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Abstract

We investigate the impact of globalization on electoral outcomes in fifteen West-
ern European countries, over 1988-2007. We employ both official election results
at the district level and individual-level voting data, combined with party ideology
scores from the Comparative Manifesto Project. We compute a region-specific mea-
sure of exposure to Chinese imports, based on the historical industry specialization
of each region. To identify the causal impact of the import shock, we instrument im-
ports to Europe using Chinese imports to the United States. At the district level, a
stronger import shock leads to: (1) an increase in support for nationalist and isola-
tionist parties; (2) an increase in support for radical-right parties; and (3) a general
shift to the right in the electorate. These results are confirmed by the analysis of
individual-level vote choices. In addition, we find evidence that voters respond to
the shock in a sociotropic way.
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Western democracies are witnessing a revival of nationalism. The outcome of the

Brexit referendum and the election of Donald Trump as president of the United States

are two major manifestations of this tendency. In Europe, this trend had already started

in the 1990s, and it has been associated with an increasing support for radical-right par-

ties. In this paper we show that globalization is a key determinant of this phenomenon.

We focus on the competitive shock brought about by the surge in imports from China,

between 1988 and 2007. This shock has had a heterogeneous impact across European

regions, depending on their historical employment composition. We use data on 76 leg-

islative elections in fifteen Western European countries and find that a stronger regional

exposure to the import shock determines an increase in support for nationalist, isola-

tionist, and radical-right parties, and a general shift to the right in the electorate.

The main message of this paper is that globalization might not be sustainable in

the long run in the absence of appropriate redistribution policies aimed at compen-

sating the so-called “losers” of globalization: those segments of society that bear most

of the adjustment costs of international trade. The unequal sharing of the welfare gains

brought about by globalization has resulted in widespread concerns and a general op-

position to free trade. Such a sentiment is interpreted and promoted especially by na-

tionalist and radical-right parties, whose policy proposals tend to bundle support for

domestic free market policies with strong protectionist stances. This policy bundle has

started to be referred to as “economic nationalism” also in public discussion. As parties

offering such a policy mix become increasingly successful, we might see the end –and

possibly even a reversal– of globalization.

This paper aims to push the literature towards a clearer understanding of the political

consequences of globalization. A decade ago, in a comprehensive review, Kayser (2007)

polemically noted that “the sheer volume of literature in this area has made it easy to

overlook an important fact: very little of it addresses the effect of economic globaliza-
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tion on actual politics, understood more narrowly as electoral politics.” The situation

has not changed much since then. Our study focuses on the globalization shock as a

fundamental driver of divergence in economic performance across regions. We provide

comprehensive evidence of the link between globalization and the electoral success of

nationalist, isolationist, and radical-right parties based on subnational data in a cross-

country context.

Our evidence might also help solve a puzzle that has informed much of the literature

on the radical right in Europe: why do members of the “natural” constituencies of left

or social-democratic parties (low-skilled manufacturing workers, the unemployed, etc.)

vote for radical-right parties? We suggest that economic nationalism is a viable –albeit

inefficient– policy bundle that substitutes protectionism for the main components of

“embedded liberalism”: trade liberalization, redistribution, and compensation of social

groups and geographic regions negatively affected by global trade.

The politics of globalization

The surge in manufacturing imports from China has been a major globalization shock

for Europe between 1988 and 2007. Figure 1 displays the evolution of the Chinese share

of total manufacturing imports for the fifteen Western European countries in our sam-

ple.1 In line with evidence for the U.S. (e.g. Autor et al., 2013), this share grows signif-

icantly, from around 1% to about 7%, despite the fact that total imports double in real

terms at the same time. The share of imports from other low-income countries remains

instead essentially stable.2

Despite leading to net welfare gains, globalization also creates “losers”: for instance,

1Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom.

2Full list in Table A1 of the Online Appendix.
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Figure 1: Evolution of imports in Western Europe.

workers at firms that shut down due to import competition, and regions that, given their

sectoral specialization, face particularly strong adjustment costs. Several studies have

shown that import competition implies significant adjustment costs in terms of job dis-

placement and reduced earnings (e.g. Acemoglu et al. 2016; Autor et al. 2013), and

poorer physical and mental health for exposed workers (Colantone et al. 2015; Hum-

mels et al. 2016).

What are the political implications of this phenomenon? There are two main ways in

which the interests of those sectors of society negatively affected by trade can become

policy demands. The first is a demand for compensation. The second, on the other

hand, is a call for protectionism.

The initial analysis in this field started from the assumption that compensation would

be the first choice for globalization losers. This strand of literature, inspired by the con-

cept of “embedded liberalism” introduced by Ruggie (1982), draws from the empirical

regularity that trade openness is associated with more state spending (Cameron 1978;

Rodrik 1998). Globalization would then push voters towards left-wing parties that sup-
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port generous welfare states. Indeed, there is evidence that exposure to risk deriving

from global competition shapes preferences in a more pro-redistribution direction (Bal-

cells Ventura 2006; Walter 2010). Moreover, generous welfare state provisions increase

support for open trade by members of exposed groups (Hays 2009; Hays et al. 2005;

Mayda et al. 2007). In this perspective, a bargain involving generous redistribution and

insurance in exchange for support for global trade was struck after World War II in West-

ern democracies (e.g., Katzenstein 1985).

Yet, as first highlighted by Rodrik (1997), compensation becomes hard to sustain as

globalization progresses and capital gets increasingly mobile across countries, head-

ing towards low-taxation settings. Indeed, as recently stressed by Antràs et al. (2016),

redistribution is costly, and capital mobility constrains the ability of national govern-

ments to raise the necessary tax revenues (Burgoon 2001; Garrett and Mitchell 2001).

Starting from the 90s, we observe stronger globalization shocks –like China’s boom– that

would demand higher compensation, while the financing capacity of governments gets

increasingly under strain. This leads to insufficient compensation of losers, and to an

overall loss of credibility of embedded liberalism (see Hays 2009). Trade exposure then

diminishes attitudinal support for globalization (Margalit 2012; Mayda and Rodrik 2005;

Scheve and Slaughter 2007). As the losers realize that effective redistribution policies

are not feasible, the demand for protection emerges as an alternative. This breeds the

success of economic nationalism.

The economic nationalism bargain involves the promise of protectionism as a way to

“compensate” workers threatened by globalization. At the same time, the welfare state,

no longer needed to buffer globalization shocks, can be reduced in terms of size and

generosity. Hence, protectionism can be accompanied by a promise of lower taxes, in

an appeal to more middle-class constituencies. The whole platform can be kept to-

gether by a master narrative revolving around authoritarian nationalism and national
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self-sufficiency. Such narrative is also important as trade policy is a rather technical

topic, involving concepts like anti-dumping, which are obscure to many voters (Rho and

Tomz 2015). Nationalist claims are then a more effective rhetorical tool for political lead-

ers who want to convey a message of isolation and “taking back control”. For instance,

the existence of a nationalist anti-trade syndrome in American public opinion is doc-

umented by Mansfield and Mutz (2009, 2013). Moreover, evidence shows that, faced

with economic hardship, people become more authoritarian and opposed to minority

groups (Feldman and Stenner 1997; Rickert 1998; Ballard-Rosa et al. 2017). Authoritar-

ian nationalism might then gain additional appeal.

