratory
background or from ethnic minorities (Heath, 2007) are typical examples. Apart from these
personal characteristics, parents’ socio-economic situation has a huge impact on the labour
market chances of their offspring. A big part of this intergenerational transmission or immo-
bility is mediated through the already mentioned individual characteristics. But there seems to
be some causal component, as well, especially of parents’ unemployment (Gregg et al., 2012;
Gregg and Machin, 2001).

Seen from a self-interest perspective all of these relations between socio-economic factors and
political predispositions (and attitudes) can be explained with reference to self-interest. Not
only the unemployed, but also people with a high risk of unemployment - or of any form of
downward mobility for that matter - are said to have an interest in e.g. redistribution, since
it serves them as insurance for the likely realization of their economic risks (Alesina and La
Ferrara, 2005; Rehm, 2016; Schwander and Häusermann, 2013). Operating under the self-
interest assumption, bivariate associations between unemployment and political preferences
are thus highly confounded by socio-economic factors. But unemployment as “realized risk”
(Cusack et al., 2006) should still haven an independent, causal effect on political preferences.

However, socio-economic correlates of political predispositions can also be interpreted as re-
licts from experiences in childhood and adolescence, i.e. as product of political socialization.
First, there might be a direct influence of the families’ socio-economic situation, an argument
especially championed by Inglehart(1977) in the context of the acquisition of materialist and
postmaterialist values. Similarly, parental unemployment is found to affect offsprings’ right
wing party preferences even if controlling for parents’ party preferences (Siedler, 2011). But
the direct transmission of political predispositions from parents to children seems to be the
dominant mechanism. Parents’ predisposition outperform socio-economic factors by far in pre-
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dicting offspring predispositions like party identification (Dalton, 1982; Jennings et al., 2009),
ideology (Rico and Jennings, 2016), or the aforementioned materialist and postmaterialist value
orientations (Kroh, 2009). However, since many children “inherit”8 not only political beliefs,
but also socio-economic status from their parents - the aforementioned intergenerational im-
mobility - the result is in both cases the same: socio-economic stratification in political pre-
dispositions is passed down from one generation to another. Thus, for example Rekker et al.
(2015) show associations between economic egalitarianism and parental socio-economic status
in Dutch youths.

Since this explanation works without any reference to self-interest, in this perspective the causal
influence of unemployment on political predispositions and attitudes is at least an open ques-
tion, if not doubtful. It is possible, that previously found cross-sectional associations between
unemployment and political attitudes and predispositions are entirely the product of confound-
ing (see figure 2.1). Consequently, the two hypotheses of this paper are that there are neither
causal relations between unemployment and LMP attitudes (H1) nor between unemployment
and relevant political predispositions (H2). Hypothesis 2 is tested in this paper solely with
regard to egalitarian orientations, even though the theoretical argument should be valid for all
predispositions that guide LMP attitudes.

LMP attitudes

unemployment

socio-economic factors

political predispositions

Figure 2.1: (Non)causality in associations between unemployment and LMP attitudes and political pre-
dispositions

2.3 Data and Methods

2.3.1 Data

The analyses in this paper are based on data from the fourth wave of the European Social
Survey (ESS), that has been mainly gathered in 2008 and 2009. The fourth ESS wave contains
data on 31 countries and questions from a module on welfare state attitudes.

I use four dependent variables (or outcomes): the first two are respondents’ attitudes towards
passive and active LMPs. Respondents were asked on a 11-point scale how much responsibility
the government should have in a) ensuring a reasonable standard of living for the unemployed
and b) in creating new jobs for everyone, who wants one.

Furthermore, I use two items related to egalitarian values as two examples for political predis-
positions. Respondents are asked on a 5-point scale whether they agree a) that the government
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should reduce differences in income levels and b) that in a fair society, differences in living
standards should be small

The independent variable (or treatment condition) is unemployment. I restrict the sample so that
only currently employed and currently unemployed people are compared. Non-employed peo-
ple (in education, doing housework, retired, doing military/community service) are excluded.

I use the following control variables (or Confounders): respondents’ age, gender, formal edu-
cation, field of education, migratory background, previous unemployment. Furthermore, I use
several job characteristics as confounders that relate to the current job for employed respon-
dents and the previous job for unemployed respondents: temporary contract, self-employment,
firm size, supervisory position, and occupational group. Additionally, I use some parents’ char-
acteristics as controls, namely parents’ formal education and fathers’ employment status and
occupational group. For details on variables and recodings see Appendix A.

2.3.2 Controlling Selection Bias with Entropy Balancing (EB)

The choice of this distinct set of control variables is based on a counterfactual perspective on
causality (Holland, 1986). Causality is inferred by a comparison between similar treatment
and control units - at least when dealing with observational, cross-sectional data. “Similar” in
this context means similar with respect to the chance to receive the treatment. Other predictors
of the outcome, that do not influence treatment assignment, however, do not need to be taken
into account (Gangl, 2015; Winship and Sobel, 2004). Furthermore, mediators should not be
taken into account, since the lead to post-treatment bias, i.e. an underestimation of the direct
causal effect (Rosenbaum, 1984). Applied to the present empirical context this means, that a
causal estimate of the effect of unemployment should be based on a comparison between the
LMP attitudes of unemployed people and employed people with an equally high risk of getting
unemployed. Other political attitudes or predispositions, that are certainly highly correlated
with LMP attitudes do not need to be taken into account. Furthermore, other consequences of
unemployment, like e.g. financial worries, should not be included, as well (see figure 2.2). Note
however, that unlike experiments, that control for observable and unobservable confounding by
design, in cross-sectional, observational studies all possible confounders have to be directly
modelled (Imai et al., 2008). Thus, omitted variable bias (selection bias by unobservables) is
always a danger to causal inference in this case (Ho et al., 2007). The causal estimate is only
unbiased, if all confounders are taken into account.

To account for selection of observable variables, I use EB (Hainmueller, 2012) that forces exact
balance on all observed confounders. Thus, no standard mean differences between the treated
and non-treated units should be detectable for any of the observed confounders. EB is a non-
parametric reweighting method. All control group units (here: employed respondents) receive a
weight9 that is computed by directly specifying balance constraints. Thus, the weighted means
of all specified confounders are equal in the treatment and the control group. The weighted
sample is perfectly balanced.
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Outcome
here: LMP Attitudes

Treatment
here: unemployment

Confounders
here: socio-economic factors

Outcome Predictors unrelated
to treatment selection

here e.g. : egalitarianism

Mediators
here e.g. : financial worries

Figure 2.2: The Problem of Selection Bias

Figure A.2 in the Appendix shows that this works as intended for the present empirical appli-
cation10. In all countries imbalances are virtually non-existent afterwards and for any single
confounder below the typical 0.05 threshold (Caliendo and Kopeinig, 2008) of imbalance.

2.3.3 Outcome Analyses

Once (observed) selection bias is accounted for the outcome analyses per se are straightfor-
ward. For each of the four outcome measures linear regressions are run with an indicator for
unemployment and weighted with the EB weights. Inference in presence of the EB weights
is done using robust standard errors11. To avoid an obvious violation of SUTVA (stable unit
treatment value assumption) (Imbens and Rubin, 2015, pp. 10–12) all analyses are done for
each country separately. Thus, neither country differences in the selection into unemployment
nor country differences in the effect of unemployment need to be modelled directly. Two com-
plications arise, however, due to a) missing data and b) the fact that this article’s hypotheses
claim the absence, not the presence, of an effect.

Dealing with missing data is especially important in this case, because EB requires fully ob-
served treatment and confounder data. Therefore, I use multiple imputation avoiding the po-
tential of missing data bias by observed variables - assuming MAR - and avoiding the loss of
information, i.e. inefficiency, as in the case of listwise deletion (Allison, 2002, ch. 3). Multiple
Imputation (m = 20 for each country separately) is done using the chained equation’s approach
(MICE), facilitating the handling of missing data in variables of different scale types (van Bu-
uren, 2012). Missing values occur in the treatment, in the confounders, and in the outcomes.
To impute each variable, I include all remaining variables, including the outcome measures -
as repeatedly suggested (White et al., 2009), in the imputation model. Once outcome regres-
sions are run in each imputed data set, results are combined using Rubin’s combining rules (van
Buuren, 2012).
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To sum up, in each country I compute for every imputed data set the EB weights, use these
weights in treatment on outcome regressions and finally combine the results from the 20 im-
puted data sets. The final result will be either a significant or an insignificant effect of un-
employment. While a significant effect would speak rather clearly against the hypotheses,
insignificant effects should not be interpreted as confirmation of the hypotheses. After all, this
would mean to equal absence of evidence (an insignificant effect) with evidence of absence (a
zero effect) - a practice that is increasingly criticized (Bernardi et al., 2017). To show evidence
for the hypotheses of zero effects, I therefore rely on bayes factors (Kass and Raftery, 1995).
Bayes factors are able to show the same amount of evidence in favour of the presence of an
effect as in favour of the absence of an effect. In contrast, with significance testing it is only
possible to reject the hypothesis of the presence of an effect, which does not convey a com-
parable amount of information about the hypothesis of the absence of an effect (Rouder et al.,
2009).

2.4 Analysis

Are the unemployed driven by their self-interest when forming their attitudes towards LMPs
and egalitarianism? Or are their distinct attitudes mainly the result of third variables that simul-
taneously influence the risk of becoming unemployed and political socialization experiences,
as this article’s theoretical argument suggests? To test both arguments empirically I use this
article’s hypotheses about the absence of unemployment effects as rather extreme observable
implications of the socialization argument and the presence of unemployment effects as ob-
servable implication of the self-interest argument.

The results of these tests are displayed in figure 2.3 for LMP attitudes and in figure 2.4 for egal-
itarian orientations. In both figures bivariate associations between individual unemployment
and the four attitudinal outcomes are compared to these associations after EB that incorporates
confounding variables influencing selection into unemployment while not being influenced by
unemployment12. The results are divided into three categories. First there are countries with a
significant effect of unemployment before, but not after EB. For every outcome approximately
one third of the total of 31 analysed countries fall into this result category. The results for all the
countries in this first results category clearly challenge the self-interest argument and are in line
with this article’s hypotheses. After all, these results suggest that given their socio-economic
background employed and unemployed persons hold similar LMP attitudes and egalitarian ori-
entations.

Second, there are countries without any significant effect, neither before nor after EB. The
number of countries falling into this second results category is higher for the egalitarian items
(figure 2.4) than for the LMP attitudes (figure 2.3), and higher for the right panels in each figure,
i.e. active LMP attitudes and the item about a fair society. The results for the countries in this
second results category challenge the self-interest argument and are in line with this article’s hy-
potheses - just like the results in the first results category. The difference is, however, that here
selection bias is not as strong as before. Thus, even without controlling for social background
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variables unemployed and employed people seem not to differ in their LMP attitudes and their
egalitarian orientations. In substantive terms this suggests that becoming unemployed, as well
as holding certain orientations, is not as strongly influenced by the socio-economic background
as in the countries discussed before. The socio-economic background (and thus selection bias)
does, however, still play some role, as the comparison of point estimates before and after EB
suggests.

And finally, there are countries, where there is a significant effect of unemployment before as
well as after EB. While this is the case in only one or two countries for the egalitarian items,
it is more common for the LMP attitudes, especially for passive LMP attitudes, where this is
the case for one third of all analysed countries. These cases clearly present evidence against
the hypotheses and are in line with the self-interest argument. Note however, that even in these
countries point estimates are reduced after EB, pointing to the statistical role of selection bias
and the substantive role of socio-economic background.

As tentative take away message I suggest that even though results vary across countries and
outcomes, the normal case seems to be that there is no causal link between unemployment
and LMP attitudes or an egalitarian orientation. But what about the exceptions that still show
significant effects after EB? On the one hand, they might be explained with some remaining
unobservable selection bias, assuming that for some reason unobservable factors play a bigger
role in these cases. On the other hand, these might be special cases, where unemployment has
a causal effect on LMP attitudes (or egalitarian orientations in one or two cases).

The logical follow-up question is what special circumstances might lead to (potentially) causal
effects for some countries and some outcomes, but not for others? The salience argument that
states that self-interest matters when it is very clear (salient) to the respondents (Chong et al.,
2001), is in line with the fact that more effects remain for LMP attitudes than for the egalitarian
items. After all, the leap from LMPs, especially passive LMPs i.e. the living standard of
the unemployed, to the possibility of material gains is arguably not too big. However, it is
debatable whether the differences between the results for both LMP attitudes are in line with
this argument.

Applied to the cross-country differences the salience argument might suggest that causal effects
remain in those contexts, where the individual consequences of unemployment are stronger. To
test this possibility empirically, I look at the difference in the share of people worrying about
their household income between the employed and unemployed respondents. As figure A.3 in
the appendix shows, there is no relevant overlap between the countries, where this difference is
the highest, with the countries, where a significant effect remains between unemployment and
passive LMP attitudes. Thus, it is not clear, what drives these country differences.
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2.4.1 Robustness Checks and Bayes Factor Replication

To gauge how robust these initial results are, outcome analyses are replicated with six alter-
native specifications (see table 2.1 and figures A.4 - A.9 in the appendix for detailed results).
The first two specifications potentially increase the quality of EB by A) using trimmed EB
weights13 and B) adding the EB variables to the outcome regression (Lee et al., 2011; Lunce-
ford and Davidian, 2004). The next two replications use potentially less efficient methods to
handle selection bias (compared to EB), namely using C) the propensity score14 and D) the
individual confounders as control variables in the treatment-outcome regression. However, as
table 2.1 suggests, the results for all these specifications are very similar to the original results15.
Under replication A) no country at all remains with significant unemployment effects on the
egalitarian item about a fair society. The biggest difference occurs for passive LMP attitudes
under check D), where three more countries retain their significant unemployment effects after
accounting for selection bias. Thus, the substantive conclusions do not depend on how, but on
whether one controls for selection bias.

Furthermore, E) replicates the analyses without controlling for previous unemployment ex-
perience. On the one hand, this avoids controlling away unemployment effects by effects of
previous unemployment, which might be the result of an attitudinal adaption after reemploy-
ment as Naumann et al. (2016) suggest. On the other hand, however, it increases selection bias
since previous unemployment is an important predictor for current unemployment and might
even act as proxy for other unobservable factors guiding selection into unemployment. There-
fore, it emphasizes the robustness of the results that in this replication the results for active
LMP attitudes and the egalitarian item about a fair society yield similar numbers of countries
where the unemployment effect disappears after EB. In the case of passive LMP attitudes and
the egalitarian item about income differences not controlling for previous unemployment re-
sults in four or five countries more with remaining significant effects. All in all, however, the
results for none of the outcomes are merely based on previous unemployment experiences.

The last replication is based on ESS data from the sixth wave carried out in 2012 and 2013,
when unemployment rates were in most European countries increased due to the economic
crisis (see figure A.10 in the appendix). This replication is only possible for the egalitarian
item on income differences due to data limitations and countries in the sixth ESS wave do not
perfectly match the countries in the fourth wave. That said, the 2012 results are perfectly in
line with all previous analyses, given the even bigger number of countries that show significant
effects before, but insignificant effects after EB. Thus, the results seem to hold for normal as
well as for more extreme situations on the labour market.

So far, the shown results only allow us to differ between countries where the hypothesis of
an unemployment effect can be rejected and countries where it cannot be rejected. Given this
article’s hypotheses about the absence of unemployment effects, quantifiable evidence for the
absence of these effects would be more informative. Therefore, figure 2.5 shows for all four
outcomes bayes factors that compare models including unemployment and models excluding
unemployment by showing their odds ratio16.
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sig/ns ns/ns sig/sig ns/sig
Original EB 11 9 11 0
A) EB with Trimmed Weights 11 9 11 0

passive B) EB + Controlling for Confounders 10 9 12 0
LMP C) Controlling for Propensity Score 12 9 10 0

attitudes D) Controlling for individual Confounders 8 9 14 0
E) EB Without previous unemployment 7 9 15 0
Original EB 13 12 6 0
A) EB with Trimmed Weights 13 12 6 0

active B) EB + Controlling for Confounders 12 12 7
LMP C) Controlling for Propensity Score 12 12 7 0

attitudes D) Controlling for individual Confounders 12 12 7 0
E) EB Without previous unemployment 11 12 8 0
Original EB 12 16 2 1
A) EB with Trimmed Weights 13 17 1 0

egalitarian B) EB + Controlling for Confounders 12 16 2 1
item 1 C) Controlling for Propensity Score 12 17 2 0
income D) Controlling for individual Confounders 11 17 3 0

differences E) EB Without previous unemployment 7 16 7 1
F) 2012 Replication 15 10 4
Original EB 11 19 1 0

egalitarian A) EB with Trimmed Weights 12 18 0 1
item 2 B) EB + Controlling for Confounders 11 18 1 1

fair C) Controlling for Propensity Score 11 19 1 0
society D) Controlling for individual Confounders 11 18 1 1

E) EB Without previous unemployment 10 19 2 0
“sig/ns”: unemployment effect significant before, insignificant after controlling selection bias
“ns/ns”: unemployment effect insignificant before and after controlling selection bias
“sig/sig”: unemployment effect significant before and after controlling selection bias
“ns/sig”: unemployment effect insignificant before, significant after controlling selection bias

Table 2.1: Summary of Robustness Checks
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Most of the insignificant unemployment effects after controlling for selection bias are accom-
panied by bayes factor values below 0.33 showing moderate evidence for the absence of unem-
ployment effects. There are, however, a few cases, where according to the bayes factor values
the vanishing significance after controlling for selection bias does not suggest anything about
the absence of unemployment effects. These few cases occur mainly for passive LMP atti-
tudes and overlap mostly with countries that already showed differing results in the robustness
checks.

Interestingly, some of the remaining significant effects after controlling for selection bias fall
into this grey area of the bayes factors as well, thus questioning, whether the significance
suggests anything about the existence of the respective unemployment effects. For active LMP
attitudes this, i.e. bayes factor values below 3, is the case for all but one of the remaining
significant effects.

Taken together the robustness and bayes factor replication support on the one hand largely the
impression from the initial analyses. On the other hand, however, they show that neither the
presence, nor the absence of unemployment effects can be confidently concluded in several
cases. In statistical terms this is thus a grey area in need for more evidence, i.e. more data. In
substantive terms, however, these non-robust effects pose a bigger challenge for the self-interest
based arguments about the relevance of unemployment than for this article’s arguments about
the possible irrelevance of unemployment.
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Figure 2.5: Bayes Factors.
Results are grouped into three categories: countries with significant effects before and after
Propensity Score Adjustment, countries with insignificant effects before and after Propensity
Score Adjustment and countries with significant effects before but insignificant effects after
Propensity Score Adjustment. “→”: BF > 3, i.e. evidence for the presence of unemploy-
ment effects. Reading example: The bayes factor of 0.35 in Spain for the unemployment
effect on passive LMP attitudes in the upper left panel means that the model without unem-
ployment is 1

0.35 = 2.86 times more likely than the model with unemployment as a predictor.
(see also footnote 16)



2.5 Summary and Discussion

Starting point of this article was to question whether associations between unemployment and
LMP attitudes or unemployment and egalitarian orientations are based on self-interest induced
causality. In theoretical terms an alternative non-causal argument has been developed. When-
ever such associations are observed, this might be the result of several socio-economic factors
that shape a) selection into unemployment and b) political predispositions via political social-
ization from early childhood on. The two hypotheses, that there is no causal influence of un-
employment on LMP attitudes and egalitarian orientations have been tested with data from the
European Social Survey in 2008/2009 applying entropy balancing (EB) to control for selection
bias.

In around one third of the analysed 31 countries significant unemployment effects vanished
after EB. Remaining significant effects occurred in one or two countries for egalitarian orien-
tations and for six countries in the case of active LMP attitudes. Compared to that, results for
passive LMP attitudes were somehow exceptional with remaining significant unemployment ef-
fects in one third of the countries. However, for all four analysed items unemployment effects
after taking into account selection bias are the exception rather than the rule. Robustness and
bayes factor replications largely supported the impression from this initial analysis. However,
these replications cautioned against the interpretation of a few insignificant unemployment ef-
fects as absence of unemployment effects. Similarly, these replications showed that some of
the remaining significant effects were not robust enough to offer clear evidence for the presence
of unemployment effects.

It could be argued that passive LMPs related to the living standard of the unemployed are
the most salient or important topic of the four analysed items for the unemployed. But in
contrast to the item differences in the results, the salience argument could not help explaining
the country differences in the results. Thus, the interpretation of the remaining effects on
passive LMP attitudes clearly points to the limitations of the present study. Remaining effects
after taking into account observable selection bias can either be interpreted as causal or as
result of unobservable selection bias. Furthermore, this article focused exclusively on direct
effects from unemployment on political orientations. It is, however, possible that these direct
effects are moderated, i.e. that some of the remaining effects are only remaining for some
subgroup, or that some of the absent effects are actually present for some special subgroup.
And finally, this article could not test any of the proposed theoretical mechanisms - stratified
political socialization experiences, predispositions stability, and so on.