Summing up, economic nationalism entails three main elements: opposition to free

trade and isolationism; laissez-faire on domestic economic issues; and a strong nation-

alist stance. We organize our empirical analysis around these pillars.

Recent work has started to investigate the impact of globalization on voting behavior

across local areas in the US. Autor et al. (2016) find a positive effect of import compe-

tition on polarization; Che et al. (2016) on electoral turnout and the share of votes cast

for Democrats; while Margalit (2011) and Jensen et al. (2016) detect an anti-incumbent

effect.

The radical right and economic nationalism

We claim that a demand for economic nationalism, as defined in the previous subsec-

tion, is a key factor behind the success of radical-right parties in Western Europe. In-

deed, the policy bundle proposed by these parties combines domestic conservative eco-

nomic policies with international isolationism.

Some of the seminal contributions on radical-right parties in Europe stressed the

importance of their neo-liberal economic platform (Betz 1993; Kitschelt and McGann

1997). For instance, according to Betz (1993, p.419), the radical right’s “promotion of
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a neo-liberal program is part of a larger strategy” to counter the threats that “stem not

only from a loss of national or regional identity, but also from global economic compe-

tition.” He notices that the “programmatic mixture of xenophobia and neo-liberalism

might thus be seen as a response to current global changes which produce winners and

losers”, with a resulting ideology of “neo-isolationism in a future ‘fortress Europe.’ ”

(p.420). Subsequent literature abandoned the focus on economic ideology, arguably be-

cause conservative economic policies are not in principle beneficial to the very same so-

cial constituencies that found the radical right most appealing, such as low-skilled work-

ers and the unemployed (Golder 2016; Lucassen and Lubbers 2012). In fact, in the past

these constituencies were found to be overwhelmingly supporters of labor and social-

democratic parties, in all advanced democracies (Evans 2000). It was then difficult to

make sense of the fact that these segments of society would suddenly start supporting

conservative, pro-market positions (Mudde 2007).

Yet, what this logic misses is that those same workers might not find the promise of

redistribution appealing anymore, once globalization has reached a certain level, and

the embedded-liberalism bargain has lost credibility. They would rather vote for parties

proposing limitations to free trade, even if bundled with a reduction of the welfare state,

which is increasingly perceived to be ineffective anyway (Roosma et al. 2013).

A large part of the recent literature on radical-right parties has focused on the seem-

ingly central role held by opposition to immigration in their proposals (Lucassen and

Lubbers 2012; Rydgren 2008). The most interesting contributions do not ignore macro-

level economic conditions, but they relegate them, rhetorically, to the somewhat sec-

ondary role of “contextual factors” (Arzheimer 2009; Golder 2003). One recurring theme

is that the radical right appeals in particular to “modernization losers”. But, as Golder

(2016, 483) points out, “exactly who the modernization losers are in these accounts is of-

ten left vague”. Our contention is that we can isolate one specific group of modernization
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losers: losers from import competition. By that we mean not only displaced manufac-

turing workers in industries most exposed to international competition, but also agents

exposed indirectly to the adjustment costs of trade: for instance, residents of manufac-

turing regions hit by possibly long-term economic decline.

A small set of contributions highlight the connection between economic conditions,

and in particular uncompensated labor market shocks, and support for the radical right

(e.g., Jesuit et al. 2009). Some studies have explicitly linked globalization and the suc-

cess of radical-right parties. Mughan et al. (2003) and Guiso et al. (2017) show a link

between perceived job insecurity and vote for the populist right, while Biancotti et al.

(2017) focus on Euroscepticism. Swank and Betz (2003) detect an association between

trade openness and support for the radical right in Europe. Two recent working pa-

pers, Malgouyres (2014) and Dippel et al. (2016), have focused on France and Germany,

respectively, finding that globalization, under certain conditions, increases support for

radical-right parties.

One could also ask why the protectionist demands of the electorate are not inter-

preted mainly by anti-globalization parties of the left. Indeed, opposition to globaliza-

tion –and to European integration– has also been voiced by parties of the radical left

(Halikiopoulou et al. 2012; Hooghe et al. 2002). A leftist protectionist platform could

combine closure to trade with promises of an empowered welfare state. These elements

would be kept together by an anti-capitalist master narrative, stressing the economic in-

terests of workers more than national sovereignty. Yet, radical-left parties have arguably

been less successful than radical-right parties over the past decades (Kriesi et al. 2012;

March and Mudde 2005).

Assessing whether regions and voters negatively affected by globalization turn to left-

wing rather than right-wing protectionism is ultimately an empirical task, and one that

we address. This said, we expect radical-left parties to benefit less than the radical right
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from the emergence of protectionist demands, for two main reasons. First, the higher

taxes required to finance a renewed welfare state might not be appealing to the middle-

class constituencies, which are more attracted by the economic-nationalist “winning

formula” of the radical right.

Second, as pointed out above, economic distress leads to authoritarianism, ethno-

centrism, and anti-minority sentiments. Globalization losers seem less irritated by the

orthodox economic stances of the right than by the multicultural positions of the left

(Kriesi et al. 2012, 247). At the same time, the latter might face obstacles if it attempts to

move towards more ethnocentric positions. The European left has held a reputation of

humanist internationalism since its historical origins. It might therefore lack the cred-

ibility to propose exclusionary policies. Moreover, a turn to authoritarian nationalism

might alienate constituencies, like the libertarian-minded “socio-cultural profession-

als”, that have been key for these parties since the 1970s (Kriesi et al. 2012; Kitschelt

1993).

All this might generate an asymmetry between radical left and radical right in their

appeal to globalization losers, akin to the one documented by Funke et al. (2016), who

show how financial crises historically favor extreme-right platforms. Finally, radical-

right parties might also move towards more support for the welfare state, albeit in a “wel-

fare chauvinist” perspective, that is, restricting access to members of the (ethno-racially

defined) national community (Andersen and Bjørklund 1990). In this sense, some at-

tempts to fill the existing “structural hole” might be taking place (Kriesi et al. 2012, 281).

Revealed preferences and supply side constraints

In our analysis, we are essentially taking voting behavior as revealed preferences. The

underlying consideration is that voting behavior and party choice are more fitting mea-

sures of voter preferences than, for instance, answers to attitudinal items regarding re-
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distribution, or nationalism, in surveys. In fact, when making the party choice in an

election, voters face a (very salient) opportunity cost: voting for party A implies not vot-

ing for party B. In addition, when declaring their opposition to free trade in a survey,

voters face no real trade-off –for instance, regarding generosity of the welfare state– of

the kind they face when choosing between supporting a mainstream social-democratic

party or a radical-right party. In other words, vote choices entail the comparison of en-

tire policy bundles.

Our narrative, thus far, has focused on demand-side considerations in the electorate.

Clearly, though, when analyzing voting we are essentially investigating the equilibrium

effects of globalization on political outcomes, encompassing both the political demand

of voters and the policy supply of parties. Indeed, part of the literature (Arzheimer and

Carter 2006; Kitschelt and McGann 1997; Norris 2005) has proposed “supply-side” ex-

planations for the success of radical-right parties. In particular, Pardos-Prado (2015)

highlights the importance of competition with mainstream parties for understanding

the success of the radical right, and supply-side effects of globalization in terms of party

positioning have also been documented (Burgoon 2012).

The existence of possible supply-side constraints is expected to work against our

claim that globalization causes an increase in nationalism. For instance, non-permissive

electoral systems might prevent the emergence of viable parties that offer the “economic

nationalism” bundle demanded by voters. This unmet demand would imply that voters

are constrained to vote for one of the existing parties, none of which might offer exactly

the desired nationalist platform. In our analysis, these voters would be counted as not

being supporters of economic nationalism, even if they would rather choose to be so, in

the presence of an adequate political supply.

In addition, our empirical strategy involves pooling all elections while controlling

for national-level election-specific characteristics via fixed effects. This accounts for any
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supply-driven differences in the overall propensity of voters to choose economic nation-

alist platforms and radical-right parties. In any specific election, in fact, the supply side

is essentially the same across all districts of a country.

The import shock

Our empirical strategy involves regressing summaries of regional electoral outcomes

and individual-level vote choices against the Chinese import shock. To this purpose,

we build a region-specific indicator for the exposure to Chinese imports following the

methodology introduced by Autor et al. (2013). In particular, we define:

Import Shockcrt =
∑
j

Lrj(pre−sample)

Lr(pre−sample)

∗ ∆IMPChinacjt

Lcj(pre−sample)

, (1)

where c indexes countries, r NUTS-2 regions, j industries, and t years.

∆IMPChinacjt is the change in (real) imports from China over the past n years, in

country c and industry j. This is normalized by the number of workers in the same coun-

try and industry at the beginning of the sample period,Lcj(pre−sample). In order to back out

the region-specific trade shock, we take the weighted sum of the change in imports per

worker across industries, where the weights capture the relative importance of each in-

dustry in a given region. Specifically, the weights are defined as the ratio of the number

of workers in region r and industry j, Lrj(pre−sample), over the total number of workers in

the region, Lr(pre−sample), both measured at the beginning of the sample period.

This measurement approach is based on a theoretical model developed by Autor et

al. (2013) and has a very intuitive interpretation. The underlying idea is as follows: dif-

ferent regions are more or less exposed to the growth in Chinese imports depending on

their ex-ante industry specialization. In particular, any given change in imports at the

country-industry level (i.e. ∆IMPChinacjt / Lcj(pre−sample)) at a given point in time is going
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to affect more those regions in which more workers were initially employed in that in-

dustry. Intuitively, larger import shocks are attributed to regions characterized by larger

shares of workers employed in the manufacturing sector. However, given the same share

of manufacturing workers, cross-regional variation in exposure to Chinese imports will

stem from differences in industry specialization within manufacturing. In particular,

the shock will be stronger for regions in which relatively more workers were initially

employed in those industries for which subsequent growth in imports from China has

been stronger (e.g. textiles or electronic goods, as can be seen in Table A3 of the Online

Appendix), and in years in which the surge in Chinese imports in those industries was

sharper.

To compute the import shock, we combine regional employment data and import

data at the industry level for each country. We perform the analysis at the level of NUTS-

2 administrative regions, which have population between 800,000 and 3 million. In total,

our analysis covers 198 regions.3 Depending on the country, we source employment data

either from Eurostat or from national sources, with the initial year varying accordingly

between 1988 and 1995.4 The industry level of disaggregation is the NACE Rev. 1.1 sub-

section level. Subsections are identified by two-character alphabetical codes (from DA

to DN for the manufacturing sector), and correspond to 2-digit industries or aggrega-

tions of them (see Table A3).

Import data are sourced either from Eurostat Comext (for EU countries) or from

CEPII-BACI (for Norway and Switzerland). Starting from product-level values, import

flows are computed at the same level of industry disaggregation as the employment data.

This allows us to retrieve Import Shockcrt according to Equation (1). There is substantial

variation in exposure to the shock, both across regions and over time. This is key for

3For Germany, the required data are only available at the more aggregated NUTS-1 level, hence 16 out
of 198 regions in our sample correspond to NUTS-1 regions.

4Detailed information is available in Table A2 of the Online Appendix.
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our identification. The average import shock, evaluated over 2 years, is equal to 0.063,

corresponding to an increase in Chinese imports by 63 (real) euros per worker.5 The

standard deviation is 0.133. More descriptive evidence is provided in Section B of the

Online Appendix.

Endogeneity

We address the possible endogeneity of the trade shock with respect to electoral out-

comes by instrumenting Import Shock using the growth in imports from China to the

United States. Our instrument is defined as:

Instrument for Shockcrt =
∑
j

Lrj(pre−sample)

Lr(pre−sample)

∗ ∆IMPChinaUSAjt

Lcj(pre−sample)

. (2)

With respect to the previous formula for the import shock, here we have substituted

∆IMPChinaUSAjt for ∆IMPChinacjt. US import data are sourced from the Center for In-

ternational Data of UC Davis. Motivated by earlier literature (e.g. Autor et al. 2013, 2016;

Colantone et al., 2015) this instrument is meant to capture the variation in Chinese im-

ports due to exogenous changes in supply conditions in China, rather than to domestic

factors that could be correlated with electoral outcomes.

Endogeneity could stem from different sources. First, one could worry that some

districts, which can be referred to as “key constituencies”, are better connected to main-

stream government parties in each country. In that case, policy makers could protect

from import competition the industries that are more important for these districts. This

could induce an upward bias in the regression estimates. Indeed, we would observe

milder import shocks in the key constituencies, while at the same time voters in those

districts would support more mainstream parties and less, for instance, the radical right.

5The base year for deflating is 2006, so all figures are in 2006 euros.
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Mitigating these concerns, most of the countries in our sample belong to the European

Union, which has exclusive competence on trade policy. Yet, national representatives

could still lobby for more protection at the EU level for industries that are particularly

important for their key constituencies. Our instrumental variable approach is meant to

solve this type of issues.

Endogeneity may also derive from demand shocks. For instance, in case of a positive

demand shock in a given country, voters would be more likely to vote for incumbent gov-

ernment parties, and less likely to choose opposition forces or radical-right parties. This

could induce a downward bias in the regression estimates, to the extent that positive

demand shocks translate also into higher imports from China. Again, our instrument

addresses these concerns – and other potential sources of omitted variable bias– as we

identify the effect of the import shock by exploiting the variation in Chinese imports due

to exogenous changes in supply conditions in China, rather than to country-specific do-

mestic factors like aggregate demand.