Despite these limitations there are three broader implications of this article. First of all, this
article offered an alternative to the typical theoretical conceptualization and empirical mea-
surement of (unemployment) risk. In the literature on attitudinal insider-outsider divides sev-
eral researches have explored the possibility of an unemployment risk based conceptualization
of the insider and outsider categories (Rovny and Rovny, 2017; Schwander and Häusermann,
2013). This article’s results seem at least superficially to support such a risk-based conceptu-
alization, since the results basically suggest that unemployment risk is predictive of political
attitudes while given unemployment risk, unemployment per se, i.e. the realized risk, has no
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or almost no influence on political preferences. However, the risk-based conceptualization of
insiders and outsiders is based on the assumption that individuals are aware of their unem-
ployment risk and that the expectations to become unemployed are the causal mechanism by
which unemployment risk and political preferences are linked (Schwander and Häusermann,
2013, p. 249). This article’s theoretical argument on the contrary treats unemployment risk as
confounding the effect of unemployment and thus does not require respondents’ awareness of
their unemployment risk.

These different theoretical assumptions about the causal role of unemployment risk are mir-
rored in the measurement of unemployment risk. Thus, e.g. Schwander and Häusermann
(2013) measure unemployment risk with reference to respondents age, gender, and occupation.
While the assumption of risk awareness might be more realistic for such a risk measurement,
from a counterfactual perspective this is of course an extremely limited account of unemploy-
ment risk. Thus, for future research it is of crucial importance what it aims for: descriptive
differences, that do not require the elimination of confounding risk factors? Or causal claims,
that can only be established after the elimination of confounding risk factors?

However, this article can also offer broader implications that go beyond its empirical focus on
unemployment and LMP / egalitarian attitudes. Unemployment is not the only life event that
can be predicted by socio-economic risk factors. And the arguments about the stability and
causal priority of political predispositions over specific attitudes and socio-economic correlates
of political socialization are not limited to LMP attitudes. Therefore, these argumentative steps
could be used in future research to question the relevance of other life events / circumstances for
other political beliefs or political behaviour. One example that is not too far from this article’s
empirical focus, is the relation between income and egalitarian attitudes. But not only unem-
ployment and income, but also ill-health or single-parenthood are individual circumstances that
can be predicted from socio-economic background variables like individuals’ formal education
or parents’ social class (Pintelon et al., 2013). And all such circumstances can be related to
social policy attitudes (Hacker et al., 2013).

The fact that this article’s theoretical argument is widely applicable also means that selection
bias is a commonly encountered problem, as well. Taking on a counterfactual perspective on
causality - like the present article - can help alleviating the problem of selection bias in cross-
sectional survey data. When estimating the effect of a treatment (an independent variable)
on an outcome (a dependent variable) the counterfactual perspective offers clear guidance on
how to select control variables: focus on variables that come in a causal and temporal sense
before the treatment and leave out variables that are / can be a consequence of the treatment.
These recommendations are by no means new (Caliendo and Kopeinig, 2008; Gangl, 2015;
Ho et al., 2007), but their implementation in cross-sectional research on political behaviour,
political attitudes, and their socio-economic causes (or mere correlates?) could help to improve
the quality of causal inferences in future research.
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Notes

1However, not all unemployment effects on political beliefs and behaviour are solely seen as self-interest based, as,
for example, the argument about a lower general and political efficacy in the case of the political involvement of
the unemployed shows (Marx and Nguyen, 2016)

2Examples regarding LMP attitudes include Burgoon and Dekker (2010), Emmenegger (2009), and Heinemann
et al. (2009). This is not necessarily a critique of these or other similar studies. As long as conclusions about
causality are not the aim of the analysis, a distinction between proper and improper identification strategies of
causal effects is irrelevant.

3Normative reasons make it hard to imagine an experimental study on unemployment effects. Barr et al. (2016)
analyse (and find) unemployment effects on beliefs about earned entitlement in an longitudinal, experimental
setting. The experimental setting is, however, not used to randomize treatment but to measure acknowledgement
of earned entitlement by inferring it from behavioural tasks. From a causal inference perspective this study is thus
comparable with the other panel studies with two caveats about the possibly high context dependency due to the
selection of experimental participants and the unclear relation between this article’s focus on policy attitudes and
the behaviourally inferred acknowledgement of earned entitlement.

4Part-time and temporary employment are the main categories of atypical employment (Keller and Seifert, 2013).

5Fossati (2018) shows that in the case of highly demanding active LMPs this relation is reverse. Unemployed
people show lower support for these policies. Demanding active LMPs like e.g. sanctions against unemployed
people, who refuse job offers, are, however, a special case that is not the focus here.

6A similar idea is found in voting studies in the tradition of Campbell et al.’s The American Voter. Party attachments
are seen as “perceptual screen” (1960, p. 133) through which political objects (including policies) are evaluated.
More recently, the framework of “motivated reasoning” (Taber and Lodge, 2006) follows as similar logic.

7Note that the idea that specific attitudes fluctuate more than predispositions is empirically challenged (Ansolabehere
et al., 2008; Freeze and Montgomery, 2016; Krosnick, 1991). However, the take away message from these studies
is not that predispositions do fluctuate a lot, but on the contrary that there is considerable temporal stability in
specific policy attitudes, as well.

8While most political socialization scholars see direct transmission of political beliefs from parents to children
through the lens of social learning theory, newer research suggests genetic transmission as additional mechanism
(Alford et al., 2005)

9Figure A.1 in the appendix shows the maximum EB weights in each country before and after trimming, the latter
being part of a sensitivity check.

10 For some countries (Belgium, Germany, Croatia, Portugal, Turkey, and Austria), EB adjusts additionally for an
interaction between unemployment experience and age or between age and one of the field of education dummies
(Cyprus). Initial balance checks without adjusting for these interactions yielded insufficient balance in these
countries for many variables. After accounting for these interactions only minimal imbalances remain.

11Freedman and Berk (2008) show for the case of Propensity Score weighting that the use of weights leads to a
substantial underestimation of standard errors in the outcome analysis.

12The pre-treatment status of most variables used for EB is obvious. Parental characteristics, characteristics of the
last job before unemployment and demographics like age, gender, and migratory status undoubtedly come before

69



unemployment in a temporal / causal sense. For formal education variables, the pre-treatment status has to be
assumed.

13see figure A.1 for the maximum weights before and after trimming

14The Propensity Score equals the probability to receive treatment, typically computed by a logit model predicting
the treatment with the confounders. Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983) have shown that accounting for the true propen-
sity score - instead of accounting for all confounders separately - yields unbiased treatment effects. However, in
contrast to EB propensity score methods can leave or even increase imbalances (King and Nielsen, 2015).

15The detailed results in figures A.4 - A.7 further show some cases, where the numbers in table 2.1 keep stable while
simultaneously one additional country loses significance after controlling selection bias and one additional other
country retains a significant effect compared to the original analyses or to the other robustness specifications.

16In general, bayes factors equal the ratio of a) the likelihood of the data given a null hypothesis and b) the likelihood
of the data given some alternative hypothesis: BF01 = p(D|H0)

p(D|H1)
. Thus, they can be interpreted with their face

values. Here, the bayes factors show the odds ratio between a model that explains an outcome with the Propensity
Score plus unemployment and a model that explains the same outcome only with the Propensity Score. It is
common practice to interpret only bayes factors below 0.33 as evidence at all and only bayes factors below 0.1 as
strong evidence for the absence of an effect. Similarly, support for the presence of an effect is typically claimed
when bayes factors exceed 3, and strong evidence, when bayes factors exceed 10. (Jarosz and Wiley, 2014;
Masson, 2011). These thresholds are shown in figure 2.5 as grey vertical lines. Since the incorporation of weights
into the computation of bayes factors is not straightforward the bayes factor computation relies on the models
controlling for selection bias via propensity score adjustment, i.e. robustness check C (see figure A.6 in the
appendix).
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Going beyond values versus self-interest. Whose attitudes
change after employment transitions?

Abstract

Are self-interest or presumably stable value orientations and other predispositions the main
drivers behind social policy attitudes? This article aims at contributing to this debate by moving
away from the binary discussion of this question. It does so by differentiating between attitude
changes driven by self-interest that are in line with pre-existing predispositions and those that
are not. Empirically, this article focuses on changes of labour market policy attitudes after
employment transitions and job insecurity changes. More precisely, this article differentiates
between attitude changes within three subgroups of people. A) People whose self-interest af-
ter the employment transitions reinforces their prior predispositions. B) People without strong
prior predispositions, who are thus unconstrained by them. And C) people whose self-interest
after the employment transitions contradicts their prior predispositions. Panel analyses with
fixed effects use German data from SOEP waves in 1997 and 2002. Analyses of main ef-
fects show significant attitudinal reactions after most of the transitions and perception changes.
Thus, they suggest an important role for self-interest. However, subgroup analyses result in a
somewhat mixed picture since there is evidence for attitude change within different subgroups
after different transitions and perception changes. In theoretical terms, however, this mixed em-
pirical picture suggests caution when interpreting attitudinal change or stability after changing
material circumstances as a sign for the relative importance of self-interest or value orientations
and other predispositions.

Keywords: self-interest - values - social policy attitudes - panel fixed effects - labour market
insider/outsider
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3.1 Introduction

Why do we want what we want or do what we do? To answer this question, a large part of the
literature on political attitudes and behaviour centers on the influence of self-interest vis-á-vis
presumably stable predispositions. Examples for such predispositions are value orientations
(Calzada et al., 2014; van Oorschot, 2002), ideology (Jæger, 2006; Wiertz and Rodon, 2021),
or party identification (Lau and Heldman, 2009) among others. This debate is also highly
relevant for social policy attitudes (Owens and Pedulla, 2014) including this article’s empirical
focus on labour market policy (LMP) attitudes (Margalit, 2013). To be more precise, I focus on
attitudes towards job creation policies (active LMPs) and unemployment benefits helping the
unemployed financially (passive LMPs).

This article focuses on the question whether LMP attitudes change after employment transi-
tions and changes of perceived job insecurity. Self-interest based arguments expect growing
support for LMPs after job loss and other subjective or objective deteriorations of the individ-
ual employment situation. Arguments emphasizing the role of values, in contrast, are typically
associated with the expectation of attitudinal stability. To move away from this binary ‘self-
interest versus values’ discussion, this article contributes by differentiating between attitude
changes that are consistent with pre-existing value orientations and other predispositions and
those that are not. Thus, this article does not only infer the relation between self-interest and
value orientations and other predispositions. Instead, this article observes their relation more
directly.

By doing so, this article answers recent calls to better understand “how prior leanings condition
the response to the [economic] shock” (Margalit, 2019, p. 290). More precisely, this article
differentiates between three subgroups of people, who might experience self-interest driven
attitude changes after employment transitions and job insecurity changes. These are A) people
whose predispositions already agree with those LMPs that serve their self-interest after these
employment changes. B) people who do not hold strong prior predispositions and thus are
not constrained by these prior predispositions C) people whose prior predispositions contradict
their later self-interest after these employment changes.

Empirically, I use German panel data from the Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) from 1997 and
2002. The SOEP has not yet been used for analyses of dynamics between employment and
LMP attitudes. Its advantage is that it allows for the observation of a sufficient number of
employment transitions and job insecurity changes even when splitting the sample according
to measures of prior predispositions.

When focusing on the whole sample most transitions and changes of perceived job insecurity
are followed by attitudinal responses consistent with self-interest accounts. However, the sub-
group analyses show a mixed picture. While a few attitudinal responses counteract pre-existing
predispositions, many actually do not, as they reinforce pre-existing predispositions or happen
in absence of strong predispositions.
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In the following, I address accounts of welfare attitudes and specifically of labour market pol-
icy (LMP) attitudes that focus on self-interest and accounts that focus on value orientations
and other predispositions. After delineating the arguments for attitudinal responses within the
three subgroups I discuss the SOEP data and variables and the panel fixed effects models used
for the analyses. After that, the results will be discussed including a descriptive overview as
well as several robustness checks. The article concludes with a summary and lessons for fu-
ture research. The mixed findings caution against inferring the relation between self-interest
and predispositions from (in)significant main effects of changing material circumstances on
attitudes. Furthermore, they caution against generalizing attitudinal reactions to one kind of
changing material circumstances to reactions to other kinds of material circumstances.

3.2 Values versus Self-Interest and Beyond

The basic assumption of self-interest based arguments regarding policy attitudes is that people
support a policy because they benefit from it. This includes people who 1) objectively benefit
from that policy now, 2) are objectively expected to benefit from that policy in the future, and
3) people who subjectively believe they will benefit from that policy in the future. These three
versions of the self-interest argument are typically applied to the relation between social policy
attitudes and income (Alesina and La Ferrara, 2005) or unemployment. In the latter case this
application includes 1) those who are currently unemployed, 2) those who are in an objectively
insecure employment situation like fixed-term employment (Marx, 2015) or employment in an
occupation with a high unemployment rate (Rehm, 2016), and 3) those who subjectively worry
about their job security for whatever17 reason (Burgoon and Dekker, 2010). All three groups of
labour market ‘outsiders’ (Rueda, 2005; Schwander and Häusermann, 2013) are thus expected
to demand government action for financial help during unemployment (passive LMPs) and
measures to reduce unemployment (active18 LMPs) among other things.

The rival argument par excellence comes from the “values perspective”, as it is referred to in the
literature on attitudes towards social policies, redistribution, and the welfare state. Here, social
policy attitudes are seen as determined by egalitarian value orientations, justice principles like
equality, need, or equity, and other value orientations not so closely linked with redistribution
(Andreß and Heien, 2001; Calzada et al., 2014). However, zooming out from the literature on
social policy attitudes to policy attitudes in general goes hand in hand with a stronger focus
on other examples of predispositions besides value orientations. The most widespread exam-
ples are party identification (Harteveld et al., 2017) and political left-right ideology19 (Jæger,
2006; Pardos-Prado, 2011). And to give some empirical examples from Germany with relation
to LMP attitudes, research shows that spending less on LMPs is more acceptable for people
who generally believe in everyone’s own responsibility for their economic fate. Similarly, such
cuts are less acceptable for people who believe the needy should to be supported by the state
(Heinemann et al., 2009). Also, identifiers with left parties are shown to support state respon-
sibility for different social policies more than identifiers with conservative parties (Dageförde,
2013).
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Whether focusing on value orientations, ideology, or party identification, all these different
kinds of predispositions share several functions and characteristics especially in comparison to
policy attitudes. Most importantly, they are assumed to be far more stable over time than policy
attitudes and they are assumed to causally influence policy attitudes, not vice versa (Maio et
al., 2003). Whether these assumptions are true is of course an empirical question and part
of a longstanding debate. But these assumptions have certainly received too much empirical
credit to ignore them (Carsey and Layman, 2006; Weber and Saris, 2014). Also, different
predispositions can of course impact each other, as well, as e.g. Goren (2005) shows with
regard to core values and party identification.

The self-interest perspective does not necessarily contradict such predispositional determinants
of policy attitudes. Indeed, theoretical arguments relying on a self-interest logic often discuss
the “values perspective” before choosing to derive hypotheses from the self-interest mechanism
(Häusermann et al., 2015; Rehm, 2016). Thus, if self-interest measures and value orientations
were independent of each other the values versus self-interest controversy could be solved by
simply acknowledging the existence of two different sets of predictors for political attitudes.
However, they are not independent. Take the examples of attitudinal gaps based on age (Sears et
al., 1980), formal education (Sears and Funk, 1990), or employment related variables like sub-
jective job insecurity (O’Grady, 2019) or unemployment (Wehl, 2019). On the one hand, these
can be interpreted as a result of diverging interests of the young and old, the highly and low
educated, or of labour market insiders and outsiders. On the other hand, however, they can be
interpreted as a result of different socialization experiences of these groups in different school
contexts, different political contexts (cohort socialization), or in more or less affluent parental
households (O’Grady, 2019; Sears et al., 1980; Sears and Funk, 1990; Wehl, 2019). Should
we thus stop interpreting any socio-economic or demographic gaps in attitudes as evidence for
self-interest (Chong et al., 2001)? Or should we rather start to interpret all predispositional
effects on attitudes as additional evidence for self-interest (Weeden and Kurzban, 2017)? For
some it basically becomes a matter of taste.

In contrast, a clear observational difference between self-interest based and value-based ar-
guments emerges in a dynamic context where people move into unemployment, fixed-term
employment, etc. and others move out of these insecure situations. The straightforward self-
interest expectation is that people will support LMPs more strongly after their employment
situation deteriorates. Similarly, their support for LMPs will decrease after their employment
situation improves (Margalit, 2013; O’Grady, 2019). In contrast, the “values perspective” em-
phasizes predispositional, and thus attitudinal, stability. Value orientations and other predispo-
sitions acquired during socialization are seen as rather stable afterwards in adulthood (Chong
et al., 2001; Sears et al., 1980). This focus on attitudinal change or stability after changing ma-
terial situations including employment transitions is an increasingly used strategy against the
self-interest versus values conundrum. The big advantage that comes with the focus on employ-
ment and attitudinal dynamics is that it eliminates potential confounding by past socialization
experiences.

Studies applying such a dynamic focus to the U.S. context (Margalit, 2013; Owens and Pedulla,
2014) and to the Dutch context (Naumann et al., 2016) find that job loss is related to higher
demands for unemployment benefits, higher demands for assistance (including training) to the
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poor and the unemployed, and higher demands for general redistributive measures. On the con-
trary, Stegmueller (2013) finds no evidence for relations between changes in unemployment and
attitudes towards government responsibility for job creation in the U.K. context. Margalit ad-
ditionally looks at changes of subjective job insecurity and finds evidence for higher demands
for government assistance to the poor and unemployed after increasing worries about job inse-
curity. On the contrary, O’Grady (2019), looks at job insecurity changes in the Swiss context
and finds a small increase in demands for social benefits but no increase in demands for taxing
the rich. And while Margalit (2013) finds decreasing demands for assistance to the poor and
unemployed after reemployment, Naumann et al. (2016) find no evidence for attitudinal change
after reemployment. However, they find even higher demands for unemployment benefits after
temporary unemployment than after to job loss. Thus, not only the theoretical expectations
from self-interest based arguments and arguments emphasizing values or other predispositions
are contradicting. Empirical results are contradicting as well.

3.2.1 Who experiences self-interest based attitude changes?

The theoretical and empirical ambivalence surrounding the self-interest versus values debate
already led to some theoretical combinations of both. The starting point is to ask ‘when self-
interest matters’, as Chong et al. (2001) suggest - not just ‘whether’ self-interest matters. These
authors argue that individuals’ attitude changes are guided by material self-interest when their
stakes are clear and high. Another example is the study by van Oorschot (2002) that asked
people directly why they pay for social security and found that people are motivated by both,
self-interest and value orientations.

Following these attempts to go beyond the simple dichotomy of self-interest versus value ori-
entations, I suggest asking whose attitudes change after employment transitions and changes
of job insecurity. More precisely, I suggest differentiating between three groups of people
whose attitudes might change after such transitions as depicted in figure 3.1. A) People whose
self-interest after the employment transitions reinforces their prior predispositions, B) people
without strong prior predispositions, who are thus unconstrained by them and C) people whose
self-interest after the employment transitions contradicts their prior predispositions. Of course,
it is not possible to exclude that attitudinal reactions are observable in all three subgroups. That
would be clear evidence for pure self-interest arguments.

Why should there be attitude changes in the first subgroup, where prior predispositions already
fit together with later self-interest? The literature offers at least two arguments for attitude
changes after employment transitions or changes of subjective job insecurity in this subgroup.
On the one hand, it is argued that self-interest affects how much someone cares about an issue,
i.e. attitude importance (Boninger et al., 1995). Attitude importance in turn is related to attitude
extremity (Boninger et al., 2009). On the other hand, this subgroup of people might experience
attitude changes because they engage in some form of motivated reasoning (Taber and Lodge,
2006). When confronted with new information (here rather experiences) people tend to incor-
porate information that is in line with their prior value orientations and other predispositions in
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their belief system as support for these predispositions and thereby strengthen these prior value
orientations even more.

Several findings on the role of party identification in shaping attitudinal dynamics point to
this direction. Thus, Brooks and Manza’s (2013) study shows in the U.S. context that after
the great recession identifiers with the Democrats increased their demands for social policies,
while identifiers with the Republicans even decreased such demands. The same is true for Pe-
terson’s (2016) finding that after winning the lottery Republican identifiers are less likely to
move away from their Republican identification. Note that in this subgroup, attitude changes
simply strengthen or reinforce individuals’ prior predispositions. Thus, in this case, expecta-
tions from self-interest based arguments and arguments emphasizing the role of predispositions
do not contradict each other but complement each other.