A possible concern with our identification strategy is related to the exclusion restric-

tion. In particular, one could worry about correlated demand and supply shocks across

countries that could simultaneously impact imports from China both in Europe and in

the US, while at the same time affecting electoral outcomes. In the results section, we

provide a number of robustness checks corroborating our main evidence. Notably, our

results are robust to using a completely different instrument, which exploits time varia-

tion in bilateral exchange rates computed at the regional level.
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Election data and policy positions

District-level data

We assemble election data at the district level for each of the fifteen Western European

countries in our sample. Our data cover 76 general elections, over the period 1988-2007.

We always focus on votes for the lower house of the legislature. Official election results

are sourced from the Constituency-Level Election Archive (CLEA, Kollman et al., 2016),

the Global Election Database (GED, Brancati, 2016), and a number of national sources.

For each district, in each election, we have information on vote shares at the party level.

In particular, we define p`dt as the vote share for party `, in district d, at time (election)

t. In order to assess the ideological leaning of a district in an election, we need to link the

election results with ideology scores for each party in each election. The Comparative

Manifesto Project (CMP, Volkens et al. 2016) data provide human coding of the manifesto

of each party, along several policy dimensions, and allow us to calculate ideology scores

that are party-election specific, and constant across all the districts within a country.

We calculate scores for party `, in country c and year (election) t following the method

proposed by Lowe et al. (2011):

Score`ct = log(.5 + z+`ct)− log(.5 + z−`ct), (3)

where z+`ct is the number of claims in a positive (e.g., nationalist) direction, and z−`ct is

the number of claims in a negative (e.g., anti-nationalist) direction.

We calculate three main scores reflecting nationalism and isolationism, aggregating

different items in the CMP:

1. a basic score of Nationalism based on claims about the national way of life, tradi-

tional morality, law and order, and multiculturalism;
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2. a specific score of Net Autarky, which includes claims about protectionism, inter-

nationalism, and the European Union, following Burgoon (2009);

3. a more comprehensive score of Nationalist Autarchy, also based on Burgoon (2009),

which combines items that enter 1 and 2, while including also claims about human

rights, democracy, and constitutionalism.

Higher scores denote more nationalist and isolationist positions. Full details about

the specific CMP categories used in the computation of each score are available in Sec-

tion C of the Online Appendix. We also calculate a score of Economic Conservatism, that

is, economic left-right positioning. This is based on the items about the welfare state,

free market economy and incentives, regulation and planning, and demand manage-

ment. In addition, in a robustness check we compute a combined score of economic

nationalism that includes all the items used to calculate Net Autarky and all those used

to calculate Economic Conservatism, with higher values reflecting both stronger sup-

port for isolationism and more conservative economic stances.

Next, we combine the ideology scores and the party vote shares in order to compute

district-level summaries that reflect the political orientation of each district in each elec-

tion. As our main measures, we compute the ideological center of gravity and the me-

dian voter score. The ideological center of gravity is the average of the policy positions

of the competing parties, weighted by their vote shares in the district:

COGdt =

n∑̀
=1

p`dtScore`t

n∑̀
=1

p`dt

,

where d indexes districts, ` parties, and t years (elections). Score`t can be one of the

nationalism scores, or the economic conservatism score.

The median voter score is the ideological position of the (weighted) median party in
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the district. In practice, parties are sorted from least- to most-nationalist (or from eco-

nomic left to right), and the cumulative vote share is calculated. The median voter score

is the ideology of the party at which cumulative vote share reaches 50%: in substantive

terms, the party chosen by a (sincere, proximity-driven) median voter respectively on

the nationalism or the left-right dimension.

The center of gravity is sensitive to the whole distribution of policy positions and vote

shares. As such, it might increase, for instance, if an extreme party radicalizes further its

position, even when the positions of all the other parties, and the vote shares of all par-

ties, remain constant. On the other hand, the median voter score captures ideological

shifts at the center of the electorate: it is unaffected by ideology changes at the extremes

of the ideological distribution, and is less sensitive to small changes in the vote shares.6

Finally, we also compute a number of district-level summaries that address directly

the connection between globalization and party success. First, we compute the vote

share of radical-right parties, identified based on earlier literature.7 Second, we calculate

the vote shares for four families of parties: protectionist left, protectionist right, liberal

right, and pro-trade left. To do this, we classify parties based on the quadrant in which

they sit according to their score of Net Autarky (which is a direct measure of inward- vs.

outward-orientation of a party) and of Economic Conservatism (i.e. left-right) position-

ing, as in Figure 2. We then calculate the cumulative vote share, by district, of the parties

located in each of the four quadrants.

6Additional details are available in Section C of the Online Appendix. One could worry that vote shares
are by construction correlated across parties within a district. This does not pose any special problem of
inference, as in computing the summaries the correlation of errors across parties cancels out.

7The full list is available in Section C of the Online Appendix.
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Figure 2: Policy platforms in Europe. Each data point is one party in one election. Tri-

angles refer to Christian-democratic parties (based on CMP); squares are communist,

socialist and green parties (based on CMP); hollow dots are liberal and conservative par-

ties (based on CMP); solid dots are the radical-right parties in our list. The size of the

symbol is proportional to (log) national vote share.

In the empirical analysis, electoral results at the district level are linked to the Chinese

import shock of the corresponding NUTS-2 region. In many cases, a district is itself a

NUTS-2 region. In other cases, a given NUTS-2 region may contain two or more districts.

Importantly, a district is always fully within the boundaries of one single NUTS-2 region,

thus there are no overlaps.

Individual-level data

Individual-level data are sourced from the first four waves of the European Social Sur-

vey, which covers all the countries in our sample. In the survey, respondents are asked
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whether they voted in the last election, and which party they voted for. We match this in-

formation with the party ideology data described above, to obtain individual-level scores

based on party choice.

Based on the region of residence of the respondent, we attribute to each voter the rel-

evant import shock at the NUTS-2 level.8 The ESS contains also information on demo-

graphic characteristics (age and gender), education, labor market status, and occupa-

tion. We use this information to investigate how the effect of import competition varies

across different groups of people within the same region.

Descriptive evidence

The left panel of Figure 3 displays the evolution of the vote share for radical-right parties

over time. Each point in the figure represents a 3-year moving average. There is evidence

of increasing support for radical-right parties, in line with earlier findings in the litera-

ture (Golder 2016). A similar trend, although less sharp, emerges in the right panel with

respect to the nationalism score.

8In some cases, the region is only available at the NUTS-1 level, and the import shock is computed
accordingly.

19



1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

0.
00

0.
02

0.
04

0.
06

0.
08

0.
10

Average across Western Europe

Year

S
ha

re
 R

ad
ic

al
 R

ig
ht

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

−
0.

5
0.

0
0.

5
1.

0
1.

5
2.

0
2.

5

Average across Western Europe

Year
W

ei
gh

te
d 

A
ve

ra
ge

 o
f N

at
io

na
lis

m

Figure 3: Left Panel: Vote share for radical-right parties. Right Panel: Nationalism score.

Empirical specification

At the district level, we estimate regressions of the following form:

Electoral Outcomecdt = αct + β1Import Shockcr(d)t + εcdt, (4)

where c indexes countries, d districts, t years (elections), and εcdt is an error term.

Electoral Outcomecdt is one of the district-level summaries defined above. The func-

tion r() maps district d to its NUTS-2 region r. Import Shockcr(d)t is the growth in imports

from China at the regional level, computed over the past two years before the election,

which is held in year t. αct are country-year fixed effects, which are equivalent to election

fixed effects. These are meant to control for any factors that affect symmetrically all the

districts within a country at the time of a given election. Examples of such factors are the
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political climate in the country, the orientation of the incumbent government, and the

general economic performance at the national level. The country-year fixed effects im-

ply that we identify the effect of the import shock only out of variations across regions

within the same country and year. To account for possible correlation across districts

within the same region, standard errors are clustered at the NUTS-2-year level.

There might be omitted regional-level factors that are also driving voting behavior. To

the extent that such factors are not associated with the severity of the import shock, their

omission works against us in finding any effects of import competition. We are more

concerned with omitted factors that are correlated with Chinese imports, as these could

lead to a biased estimate of the causal effect of import competition. We address this

issue with the instrument described above. In addition, we perform several robustness

checks with augmented specifications.

The individual-level regressions have the general form:

Electoral Outcomeicrt = αct + β1Import Shockcr(i)t + Zitγ
′
+ εicrt, (5)

where i indexes individuals, c countries, r regions, t years (elections), and εicrt is an

error term.

Depending on the specification, Electoral Outcomeicrt is, alternatively, one of the ide-

ology scores of the voted party, or a dummy equal to one in case the individual has voted

for a radical-right party. The function r() maps each individual (i) to her NUTS-2 region

of residence (r). Import Shockcr(i)t is the growth in Chinese imports at the regional level

over the past two years before the election. Finally, Zit is a vector of individual-level con-

trols. This includes age, a dummy for females, and a set of dummies indicating different

levels of educational attainment, as classified by ISCED.
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Results

District-level evidence

Table 1 displays the baseline estimates of Equation (4) for the main district-level mea-

sures: the median voter score and the center of gravity for Nationalism and Nationalist

Autarchy, respectively, and the vote share for radical-right parties. For each outcome

variable there are two columns: the first reports OLS estimates, and the second shows IV

results, where the import shock is instrumented using Chinese imports to the United

States, as in Equation (2). All the specifications include country-year dummies, and

standard errors are clustered at the NUTS-2-year level.

The coefficient on the import shock is positive and precisely estimated across the

board. The IV estimates of the coefficient are systematically higher than the OLS ones.

This is consistent with there being unobserved factors, such as positive demand shocks,

that correlate at the same time with higher imports from China and a lower propensity to

vote in a nationalist and radical-right direction. The first-stage coefficient on our instru-

ment is positive and significant, and the F-statistic does not signal a weakness problem,

in line with earlier studies (e.g. Autor et al., 2013).

How strong is the effect of import competition? The most intuitive way to grasp the

substantive magnitudes is by considering the radical-right result. According to the IV es-

timate in column 10, a one standard deviation (0.133) increase in import shock leads, ce-

teris paribus, to higher support for radical-right parties by around 1.7 percentage points

(i.e., 0.132*0.133). Not a negligible impact, considering that the average radical-right

vote share is 5%, with a standard deviation of 7%.

Table 2 reports IV results for the alternative measures of ideology, and for the vote

shares of four families of parties, identified according to Figure 2. In column 1 the out-

come variable is the center of gravity score of Net Autarky. The coefficient on the import
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shock is positive and statistically significant, indicating that electorates tilt in a more

protectionist and isolationist direction when exposed to stronger shocks, in line with

the nationalism results described above. In columns 2-5, the dependent variable is the

combined vote share of the following families of parties: Protectionist Left, Protection-

ist Right, Liberal Right, and Pro-Trade Left. The coefficient on the shock is positive and

significant for the protectionist right, and negative and significant for the pro-trade left.

This suggests that, in response to the import shock, the electorate tends to abandon

mainstream social-democratic parties, and favor parties that propose economic nation-

alism. A one standard deviation increase in import competition would determine an

increase in the vote share of protectionist right parties by 3.7 percentage points (i.e.,

0.278*0.133).
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We find no evidence of an association between the import shock and the vote share

of protectionist left and liberal right parties. As a further check, in column 6 we consider

only the sub-set of the protectionist economic-left parties that belong to the commu-

nist, socialist, and green families according to CMP (i.e., the squares in Figure 2). We

refer to the new variable as Protectionist Left Proper. Adopting this stricter definition

does not change the result of column 2. To further characterize the political response

to Chinese competition, in column 7 we focus on the center of gravity of the district in

terms of Economic Conservatism, with higher scores indicating more conservative plat-

forms. We find a positive and significant coefficient for the import shock, corroborating

our evidence of a shift to the right rather than the left in response to trade exposure.

Finally, in column 8 the dependent variable is an aggregate score of economic national-

ism, obtained as the sum of Net Autarky and Economic Conservatism. Again, we retrieve

a positive and significant coefficient for the shock, in line with our theoretical prior.
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Our main focus is on the Chinese import shock, regarded as an exogenous driver of

divergence in economic performance across regions. Yet, this is not the only important

globalization-related event that took place over the period we study: 1988-2007. We thus

need to check that the effect we detect is not picking up other aspects of globalization.

We deal with this in Table 3, focusing on the three main dependent variables of interest,

as in Table 1: Nationalism (COG), Nationalist Autarchy (COG), and Radical Right Share.9

For each variable we report four IV regressions. In the first one we employ a measure of

the import shock that includes imports from all countries, not just China. This is com-

puted as in Equation (1), substituting the growth in total imports for ∆IMPChinacjt.10

The coefficient on this variable is positive and significant for the three outcome vari-

ables. Yet, the magnitudes are quite smaller than in the case of Chinese imports. Given

that the variables are measured in the same units (thousand Euro per worker), this evi-

dence suggests that exposure to Chinese imports has a stronger effect than generic im-

port competition on the political orientation of a district, further motivating our focus

on China.

In the second regression, we include the baseline measure of the Chinese import

shock, but we also control for the growth in imports from all EU countries (computed

again by modifying Equation (1)). Indeed, the period of analysis is characterized by a

significant deepening of European market integration. The effect of the Chinese import

shock is robust to the inclusion of this control, with magnitudes in line with the base-

line evidence in Table 1. Concerning EU imports, only in the regression on Nationalist

Autarchy we retrieve a coefficient statistically different from zero. This coefficient is neg-

ative, suggesting that, if anything, EU integration seems to work against the turn towards

economic nationalism. In the third regression, we further disaggregate the growth in EU

imports by origin country: EU 15 vs. the accession countries of 2004-2007 (EU 12). The

9Similar results are obtained when focusing on median voter scores. They are available upon request.
10Similarly, we build the instrument using total US imports.
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negative correlation with Nationalist Autarchy seems to be driven by EU 15 imports. In-

stead, the coefficient on the EU 12 imports is always positive, and statistically significant

in the radical right regression, suggesting that imports from relatively low-wage Euro-

pean countries might have created ripples in local economies around Western Europe.