Hypothesis 1a: An attitude change in the direction predicted by self-interest arguments is
observable after employment transitions and changes of perceived job insecurity for people

whose predispositions already agree with those LMPs that serve their self-interest after these
employment changes.

The second possibility is attitude change experienced by people who do not hold strong prior
predispositions and thus are not constrained by these prior predispositions to borrow from the
belief system terminology (Converse, 1964). Or to put it differently, without strong values there
is more room for self-interest effects.

Several varieties of this argument are well known in political science. People without strong
predispositions - especially without a partisan identity - are often seen as the prototype of a good
citizen, as e.g. Dalton (2012) argues when evoking the concept of cognitive mobilization. After
all, they are assumed to be able to build their opinions and behave politically without reliance
on their partisan identities as cues. Thus, e.g. de la Calle and Roussias (2012) show that Spanish
independent voters were more likely than there counterparts - partisan identifiers - to engage in
retrospective voting. Similarly, Lachat (2007) shows that people with weaker predispositions
are more prone to attitudinal changes. A somewhat similar argument is made in the context
of motivated reasoning by Taber and Lodge (2006), who argue that weaker attitudes induce
smaller biases when evaluating new information. Also, Peterson’s findings focusing on self-
interest based effects on party ID are in line with this reasoning. Peterson shows that winning
the lottery increases the likelihood of a Republican identification for previous non-identifiers.
Note that in this case expectations from predispositional arguments and self-interest based ar-
guments again do not contradict each other. However, in contrast to the first subgroup, this is
neither a case supporting nor questioning the role of value orientations or other predispositions.
After all, according to this hypothesis, the other two subgroups specified in H1a and H1c do
not show attitudinal reactions precisely because of the predispositional influences.

Hypothesis 1b: An attitude change in the direction predicted by self-interest arguments is
observable after employment transitions and changes of perceived job insecurity for people

who do not hold strong prior predispositions.
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Finally, attitude changes might also be experienced by people whose prior values and other
predispositions do not agree with what serves their self-interest after the employment changes.
In this subgroup, the contrast between previous value orientations or predispositions and later
self-interest is sharpest. In that sense, this scenario could be seen as most likely case from a
self-interest perspective (or vice versa as least likely case from predispositional accounts). Fur-
thermore, it is quite likely that employment status changes induce experiences, that do not fit so
well to the rest of people’s belief system. I.e. employment status changes might induce cogni-
tive dissonance (Festinger, 1957). Attitude change in turn is a typical way to solve dissonances.
Attitude reversal is in line with Margalit’s (2013) result from the U.S. context that the increase
in social policy demands after experiencing an economic shock is higher for Republican than
for Democratic identifiers. Note that in this case expectations from the “values perspective”
and the self-interest perspective clearly contradict each other. Effects occurring for this group
of people would clearly highlight the importance of self-interest effects and question the role
of pre-existing values and other predispositions in light of changing material circumstances.

Hypothesis 1c: An attitude change in the direction predicted by self-interest arguments is
observable after employment transitions and changes of perceived job insecurity for people
whose prior predispositions do not agree with those LMPs that serve their self-interest after

these employment changes.
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3.3 Data and Methods

German data20 from the SOEP, the German Socio-Economic Panel (Wagner et al., 2007) are
analysed relying on fixed effects models. In addition to the following discussion of data and
methods, detailed question wordings and recodings can be found in the appendix.

3.3.1 Measurement

Labour market policy (LMP) attitudes are the dependent variable in all analyses. The SOEP in-
cludes such items only in 1997 and 2002. Thus, despite the existence of yearly data from 1984
onwards, only those two waves are used for the analyses excluding respondents with missing
values on the dependent variable in at least one of the waves. The SOEP items on LMP atti-
tudes ask respondents for their position on government or state responsibility for LMPs. While
government responsibility items are widely used, they are only sub-optimal. Spending pref-
erence items could show an even closer link to respondents’ material self-interest, especially
when combined with trade-offs with cuts for other policy areas or higher taxes (Cavaillé and
Trump, 2015; Gallego and Marx, 2017). The SOEP includes two items, one on passive LMPs
and one on active LMPs (job creation), both measured on a 5-point scale. As discussed in the
theory section, both kinds of LMPs can be assumed to be in the interest of unemployed persons
and those with a high unemployment risk. Therefore, both LMP attitude items are averaged
and jointly analysed21. A robustness check analyses them separately, however.

The main independent variables are employment status transitions and changing levels of job
insecurity. First, these are transitions in and out of unemployment, i.e. job loss, reemployment,
and temporary unemployment. Job loss and reemployment do not cover all transitions in or
out of unemployment since transitions in or out of non-employment, like e.g. school-to-work
transitions or retiring, are excluded. Temporary unemployment refers to persons employed in
both analysed waves who went through an episode (≥ 1 month) of unemployment in between,
which is measured using monthly employment records from the SOEP. Second, changes from
a fixed-term contract to a permanent contract and vice versa are observable. These transitions
between permanent and fixed-term contracts are only observable for employees and do not in-
clude transitions from or to self-employment or employment without a contract. As discussed
below, due to the low number of respondents experiencing such employment transitions - espe-
cially when splitting analyses by first wave attitudes or party ID -, job loss and switching from a
permanent to a fixed-term contract are combined to “deteriorations”. Similarly, reemployment
and switching from a fixed-term to a permanent contract are combined to “improvements”.
Again, a robustness check analyses them separately.

Changing subjective perceptions of the employment situation are measured with items on job
insecurity. SOEP respondents are asked on two 3-point scales how much they are concerned
about their job security. The SOEP data additionally contains an item about respondents’ sub-
jective reemployment chances also measured on a 3-point scale. Each of these perception
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changes is converted into two binary variables indicating whether respondents worry more (or
less) than in the first wave.

To differentiate between attitude changes within the three subgroups, analyses are split by
respondents’ first wave LMP attitudes and their first wave party identification. In the case
of LMP attitudes 3 groups are built, namely a ‘pro’, a neutral, and a ‘contra’ government
responsibility category. Thus, using the combined22 measure of LMP attitudes, respondents
with a score value between 1 and 2.5 are categorized as ‘contra’, respondents with a score
values of 3 as ‘neutral’, and respondents with a score value between 3.5 and 5 as ‘pro’. Also
in the case of party identification three groups are built, namely identifiers with a “left” party,
i.e. social democratic, green, and far left identifiers, non-identifiers, and identifiers with a right
party, i.e. christian-democratic, liberal, and far right identifiers. These three groups of party
identifiers are built using the typical two-step survey-question about party identification asking
respondents first, whether they feel close to any party, and in a second step, if so, to which
one.

3.3.2 Analytical Strategy

To analyse the dynamics of employment transitions, job insecurity changes, and LMP attitudes,
linear23 fixed effects panel models (Allison, 2009; Brüderl and Ludwig, 2015) with cluster
robust standard errors are applied. Such fixed effects estimators rely solely on intra-individual
comparisons. Thus, all constant sources of heterogeneity like gender or past life course events
are automatically controlled for - a considerable advantage over results based on cross-sectional
data (Brüderl and Ludwig, 2015).

While it is not possible to include time constant variables as predictors, they can be included as
moderator variables, as hypotheses 1a-1c suggest. For most analyses this is done by subgroup
analyses with subgroups defined by respondents’ first wave LMP attitudes or party attachments.
However, these subgroup analyses are complemented with interaction models. These interac-
tion models are used to test for significant differences in the effects of employment transitions
and perception changes. Note that both modelling strategies can be exactly equivalent when all
interactions which the subgroup analyses implicitly represent are explicitly modelled.

Importantly, results from fixed effects models are still threatened by omitted variable bias from
time-varying variables. Therefore, indicators for further training, childbirth as well as changes
of subjective health after the first analysis wave are added and thus factors, that might influence
both, employment transitions and attitude changes. However, since the causal role of these
time-varying variables is not clear and post-treatment bias is a danger their influence is con-
sidered in a robustness check only. One special case of a time-varying variable is time itself.
In line with e.g. Owens and Pedulla (2014) time fixed effects (i.e. survey wave dummies) are
added to control for general time trends or shocks in the political attitude measures that are
independent of employment transitions or perception changes.

87



In the following analyses, I interpret effects for employment transitions or changing feelings
of job insecurity in the direction expected by self-interest arguments as signs for self-interest
effects. Beyond that self-interest is not observed. Similarly, I interpret attitudinal stability after
employment transitions or changing feelings of job insecurity as evidence for the relevance of
values and other predispositions. Both interpretations are in line with the relevant discussed
literature (O’Grady, 2019; Owens and Pedulla, 2014).

Predispositions, however, are observed beyond that, namely in the subgroup analyses. As dis-
cussed above, the different subgroups are based on respondents’ first wave party ID and respon-
dents’ first wave LMP attitudes. Both measures have advantages and disadvantages. Party ID is
one of the strongest political predispositions - especially in comparison to LMP attitudes. The
literature on motivated reasoning shows definitive evidence for that (Bisgaard, 2015). However,
the link between a left party ID and e.g. egalitarian values is weakened by the multidimension-
ality of political conflict. Non-economic issues obviously can and do play a role as well for
individual predispositions like party ID or ideology (de Vries et al., 2013). Therefore, sub-
groups are also built using respondents’ first wave LMP attitudes. As discussed above, policy
attitudes are seen as functionally different from predispositions. However, supporters of LMPs
are likely to be general supporters of social policies due to their underlying (not measured)
value orientations (Jæger, 2011).

3.4 Results

3.4.1 Descriptive Overview

Figure 3.2 gives an overview of the three analysed subgroups. In the left panel we see that the
overwhelming majority of respondents does not identify with a political party. In the middle
panel we see that an even bigger majority supports state responsibility for LMPs. In the right
panel we see the combination of both. As one would expect, within those who are sceptical
about LMPs there are more identifiers with parties of the right side of the political spectrum
than identifiers with left parties. For those who support LMPs it is the other way round - there
are more identifiers with left parties. However, probably the most obvious pattern is that in
each of the three subgroups split by first wave LMP attitudes those without a party ID are the
most frequent group.

So, on the one hand, party ID and LMP attitudes are related as one would expect. On the other
hand, the overlap between support for LMPs and left party identifiers, scepticism about LMPs
and right party identifiers, and being neutral about LMPs and not identifying with any party is
clearly limited. Therefore, a crucial question for the following analyses is, whether the findings
hold simultaneously for the subgroups split by LMP support and for the subgroups split by
party ID.

Figure 3.3 shows the employment transitions and perception changes that are observable in the
SOEP data (1st column of both figures) and their frequencies broken down by respondents’ first
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wave LMP attitudes (2nd column of figure 3.3: sceptics ‘-’ , neutrals ‘±’ , and supporters ‘+’ )
and their party identification (3rd column of figure 3.3: left ‘L’, no, right ‘R’ identifiers ).
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Furthermore, the prevalence of support for LMPs, that was shown already in figure 3.2, also
becomes obvious when splitting the number of employment transitions and perception changes
according to respondents’ first wave LMP attitudes. For every employment transition and for
every perception change positive first wave LMP attitudes outweigh neutral or sceptic atti-
tudes and by far. Given those numbers statistically significant effects supporting hypothesis 1a
(1c) might be more likely to observe for employment and perception deteriorations (improve-
ments).

Again, as before in figure 3.2, the situation is very different when splitting the number of
employment transitions and perception changes according to respondents’ first wave party ID.
Now, employment transitions and perceptions changes for people without a party ID clearly
outweigh employment transitions and perception changes for party supporters. Given those
numbers effects supporting hypothesis 1b could be more likely to observe when analysing
party ID subgroups. These different descriptives for the numbers of transitions and perception
changes within party ID and LMP attitude subgroups again lead to an emphasis on results of the
following analyses that can be observed for both kinds (LMP and party ID based) of subgroups
simultaneously.

Finally, there are extremely small numbers for some of the employment transitions - especially
for sceptics of state responsibility for LMPs. Therefore, I combine job loss and the transitions
from a permanent to a fixed-term contract within the category of employment deteriorations
in the following analyses. Similarly, reemployment and the transition from a fixed-term to a
permanent contract are combined in the category of employment improvements.

3.4.2 Main Effects

Before looking at the effects of employment transitions and perception changes within the dif-
ferent subgroups and thus testing hypotheses 1a-1c, figure 3.4 (for tabular results see appendix
table A1) shows the respective main effects on LMP attitude changes. All positive subjec-
tive or objective changes (employment improvements, decreasing job insecurity, increasing
reemployment chances) are accompanied by negative, significant coefficients. Thus, respon-
dents withdraw to some degree their support for LMPs after such positive events or perception
changes. Similarly, negative subjective perception changes – but not objective employment
deteriorations or temporary unemployment – are accompanied by positive significant coeffi-
cients. Thus, respondents increase their support for LMPs when they worry more about their
job insecurity or their reemployment chances.

The results so far firmly support the self-interest perspective and raise doubts about the rele-
vance of arguments emphasizing the role of values or other predispositions. After all, respon-
dents’ attitudes seem to respond to employment transitions and worries exactly like the self-
interest account predicts it. Respondents might nevertheless possess stable value orientations
and other predispositions. These do, however, not stop respondents’ attitudes from reacting to
the employment changes.
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Employment
Deteriorations

Employment
Improvements

Temporary
Unemployment

Increasing Job
Insecurity

Decreasing Job
Insecurity

Decreasing
Reemployment

Chances

Increasing
Reemployment

Chances

−.2 −.1 0 .1 .2

FE estimates with 90% and 95% confidence intervals

SOEP: Main Effects of Employment Transitions and Changing Job Insecurity Perceptions
on (Combined) LMP Attitudes

Figure 3.4: SOEP: Main Effects (FE-estimates with 90% and 95% Confidence Intervals)

One concern with such an interpretation is the question whether these coefficients actually
represent causal effects and thus “reactions”24. The concern I want to focus on here, however,
is that - depending on who changes their attitudes - these changes do not necessarily as clearly
contradict the idea behind the long-lasting impact of values and other predispositions as this
interpretation suggests.

3.4.3 Subgroup Analyses

Figures 3.5 and 3.6 display the results of the analyses testing this articles’ three hypotheses and
answering the question who changes their LMP attitudes after employment transitions and job
security perception changes. Tabular results are displayed in appendix tables A2 to A7. Both
figures display again the main effects that have been shown already in figure 3.4. Below these
main effects, the effects of the employment transitions and perceptions changes within three
subgroups defined by individuals’ first wave LMP attitudes and party ID are shown.
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Looking at the left panel in figure 3.5 we see that only those people, who already supported
LMPs or adhered to a left party in the first wave, further increased their support for LMPs after
employment deteriorations. Interestingly this kind of attitude change, which simply reinforces
pre-existing beliefs, occurs even though no main effect was observable. This attitude change
among those who identified with left parties and supported LMPs is driven by the experience
of a job loss as figure A1 in the appendix shows. Thus, this result directly contradicts the evi-
dence for the U.S. context presented by Margalit (2013) who showed that Republicans, but not
Democrats, increased their support for social policies after a job loss. A similar increased sup-
port for LMPs among left party identifiers can be observed in the upper left panel in figure 3.6
after an increased level of job insecurity. In contrast to the attitude changes after employment
deteriorations, however, this effect only occurs when splitting respondents according to their
party identification, not to their previous LMP support. Furthermore, left party supporters are
not the only ones who increase their support for LMPs after perceiving higher levels of job
insecurity.

As can be seen in the upper left panel in figure 3.6, increasing job insecurity leads to increased
LMP support for those who are unconstrained by their prior predispositions, at least when
judging from their previous LMP attitudes. Similarly, those - and only those - without a party
attachment react to employment improvements by decreasing their support for LMPs. But the
strongest support for attitude changes among those unconstrained comes from attitude changes
in response to less optimistically perceived reemployment chances. Here, both those without
a party attachment and those with a neutral LMP attitude in the first wave increase their LMP
support.

Finally, there is also evidence for attitude changes that contradict individuals’ prior predisposi-
tions. In contrast to decreasing perceptions of reemployment chances, increasing perceptions
of reemployment chances go hand in hand with lower support for LMPs among those who
previously supported LMPs and those who previously identified with left parties. A similar
drop in support among those who previously supported LMPs can be observed in response to
decreasing worries about job insecurity. And a temporary episode of unemployment between
the first and the second wave increased support for LMPs among those who did not support
LMPs in the first wave.

3.4.4 Results Summary and Robustness Checks

Figure 3.7 summarizes the results presented in figures 3.4 - 3.6. Overall, there is some evi-
dence for attitude changes in each of the subgroups and thus for each of the three hypotheses.
However, for most of the employment transitions and perception changes there is only one
subgroup for which an attitudinal reaction is observable. Thus, it is not possible to identify
any constellation between pre-existing predispositions and self-interest as more likely than any
other constellation to lead to self-interest based attitudinal reactions25.

Furthermore, an interesting pattern emerges for employment improvements compared to em-
ployment deteriorations (and similar perception changes). It appears that attitude changes that
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simply reinforce predispositions are only present after employment deteriorations and more
pessimistic perceptions. In contrast, attitude changes that challenge predispositions are present
only after employment improvements and more optimistic perceptions. To be clear, this pattern
was not expected for any theoretical reasons. It will thus be interesting to see, whether future
research will be able to replicate it.

The presented and summarized results so far show in which subgroups significant effects of em-
ployment transitions and perception changes occur. An even harder test is, however, whether
these effects differ significantly between the subgroups. After all the difference between a sig-
nificant and insignificant effect might itself not be significant (Gelman and Stern, 2006). Most
confidence intervals shown in figures 3.4 - 3.6 are overlapping. But overlapping confidence in-
tervals are not a definitive sign regarding the (in)significance of the difference of effects (Austin
and Hux, 2002). Therefore, the shown subgroup analyses were replicated via interaction mod-
els including interactions between the subgroups and the employment transitions or perception
changes (see appendix tables A8 to A14). Based on these models the differences between the
average marginal effects of the transitions and perception changes between the subgroups are
formally tested (see appendix tables A15 and A16).

Doing so, it turns out that indeed the majority of the effect differences between subgroups are
not significant with three notable exceptions. The first is the effect of employment deteriora-
tions among left party identifiers, which is significantly bigger than the effect for people without
a party identification (in ine with hypothesis 1a). The second is the effect of increasing job inse-
curity among people with neutral LMP attitudes in the first wave, which is significantly bigger
than for LMP supporters (in line with hypothesis 1b). And finally, all differences based on
LMP subgroups are significant for effects of a temporary unemployment episode (in line with
hypothesis 1c). Taken together, these tests thus corroborate the mixed picture of the results.

In the following, it will be tested how robust these results are, when time-varying covariates are
included, when each employment transition is analysed separately (compared to the combined
analysis of improvements and deteriorations), or when active and passive LMP attitudes are
analysed separately.
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By 1st Main Subgroup Effects in line with
Wave Effects Hyp 1a Hyp 1b Hyp 1c

Employment Deteriorations
Attitudes �

PID �

Employment Improvements
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�
PID �

Temporary Unemployment
Attitudes �
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↗ Job Insecurity
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↘ Job Insecurity
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�
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↘ Reemployment Chances
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↗ Reemployment Chances
Attitudes

�
�

PID �

Figure 3.7: Results Summary (�Significant Effects with p < 0.1)
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Appendix tables A1 to A7 display the discussed results in tabular form and replicate all analy-
ses adding controls for further education, childbirth, and subjective health changes. This does
not visibly alter the overwhelming majority of results 26. The only exception are effects of em-
ployment improvements. After adding the time-varying controls it appears that both, first wave
sceptics and first wave supporters of LMPs, become more sceptical about LMPs. This puts two
findings to some degree into perspective. On the one hand, this is the first evidence for hypoth-
esis 1a after “positive” employment or perception changes with LMP sceptics becoming even
more sceptical of LMPs. On the other hand, together with the robust effect for people without
a party ID after employment improvements this actually amounts to evidence supporting all
three hypotheses simultaneously. This, however, is not true for both kinds (PID and LMP) of
subgroups.

In a next step appendix figure A1 compares the results for the combined analyses of improve-
ments and deteriorations of the employment situation with results for job loss, reemployment,
and transitions between permanent and fixed-term contracts. As already mentioned above this
shows that the growing support for LMPs of left party supporters and LMP supporters after
employment deteriorations is actually only observable after job loss. However, effects of em-
ployment improvements are not heavily dominated by either reemployment or changes from a
fixed to a permanent contract. Thus, the decreasing support for LMPs among people without
a party ID after employment improvements is only observable after changing into a permanent
contract. Contrarily, a new, i.e. now significant, effect becomes observable after reemployment
when previous left party supporters grow more sceptical about LMPs.