In any case, the effect of Chinese imports remains largely unaffected.

Finally, in the fourth regression we control for export growth, FDI inflows and FDI

outflows. We start from national data at the industry level, and compute regional mea-

sures in the same way as for the import flows. Export data come from the same sources

as imports. FDI figures are computed using data from UNCTAD and WIOD. The effect

of the Chinese import shock remains positive and statistically significant for each of the

three dependent variables, while we do not detect any significant effect for exports and

FDI. By and large, the evidence in Table 3 is reassuring on the appropriateness of our

baseline specification. While imports from new EU members might also have had po-

litical implications, their inclusion does not seem to affect the estimate of the Chinese

shock effect.

In Table 4, we submit our baseline IV specifications to a large number of additional

robustness checks. All reported coefficients and standard errors refer to the import

shock. In panel a), we flexibly control for differential trajectories across regions, based

on historical regional characteristics. Specifically, we interact the country-year dum-

mies with a set of variables, measured at the regional level, that are kept fixed over time.

Data on each variable refer to the earliest available year, and are sourced from Eurostat

(employment shares) and national sources (immigration). The results are always in line

with the baseline estimates of Table 1.11 If anything, in many cases the coefficients are

even slightly larger in magnitude. In panel b), we obtain even larger estimates by includ-

ing the following year-specific controls at the regional level: share of foreign-born in the

11Full results available upon request.
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Table 4: District-Level Estimates: Robustness
Dep. Var.: Nationalism Nat. Autarchy Radical Right

(COG) (COG) Share

a) Including region-specific trends based on historical:

1) Employment share of primary sector 0.939*** 0.879*** 0.093**
[0.295] [0.277] [0.038]

2) Employment share of services 0.896*** 1.098*** 0.196***
[0.295] [0.303] [0.059]

3) Employment share of finance and business services 1.100*** 1.046*** 0.147***
[0.271] [0.274] [0.048]

4) Employment share of high-tech industries 0.813*** 0.876*** 0.130***
[0.221] [0.238] [0.049]

5) Employment share of low- and medium-tech industries 1.022*** 1.514*** 0.154***
[0.326] [0.322] [0.053]

6) Employment share of low-skill workers 0.826*** 0.960*** 0.174***
[0.245] [0.284] [0.067]

7) Employment share of medium-skill workers 0.754*** 0.789*** 0.114**
[0.239] [0.244] [0.045]

8) Employment share of high-skill workers 0.966*** 1.004*** 0.173***
[0.271] [0.289] [0.066]

9) Share of foreign-born people in the population 0.867*** 0.976*** 0.110***
[0.244] [0.250] [0.037]

b) Including additional controls:

10) Substantive regional controls 1.832*** 2.187*** 0.202**
[0.446] [0.536] [0.082]

c) Alternative IV strategies:

11) Excluding US imports of office machinery and computers (DL) 1.949*** 1.714*** 0.199***
[0.377] [0.356] [0.066]

12) Excluding US imports of construction material (DI - DJ) 0.732*** 0.955*** 0.130**
[0.227] [0.264] [0.051]

13) Excluding US imports of oil (DF) 0.752*** 0.893*** 0.132**
[0.222] [0.245] [0.051]

14) Excluding US imports of textile and leather (DB - DC) 0.663*** 1.059*** 0.204***
[0.255] [0.297] [0.078]

15) Instrument based on Chinese imports in other high-income countries 0.644** 0.675*** 0.227**
[0.262] [0.206] [0.091]

16) Instrument based on changes in regional effective exchange rates 2.237*** 1.349** 0.325**
[0.471] [0.577] [0.151]

d) Additional robustness checks:

17) Excluding Belgium and Netherlands 1.263*** 1.386*** 0.263**
[0.359] [0.376] [0.103]

18) Reduced form: expl. var. is US Chinese imports 0.031*** 0.034*** 0.005***
[0.007] [0.008] [0.002]

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05
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population; employment shares of primary and service sector; share of 65+ people over

working age population; population density; employment shares of medium- and low-

skilled workers.12 Overall, this body of evidence further corroborates that our results are

not driven by omitted factors at the regional level, which could induce a shift over time

in a nationalist direction for reasons other than trade.

In panel c) we show results using alternative IV strategies. The exclusion restriction

for our baseline instrument is that, conditional on other covariates, US imports from

China are orthogonal to region-specific shocks in Europe, that could be correlated with

electoral outcomes. This condition might be violated in the presence of correlated de-

mand and supply shocks across countries. Such concerns are mitigated as the fixed

effects capture all time-varying country-specific confounders. This said, we provide a

number of robustness checks. Following Autor et al. (2013), in rows 11-14 we recompute

the instrument using Chinese imports to the US, but excluding industries for which cor-

related demand and technology shocks are more likely to be relevant, e.g. computers. In

row 15, we reconstruct the instrument by using Chinese imports in high-income coun-

tries other than the US. In particular, we jointly consider: Australia, Canada, Japan, and

New Zealand. Our evidence is essentially unaffected across the board.

In row 16 we employ a completely different instrument, which exploits the variation

in bilateral exchange rates across countries, in the spirit of earlier empirical work in in-

ternational economics (e.g. Revenga 1992). First, we compute effective exchange rates

for each country and industry, using industry-specific import shares computed in the

first available year, and kept constant throughout. Then, we retrieve a region-specific

measure of effective exchange rates, based on the relevance of each industry in each re-

gion at the beginning of the sample (as in Equation 1). The time-variation in the instru-

12Due to data availability issues, we impute the missing values of the controls via chained equations in-
cluding region-specific time trends as predictors. The reported coefficients are averages over 10 imputed
datasets. The reported standard errors are aggregated based on Rubin’s (1996) formula. Full results are
available in Table A5 in the Online Appendix.
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ment is only induced by changes in bilateral exchange rates over time, which are mostly

due to macroeconomic factors. Variation across regions comes from differences in the

historical regional specialization. Therefore, this alternative instrument is unlikely to

reflect region-specific shocks occurring over the sample. If anything, in row 16 we find

larger effects for the Chinese import shock.

Finally, in panel d) we address the issue of transshipment of imports. To illustrate:

consider a company located in France that imports goods from China passing through

the Dutch port of Rotterdam. In official trade statistics, this trade could sometimes gen-

erate two import flows: one from China to the Netherlands, and one from the Nether-

lands to France. As a result, we could be overstating Chinese import pressure in the

Netherlands, while understating it in France. This is a well known issue in international

economics. In principle, such measurement error should work against us. Nevertheless,

in row 17 we exclude from the analysis Belgium and the Netherlands, two relatively small

economies hosting some of the major entry ports of Europe. Our evidence is unaffected.

In row 18, we regress our dependent variables directly on the instrument, thus exploiting

the growth in Chinese imports to the US rather than in each European country. This re-

duced form captures the shock received by European regions in terms of competition on

global markets, simply due to their historical specialization. Given that national imports

do not enter this model, concerns about transshipment within Europe are not relevant

in this case. Clearly, the coefficients are on a different scale than in the baseline regres-

sions, but the results remain qualitatively unchanged.

Individual-level evidence

Table 5 reports the baseline estimation results for Equation (5). We focus on three main

dependent variables: the nationalism and the nationalist autarchy score of the party

chosen by the respondent, and a dummy equal to one if the individual has voted for a
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radical-right party. For each variable we report both OLS and IV estimates. In all the

specifications we include country-year dummies, and controls for age, gender, and edu-

cational attainment. The coefficient on the import shock in the IV regressions is always

positive and significant. Its magnitude is greater in the IV estimates than in the OLS

ones, as in the district-level results. The first-stage coefficient on the instrument is pos-

itive and precisely estimated, and the F-statistic is very high, signaling the strength of

the instrument. The results for control variables are in line with earlier evidence (e.g.,

Lucassen and Lubbers, 2012).

Table 5: Individual-Level Estimates
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dep. Var.: Nationalism Score Nationalist Autarchy Score Radical Right Dummy

Import Shock 0.035*** 0.202*** 0.095*** 0.541*** 0.005 0.043***
[0.012] [0.033] [0.015] [0.032] [0.005] [0.007]

Female -0.045*** -0.045*** -0.054*** -0.052*** -0.014*** -0.013***
[0.009] [0.009] [0.008] [0.008] [0.002] [0.002]

Age 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.004*** 0.004*** -0.0003*** -0.0003***
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000]

Estimator OLS 2SLS OLS 2SLS OLS 2SLS

Education Dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes
Country-Year Effects yes yes yes yes yes yes

Obs. 60,360 60,360 60,360 60,360 60,360 60,360
R2 0.27 0.27 0.19 0.18 0.12 0.12

First-stage results

US imports from China - 0.092*** - 0.092*** - 0.092***
- 0.002 - 0.002 - 0.002

Kleibergen-Paap F-Statistic - 2402.1 - 2402.1 - 2402.1

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05

Overall, the individual-level results are fully consistent with the district-level evi-

dence: individuals living in regions that receive stronger import shocks are more in-

clined to vote for parties that are nationalist and isolationist, and are also more likely to

support radical-right parties.

Next, we investigate how the effect of the Chinese import shock varies across dif-

ferent groups of people living in each region. To do so, we augment the IV regressions

33



presented in Table 5 by interacting the import shock with a set of dummies denoting

the different groups. Table 6 reports the results for the nationalist autarchy score. The

linear term for the import shock remains always positive, highly significant, and rela-

tively stable in size. This holds true even when we include the dummy for public sector

workers, a category available only in the last wave of the ESS we use, leading to a sharp

drop in the number of observations. None of the interactions is statistically significant,

suggesting that the impact of import competition does not differ systematically across

categories. Only students seem to be sheltered, with a non-significant overall effect.

Similar results are found for nationalism and radical right (see Tables A6 and A7 in the

Online Appendix).

Table 6: Individual-Level Estimates: Heterogeneity

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dep. Var.: Nationalist Autarchy Score

Import Shock 0.53*** 0.55*** 0.54*** 0.56*** 0.54*** 0.39***
[0.035] [0.033] [0.033] [0.034] [0.034] [0.052]

Import Shock * Retired 0.04
[0.072]

Import Shock * Student -0.34
[0.192]

Import Shock * Unemployed -0.03
[0.186]

Import Shock * Self-employed -0.11
[0.086]

Import Shock * Service worker -0.04
[0.095]

Import Shock * Public sector worker -0.09
[0.091]

Estimator 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS

Linear terms yes yes yes yes yes yes
Gender and Age yes yes yes yes yes yes
Education Dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes
Country-Year Effects yes yes yes yes yes yes

Obs. 60,360 60,360 60,360 60,360 56,275 11,888
R2 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.16

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05

In line with previous findings (Ansolabehere et al. 2014; Mansfield and Mutz 2009),

our evidence suggests that the effect of import competition is not confined to specific
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groups –such as the unemployed or manufacturing workers– which might be more di-

rectly affected by Chinese imports. To the contrary, there is evidence of a significant

effect even for service workers and public sector employees, who are in principle more

sheltered from foreign competition in manufacturing activities. As globalization threat-

ens the success and survival of entire industrial districts, the affected communities seem

to respond with their voting behavior sociotropically.13

Conclusion

The main policy implication of the results in this paper is that globalization might not be

sustainable in the long run if the welfare gains that trade brings are not equally shared

within society. Appropriate redistribution policies are needed in order to compensate

those categories of people, and those local communities, that have been facing most of

the adjustment costs in developed countries.

We provide evidence on how globalization causes a surge in support for nationalist

and radical-right political parties. This might endanger the very survival of the open

world we got used to in the past thirty years. Indeed, parties and candidates proposing

economic nationalism platforms are firmly against international trade, and as they be-

come more influential they are likely to push forward a coordinated protectionist agenda

in many countries. Yet, a return to protectionism is not likely to solve the problems of

those who have lost ground due to globalization without compensation, and is bound to

harm growth in emerging economies. The world rather needs a better, more inclusive,

model of globalization.

13One could also expect residents of one region to react to import shocks in other regions. Suggestively,
if we regress, e.g., the Nationalist Autarchy score on the Chinese import shock evaluated at the country
(instead of regional) level, we still obtain a positive (albeit smaller) and significant coefficient: 0.081 (st.
error 0.037).
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A Additional information on the data

Table A1: Low-income countries
Afghanistan Ethiopia Moldova
Albania Gambia Mozambique
Angola Georgia Nepal
Armenia Ghana Niger
Azerbaijan Guinea Pakistan
Bangladesh Guinea Bissau Rwanda
Benin Guyana Samoa
Bhutan Haiti Sao Tome
Burkina Faso India Sierra Leone
Burundi Kenya Somalia
Cambodia Lao PDR Sri Lanka
Central African Rep. Lesotho St. Vincent
Chad Madagascar Sudan
China Malawi Togo
Comoros Maldives Uganda
Congo Mali Vietnam
Equatorial Guinea Mauritania Yemen
Eritrea

Table A2: Data availability

Employment Data Trade Data

Country Initial Year Source Availability Source

Austria 1995 Eurostat 1995 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
Belgium 1995 National Bank of Belgium 1988 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
Finland 1995 Statfin 1995 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
France 1989 INSEE 1988 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
Germany 1993 Federal Employment Agency 1988 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
Greece 1988 HSA Statistics Greece 1988 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
Ireland 1995 Eurostat 1988 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
Italy 1988 ISTAT 1988 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
Netherlands 1988 CBS Statistics Netherlands 1988 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
Norway 1994 Statistics Norway 1995 - 2007 CEPII - BACI
Portugal 1990 INE Portugal 1988 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
Spain 1993 INE Spain 1988 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
Sweden 1993 SCB Statistics Sweden 1995 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
Switzerland 1995 SFSO Swiss Statistics 1995 - 2007 CEPII - BACI
United Kingdom 1989 ONS 1988 - 2007 Eurostat Comext
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B Import shock: map and descriptives

Figure 4 shows differences in the employment share of manufacturing across regions

at the beginning of the sample. As it can be noticed, there is substantial spatial varia-

tion, with figures ranging from about 4% (in Calabria - Italy) to about 41% (in Baden-

Württemberg - Germany).