And finally, I test whether attitudes towards active or passive LMPs heavily dominate the re-
sults and if a focus on the separate attitudes would lead to different conclusions regarding the
hypotheses. Both concerns, however, seem unsubstantiated when looking at appendix figures
A2 and A3. First of all, separate analyses of active and passive LMP attitudes result in a similar
mix of support for hypotheses 1a-1c. And while the main effects are largely driven by changes
in active LMP attitudes, subgroup results are not heavily driven by either active or passive LMP
attitudes.

3.5 Conclusion

This article started with contradicting theoretical expectations and empirical findings from the
self-interest and the “values perspective”: attitudinal change and attitudinal stability. Applied
to the empirical context of the paper this lead to the question: do labour market policy (LMP)
attitudes change after employment transitions and changed job insecurity perceptions?

The main theoretical contribution of the article was to overcome this dichotomy from self-
interest based and value-based arguments. Therefore, this article suggested to move away from
empirical implications and to focus on empirical observations regarding the relation between
self-interest and predispositions. To do so, I asked whose attitudes change in response to em-
ployment transitions and perception changes. To answer this question, the article differenti-

99



ated between three subgroups of respondents. These subgroups were based on respondents’
predispositions to support or question LMPs. More precisely, the article asked whether self-
interest based attitude changes are more likely for respondents a) with predispositions fitting
that self-interest b) without strong predispositions or c) with predispositions contradicting that
self-interest.

The answer to that question is crucial for connecting empirical results to the values versus self-
interest debate. Scenario a) would suggest that it is not “values versus self-interest” but rather
that self-interest effects only occur when they are “supported” by predispositional influences.
Scenario b) would suggest that self-interest effects occur only for people whose attitudes are
only weakly influenced by predispositions. And scenario c) would suggest that values and
predispositions are indeed challenged by self-interest effects.

The analyses were based on German panel data from the SOEP in 1997 and 2002 and applied
panel fixed effects models. Applying these analyses to the whole sample showed clear evidence
in favour of self-interest based accounts of social policy attitudes. Respondents withdrew some
of their support for LMPs after transitions improving respondents’ employment situation and
after worrying less about their employment situation. Similarly, respondents increased their
support for LMPs after worrying more about their employment situation. Interestingly, this
increased support could not be observed in the whole sample after transitions deteriorating
respondents’ employment situation like job loss.

However, the results of the subgroup analyses turned out mixed. Thus, while crucial for the
interpretation of the effects, none of the three combinations between self-interest and predis-
positions turned out to be a condition for or against self-interest effects. More precisely, some
self-interest effects were observed for people with predispositions supporting that self-interest.
Other attitudinal reactions to employment transitions or changed feelings of job insecurity only
affected people without strong predispositions. And yet other attitudinal reactions were only
observed for people whose self-interest and whose predispositions pointed in opposing direc-
tions.

Even though the findings of the present article were mixed, they offer important lessons for
future research and for interpreting existing findings. First of all, they show that evidence in
favor of self-interest effects after employment changes as e.g. by Naumann et al. (2016) or
Owens and Pedulla (2014) is not simultaneously evidence against the role of predispositions.
Similarly, failures to find main effects of unemployment or other objective or subjective em-
ployment risks on social policy attitudes as in the case of O’Grady (2019) or Wehl (2019) are
not necessarily a sign for the absence of self-interest driven effects. Additionally, the presented
findings show that the interplay between prior predispositions and self-interest is not always as
straightforward as the U.S. based results from Margalit (2013) suggest. This study found that
increased social policy support after job loss is especially pronounced for Republicans, which
challenges the influence of their party ID.

Second, the mixed findings also caution against generalizing findings on attitudinal reactions
from one employment transition to another employment transition, perception change, or com-
pletely different changes in material circumstances. On the one hand, transitions and perception
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changes assumed to have similar self-interest effects turn out to result in different relations be-
tween self-interest and prior predispositions. Thus, to give an example, different subgroups
adjusted their LMP attitudes to job loss and to increasing worries about job loss. On the other
hand, the present article found that employment improvements lead to attitudinal changes chal-
lenging prior predispositions. On the contrary, employment and perception deteriorations lead
to attitudinal reactions for people with supporting predispositions or without strong predispo-
sitions.

Finally, the question should be considered how context dependent the results of the present
article might be. Keeping in mind the speculative nature of possible answers such speculations
can go in two directions: the strength of predispositions in guiding policy attitudes and the
material consequences of an employment transition.

Regarding the strength of predispositions, the literature on party identification has shown that
its effects increase under high polarization (Druckman et al., 2013). Germany at the turn of
the century, however, has undergone a decline in polarization (Munzert and Bauer, 2013) as
well as a decline of the number of people identifying with a party and of the strength of party
identification (Ohr et al., 2009). The only moderate overlap between party identification and
LMP attitudes shown in the descriptive findings fits rather well with this picture.

Regarding the material consequences of unemployment, the Hartz reforms introduced major
changes to the German labour market. Given their implementation between 2003 and 2005
these changes all happened after the analysis period of the current paper. Among other things
the Hartz laws shortened the period for income-dependent unemployment benefits (60% of
prior income) to twelve months and introduced several sanctions i.e. possibilities to cut unem-
ployment benefits (Kemmerling and Bruttel, 2006). Thus, during the period of analysis in this
article unemployment (or the risk thereof) was still less hurtful than afterwards. Interestingly,
the mentioned findings from Margalit (2013) from the U.S occur in a context of increasing
polarization (Druckman et al., 2013) and higher costs of job loss given the weaker social safety
of a typical liberal welfare state (Ferragina and Seeleib-Kaiser, 2011).

Analysing the role of these different context effects in driving changes of LMP attitudes after
employment transitions is certainly an interesting avenue for future research. However, this
article’s basic idea is neither limited to employment transitions nor to LMP attitudes, but can
be transferred to other changes of individual material circumstances (e.g. income changes) or
attitudes (e.g. redistributive attitudes or immigration related attitudes). In these (and similar)
cases it is possible and necessary for a sound judgement about the relevance of self-interest
vis-á-vis predispositions to answer the question: whose attitudes change?
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Notes

17Subjective worries about job insecurity can result from objective unemployment risks and from certain personality
factors (Debus et al., 2014; DeWitte, 2005). Thus, it is not necessarily the case that people in an objectively
insecure employment situation - e.g. in fixed-term employment - perceive that situation as insecure (Schraff,
2018).

18Throughout the paper the terms passive LMPs and unemployment benefits or financial help for the unemployed as
well as the terms active LMPs and job creation measures are used interchangeably. Note, however, that especially
active LMPs include many more measures. In cases of ‘demanding’ active LMP measures that e.g. implement
sanctions against unsatisfactory efforts for job search one might even expect less support by labour market out-
siders, as argued and shown by Fossati (2018). Such demanding active LMPs are, however, neither theoretically
nor empirically the focus of the present article.

19Of course this is not to say that party identification or political ideology are not used in social policy attitudes
research, as evidenced by Jæger (2006).

20The SOEP data that support the findings of this study are available at doi:10.5684/soep.v31.1 after signing a user
contract.

21Using this combined measure of LMP attitudes additionally comes with the benefit that this measures allows for
more potential changes than the original 5-point scale.

22Building these subgroups could lead to ceiling or floor effects for the ‘pro’ and ‘contra’ subgroups. This problem
is reduced to some degree by using the combined measure of LMP attitudes with its higher number of scale points
to build the subgroups.

23Given the subgroup analyses in presence of a dependent variable measured on a 5-point scale the choice of linear
fixed effects models might seem odd especially in comparison to e.g. tobit models built to deal with ceiling / floor-
ing effects. However, no established solution exists to implement these models with fixed effects, as estimators
face the so called “incidental parameters problem” resulting in biased point estimators or standard errors (Greene
2004;Cameron and Trivedi 2005, ch.23.5)

24To address these concerns, all analyses are repeated using several additional time-varying covariates. In the case
of the main effects shown in figure 3.4 this does not alter the results with the exception of more optimistically
perceived reemployment chances. This negative main effect loses its significance after adding the time-varying
controls.

25The fact that the results are so mixed also reduces to some degree the concern, that results are affected by ceiling
or floor effects. Of course, this does not exclude the possibility, that they are still present in the findings.

26I control for these time-varying variables in two different ways. On the one hand these control variables are
added to the subgroup analyses. On the other hand, these control variables are added to the interaction models
mimicking the subgroup analyses. Both modelling solutions are not exactly equivalent, as the interaction models
do not include interactions between the control variables and the subgroup indicators, i.e. respondents’ first wave
party ID or LMP attitudes. As fewer parameters are estimated in the interaction models, this could increase the
efficiency of the estimates (of employment transitions and job insecurity changes). In fact, however, differences
between both ways of including the control variables are hard to spot. In any way, both modelling solutions yield
exactly the same conclusions as discussed here.
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The Dynamics of Unemployment, Risk, and Left-Right
Ideology. Constrained Change or Changed Constraints?

Abstract

Are generally stable political predispositions equally stable after unemployment? Swiss, Span-
ish, and Dutch panel analyses on ideological reactions to unemployment extend the limited
evidence on this question. These different contexts and interactions with age and prior ide-
ology are used to test the relevance of known factors behind predispositional instability for
this question. To account for factors that increase both, the chances to be unemployed and to
hold left political views (time-constant selection bias), analyses follow current practices and
use fixed effects. Furthermore, I contribute by developing and adequately testing arguments
for time-varying selection biases (with fixed effects with individual slopes). Results show high
ideological stability after unemployment but also predicted exceptions. In Spain, left-shifts
after unemployment occur only for the young, there are nearly no ideological reactions in the
Netherlands, and polarization is observable in Switzerland. Some of these country differences
could be interpreted as resulting from different salient topics.
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4.1 Introduction

There is an emerging literature investigating how material shocks like job loss affect changes
in attitudes towards specific social (Margalit, 2013; Naumann et al., 2016; Owens and Pedulla,
2014) and migration-related policies (Lancee and Pardos-Prado, 2013). Are deeper, more sta-
ble, (pre)dispositions like left-right ideology similarly affected? And if so, in which direction?
We do not yet know - with one notable exception: a recent study showed ideological left-shifts
after transitions in and out of unemployment in the Netherlands (Wiertz and Rodon, 2021).
Therefore, I aim at broadening this limited empirical evidence. Doing so I add several new
perspectives on this question. First, I use a comparative perspective focusing not only on the
Netherlands, but also on Switzerland and Spain (with data from the Dutch Longitudinal Inter-
net Study for the Social Sciences (LISS) from 2008 to 2019 (Scherpenzeel and Das, 2010), data
from the Spanish Political Attitudes panel dataset (POLAT) from 2010 - 2014 (Anduiza et al.,
2015), and data from the Swiss Household Panel Study (SHP) from 1999 to 2018 (Voorpostel
et al., 2015)). Second, I identify individual (age and prior ideological leanings) and contex-
tual (issue salience) factors known to influence predispositional (in)stability and test if they
moderate ideological reactions to unemployment. And third, I base these analyses on panel
methods that are not only able to account for time-constant, but also for time-varying selection
into unemployment (fixed effects with individual slopes).

Extending our knowledge about predispositional dynamics after unemployment helps by pro-
viding a bigger picture for results regarding specific attitudinal reactions. Do such attitudinal
reactions “spill over” into predispositional reactions (“changed constraints”), or is predisposi-
tional change itself “constrained”? Thus, there are two scenarios. One, if not only attitudes but
also predispositions were affected, this could be the basis for long-lasting changes in the way
people think and act politically. Two, if only specific attitudes but no predispositions were af-
fected, the broader relevance of such attitudinal reactions would be somewhat questionable. In
that latter case, it is not clear whether people would keep their new preferences or whether their
political attitudes and behaviour would sooner or later (re-)adjust to their unaffected political
dispositions.

Several studies on the link between material circumstances and political attitudes and behaviour
have already pointed out that such associations are likely to be not (only) the result of direct
(causal) reactions to these material circumstances. In contrast, these associations can at least
partly be explained by stratified early socialization, i.e. by several, mostly socio-economic,
background factors, that influence both: individuals’ labour market risks in adulthood and in-
dividuals’ political socialization experiences in childhood and adolescence. One way to tackle
this challenge is to focus on changes in material circumstances and political attitudes and be-
haviour by using panel data and fixed effects estimators that control for time-constant selection
biases (Gidron and Mijs, 2019; O’Grady, 2019; Wehl, 2020; Wiertz and Rodon, 2021). How-
ever, the validity of these fixed effects estimates, depends on the non-existence of time-varying
selection biases. As this is not a plausible assumption, I apply fixed effects with individual-
specific slopes (FEIS), that are valid even in presence of dynamic selection biases (Brüderl and
Ludwig, 2015; Rüttenauer and Ludwig, 2020).
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I develop two arguments for such time-varying selection biases. First, they can be expected
given self-interest based arguments about the consequences of unemployment risks. Thus,
dynamic selection bias could arise from people experiencing an increasing unemployment risk
and adapting their left-right ideology accordingly before they become unemployed. Second,
similar conclusions could be drawn from arguments about stratified socialization experiences
that continue in adult life. I add analyses on ideological reactions to increasing job insecurity
(i.e. subjective unemployment risk) to directly test the first potential mechanism behind time-
varying confounding.

Furthermore, changes of left-right ideology in response to unemployment are likely hetero-
geneous. First, prior ideological leanings might moderate how and in which direction people
adapt their left-right position. Furthermore, young people have more volatile predispositions
(Kiley and Vaisey, 2020). Thus, also their ideological reactions to unemployment might be
stronger. And finally, Switzerland, Spain, and the Netherlands differ considerably with respect
to the salience of the topics of unemployment and migration. Given that the salience of a topic
increases the chances for corresponding predispositional reactions (Dancey and Goren, 2010),
stronger left-shifts unemployment should be observable when unemployment is more salient.

In the following, I will review theoretical arguments for ideological left-shifts, that are based
on arguments about social policy and redistributive attitudes, and for ideological right-shifts,
that are based on arguments about migration-related attitudes. I contrast both arguments on
ideological reactions, i.e. “changed constraints”, with arguments about no ideological changes,
i.e. “constrained change”, in response to unemployment (risk). Next, I discuss how stratified
socialization poses challenges for causal inference (time-constant and time-varying selection
bias) when analysing the political consequences of material shocks. Finally, I focus on individ-
ual (prior leanings and age) and contextual (salience) heterogeneities in ideological reactions
to unemployment. Heterogeneities based on individuals’ prior predispositions are especially
relevant in the case of left-right ideology, as “left” and “right” can have different meanings for
people on the left and right.

After that, I discuss in detail the data, coding, and the FEIS estimation strategy I use. The
results section covers the main effects of unemployment and unemployment risk, interactions
by age and prior ideological leanings, and country differences in the results.

These results show left-shifts after unemployment in Spain but no ideological reactions in the
Netherlands and Switzerland when looking at the main effects of unemployment. Further anal-
yses of heterogeneities show that the effect in Spain is driven by young people, that a polariza-
tion effect is the reason for the non-existent main effect in Switzerland, and that there is barely
any evidence for ideological reactions in the Netherlands – contrary to the results from Wiertz
and Rodon (2021).

This suggests that factors conducive for general predispositional change are also relevant for
ideological reactions to unemployment. Additionally, these results suggest an interesting in-
teraction between individual and contextual factors in determining the direction of political
reactions to unemployment. It seems like self-interest is not strong enough to always lead to
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ideological reactions and that the public discourse (salience) and prior leanings can condition
how individuals interpret their self-interest.

4.2 Labour Market Transitions and Ideology

Starting point for arguments for a left-shift in response to transitions into unemployment is
the assumption that individuals are at least partially driven by economic self-interest. Unem-
ployment is supposed to lead to higher support for policies, that benefit unemployed people,
especially active and passive labour market policies and general redistributive measures. The
same type of arguments is brought forward regarding the political consequences of unemploy-
ment risk (Cusack et al., 2006; Rehm, 2016; Schwander and Häusermann, 2013).

Several studies already tested these claims in a dynamic context, i.e. with panel data and
fixed effects models, and showed that apart from unemployed people supporting these policies
more, becoming unemployed also increases the support for such social policies or redistribution
(Naumann et al., 2016; Owens and Pedulla, 2014). Additional analyses reported in Gidron and
Mijs (2019) and Wiertz and Rodon (2021) further support that claim. The study by O’Grady
(2019) on the effects of job insecurity on redistributive attitudes, however, shows - depending
on the exact attitudinal item - minimal or even no support for this dynamic version.

Based on these effects on social policy attitudes, several studies argue in a next step that in-
dividuals adapt their voting behaviour (Emmenegger et al., 2015), their party preference or
identification (Cusack et al., 2006; Marx and Picot, 2013), and their ideological position (Cor-
betta and Colloca, 2013; Visser et al., 2014) accordingly. However, this has barely been tested
in a dynamic context. Martén (2019) tests if unemployment leads to vote switching to the
left, and finds that it does not. And Wiertz and Rodon (2021) find ideological left-shifts after
transitions into unemployment.

However, one could also assume a shift to the right in response to unemployment based on
arguments focusing on migration-related attitudes. Not only social policy attitudes but also
migration-related attitudes are said to be rooted in economic self-interest, at least when one
shares the perspective of theories about ethnic threat and competition (Billiet et al., 2014; Pec-
oraro and Ruedin, 2016). The basic idea is that individuals feel threatened by migration if they
perceive migrants as competition in the labour market. The strictest version of this argument
has been challenged by experimental findings. Natives are not more critical towards migrants
with the same skill set (Hainmueller et al., 2015; Valentino et al., 2017). In contrast, economic
or labour market vulnerability is suggested to lead to a higher perceived threat from migrants
in general (Billiet et al., 2014), which is also the lesson from the mentioned experimental evi-
dence.

This second version of the argument also has been put to scrutiny in a dynamic context. Indeed
Lancee and Pardos-Prado (2013) found increased worries about migration after involuntary
job loss in the German context. However, additional analyses reported in Gidron and Mijs
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(2019) and Wiertz and Rodon (2021) do not support this claim for the Dutch case. Neither are
ideological right-shifts found in the Dutch case (Wiertz and Rodon, 2021).

Taken together, opposing ideological reactions to transitions into unemployment can be ex-
pected: an ideological left-shift (hypothesis 1a) and an ideological right-shift (hypothesis 1b).

4.2.1 Constraining Change or Changing Constraints

Arguments for both, for a left- and a right-shift, are based on the assumption that changes
in policy attitudes translate into changes in ideology or other political (pre)dispositions like
party identification. Or in other words: changes in policy attitudes are assumed to update
predispositions (Gerber and Green, 1998).

In contrast, proponents of the perspective that party ID influences policy attitudes conceptually
differ between specific policy attitudes and political predispositions, including party identifica-
tion, but also ideology or (core) value orientations (Sears and Funk, 1999). Political predispo-
sitions are seen as “perceptual screen” through which political objects (including policies) are
evaluated or as “central heuristics” that affect other (policy) attitudes (Campbell et al., 1960;
Goren, 2013). In a more dynamic sense, political predispositions are supposed to “constraint”
or limit individuals more specific political/policy attitudes and thereby give (ideological) struc-
ture to individuals’ political “belief systems” (Converse, 1964). Adopting the concept of pre-
dispositions thus casts doubt on the idea of a spillover from attitudes sensitive to labour market
transitions to left-right ideology or other predispositions. In contrast to hypotheses 1a and 1b,
this argument leads to the expectation of no ideological shift in response to transitions into
unemployment (hypothesis 1c).

4.2.2 Stratified Socialization: Two Challenges for Causal Inference

Given the abundance of findings on links between unemployment and political attitudes, be-
haviour, and predispositions arguments about the stability of political predispositions might
seem irrelevant for such associations. However, there is an alternative story behind links be-
tween unemployment (or other material circumstances) and political attitudes that has been
elaborated elsewhere (Lancee and Pardos-Prado, 2013; O’Grady, 2019; Wehl, 2019). To re-
iterate, such links can also be explained by stratified early socialization, i.e. by several (mostly
socio-economic) background factors, that influence both: individuals’ labour market risks in
adulthood and individuals’ political socialization experiences in childhood and adolescence.
Similarly, personality traits are known to influence individuals’ political attitudes and predis-
positions (Gerber et al., 2010) as well as their chances on the labour market (Gnambs, 2017;
Viinikainen and Kokko, 2012). This dual influence on political predispositions and labour
market risks creates an issue of time-constant confounding (see left part of figure 4.1).
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Figure 4.1: Time-Constant (left) and Time-Varying (right) Confounding of Relations between Unem-
ployment and Ideology

Studies examining the political consequences of unemployment or other material circumstances
in a panel context with fixed-effects do account for time-constant confounding. However, time-
varying confounding can bias the results from such panel studies. Unfortunately, it is not very
hard to think of factors or situations that could lead to an increasing unemployment risk as well
as to ideological left shifts. The right part of figure 4.1 depicts two theoretical possibilities for
such time-varying confounding.

The first possibility focuses on the already mentioned extension of the self-interest based ar-
gument regarding the political consequences of unemployment to political consequences of
unemployment risk. Similar attitudinal reactions to the ones after unemployment are expected
when unemployment risk is changing (Rehm, 2016). If people who at some point will become
unemployed experience some change affecting their objective unemployment risk, realize their
increased job insecurity, and adjust their left-right ideology accordingly this might lead to an
overestimation of the relation between unemployment and left-right ideology. As an example
we can think of mobility between social classes or occupational mobility. Both can be asso-
ciated with a changing unemployment risk and both have been shown in a dynamic context to
affect “economic preferences” (among others: labour market policy attitudes) and party prefer-
ences (Ares, 2020; Kurer, 2020). However, should this explanation be true, this overestimation
would not change conclusions about self-interest. After all, the mechanism behind this first
explanation for time-varying confounding is self-interest. Neither would it change conclusions
about ideological (in)stability as the explanation focuses on ideological change in response to
changing unemployment risk.

But it is equally possible to imagine time-varying confounding without a self-interest driven
mechanism. The literature mentions several mechanisms, that are basically variants of argu-
ments of adult-life socialization and do not refer to (narrowly defined) self-interest. Starting
with an example there are many different changes in individuals’ work life, that objectively af-
fect their unemployment risk, e.g. a new occupation or a new position within one’s occupation.
Even if such a change does not affect individuals’ subjective job insecurity, it could be enough
to change their political preferences and finally their ideology simply due to exposure to a more
insecure context, with which one increasingly communicates and identifies. In more abstract
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terms, this is essentially what has been put forward for long in the literature on economic vot-
ing as sociotropic considerations (Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier, 2000). More recently, similar
thoughts have been developed under the term “linked fate” (Donnelly, 2021).

With regard to ideological reactions to unemployment, both explanations for time-varying con-
founding are observationally equivalent. However, only the first, self-interest driven expla-
nation, is based on reactions to job insecurity. This argument leads to the expectation that
changes in job insecurity perceptions trigger ideological left-shifts (hypothesis 2a) or right-
shifts (hypothesis 2b) for people who later become unemployed. To differentiate between the
two possible mechanisms behind time-varying confounding, hypothesis 2c expects no ideolog-
ical reaction to job insecurity for people who later become unemployed.

4.2.3 Effect Heterogeneity

If and how people adapt their left-right ideology in response to unemployment likely depends
on the groups and contexts analysed. Indeed, previous studies already pointed to heterogeneity
in the effects of unemployment or other material shocks on political attitudes, predispositions,
and behaviour. However, such arguments were mostly based on the idea that attitudinal or pre-
dispositional reactions should be stronger for people or groups who are hit harder by an eco-
nomic shock, e.g. low income groups (Gidron and Mijs, 2019; Wiertz and Rodon, 2021). In
contrast, I discuss in the following that factors known to influence predispositional (in)stabiliity
in light of attitudinal changes should moderate the relation between unemployment and ideol-
ogy. In particular, I focus on previous ideological leanings, age, and contextual salience.

Starting point for different effects for people with different ideological leanings is the often
raised criticism that “left” and “right” can mean different things for different people. This
starts with the discussion about the two- or multi-dimensionality of ideology (de Vries et al.,
2013) and extends to the discussion which belief objects (politicians, parties, policies, values)
are mostly associated with the understanding of “left” and “right” and the positioning on the
left-right scale (Knutsen, 1997; Bauer et al., 2017). These ambiguities include the possibility
that different issues are related to variation on the two sides of individuals’ left-right placement.
Economic concerns are more important for the question of how extreme or central people locate
themselves on the left side. In contrast, socio-cultural concerns are more important for the
difference between extreme and centrist locations on the right side of the left-right axis (Lachat,
2018). This leads to the expectation that previously left-leaning people react with a left-shift to
unemployment and previously right-leaning people react with a right-shift (hypothesis 3a)

Hypothesis 3a suggests that ideological instability after unemployment ultimately strengthens
or reinforces (Wehl, 2020) pre-existing ideological leanings. However, the opposite might be
true as well. Margalit (2013) shows for the U.S. context that job loss leads to a strong increase
for social policy attitudes among Republican identifiers, but not so much among Democrats.
And while Wiertz and Rodon (2021) do not find strong heterogeneities in ideological reactions
to unemployment, they find that people with a previously right ideology are likely to show
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a left-shift in ideology. This leads to the expectation that right-leaning people react with an
especially strong left-shift to unemployment (hypothesis 3b).

Finally, Wehl (2020) argues with regard to party ties that people without party ties can be
expected to show strong attitudinal change since they are unconstrained and shows this with re-
gard to attitudinal reactions after increasing unemployment risks. This leads to the expectation
that people with a central ideological position show especially strong ideological reactions to
unemployment (hypothesis 3c).

Apart from individuals’ prior ideological position the timing of employment transitions is likely
to matter for ideological responses, as well. After all, political predispositions are considerably
stable over the life course, but only to a lesser degree so during the formative years of adoles-
cence and early adulthood, as research following the “impressionable years” hypothesis holds
and shows (Dinas, 2013; Krosnick and Alwin, 1989). First, young people do have more in-
stable (political) attitudes and predispositions (Kiley and Vaisey, 2020). And second, young
people update their predispositions more often when their attitudes change, as Rekker et al.
(2017) show regarding the relation between issue attitudes and left-right orientation. The ar-
gument about “constrained change” thus might be less relevant for younger people. Indeed,
Emmenegger et al. (2017) argue similarly and find in their analyses of political interest strong
reactions to unemployment only among young people. Accordingly, I expect that ideological
reactions to unemployment are stronger for younger people (hypothesis 4).

Finally, the salience of a topic has been established as a crucial condition for the question of
whether attitudes update predispositions or predispositions constraint attitudes. Thus, Carsey
and Layman (2006) showed in the U.S. context that updating of party identification is only hap-
pening for attitudes on issues that are perceived to be important. Weber and Saris (2014) show
something similar in the Dutch context for updating of left-right ideology. Finally, Dancey
and Goren (2010) reformulated this individual-level argument about salience as a contextual
argument focusing on media coverage of disputed issues. They argue that party identification
changes in response to attitude changes are more likely for salient topics. After all, these are
widely discussed in the media, which provides citizens with information about parties’ posi-
tions and possible differences between those. The results from Highton and Kam (2011) point
into a similar direction. They show - like Dancey and Goren (2010) for the U.S. context - that
the direction of causality between party identification and attitudes can change over time, which
they suggest to be associated with varying societal level salience of issues. Therefore, I expect
stronger ideological left-shifts in response to unemployment, when the (contextual) salience of
economic issues is higher (hypothesis 5).

4.3 Data and Methods

The individual-level analyses are based on data from the Swiss Household Panel Study (SHP)
from 1999 to 2018 (Voorpostel et al., 2015), the Dutch Longitudinal Internet Study for the
Social Sciences (LISS) from 2008 to 2019 (Scherpenzeel and Das, 2010), and the Spanish
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Political Attitudes panel (POLAT) from 2010 - 2014 (Anduiza et al., 2015). The SHP is a
yearly household panel survey with approximately 7000 interviewed respondents per wave
conducted each year since 1999 (Voorpostel et al., 2015).

The LISS is a probability-based internet panel, meaning that even though data collection is ad-
ministered online, a random sample of respondents is drawn from a population register (Scher-
penzeel and Das, 2010). The approximately 8.000 LISS respondents are (at least) yearly con-
tacted since 2007. A peculiarity of the LISS data is, however, its “modular” character with
different fieldwork periods throughout a year for different modules. In contrast, the POLAT
data, currently ranging from 2010-2014, is an online panel with the typical problems of online
surveys like excluding people without internet access, or the underrepresentation of older peo-
ple. Each wave consists of approximately 2.000 respondents (Anduiza et al., 2015). In contrast
to the SHP and LISS data, the POLAT waves show a less regular timing e.g. with two waves in
201127

4.3.1 Measurement of Ideology, Unemployment, and Job Insecurity

The main dependent variable is respondents’ left-right self-placement. Left-right ideology is
measured in all three data sets on an 11-point scale ranging from 0 to 10. However, in the Swiss
and Dutch data, the scale endpoints are “left” and “right”, while in the Spanish data, they are
“extreme left” and “extreme right”. While this might reduce the comparability of absolute left-
right scale values between the three countries it should not matter (much) for relative changes
on the left-right scale - this article’s main focus.

The main independent variables of this study are unemployment and unemployment risk. In all
three data sets, I identify unemployed respondents by differentiating them from non-employed
and employed respondents. To do so I rely in the SHP data on a constructed indicator that
contains exactly that differentiation. In the Dutch and Spanish data, I rely on direct respondents’
answers. In the Dutch case, monthly information on respondents’ employment situation is
available. I only use the employment information from exactly that month in which Dutch
respondents are interviewed about their left-right ideology and combine both data modules
accordingly. A robustness check uses another yearly measure of labour force status to identify
unemployed people in the LISS data.28

Job insecurity, or the subjective unemployment risk within the next 12 months, is asked in the
Swiss and Dutch, but not the Spanish, data. In the SHP this is a 10-point scale, in the LISS
a 100-point scale. I round answers to the Dutch job insecurity scale to steps of 10 for better
comparability of the Dutch and Swiss results. Unfortunately, Dutch respondents indicate their
job insecurity feelings mostly in June and July of a given year, while their left-right ideology is
typically observed in January of that year or December of the previous year. This could lead to
some undetected dynamics between job insecurity and left-right ideology. To reduce that risk, I
replicate all Dutch analyses of job insecurity effects using a lagged measure of job insecurity. In
the main analyses, I focus on the experience of increasing job insecurity with a dummy variable,
analyses in the appendix replicate all job insecurity analyses with a continuous measure.
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The original variables and survey questions can be found in the online appendix.29

4.3.2 Moderators: Prior Left-Right Ideology, Age, and Salience

To analyse effect heterogeneities based on respondents’ prior ideological position (hypotheses
3a-c), I run models including interactions between unemployment and prior left-right ideology.
To account for systematic differences between centre and extreme ideological positions and to
account for further non-linearities on the left side and the right side of the ideological spectrum
I add interactions with the squared term and the cubic term of the left-right scale. A robustness
check uses an interaction with a categorical variable that differentiates between a left, a right,
and a centre (5 and 4-6 respectively) position on the left-right scale.

To analyse age-based effect heterogeneities (hypothesis 4) I run models with interactions be-
tween unemployment and age. I add interactions with a squared and cubic form of age to ac-
count for peculiarities of middle-aged people and further non-linearities within young and old
people. A robustness check uses an interaction with a categorical variable that differentiates
young, middle aged and elderly respondents. As this is somewhat arbitrary, I use three versions,
where I define middle-aged people as those between 25-45,30-50, and 35-55 respectively.

Finally, to judge contextual salience of unemployment (hypothesis 5) I rely on countries’ unem-
ployment rates based on World Development Indicators and aggregated measures of subjective
issue importance, i.e. mentions of the most important problem(s), based on yearly Eurobarom-
eter data and for Switzerland based on post-electoral Selects (Swiss Election Study) data. Men-
tions of unemployment (Eurobarometer) and the labour market (Selects) are used and compared
to mentions of migration-related issues. These salience measures are used for a description of
the contexts and not added to any models. All models are run for each country separately.

4.3.3 Fixed Effects (FE) & Fixed Effects with Individual Specific Slopes
(FEIS)

Standard fixed effects (FE) models and fixed effects models with individual specific slopes
(FEIS) are applied (Brüderl and Ludwig, 2015; Ludwig, 2019; Ludwig and Brüderl, 2018;
Rüttenauer and Ludwig, 2020). with cluster robust standard errors.

In panel data it is always possible to distinguish between two sources of selection bias: time-
constant and time-varying selection bias. This is illustrated in figure 4.2. After receiving a
treatment (between t2 and t3) the outcome changes. But even at t1 before any unit receives a
treatment there are differences between those who are never treated (◦) and those, who will be
treated (□). The latter already have a higher outcome level than the former. There is constant
selection bias. Equation 4.1 shows a fixed effects estimator, that captures this stable difference
by the individual constants αi (next to the time-varying outcome Yit, the time-varying treatment
xit and a time-varying error term ϵit) and thus eliminates all stable sources of selection bias.
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Legend:
◦ and □ observed at time points 1,2, and 3 with ◦ = never treated and □ = treated between
time points 2 and 3.
Left graph: Selection into Outcome Level→ unbiased estimation by FE.
Center graph: Selection into Outcome Level and Growth→ Overestimation by FE.
Right Graph: Selection into Outcome Level and (reverse) Selection on Growth→ Underesti-
mation by FE.

Figure 4.2: Comparing the Logic of Fixed Effects Estimates with and without Individual Slopes

This can be seen in figure 4.2 where the fixed effects estimators are only based on those units
who do receive treatment.

Yit = αi + β
FE

xit + ϵit (4.1)

But, the standard fixed effects estimator is biased by dynamic selection into treatment. This
is illustrated in the center and right panel of figure 4.2. Now differences in outcome levels
are accompanied by differences in the outcome trajectories between those who will be treated
and those who are never treated. If equation 4.2 is the true model, only accounting for αi

will result in a biased fixed effects estimator β
FE

xit (unless β
FE

xit and αizit are independent).
In contrast, equation 4.2 gives the fixed effects estimator βFEIS with individual specific slopes
αizit representing an interaction between the individual constants αi and a time-varying “slope”
variable zit.

Yit = αi + αizit + β
FEIS

xit + ϵit (4.2)

I use time as slope variable meaning that the individual specific slopes are αitt. Thus, the
results could potentially still be biased by non-linear trends that are related to selection into
unemployment and dynamics of left-right ideology. Note that the FEIS estimation with one
slope variable that I use requires a minimum of three observations per panel member (Brüderl
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and Ludwig, 2015, p.336-339). An advantage of time as slope variable is that it excludes the
danger of post-treatment bias that other slope variable could create (Rüttenauer and Ludwig,
2020, p. 31). A similar issue of post-treatment bias or overcontrolling can arise when the
treatment effect operates over a longer time period, but the specified model only contains a
contemporaneous treatment effect (Rüttenauer and Ludwig, 2020, p. 31). Thus, to avoid an
underestimation of the effect of unemployment, a robustness check adds lagged measures of
unemployment.

To further illustrate the logic FE and FEIS estimators the appendix contains a short Stata code
creating artificial data mimicking the examples in figure 4.2 with the FEIS Stata routine (Lud-
wig, 2019) and an equivalent “manual” OLS solution directly applying formulas 4.1 and 4.2.

4.3.4 Applied Methodological Considerations: Sample Restrictions and
Interactions

To avoid pitfalls of interactions in longitudinal settings (Giesselmann and Schmidt-Catran,
2020) and more than obvious sources of treatment heterogeneity and selection biases I 1) use
time-constant moderator variables and 2) apply several sample restrictions

On the one hand, the use of constant moderator variables has methodical advantages. Giessel-
mann and Schmidt-Catran (2020) have recently shown that standard interaction effects between
two time-varying variables in a fixed effects framework are biased. This bias does not occur
for interactions between a time-constant and a time-varying variable. On the other hand, this is
perfectly in line with the theoretical arguments behind the moderator variables (prior left-right
position and age suggested in hypotheses 4 and 5. Young age, not aging, and prior left-right
position, not left-right dynamics were suggested as a source of potential heterogeneity in ide-
ological reactions to unemployment (risk). Thus, these moderator variables are artificially cre-
ated as constants (within persons) by using respondents’ age and their left-right position at the
first time they are observed in the analysis sample.

I apply several sample restrictions which all aim at two goals: 1) observing a homogenous
treatment 2) focusing on only one treatment experience per person. The second point avoids the
risk that past treatment (unemployment, increased job insecurity) influences and thus confounds
the relation between current treatment and current outcome (Imai and Kim, 2019).

First, I exclude all observations (person-years) older than 65 years to exclude most of the tran-
sitions into retirement. The Spanish data, however, does not contain respondents older than 52.
Furthermore, I exclude observations before their first employment episode, especially to ex-
clude transitions out of school. Of those, I furthermore exclude all observations once they enter
nonemployment. This excludes all transitions into retirement (also early retirement), transi-
tions between unemployment and nonemployment, but also other employment interruptions in
between the career. Finally, for those who do become unemployed, all observations after their
(potential) reemployment are excluded. Given all these sample restrictions, the effect of unem-
ployment captures solely the effect of the transition from employment to unemployment.
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The analyses of job insecurity are based on the same analysis sample, but some more restric-
tions are applied. First of all, I restrict these analyses to those people who experience an
unemployment episode. Furthermore, I exclude this unemployment episode from the sam-
ple. Finally, I restrict this sample to only one (the first) experience of increased job insecurity.
Given these further sample restrictions, the effect of job insecurity solely captures the effect of
increased job insecurity for people who later become unemployed. The analyses in the online
appendix using the continuous versions of job insecurity use the same restricted sample without
the last restriction on only one job insecurity experience.

Additionally, I exclude respondents with less than two observations of left-right ideology, em-
ployment status, or job insecurity, as they anyway could not contribute to the within variation
used in FE and FEIS models. Table C.6 in the appendix shows, that these criteria limit the
sample quite drastically and leave 822 observations in unemployment for the Swiss data, 428
observations in unemployment in the Spanish data, and 951 observations in unemployment for
the Dutch data.

4.4 Analysis

I start by discussing the results from main effects analyses on the effect of unemployment
and subjective job insecurity before unemployment on left-right ideology. The OLS, fixed
effects (FE) and fixed effects with individual slopes (FEIS) estimates are shown in figure 4.3.
I continue with a discussion of ideology-based, age-based, and country heterogeneities of the
effects of unemployment.

4.4.1 Main Effects

Focusing at first on the effects of unemployment (hypotheses 1a-c) the OLS estimates are in-
formative for a descriptive overview of these associations. In Switzerland and the Netherlands,
unemployed people place themselves more often on the left side of the left-right scale. Look-
ing at the FE and FEIS estimates for unemployment, it becomes clear that all these Swiss and
Dutch associations result from confounding. The Swiss results are very clear. Neither the FE
nor the FEIS models show any effects of unemployment on left-right ideology. Thus, in the
Swiss case, it even would have been sufficient to account for time-constant selection with tra-
ditional FE models. In the Dutch case, the difference between the OLS and FE effect sizes is
notable. Yet, the small FE estimate for unemployment is still significant (with p < 0.1). People
who become unemployed move slightly to the left. Thus, time-constant confounding is part
of the story but not the whole story behind the significant associations between unemployment
and left-right self-placement in the Dutch case. Time-varying confounding, however, explains
the rest of the story, as the insignificant, almost nil Dutch FEIS estimate shows. Using the
alternative unemployment measure in the Dutch data shows the same pattern of a significant
FE estimate (this time with p < 0.05) and an insignificant FEIS estimate. In both cases, the
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size of the FE estimates fit well with the effect sizes reported by Wiertz and Rodon (2021).30.
Finally, these Swiss and Dutch results are not resulting from overcontrolling. Including lagged
effects of unemployment does not alter the conclusions in any particular way as figure C.1 in
the appendix shows.

121



O
LS FE

FE
IS

−.
6

−.
3

0
.3

.6
−.

6
−.

3
0

.3
.6

−.
6

−.
3

0
.3

.6

Sw
itz

er
la

nd
Sp

ai
n

N
et

he
rla

nd
s

U
ne

m
pl

oy
m

en
t

In
se

cu
rit

y 
be

fo
re

 U
ne

m
pl

oy
m

en
t

O
LS

, F
E,

 a
nd

 F
EI

S 
Es

tim
at

es
 w

ith
 9

0%
, 9

5%
, a

nd
 9

9%
 C

Is

Ef
fe

ct
s 

on
 L

ef
t−

R
ig

ht
 S

el
f−

Pl
ac

em
en

t

Fi
gu

re
4.

3:
M

ai
n

E
ff

ec
ts

(O
L

S,
Fi

xe
d

E
ff

ec
ts

(F
E

),
an

d
FE

w
ith

In
di

vi
du

al
Sl

op
es

)o
fU

ne
m

pl
oy

m
en

ta
nd

Jo
b

In
se

cu
ri

ty
on

L
ef

t-
R

ig
ht

Id
eo

lo
gy

122



Interestingly, the Spanish results point in the opposite direction. On the one hand, FEIS esti-
mates for Spain show ideological left-shifts after unemployment. However, the FE estimate for
Spain is smaller than the FEIS estimate and only significant with p < 0.1. The OLS estimate
is even smaller and does not meet any significance threshold. This suggests, that in the Span-
ish case confounding did not lead to an overestimation but an underestimation of the effect of
unemployment in the OLS and FE models. One way to interpret this is to remember that the
Spanish data starts during the economic crisis. Thus, people who start in the Spanish sample
in employment and experience unemployment at some point are a positive selection, or a more
advantaged subsample, of all Spanish people who lost their job during the economic crisis.
They “survived” longer with employment.

To summarize, selection bias is everything there is in the Swiss and Dutch case so that hypothe-
ses 1a and 1b of left and right-shifts after unemployment have to be rejected and hypothesis 1c
of no ideological reaction cannot be rejected in the Swiss and Dutch data. The opposite is true
for Spain, where hypothesis 1a of left-shifts is supported.

However, at least for the Dutch results, time-varying confounding plays some role. To under-
stand better the mechanisms behind this result research question 2 asks if people adapt their
left-right ideology to a perception of increased unemployment risk before they become unem-
ployed. Unfortunately, such results are not available for Spain, since the Spanish data does not
contain (regular) measures of job insecurity. The results for Switzerland and the Netherlands
can be seen as well in figure 4.3. In both, the Swiss and the Dutch case, there are no significant
FEIS estimates and thus no ideological reactions to job insecurity observable. In the Swiss case,
that means that neither people who become unemployed, nor people who experience increased
job insecurity at some time before they become unemployed adapt their left-right placement.
From a theoretical perspective, the Dutch case is more interesting. Here, the results for the
effects of unemployed showed a difference between the Dutch FE and FEIS estimates and thus
some dynamics in left-shifts before unemployment. However, the insignificant results for job
insecurity before unemployment suggest that these dynamics are not responses to unemploy-
ment risk. Other explanations than (narrowly defined) self-interest based ones seem to be more
suitable.

Additional robustness checks support these results and conclusions about job insecurity. These
Swiss and Dutch results hold when analyses include additional lagged measures of insecurity
to avoid an underestimation of contemporaneous effects (see appendix figure C.1). Similarly,
these results hold when continuous measures of job insecurity are used that capture more job
insecurity changes (see appendix figure C.2). In the Dutch case, two further robustness checks
are necessary. They show similar results when using the alternative measure of labour force
status (see appendix figure C.6), which does not refer to a different job insecurity measure, but
to a slightly different sample. Finally, given the different timing of the LISS modules including
left-right ideology and job insecurity, the Dutch analyses are repeated with a lagged measure
of insecurity (see C.3. In contrast to the models including contemporaneous and two lagged
effects that avoid the problem of overcontrolling, this model including no contemporaneous and
only one lagged effect of job insecurity only tries to address the different fieldwork times. When
looking at this lagged measure of job insecurity in the Dutch case, no left-shift, but a right-
shift after increasing worries about job insecurity is observable. While interesting on its own,
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this should not affect the conclusion about the lesser explanatory power of self-interest based
explanations compared to adult life socialization dynamics for time-varying confounding. After
all, these right-shifts after job insecurity give even more support to the idea that the reason
for people moving slightly to the left before they become unemployed is not a reaction to
unemployment risk.

To summarize, hypotheses 2a and 2b about ideological left and right-shifts have to be rejected,
hypothesis 2c about no ideological reactions to job insecurity before unemployment cannot be
rejected. One robustness check in the Netherlands gives slight support for hypothesis 2b.

4.4.2 Effect Heterogeneity

The remaining results on hypotheses 3-4 show if and how prior ideological leanings and age
moderate the presented effects of unemployment on left-right ideology.

Figure 4.4 starts with the marginal effects of unemployment by respondents’ prior ideological
position. The results are very different for the three countries. In Switzerland respondents’
prior ideological leaning does moderate the effects of unemployment on left-right ideology.
People on the left react with a left-shift, while people with a center or right positions react with
a right-shift to unemployment. The resulting polarization can also be seen when one uses a
categorical grouping of previously left, center, and right people. Only the marginal effect for
those on the left misses conventional significance levels (see appendix figure C.4). These Swiss
results thus support hypothesis 3a and clearly contradict hypothesis 3b (left-shifts for those on
the right). While there are effects for those with a previous center position, this is neither the
only group nor the group with the strongest effects contradicting hypothesis 3c.
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In Spain and the Netherlands, there is no clear moderation. In Spain, everyone (except those
farthest to the left) reacts with a left-shift. This left-shift, however, is not significant for every-
one. The results in figure 4.4 suggest that only for those with a prior moderate left or a prior
center ideological position there is a significant left-shift. Using the categorical interaction
instead (see appendix figure C.4) clearly supports the effect for those with a previous center
position. However, the marginal effect for those with a previously left position is insignificant,
the marginal effect for those on the right is significant with p< 0.1. In the Netherlands, nearly
no-one except those on the far-right reacts with any ideological changes. But also the evidence
for these right-shifts for those on the right is weak. The marginal effects in figure 4.4 are only
significant with p< 0.1. Furthermore, they do not show up when using the categorical inter-
action in appendix figure C.4, nor when replicating figure 4.4 with the alternative measure of
unemployment in the LISS data (see appendix figure C.7). Thus, in Spain, the clearest support
is for hypothesis 3c. Further evidence for left-shifts on the left (part of hypothesis 3a) and
left-shifts on the right (hypothesis 3b) exists but is not robust. In the Netherlands, there is only
partial, non-robust support for hypothesis 3a (right-shifts on the right).

Figure 4.5 continues with age-based heterogeneities. Again, the results depend heavily on
the country-context. In Switzerland, no age-based heterogeneity is observable. This is true
as well when one looks at interactions with categorical age groups (see appendix figure C.5)
with the exception of elderly people. This exception, however, is non-robust on its own, as
this marginal effect showing a left-shift only appears as significant with p< 0.1, when defining
elderly people as those over 50, not when defining them as over 45 or over 55. The Spanish
results show a very different picture. Here, a clear moderation of the unemployment effect
by age is apparent. Younger people do react with left-shifts to unemployment, middle-aged
people do not. This finding is equally clear when looking at figure 4.5 as when looking at
interactions with categorical age groups in appendix figure C.5. This holds for all definitions
(i.e. thresholds) for young people. However, given the restricted age coverage of the Spanish
online sample, the Spanish results cannot say anything about the ideological reactions of elderly
people. In the Netherlands no systematic age heterogeneities are observable. Figure 4.5 does
show right-shifts for a few middle-aged people. And using the interaction with the categorical
age variable, there is a left-shift observable for young people in the Netherlands, but only when
using the lowest of the three age thresholds (see appendix figure C.5).

To summarize, there is clear evidence for hypothesis 4, which expected stronger ideological
reactions for young people, from the Spanish data. There is no support for hypothesis 4 from
the Swiss and Dutch data. However, since the Swiss and Dutch results do not show system-
atic ideological reactions for middle-aged or elderly people, this is not a reason to doubt the
theoretical idea behind hypothesis 4: higher predispositional stability during adulthood.
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4.4.3 Country Differences in Context

Finally, hypothesis 5 asks directly about country differences in the results. Can these be inter-
preted as a function of the salience of unemployment in a context (hypothesis 5)? To be clear,
the comparison between these three countries can show whether or not the idea that salience
drives these country differences is plausible. However, it cannot single out salience as the factor
driving these differences.

Appendix figures C.9 and C.10 start by displaying descriptive evidence on the spread and
salience of unemployment in the three countries. Spain during the study period is clearly the
context with the highest rate of unemployment and the highest salience of unemployment dur-
ing the study period. Also, migration is not an important issue during the whole study period.
Of course, all that is not surprising given that the study period coincides with the economic
crisis. In contrast, Switzerland is the country with the lowest unemployment rate, and with a
continuously higher salience of migration than of labour market issues. Finally, the Nether-
lands occupies a middle ground. There are some peaks in its official unemployment rate and in
subjective issue salience of unemployment. There are also some peaks in the issue salience of
migration especially in and after 2015. But there are also times where neither topic is particu-
larly salient.

The country differences in the main effects, i.e. visible left-shifts in Spain but not in the Nether-
lands and Switzerland, fit very well with the idea that ideological left-shifts are stronger in con-
texts with a high salience of unemployment. Similarly, the polarization effect in Switzerland
could be interpreted as a sign that salience matters, yet with a more nuanced mechanism. It
might not only be contextual salience of economic issues that matters for the strength of the
ideological reaction. It might be the salience of both, economic (labour market) and cultural
(migration) issues, that matters for the direction of the ideological reaction. Especially the
comparison between Spanish and Swiss respondents with a prior central position highlight this
point: the former react with a left-shift, while the latter react with a right-shift. And finally,
missing robust evidence in the Netherlands for any particular ideological reaction to unemploy-
ment fits with the middle ground the Netherlands occupy with regard to the salience of both,
labour market and migration issues.

However, the salience argument cannot explain, why we observe different individual-level mod-
erators in the different countries. In particular: why do Swiss left-leaning respondents react
with a left-shift while Dutch left-leaning respondents do not? And why are only young peo-
ple in Spain but not in Switzerland and the Netherlands more likely to change their ideology?
Both cannot be explained with differences in contextual salience of labour market issues and
migration.

Finally, the salience dynamics in the Dutch case allow for an additional test of the salience
argument. Are effects in the Netherlands different in the period between 2009 and 2014, which
includes peaks of the unemployment rate and the salience of unemployment and excludes peaks
of the salience of migration (see appendix figures figures C.11 to C.13)? The short answer is
no.
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There are still no significant main effects of unemployment (risk) judging from the FEIS esti-
mates. There are neither effects for any ideological subgroup.31 While there is now somewhat
stronger evidence for age heterogeneity in the effects of unemployment, this does not support
the idea that higher salience leads to more or stronger left-shifts, as this heterogeneity suggests
right-shifts for middle-aged people.

4.5 Summary

Are peoples’ predispositions stable even in the face of a major material shock? Or are people
adapting their predispositions mechanically to new economic considerations? After analysing
changes in left-right ideology after transitions into unemployment with Swiss SHP, Spanish
POLAT, and Dutch LISS panel data applying fixed effects with individual slopes the answer is
clear: Neither.

In Switzerland no main effect of transitions into unemployment on left-right ideology was ob-
servable. Yet the absence of such an effect was only hidden by a polarization effect: left-shifts
from left-leaning people and right-shifts from central- and right-leaning people. While this is a
clear instance of ideological instability after unemployment, this instability results in strength-
ening pre-existing leanings. In Spain, left-shifts after unemployment were observed, which
were driven by young people. Again, this is a clear case of ideological instability, however,
only for a known exception to predispositional stability: young age. Finally, Dutch analyses
found barely any evidence for ideological reactions in the Netherlands – a clear case of ideo-
logical stability.

To some degree, these country differences could be interpreted as a result of salience, i.e. the
different importance of labour market and migration-related issues in these countries’ public
discourse. The clearest evidence for left-shifts comes from Spain, where labour market issues
were most salient during the economic crisis. In contrast, in Switzerland with its high salience
of migration-related issues, at least some people reacted to unemployment with a right-shift.
And there is no clear evidence for ideological reactions in the Netherlands, where the salience
of migration-related issues and labour market issues differs in both absolute and relative terms
over time. However, this salience argument cannot explain the country differences in hetero-
geneities by age and ideological moderation.

Generally speaking, the presence of both, left-shifts and right-shifts, suggests an interesting
new way to think about arguments for both, left-shifts and right-shifts. Regarding voting be-
haviour, Rovny and Rovny (2017) argue that it depends on the exact kind of labour market risk
(occupation-based or status-based), whether the political consequence is voting for the radical
left or radical right. In contrast, the present results show that the same kind of material shock
can have opposite consequences, depending on individual and contextual factors.

In particular, the results suggest that context and prior leanings together can determine, how
people react to unemployment. Arguments about left-shifts after unemployment focus on re-

129



distribution and social security and on how both speak to the self-interest of unemployed peo-
ple. Arguments about right-shifts after unemployment focus on migration and on how reduced
competition from migrants speaks to the self-interest of unemployed people. Therefore, future
research could directly test, whether context and prior leanings similarly condition whether so-
cial policy or migration-related attitudes are responsive to material shocks. If so, this would –
together with the empirical results of this paper – suggest that context and prior leanings act as
a frame for individuals’ interpretation of their self-interest. Or in other words, it would suggest
a logic of “frame selection” (Kroneberg et al., 2010; Mehlkop and Neumann, 2012). Further-
more, future research is hopefully able to test more directly how contextual and/or individual
salience matters for political reactions to material shocks.

Finally, previous research on political reactions to material shocks applied (some sort of) stan-
dard fixed effects that can account for stable confounding influences. In contrast, this articles’
conclusions are based on fixed effects with individual slopes that can additionally account for
time-varying confounding factors (Brüderl and Ludwig, 2015; Rüttenauer and Ludwig, 2020).
The relevance of this choice between different fixed effects estimators is highlighted in the com-
parison between the Dutch FE and FEIS estimates. The former suggests small left-shifts after
unemployment, just like the study by Wiertz and Rodon (2021). Even though the present study
did not aim at a one-to-one replication, this suggests that these findings on unemployment and
ideology were based on time-varying selection bias. It is thus not unlikely, that also other pub-
lished findings on political reactions to material shocks include some time-varying bias. Future
research should certainly consider applying FEIS or other methods that can account not only
for time-constant but also for time-varying confounding. Nevertheless, the Swiss results are a
clear example of a case where the conclusions about the main effects are similar for traditional
fixed effects and FEIS estimates. Thus, only exact replications of published studies could tell,
if the conclusions of these studies depend on the modelling of time-varying confounding.
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Notes

27Exact fieldwork times are: Wave 1: Nov/Dec 2010; Wave 2: May 2011; Wave 3: Nov. 2011; Wave 4: May 2012;
Wave 5: May-Oct 2013; Wave 6: May 2014.

28This measure is only used for robustness reasons, as it captures individuals’ labour market situation several months
after they participate in the politics module. Nevertheless, it is used, since there are inexplicable discrepancies
between people who are unemployed according to both measures, even when one compares their info in the same
month.

29Replication materials and information about data access can be found at OSF:

(link anonymized for peer-review)

30Their study reports fixed effects estimates for the effect of unemployment on left-right self-placement between
-0.13 and -0.2 depending on the exact model specification (Wiertz and Rodon, 2021).

31To be precise, that means that the previously weak and non-robust evidence for right-shifts for right-leaning people
does not appear here. Yet given the weakness and non-robustness of these effects, it is far from clear, whether
this results from the lower salience of migration issues in the analysis period used by this additional analysis.
Furthermore, the analyses during this “high salience“ period of unemployment does show right-shifts for those
in the center, that miss all conventional levels of statistical significance, yet do so very narrowly. Thus, there
is neither new evidence for left-shifts nor “less” evidence for right-shifts during this period of high salience of
unemployment.
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A.1 Appendix A: Variables & Recodings

DEPENDENT VARIABLES (OUTCOMES): No recodings

• labour market policy attitudes: (11-point scales)
“ People have different views on what the responsibilities of governments should or
should not be. For each of the tasks I read out please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much
responsibility you think governments should have. 0 means it should not be governments’
responsibility at all and 10 means it should be entirely governments’ responsibility. ”

– active LMP attitude:
“ensure a job for everyone who wants one? ”

– passive LMP attitude
“ ensure a reasonable standard of living for the unemployed ”

• egalitarianism items (5-point scales)

– “Using this card, please say to what extent you agree or disagree with each of the
following statements.”
“The government should take measures to reduce differences in income levels.”

– “Now some questions about the way society works. Using this card, please say how
much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. For a society to
be fair, differences in people’s standard of living should be small.”

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE (TREATMENT): Recoding into binary unemployment indica-
tor

“And which of these descriptions best describes your situation (in the last seven days)? Please
select only one. ”

1. “in paid work (or away temporarily) (employee, self-employed, working for your family
business)”→recoded as employed

2. “in education,(not paid for by employer) even if on vacation”→ excluded from analyses
3. “unemployed and actively looking for a job”→ recoded as unemployed
4. “unemployed wanting a job but not actively looking for a job”→ recoded as unemployed
5. “permanently sick or disabled”→ excluded from analyses
6. “retired”→ excluded from analyses
7. “in community or military service”→ excluded from analyses
8. “doing housework, looking after children or other persons”→ excluded from analyses
9. “(other)”→ excluded from analyses

CONTROL VARIABLES (CONFOUNDERS)
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• Gender (no recoding)

• Age (no recoding)

• formal education (ISCED): recoded into 3 categories / dummies
“What is the highest level of education you have achieved? Please use this card.”

0. “Not completed primary education”→ recoded as low education
1. “Primary or first stage of basic”→ recoded as low education
2. “Lower secondary or second stage of basic”→ recoded as low education
3. “Upper secondary”→ recoded as middle level education
4. “Post secondary, non tertiary”→ recoded as middle level education
5. “First stage of tertiary”→ recoded as high education
6. “Second stage of tertiary”→ recoded as high education

• Field of Education: recoded into 8 categories / dummies (following mostly the coding
from Reimer et al. (2008, p.238))
“In which one of these fields or subjects is your highest qualification? ”

1. General or no specific field→ recoded as Field 1
2. Art – fine or applied→ recoded as Field 2
3. Humanities – languages, classics, history, theology, etc→ recoded as Field 2
4. Technical & engineering, including architecture and planning, industry, craft, build-

ing trades, etc→ recoded as Field 3
5. Agriculture & forestry→ recoded as Field 4
6. Teacher training or education→ recoded as Field 5
7. Science, mathematics, computing, etc→ recoded as Field 3
8. Medical, health services, nursing, etc→ recoded as Field 6
9. Economics, commerce, business administration, accountancy, etc → recoded as

Field 7
10. Social & behavioural studies, public administration, media, culture, sport and leisure

studies, etc→ recoded as Field 7
11. Law and legal services→ recoded as Field 7
12. Personal care services - catering, domestic science, hairdressing, etc→ recoded as

Field 6
13. Public order and safety – police, army, fire services, etc→ recoded as Field 8
14. Transport and telecommunications→ recoded as Field 8

• immigrant background: Recoded into binary indicator

– “Where you born in [COUNTRY]?”→ “no” recoded as immigrant background

– “Was your father born in [COUNTRY]?”→ “no” recoded as immigrant background

– “Was your mother born in [COUNTRY]?” → “no” recoded as immigrant back-
ground
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• previous unemployment: No recoding
“Have you ever been unemployed and seeking work for a period of more than three
months?”

1. Yes
2. No

• Temporary Contract: Recoded into binary indicator
“Do/did you have a work contract of...”

1. “unlimited duration”→ recoded as permanent
2. “or, limited duration,”→ recoded as temporary
3. “or, do/did you have no contract?” → recoded as permanent

• Self-employment: Recoded into binary indicator
“In your main job are/were you...”

1. An employee→ recoded as not self-employed
2. Self-employed→ recoded as self-employed
3. Working for your own family’s business→ recoded as self-employed

• firm size: Recoded into three categories / dummies
“Including yourself, about how many people are/were employed at the place where you
usually work/worked?”

1. under 10→ recoded as small firm
2. 10 to 24→ recoded as small firm
3. 25 to 99→ recoded as medium sized firm
4. 100 to 499→ recoded as big firm
5. or, 500 or more? → recoded as big firm

• supervisory position: No recoding
“In your main job, do/did you have any responsibility for supervising the work of other
employees?”

1. Yes
2. No

• Occupational Group: ISCO88 codes recoded into dummies representing 1-digit ISCO
groups
“What is/was the name or title of your main job? In your main job, what kind of work
do/did you do most of the time? What training or qualifications are/were needed for the
job?”
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• Parents formal education (ISCED): Recoded into three categories / dummies
“What is the highest level of education your father achieved?” “What is the highest level
of education your mother achieved?”

1. Less than lower secondary education (ISCED 0-1)→ recoded as low parents edu-
cation if present for father or mother (and neither with higher educational level)

2. Lower secondary education completed (ISCED 2)→ recoded as low parents edu-
cation if present for father or mother (and neither with higher educational level)

3. Upper secondary education completed (ISCED 3) → recoded as middle parents
education if present for father or mother (and neither with higher educational level)

4. Post-secondary non-tertiary education completed (ISCED 4)→ recoded as middle
parents education if present for father or mother

5. Tertiary education completed (ISCED 5-6)→ recoded as high parents education if
present for father or mother

• Father’s employment status: Recoded into binary indicator
“When you were 14, did your father work as an employee, was he self-employed, or was
he not working then?”

1. Employee→ recoded as employed
2. Self-employed→ recoded as not employed
3. Not working→ recoded as not employed
4. Father dead/absent when respondent was 14→ recoded as not employed

• Father’s occupational group: Recoded into three categories / dummies according to ISCO
skill levels (ILO, 2012, p. 12-14), while combining skill level three and four due to low
case numbers
“What was the name or title of his main job?”

1. “Professional and technical occupations such as: doctor – teacher – engineer – artist
– accountant”→ recoded as high skill level

2. “Higher administrator occupations such as: banker – executive in big business –
high government official – union official”→ recoded as high skill level

3. “Clerical occupations such as: secretary – clerk – office manager – book keeper”
→ recoded as high skill level

4. “Sales occupations such as: sales manager – shop owner – shop assistant – insur-
ance agent”→ recoded as medium skill level

5. “Service occupations such as: restaurant owner – police officer – waiter – caretaker
– barber – armed forces”→ recoded as medium skill level

6. “Skilled worker such as: foreman – motor mechanic – printer – tool and die maker
– electrician”→ recoded as medium skill level

7. “Semi-skilled worker such as: bricklayer – bus driver – cannery worker – carpenter
– sheet metal worker – baker”→ recoded as medium skill level

8. “Unskilled worker such as: labourer – porter – unskilled factory worker”→ recoded
as medium skill level
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9. “Farm worker such as: farmer – farm labourer– tractor driver– fisherman” → re-
coded as low skill level

A.2 Appendix B: Additional Figures
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Figure A.4: Sensitivity Check: Results with trimmed EB weights: coefficient plots with 95% CIs for
bivariate regression ( ) and bivariate regresssion with trimmed EB weights and robust stan-
dard errors (3).
Results are grouped into three categories: countries with significant effects before and after
EB, countries with insignificant effects before and after EB and countries with significant
effects before but insignificant effects after EB.
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Figure A.5: Sensitivity Check: Results with Confounders in Outcome Regression with EB Weights:
coefficient plots with 95% CIs for bivariate regression ( ) and multivariate regresssion with
EB weights, confounders, and robust standard errors (3).
Results are grouped into three categories: countries with significant effects before and after
EB, countries with insignificant effects before and after EB and countries with significant
effects before but insignificant effects after EB.
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Figure A.6: Sensitivity Check: Controlling Selection Bias with Propensity Score Adjustment: coeffi-
cient plots with 95% CIs for bivariate regression ( ) and multivariate regresssion with the
Propensity Score as additional control (3).
Results are grouped into three categories: countries with significant effects before and after
Propoensity Score Adjustment, countries with insignificant effects before and after Propen-
sity Score Adjustment and countries with significant effects before but insignificant effects
after Propensity Score Adjustment.
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Figure A.7: Sensitivity Check: Controlling Selection Bias with Confounders in Outcome Regression:
coefficient plots with 95% CIs for bivariate regression ( ) and multivariate regresssion with
Confounders as Controls (3).
Results are grouped into three categories: countries with significant effects before and after
controlling for confounders, countries with insignificant effects before and after controlling
for confounders and countries with significant effects before but insignificant effects after
controlling for confounders.
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Figure A.8: Sensitivity Check: Results without controlling for previous unemployment experience: co-
efficient plots with 95% CIs for bivariate regression ( ) and bivariate regresssion with EB
weights and robust standard errors (3).
Results are grouped into three categories: countries with significant effects before and after
EB, countries with insignificant effects before and after EB and countries with significant
effects before but insignificant effects after EB.
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Figure A.9: Sensitivity Check: 2012 Replication: coefficient plots with 95% CIs for bivariate regression
( ) and bivariate regresssion with EB weights and robust standard errors (3).
Results are grouped into three categories: countries with significant effects before and after
EB, countries with insignificant effects before and after EB and countries with significant
effects before but insignificant effects after EB.
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B.1 Tabular SOEP Results

B.1.1 Main Effects

Tabular form of the main effects displayed in figure 3.4 of the article.
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B.1.2 Subgroup Analyses

Tabular form of the subgroup analyses displayed in figures 3.5 and 3.6 in the article.
Additionally, tabular results for robustness checks including time-varying control variables are
displayed.
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B.1.3 Interaction Models
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Employment Deteriorations 0.21 0.24 0.08 0.09
(0.27) (0.28) (0.13) (0.13)

Employment Deteriorations × neutral LMP −0.13 −0.21
(0.28) (0.29)

Employment Deteriorations × pro LMP −0.12 −0.16
(0.27) (0.29)

Employment Deteriorations × No PID −0.06 −0.09
(0.14) (0.14)

Employment Deteriorations × Left PID 0.09 0.09
(0.15) (0.16)

Subjective Health 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.01)

Subj. Health in between waves 0.00 −0.00
(0.02) (0.02)

Child Birth 0.01 0.03
(0.02) (0.03)

Further Education −0.01 −0.01
(0.03) (0.03)

Wave 2002 0.98∗∗∗ 0.98∗∗∗ 0.05∗∗ 0.04∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02)
Wave 2002 × neutral LMP −0.48∗∗∗ −0.49∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04)
Wave 2002 × pro LMP −1.20∗∗∗ −1.20∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04)
Wave 2002 × No PID −0.03 −0.04

(0.02) (0.02)
Wave 2002 × Left PID −0.11∗∗∗ −0.11∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03)
Constant 3.69∗∗∗ 3.65∗∗∗ 3.69∗∗∗ 3.67∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.03) (0.00) (0.04)
Observations 18900 18431 18766 18300

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table B.8: SOEP Results: Interaction Models for Employment Deteriorations
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Employment Improvements −0.19 −0.28+ 0.04 −0.01
(0.15) (0.17) (0.09) (0.09)

Employment Improvements × neutral LMP 0.16 0.24
(0.16) (0.18)

Employment Improvements × pro LMP 0.13 0.21
(0.16) (0.17)

Employment Improvements × No PID −0.14 −0.10
(0.10) (0.10)

Employment Improvements × Left PID −0.15 −0.09
(0.11) (0.12)

Subjective Health 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.01)

Subj. Health in between waves 0.00 −0.00
(0.02) (0.02)

Child Birth 0.01 0.03
(0.02) (0.03)

Further Education 0.00 −0.00
(0.03) (0.03)

Wave 2002 1.00∗∗∗ 1.00∗∗∗ 0.05∗∗ 0.05∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02)
Wave 2002 × neutral LMP −0.50∗∗∗ −0.51∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04)
Wave 2002 × pro LMP −1.21∗∗∗ −1.21∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04)
Wave 2002 × No PID −0.03 −0.03

(0.02) (0.02)
Wave 2002 × Left PID −0.10∗∗∗ −0.10∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03)
Constant 3.69∗∗∗ 3.65∗∗∗ 3.69∗∗∗ 3.67∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.03) (0.00) (0.04)
Observations 18900 18431 18766 18300

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table B.9: SOEP Results: Interaction Models for Employment Improvements
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Temporary Unemployment 0.38∗∗ 0.38∗∗ −0.05 −0.05
(0.14) (0.14) (0.08) (0.08)

Temporary Unemployment × neutral LMP −0.32∗ −0.31∗
(0.15) (0.15)

Temporary Unemployment × pro LMP −0.43∗∗ −0.43∗∗
(0.15) (0.15)

Temporary Unemployment × No PID 0.04 0.03
(0.09) (0.09)

Temporary Unemployment × Left PID 0.02 0.04
(0.11) (0.11)

Subjective Health 0.01 0.01
(0.01) (0.01)

Subj. Health in between waves 0.00 0.00
(0.02) (0.02)

Child Birth 0.01 0.03
(0.02) (0.03)

Further Education 0.00 −0.01
(0.03) (0.03)

Wave 2002 0.96∗∗∗ 0.96∗∗∗ 0.06∗∗ 0.05∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02)
Wave 2002 × neutral LMP −0.46∗∗∗ −0.48∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04)
Wave 2002 × pro LMP −1.17∗∗∗ −1.17∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04)
Wave 2002 × No PID −0.04+ −0.04+

(0.02) (0.02)
Wave 2002 × Left PID −0.11∗∗∗ −0.11∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03)
Constant 3.69∗∗∗ 3.65∗∗∗ 3.69∗∗∗ 3.67∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.03) (0.00) (0.04)
Observations 18900 18431 18766 18300

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table B.10: SOEP Results: Interaction Models for Temporary Unemployment
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Increasing Job Insecurity −0.02 −0.02 0.10 0.13
(0.13) (0.13) (0.08) (0.09)

Increasing Job Insecurity × neutral LMP 0.18 0.19
(0.14) (0.14)

Increasing Job Insecurity × pro LMP 0.03 0.03
(0.13) (0.14)

Increasing Job Insecurity × No PID −0.05 −0.07
(0.09) (0.10)

Increasing Job Insecurity × Left PID 0.00 −0.04
(0.10) (0.11)

Subjective Health 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02)

Subj. Health in between waves 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.03)

Child Birth 0.01 0.05
(0.03) (0.04)

Further Education −0.04 −0.06
(0.04) (0.04)

Wave 2002 0.98∗∗∗ 0.97∗∗∗ 0.02 0.00
(0.05) (0.06) (0.03) (0.03)

Wave 2002 × neutral LMP −0.55∗∗∗ −0.56∗∗∗
(0.06) (0.06)

Wave 2002 × pro LMP −1.21∗∗∗ −1.21∗∗∗
(0.05) (0.06)

Wave 2002 × No PID −0.00 −0.00
(0.04) (0.04)

Wave 2002 × Left PID −0.07+ −0.06
(0.04) (0.04)

Constant 3.67∗∗∗ 3.64∗∗∗ 3.67∗∗∗ 3.66∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.04) (0.00) (0.05)
Observations 13974 13739 13878 13644

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table B.11: SOEP Results: Interaction Models for Increasing Job Insecurity
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Decreasing Job Insecurity −0.08 −0.05 −0.04 −0.05
(0.11) (0.12) (0.07) (0.07)

Decreasing Job Insecurity × neutral LMP 0.03 0.02
(0.12) (0.13)

Decreasing Job Insecurity × pro LMP 0.06 0.02
(0.12) (0.12)

Decreasing Job Insecurity × No PID 0.00 0.00
(0.08) (0.08)

Decreasing Job Insecurity × Left PID −0.12 −0.10
(0.09) (0.09)

Subjective Health 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02)

Subj. Health in between waves 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.03)

Child Birth 0.01 0.04
(0.03) (0.04)

Further Education −0.04 −0.06
(0.04) (0.04)

Wave 2002 0.99∗∗∗ 0.98∗∗∗ 0.05 0.04
(0.06) (0.06) (0.03) (0.03)

Wave 2002 × neutral LMP −0.52∗∗∗ −0.53∗∗∗
(0.06) (0.06)

Wave 2002 × pro LMP −1.21∗∗∗ −1.21∗∗∗
(0.06) (0.06)

Wave 2002 × No PID −0.01 −0.02
(0.04) (0.04)

Wave 2002 × Left PID −0.04 −0.05
(0.04) (0.04)

Constant 3.67∗∗∗ 3.63∗∗∗ 3.67∗∗∗ 3.65∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.04) (0.00) (0.05)
Observations 13974 13739 13878 13644

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table B.12: SOEP Results: Interaction Models for Decreasing Job Insecurity
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Decreasing Reemployment Chances 0.18 0.16 0.05 0.03
(0.15) (0.15) (0.08) (0.09)

Decreasing Reemployment Chances × neutral LMP −0.08 −0.06
(0.16) (0.16)

Decreasing Reemployment Chances × pro LMP −0.13 −0.11
(0.15) (0.15)

Decreasing Reemployment Chances × No PID 0.03 0.06
(0.09) (0.10)

Decreasing Reemployment Chances × Left PID 0.01 0.03
(0.11) (0.11)

Subjective Health 0.00 0.00
(0.02) (0.02)

Subj. Health in between waves 0.03 0.02
(0.02) (0.03)

Child Birth 0.01 0.05
(0.03) (0.04)

Further Education −0.05 −0.07
(0.04) (0.04)

Wave 2002 0.91∗∗∗ 0.91∗∗∗ 0.02 0.01
(0.05) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03)

Wave 2002 × neutral LMP −0.48∗∗∗ −0.49∗∗∗
(0.05) (0.06)

Wave 2002 × pro LMP −1.15∗∗∗ −1.16∗∗∗
(0.05) (0.05)

Wave 2002 × No PID −0.01 −0.01
(0.03) (0.04)

Wave 2002 × Left PID −0.07+ −0.07+
(0.04) (0.04)

Constant 3.67∗∗∗ 3.59∗∗∗ 3.67∗∗∗ 3.61∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.05) (0.00) (0.05)
Observations 13893 13650 13797 13555

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table B.13: SOEP Results: Interaction Models for Decreasing Reemployment Chances
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Increasing Reemployment Chances 0.14 0.14 −0.04 −0.01
(0.12) (0.12) (0.08) (0.08)

Increasing Reemployment Chances × neutral LMP −0.20 −0.19
(0.13) (0.13)

Increasing Reemployment Chances × pro LMP −0.22+ −0.23+
(0.12) (0.13)

Increasing Reemployment Chances × No PID 0.02 −0.02
(0.09) (0.09)

Increasing Reemployment Chances × Left PID −0.09 −0.12
(0.10) (0.10)

Subjective Health 0.00 0.00
(0.02) (0.02)

Subj. Health in between waves 0.03 0.02
(0.02) (0.03)

Child Birth 0.01 0.05
(0.03) (0.04)

Further Education −0.05 −0.07
(0.04) (0.04)

Wave 2002 0.92∗∗∗ 0.91∗∗∗ 0.04 0.02
(0.05) (0.06) (0.03) (0.03)

Wave 2002 × neutral LMP −0.45∗∗∗ −0.46∗∗∗
(0.06) (0.06)

Wave 2002 × pro LMP −1.14∗∗∗ −1.14∗∗∗
(0.06) (0.06)

Wave 2002 × No PID −0.01 −0.00
(0.04) (0.04)

Wave 2002 × Left PID −0.05 −0.05
(0.04) (0.04)

Constant 3.67∗∗∗ 3.59∗∗∗ 3.67∗∗∗ 3.61∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.05) (0.00) (0.05)
Observations 13893 13650 13797 13555

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table B.14: SOEP Results: Interaction Models for Increasing Reemployment Chances
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Pairwise Comparisons of Average Marginal Effects

The following tables show the differences in average marginal effects computed based on the
interaction models in tables B.8 to B.14.
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Employment Employment Temporary
Deteriorations Improvements Unemployment

Neutrals vs Sceptics −0.13 0.16 −0.32∗
(0.28) (0.16) (0.15)

first wave Supporters vs Sceptics −0.12 0.13 −0.43∗∗
LMP attitude (0.27) (0.16) (0.15)

Supporters vs neutral 0.01 −0.03 −0.11+
(0.08) (0.07) (0.06)

No PID vs Right PID −0.06 −0.14 0.04
(0.14) (0.10) (0.09)

first wave Left PID vs Right PID 0.09 −0.15 0.02
party ID (0.15) (0.11) (0.11)

Left PID vs No PID 0.15+ −0.01 −0.02
(0.09) (0.08) (0.08)

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table B.15: SOEP Results: Pairwise Comparison of Average Marginal Effects for Employment Transi-
tions

Increasing Decreasing Increasing Decreasing
Job Insecurity Job Insecurity Reemployment Chances Reemployment Chances

Neutrals vs Sceptics 0.18 0.03 −0.20 −0.08
(0.14) (0.12) (0.13) (0.16)

first wave Supporters vs Sceptics 0.03 0.06 −0.22+ −0.13
LMP attitude (0.13) (0.11) (0.12) (0.15)

Supporters vs neutral −0.15∗ 0.04 −0.02 −0.05
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

No PID vs Right PID −0.05 0.02 0.02 0.03
(0.09) (0.07) (0.09) (0.09)

first wave Left PID vs Right PID 0.00 −0.12 −0.09 0.01
party ID (0.19) (0.09) (0.10) (0.11)

Left PID vs No PID 0.05 −0.12+ −0.12 −0.02
(0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08)

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table B.16: SOEP Results: Pairwise Comparison of Average Marginal Effects for Job Insecurity Per-
ceptions
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Comparison between results from subgroup analyses and average marginal effects from
interaction models

The following tables show the effects of the transitions and perception changes from the sub-
group analyses (“S.G.”) that are already displayed in tables B.2 to B.7. The following tables
compare these results to the average marginal effects (“AME”) computed based on the interac-
tion models in tables B.8 to B.14.
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B.2 SOEP robustness checks
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SOEP: Effects of Perception Changes on LMP Attitudes
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Figure B.3: SOEP Results for Job Insecurity with Separate Models for Active and Passive LMP Attitudes
(FE-estimates with 90% and 95% Confidence Intervals)
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B.3 Coding

A DEPENDENT VARIABLES: LMP ATTITUDES

A.1 SOEP: active and passive LMP attitudes
- variable plh0019 and plh0020 (1997 and 2002; source: SOEP long)
- 1997 and 2002: “At present a multitude of social services are provided not only

by the state but also by private freemarket enterprises, organizations, associations,
or private citizens. What is your opinion on this? Who should be responsible for
the following areas: 1) only the state 2) mostly the state 3) state and private forces
4) mostly private forces 5) only private forces?” “Financial security in case of
unemployment” (pLMP); “Job creation measures” (aLMP)

- Mean of both items used as dependent variable; scale from 1) only the state to 5)
only private forces transformed to scale from 1) only private forces to 5) only the
state

B MODERATORS: FIRST WAVE LMP ATTITUDES + FIRST WAVE PARTY IDENTIFI-
CATION

B.1 SOEP
B.1.1 First wave LMP Attitudes

- Recoding of first wave LMP attitudes (see A.1) into 3 categories: 1) sceptics
= 1 to below 3 on transformed scale 2) neutrals = 3 on original/transformed
scale 3) supporters = above 3 to 5 on transformed scale

B.1.2 First Wave Party Identification
- variable plh0011 (existence party ID): “Many people in Germany lean to-

wards one party in the long term, even if they occasionally vote for another
party. Do you lean towards a particular party?” (1) yes (2) no (3) don’t know

- variable plh0012 (which party): “Toward which party do you lean?” (1) SPD
(2) CDU (3) CSU (4) FDP (5) Bündnis ’90/Grüne (6) PDS (7) DVU/Repub-
likaner (8) Other

- Recoding into 3 categories:
– left party ID: categories 1,5, and 6 of plh0012, i.e. social democrats,

greens, and far left
– no party ID: categories 2 and 3 of plh0011, i.e. no leaning and “don’t

know” if leaning
– right party ID: categories 2,3,4, and 7 of plh0012, i.e conservatives, liber-

als, and far right.
– other leanings coded as missings.
left party ID of social democrats, greens, and far left (1,5, and 6 of plh0012);
right party ID

C INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

C.1 SOEP
C.1.1 Employment Transitions

C.1.1.1 Job Loss and Reemployment
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- Labor Force Status: variable pglfs (source: SOEP long (pgen file con-
taining generated variables)) differing between (1) Non-working (2) Non-
working : age 65 and older (3) Non-working: in education-training (4)
Non-working : maternity leave (5) Non-working: military-community ser-
vice (6) Non-working: unemployed (8) Non-working but sometimes sec.
job (9) Non-working : work but past 7 days (10) Non-working but reg. sec.
job (11) Working (12) Working but Non-working past 7 days

- Registration as unemployed: variable plb0021 (source: SOEP long): “Are
you officially registered as unemployed at the Employment Office? Yes
(1)/No (2)”

- Both variables recoded into two binary indicators: job loss and reemploy-
ment
– Job Loss: 1 if a) plb0021 2002 = 1 and b) plb0021 1997 ̸= 1 and c) pglfs

1997 = 11 or 12, 0 if a) plb0021 2002 ̸= 1 or b) plb0021 1997 = 1 or c)
pglfs 1997 ̸= 11 or 12. (Job Loss thus indicates changes from working
to being registered as unemployed, while changes from non-working to
unemployment are not indicated.)

– Reemployment: 1 if a) plb0021 1997 = 1 and b) plb0021 2002 ̸= 1 and
c) pglfs 2002 = 11 or 12, 0 if a) plb0021 2002 = 1 or b) plb0021 1997
̸= 1 or c) pglfs 2002 ̸= 11 or 12 (Reemployment thus indicates changes
from being registered as unemployed to working while changes from
unemployment to non-working are not indicated.)

C.1.1.2 Transient Job Loss
- Registration as Unemployed: variable plb0021 (see C.1.1.1) using infor-

mation from 1998-2001
- Monthly retrospective data on unemployment registration during previous

year: variable kal1d01 (source: SOEP long (pkal calendar file) : “And now
think back on all of 2001. We’ve drawn up a type of calendar below. Listed
on the left are various employment characteristics that may have applied
to you last year. Please go through the various months and check all the
months in which you were employed, unemployed, etc.” (with Yes (1) / No
(2))

- Transient Job Loss: 1 if a) pglfs 1997 = 11 or 12 and b) plb0021 1997
and plb0021 2002 ̸= 1 and c) plb0021 1998 or plb0021 1999 or plb0021
2000 or plb0021 2001 or kal1d01 1998 or kal1d01 1999 or kal1d01 2000
or kal1d01 2001 or kal1d01 2002 = 1, 0 if a) pglfs 1997 ̸= 11 or 12 or b)
plb0021 1997 or plb0021 2002 = 1 or c) plb0021 1998 through plb0021
2001 and kal1d01 1998 through kal1d01 2002 all ̸= 1 (Transient Job Loss
thus indicates a Job Loss after 1997 and before 2002, while it does not
indicate unemployment registration after nonemployment in 1997)

C.1.1.3 Fixed→ Perm contract and Perm→ Fixed contract
- Employment contract: variable plb0037: “Do you have a temporary or

unlimited contract? Temporary (2) - Unlimited (1) Not applicable, do not
have an employment contract (3/4)”
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- Information for plb0037 in 1997 and 2002 recoded into two binary indica-
tors
– Fixed→ Perm: 1 if a) plb0037 1997 = 2 and b) plb0037 2002 = 1, 0 if a)

plb0037 1997 ̸= 2 or b) plb0037 2002 ̸= 1 or c) plb0021 1997 or 2002 = 1
(Fixed→ Perm thus indicates changes from a fixed-term to a permanent
contract, while not indicating changes to or from an employment without
a contract, or a change to or from a contract while simulteanously being
registered as unemployed)

– Perm→ Fixed: 1 if a) plb0037 1997 = 1 and b) plb0037 2002 = 2, 0 if a)
plb0037 1997 ̸= 1 or b) plb0037 2002 ̸= 2 or c) plb0021 1997 or 2002 = 1
(Perm→ Fixed thus indicates changes from a permanent to a fixed-term
contract, while not indicating changes to or from an employment without
a contract, or a change to or from a contract while simulteanously being
registered as unemployed)

C.1.1.4 Improvements and Deteriorations of Employment Situation
- Main analyses are based on a combination of deteriorations and on a com-

bination of improvements of the employment situation
- Employment Related Deterioration: binary indicator: 1 if job loss = 1 or

Permanent→ Fixed-term contract == 1, 0 if otherwise
- Employment Related Improvement: binary indicator: 1 if reemployment

= 1 or Fixed-term→ Permanent contract == 1, 0 if otherwise
C.1.2 Job Insecurity Perception Changes

- “ What is your attitude towards the following areas - are you concerned about
them?” “If you are employed: Your job security” “(1) Very concerned - (2)
somewhat concerned - (3) not concerned at all” (plh0042, job insecurity)

- Answers from 1997 and 2002 recoded into two binary variables
– increasing job insecurity (1 if plh0042 2002 < plh0042 1997, 0 if plh0042

2002 ≥ plh0042 1997
– decreasing job insecurity (1 if plh0042 2002 > plh0042 1997, 0 if plh0042

2002 ≤ plh0042 1997
- “If you lost your job today, would it be easy, difficult, or almost impossible

for you to find a new position which is at least as good as your current one?”
“(1) Easy - (2) Difficult - (3) Almost impossible. (plb0043, reemployment
chances)

- Answers from 1997 and 2002 recoded into two binary variables
– increasing reemployment chances(1 if plb0043 2002 < plb0043 1997, 0 if

plb0043 2002 ≥ plb0043 1997
– decreasing reemployment chances (1 if plb0043 2002 > plb0043 1997, 0

if plb0043 2002 ≤ plb0043 1997

D CONTROL VARIABLES

D.1 SOEP
D.1.1 Further Education

- variable plg0012
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- “Are you currently in some sort of education? In other words, do you attend
a school or institution of higher education, are you engaged in an apprentice-
ship or are you participating in further education or training?” [yes/no]

- Information of plg0012 for all waves between 1997 and 2002 recoded into
one binary indicator: 1 if further education in at least one of the waves be-
tween 1997-2002; 0 if no further education in all waves 1997-2002 or if al-
ready in further training in 1997

D.1.2 Child Birth
- variable pld0152
- “Has your family situation changed after [last 1 or 2 years]? Please indicate

if any of the following apply to you and if so, when this change occurred. ”
- Creation of binary indicator indicating 1, if event occured in any of the years

1998-2002, 0 otherwise
- For 1998 cases are excluded where the child birth happened before the inter-

view in 1997 - based on the interview data in 1997 (variable pmonin) and the
month of the child birth (variables pld0153 month present year - 1997 - and
pld0154 month previous year - 1996 -)

D.1.3 Subjective Health
D.1.3.1 Subjective Health Changes 1997-2002

- variable ple0008
- “How would you describe your current health?”
- Answers on 5-point scale: 1 “very good” 2 “good” 3 “satisfactory” 4

“poor” 5 “bad”
- No recoding

D.1.3.2 Subjective Health Changes Between Waves
- Computation of individual average subjective health in years 1998-2001
- Final variable compares change from first wave (1997) subjective health to

average 1998-2001 for second wave (2002)
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C Appendix for Article 3

Appendix

Appendix for “The Dynamics of Unemployment, Risk, and Left-Right Ideology. Constrained
Change or Changed Constraints?”

A similar version of this appendix and the Stata-code for the analyses can be found at OSF :
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Appendix

C.1 Robustness Checks

C.1.1 Main Effects Including Lagged Treatment Effects
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C.1.2 Main Effects (Netherlands) Using Lagged Measurement of
Insecurity
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C.1.3 Respecifications for Prior Left-Right Interactions
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C.1.4 Respecifications for Age Interactions
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C.1.5 Results (Netherlands and Switzerland) Using Alternative Labor
Force Status Measurements
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C.2 Salience: Descriptives and Robustness checks

C.2.1 Descriptives of Contextual Salience

C.2.2 Results (Netherlands) during High Economic Salience Period
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C.3 Main Results: Tabular Version

C.3.1 Tabular Results for Figure 1
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Switzerland Spain Netherlands
Ue. Insec bf. Ue. Ue. Ue. Insec bf. Ue.

Into Unemployment -0.2440∗∗ -0.1093 -0.5478∗∗∗

(0.0901) (0.1327) (0.1197)

Increasing Job Insecurity 0.0870 -0.0940
(0.1210) (0.1867)

Constant 4.6518∗∗∗ 4.6102∗∗∗ 4.3356∗∗∗ 5.1528∗∗∗ 4.9351∗∗∗

(0.0379) (0.1649) (0.0568) (0.0415) (0.1582)
Person-Years 74098 1321 5662 25179 821
R2 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01
Panel Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses. Wave Dummies not shown. Ue. = Unemployment; Insec. bf. Ue. = Insecurity before Unemployment
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table C.1: Main Results: Effects on Left-Right Ideology (OLS)

Switzerland Spain Netherlands
Ue. Insec bf. Ue. Ue. Ue. Insec bf. Ue.

Into Unemployment -0.0130 -0.1539+ -0.1010+

(0.0589) (0.0832) (0.0606)

Increasing Job Insecurity -0.1209 -0.0926
(0.0965) (0.0975)

Constant 4.6306∗∗∗ 4.5775∗∗∗ 4.3587∗∗∗ 5.2414∗∗∗ 4.9493∗∗∗

(0.0279) (0.1383) (0.0281) (0.0248) (0.0891)
Person-Years 74098 1321 5662 25179 821
Persons 11682 452 1363 5178 280
R2 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.03
Panel Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses. Wave Dummies not shown. Ue. = Unemployment; Insec. bf. Ue. = Insecurity before Unemployment
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table C.2: Main Results: Effects on Left-Right Ideology (Fixed Effects)

Switzerland Spain Netherlands
Ue. Insec bf. Ue. Ue. Ue. Insec bf. Ue.

Into Unemployment 0.0835 -0.3332∗∗ 0.0281
(0.0762) (0.1289) (0.0875)

Increasing Job Insecurity 0.0841 -0.0197
(0.1117) (0.1424)

Persons 9194 216 1082 3668 139
R2 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.04
Panel Robust Standard Errors in Parentheses. Wave Dummies not shown. Ue. = Unemployment; Insec. bf. Ue. = Insecurity before Unemployment
+ p < 0.10, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table C.3: Main Results: Effects on Left-Right Ideology (Fixed Effects with Individual Slopes)

210



C.3.2 Tabular Results for Figure 2
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C.3.3 Tabular Results for Figure 3

213



Sw
itz

er
la

nd
Sp

ai
n

N
et

he
rl

an
ds

In
to

U
ne

m
pl

oy
m

en
t

0.
36

01
-0

.2
23

1
1.

25
52

-3
.0

08
1∗

∗∗
-7

.1
68

4
-2

1.
25

44
0.

25
55

-3
.5

22
0

-1
1.

20
35

(0
.2

60
5)

(0
.6

98
0)

(1
.9

60
5)

(0
.8

97
7)

(4
.9

46
2)

(2
3.

69
89

)
(0

.5
17

4)
(2

.4
37

5)
(8

.2
78

8)

In
to

U
ne

m
pl

oy
m

en
t×

A
ge

-0
.0

08
1

0.
03

06
-0

.1
18

0
0.

08
19

∗∗
0.

35
06

1.
73

65
-0

.0
04

9
0.

17
58

0.
75

23
(0

.0
07

0)
(0

.0
41

4)
(0

.1
82

6)
(0

.0
27

2)
(0

.3
09

7)
(2

.2
51

2)
(0

.0
10

7)
(0

.1
09

2)
(0

.5
82

0)

In
to

U
ne

m
pl

oy
m

en
t×

A
ge
×

A
ge

-0
.0

00
6

0.
00

39
-0

.0
04

2
-0

.0
48

5
-0

.0
02

1+
-0

.0
15

9
(0

.0
00

6)
(0

.0
05

3)
(0

.0
04

8)
(0

.0
70

3)
(0

.0
01

2)
(0

.0
13

4)

In
to

U
ne

m
pl

oy
m

en
t×

A
ge
×

A
ge
×

A
ge

-0
.0

00
0

0.
00

05
0.

00
01

(0
.0

00
0)

(0
.0

00
7)

(0
.0

00
1)

Pe
rs

on
s

91
94

91
94

91
94

10
82

10
82

10
82

36
64

36
64

36
64

R
2

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
01

0.
01

0.
01

0.
01

0.
01

0.
01

Pa
ne

lR
ob

us
tS

ta
nd

ar
d

E
rr

or
s

in
Pa

re
nt

he
se

s.
W

av
e

D
um

m
ie

s
no

ts
ho

w
n.

A
ge

R
ef

er
s

to
R

es
po

nd
en

ts
’A

ge
in

th
e

Fi
rs

tW
av

e
of

th
e

A
na

ly
si

s
Sa

m
pl

e
an

d
is

A
rt

ifi
ci

al
ly

C
re

at
ed

as
C

on
st

an
tO

ve
rT

im
e

+
p
<

0.
10

,∗
p
<

0.
05

,∗
∗
p
<

0.
01

,∗
∗∗

p
<

0.
00

1

Ta
bl

e
C

.5
:A

ge
(A

ge
at

Fi
rs

tW
av

e)
In

te
ra

ct
io

n
E

ff
ec

ts
on

L
ef

t-
R

ig
ht

Id
eo

lo
gy

(b
as

ed
on

FE
IS

)

214



C.4 Descriptives
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C.5 Illustration of FE and FEIS with Artificial Example

c l e a r a l l
* c r e a t e a r t i f i c i a l d a t a w i th 40 u n i t s each o b s e r v e d 3 t i m e s
s e t obs 120
egen t i me = seq ( ) , from ( 1 ) t o ( 3 )
b y s o r t t ime : gen ID = _n

*20 u n i t s have t r e a t m e n t s t a t u s i n l a s t t ime p e r i o d
gen t r e a t = 0
r e p l a c e t r e a t = 1 i f t im e > 2 & ID > 20

b y s o r t ID : egen e v e r t r e a t e d = mean ( t r e a t )
r e p l a c e e v e r t r e a t e d = 1 i f e v e r t r e a t e d > 0

* c r e a t e 3 v e r s i o n s o f outcome v a r i a b l e s :
* o u t 1 : S e l e c t i o n i n t o Outcome Leve l
* ( s e e l e f t g raph i n F i g u r e 2 )
gen o u t 1 = 4
r e p l a c e o u t 1 = 6 i f t r e a t == 1

* ou t2 : S e l e c t i o n i n t o Outcome Leve l and Growth
* ( s e e c e n t e r g raph i n F i g u r e 2 )
gen o u t 2 = o u t 1
r e p l a c e o u t 2 = 3 i f t im e == 1 & e v e r t r e a t e d == 1

* ou t3 : S e l e c t i o n i n t o Outcome and ( r e v e r s e ) S e l e c t i o n i n t o Growth
* ( s e e r i g h t g raph i n F i g u r e 2 )
gen o u t 3 = o u t 1
r e p l a c e o u t 3 = 5 i f t im e == 1 & e v e r t r e a t e d == 1

x t s e t ID t ime

x t r e g ou t1 t r e a t , f e
e s t s t o f e 1
x t r e g ou t2 t r e a t , f e
e s t s t o f e 2
x t r e g ou t3 t r e a t , f e
e s t s t o f e 3

x t f e i s ou t1 t r e a t , s l o p e ( t ime )
e s t s t o f e i s 1
x t f e i s ou t2 t r e a t , s l o p e ( t ime )
e s t s t o f e i s 2
x t f e i s ou t3 t r e a t , s l o p e ( t ime )
e s t s t o f e i s 3
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*" manual " s o l u t i o n wi th OLS e s t i m a t i o n

r e g r e s s o u t 1 t r e a t i . ID
e s t s t o fe1_manua l
r e g r e s s o u t 2 t r e a t i . ID
e s t s t o fe2_manua l
r e g r e s s o u t 3 t r e a t i . ID
e s t s t o fe3_manua l

r e g r e s s o u t 1 t r e a t i . ID i . ID# c . t ime
e s t s t o f e i s 1 _ m a n u a l
r e g r e s s o u t 2 t r e a t i . ID i . ID# c . t ime
e s t s t o f e i s 2 _ m a n u a l
r e g r e s s o u t 3 t r e a t i . ID i . ID# c . t ime
e s t s t o f e i s 3 _ m a n u a l

Out1 - No bias Out2 - FE overestimates Out3 - FE Underestimates
FE 1 FEIS 1 FE 2 FEIS 2 FE 3 FEIS 3

treat 2.00 2.00∗∗∗ 2.50∗∗∗ 1.00∗∗∗ 1.50∗∗∗ 3.00∗∗∗

(.) (0.00) (0.10) (0.00) (0.10) (0.00)

Constant 4.00 3.75∗∗∗ 4.25∗∗∗

(.) (0.04) (0.04)
Observations 120 120 120 120 120 120
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table C.7: Results from Artificial Example

Out1 - No bias Out2 - FE overestimates Out3 - FE Underestimates
FE 1 FEIS 1 FE 2 FEIS 2 FE 3 FEIS 3

treat 2.00 2.00 2.50∗∗∗ 1.00 1.50∗∗∗ 3.00
(.) (.) (0.10) (.) (0.10) (.)

Constant 4.00 4.00 4.00∗∗∗ 4.00 4.00∗∗∗ 4.00
(.) (.) (0.21) (.) (0.21) (.)

Observations 120 120 120 120 120 120
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table C.8: "Manual" OLS Results from Artificial Example
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C.6 Items & Coding

Dependent Variable: Left-Right Ideology

Left-Right Ideology in Swiss SHP Data

Variable var10:
When they talk about politics, people mention left and right. Personally, where do you position
yourself, 0 means "left" and 10 "right" ? Indicate a value between 0 and 10.

Left-Right Ideology in Spanish POLAT Data

Variable lrself:
Cuando se habla de política se utilizan normalmente las expresiones izquierda y derecha. ¿En
qué casilla de la siguiente escala te colocarías tú?
Extrema Izquierda (0) - Extrema Derecha (10)

Translation:
When they talk about politics, people typcially use the expressions left and right. In which field
of the following scale would you position yourself?
Extreme left (0) - Extreme Right (10)

Left-Right Ideology in Dutch LISS Data

Variable cv[wave]101 (cv08a101 - cv19k101) (Module Politics and Values):
In politics, a distinction is often made between "the left" and "the right". Where would you
place yourself on the scale below, where 0 means left and 10 means right?

Independent Variables: Unemployment and Unemployment Risk

Unemployment and Unemployment Risk in Swiss SHP Data

Unemployment: Variable WSTAT (constructed variable)

1. active occupied
2. unemployed
3. not in labor force
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Recoding into binary indicator (2=unemployed, 1 & 3 = reference category)

Unemployment Risk: Variable p[Wave]101 (p99w101-p18w101)
How do you evaluate the risk of becoming personally unemployed in the next 12 months, if 0
means "no risk at all" and 10 "a real risk"?

Unemployment in Spanish POLAT Data

Variable sitlab:
¿En cuál de las siguientes situaciones te encuentras actualmente?

1. Trabajo
2. Jubilado/pensionista (he trabajado)
3. Pensionista (no he trabajado)
4. Parado y he trabajado antes
5. Parado y busco mi primer empleo
6. Estudiante
7. Trabajo doméstico no remunerado
8. Otra situación

Translation:
In which of the following situations are you currently?

1. Employed
2. Pensioner (have worked)
3. Pensioner (have never worked)
4. Unemployed (and have worked before)
5. Unemployed (and am looking for my first employment)
6. Student
7. Unpaid Housework
8. Other Situation

Recoding into binary indicator: (4 & 5 = unemployed, rest = reference category)

Unemployment and Unemployment Risk in Dutch LISS Data

Unemployment: Variable belbezig: (Module Background Variables)
Please indicate in the list below what best describes the members of your household: Yourself
[Person 2] [Etc.]

1. Paid employment
2. Works or assists in family business
3. Autonomous professional, freelancer, or self-employed
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4. Job seeker following job loss
5. First-time job seeker
6. Exempted from job seeking following job loss
7. Attends school or is studying
8. Takes care of the housekeeping
9. Is pensioner ([voluntary] early retirement, old age pension scheme)

10. Has (partial) work disability
11. Performs unpaid work while retaining unemployment benefit
12. Performs voluntary work
13. Does something else
14. Is too young to have an occupation

Recoding into binary indicator: (4 & 5 & 6 & 11 = unemployed, rest = reference category)

Unemployment: Alternative Measure based on variables cw[wave]088 - cw[wave]102 (Work
and Schooling Module): binary variables indicating, whether the following statements are
true:

• cw[wave]088 "I perform paid work"
• cw[wave]089 "I am not working now, but have performed paid work in the past"
• cw[wave]090 "I perform unpaid work while retaining my benefit or allowance"
• cw[wave]091 "I am looking for work following the loss of my previous job"
• cw[wave]092 "I have performed paid work, but am released from the obligation to find a

new job following the loss of my previous job"
• cw[wave]093 "I am a first-time job seeker"
• cw[wave]094 "I am seeking work following a lengthy interruption"
• cw[wave]095 "I am a pupil / student / trainee with an expenses claim only"
• cw[wave]096 "I take care of the household"
• cw[wave]097 "I live off private means"
• cw[wave]098 "I have taken early retirement"
• cw[wave]099 "I am a pensioner"
• cw[wave]100 "I am partly or wholly disabled for work"
• cw[wave]101 "I perform voluntary work"
• cw[wave]102 "I perform paid work, but am looking for more or other work"

Alternative Unemployment Measure indicates that someone is unemployed, when someone
gives one or several positive answers to variables cw[wave]90 - cw[wave]94.

Unemployment Risk: Variable ci[wave]256 (ci08a256 - ci18k256, ci19l379) (Module: Eco-
nomic Situation: Income)
Do you think that there is any chance that you might lose your job in the coming 12 months?
You can indicate this in terms of a percentage. 0 % means that you are sure that you will not
lose your job, and 100% means that you are sure that you will lose your job.

Recoded into / rounded to 10% steps
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Individual Moderator: Age

Swiss SHP data: Computed as difference between survey year and birth year (variable birthy)
Spanish POLAT data: Variable age: ¿Y cuál es tu edad?
Dutch LISS data: Computed as difference between survey year and birth year (variable cw[wave]002
(cw08a002 - cw19l002)

Contextual Moderators: Aggregate Salience

Salience in Swiss Selects data

Variable mip1 (Selects Cumulation) and variable f12700rec (Selects 2019) Most Important
Problem:

1. Agriculture
2. Economy
3. Education & culture
4. Environment & energy
5. EU, Europe
6. Finances & taxes
7. Gender issues & discrimination
8. Immigration & asylum
9. Foreign policy & defense

10. Labour market
11. Law & order
12. Political system, parties & politicians
13. Public health
14. Public services & infrastructure
15. Regions & national cohesion
16. Social security/welfare state
17. Other problems
18. No problem

% of mentions of "labour market" and "immigration and asylum" used.

Salience in Eurobarometer Data

(Aggregated) raw data on two most important problems plotted.
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