Figure 4: Share of employment in manufacturing across regions.

Table A3 displays the heterogeneity in the growth of Chinese import pressure across

industries. Table A4 shows the variability of the Chinese import shock across regions

and over time, considering three 5-year intervals: 1989-1994; 1995-2000; 2001-2006. For

instance, in the first period the 10th percentile region witnessed an increase in Chinese

imports by 17 (real) euros per worker, against 221 for the 90th percentile region.14 The

Chinese shock gets stronger over time: e.g., the median region witnessed a growth in

14The base year for deflating is 2006, so all figures are in 2006 euros.
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imports by 90 euros per worker between 1989 and 1994, and 443 euros in 2001-2006.

Table A3: Share of imports from China over total imports (average across countries)
Industry description Nace code Share in 1989 Share in 2006

Manufacture of leather and leather products DC 4.16% 22.96%
Manufacturing n.e.c. (furniture, toys etc.) DN 4.99% 20.87%
Manufacture of textiles and textile products DB 3.71% 17.15%
Manufacture of electrical and optical equipment DL 0.71% 13.21%
Manufacture of other non-metallic mineral products DI 0.64% 8.52%
Manufacture of wood and wood products DD 1.39% 6.15%
Manufacture of machinery and equipment n.e.c. DK 0.28% 5.39%
Manufacture of rubber and plastic products DH 0.76% 4.56%
Manufacture of basic metals and fabricated metal products DJ 0.36% 3.97%
Manufacture of pulp, paper and paper products; publishing and printing DE 0.11% 1.79%
Manufacture of chemicals, chemical products, and man-made fibres DG 0.60% 1.57%
Manufacture of food products, beverages and tobacco DA 0.68% 1.35%
Manufacture of transport equipment DM 0.04% 0.84%
Manufacture of coke, refined petroleum products and nuclear fuel DF 0.15% 0.42%

Table A4: Distribution of the import shock across regions and over time.

I. 1989 - 1994 II. 1995 - 2000 II. 2001 - 2006

Percentiles Import Shock Percentiles Import Shock Percentiles Import Shock

90th 0.221 90th 0.609 90th 1.608
75th 0.135 75th 0.387 75th 0.695
50th 0.090 50th 0.263 50th 0.443
25th 0.040 25th 0.144 25th 0.259
10th 0.017 10th 0.079 10th 0.141

C Ideology scores and radical right parties

For the computation of the Nationalism score, based on Equation 3, z+lct contains the

number of claims coded in categories 601, 603, 605, and 608, while z−lct refers to codes

602, 604, and 607.

For the computation of the Net Autarky score, based on Equation 3, z+lct contains the

number of claims coded in categories 406, 109, and 110, while z−lct refers to codes 407,

107, and 108.

For the computation of the Nationalist Autarchy score, based on Equation 3, z+lct con-

tains the number of claims coded in categories 406, 109, 110, 601, 608, 603, and 204,
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while z−lct refers to codes 407, 107, 108, 602, 604, 607, 201, 202, and 203.

For the computation of the Economic Conservatism (left-right) score, based on Equa-

tion 3, z+lct contains the number of claims coded in categories 401, 402, 414 and 505, while

z−lct refers to codes 403, 404, 405, 409, 412, 413, and 504.

Some minor parties and independent candidates appear in our district election re-

sults but cannot be linked to a score in the CMP. The issues introduced by ignoring minor

parties are relatively unimportant, given that by definition they receive small vote shares

in most districts, and therefore their omission cannot affect much the district-level sum-

maries. On the other hand, independent candidates might play a significant role in some

contests. In the overwhelming majority of cases our district-level indexes are computed

based on information covering more than 90% of the votes cast.15 Moreover, our results

are robust to the exclusion from the estimation sample of the districts in which either

more than 50% or more than 25% of the votes cast are for parties (or candidates) for

which the ideology scores are not available.

The list of radical-right parties includes: SMP Finnish Rural Party, PS True Finns,

VB Flemish Bloc, LPF List Pim Fortuyn, PVV Party of Freedom, VB Flemish Interest,

FN National Front, LN Northern League, LAOS Popular Orthodox Rally, FPO Austrian

Freedom Party, Freedom Movement, NA/AN National Action for People and Fatherland,

SD/DS Swiss Democrats, SVP/UDC Swiss People Party, Swiss Motorists Party, FPS Free-

dom Party of Switzerland, UKIP United Kingdom Independence Party. Some additional

minor parties that could belong to the radical right family are not included, as they are

too small to be recorded in the election data. If anything, this could lead us to underes-

timate the overall support for the radical right.

15The median percentage of votes that do not enter the calculation of the scores is 2.3.
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D Additional results

Table A5: District-Level Estimates: Robustness
Dep. Var.: Nationalism Nat. Autarchy Radical Right

(COG) (COG) Share

Import Shock 1.832*** 2.187*** 0.202**
[0.446] [0.536] [0.082]

Share of foreign-born people in the population -0.015 0.062 -0.021
[0.078] [0.091] [0.020]

Employment share of primary sector -0.003 0.000 -0.004
[0.028] [0.025] [0.012]

Employment share of services 0.235 0.338 -0.083
[0.193] [0.283] [0.076]

Share of 65+ over working age population -0.168 -0.267 -0.057
[0.313] [0.381] [0.080]

Population density 0.000 0.000** 0.000
[0.000] [0.000] [0.000]

Employment share of medium-skill workers 0.119 -0.094 0.017
[0.260] [0.286] [0.053]

Employment share of low-skill workers 0.727*** 0.271 -0.057
[0.271] [0.300] [0.054]

Obs. 6982 6982 6982
R2 0.81 0.68 0.64

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05
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Table A6: Individual-Level Evidence: Heterogeneity

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dep. Var.: Nationalist Score

Import Shock 0.18*** 0.21*** 0.19*** 0.25*** 0.20*** 0.12**
[0.036] [0.034] [0.034] [0.036] [0.036] [0.051]

Import Shock * Retired 0.15
[0.081]

Import Shock * Student -0.18
[0.216]

Import Shock * Unemployed 0.31
[0.208]

Import Shock * Self-employed -0.36***
[0.098]

Import Shock * Service worker 0.08
[0.108]

Import Shock * Public sector worker -0.08
[0.107]

Estimator 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS

Linear terms yes yes yes yes yes yes
Gender and Age yes yes yes yes yes yes
Education Dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes
Country-Year Effects yes yes yes yes yes yes

Obs. 60,360 60,360 60,360 60,360 56,275 11,888
R2 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.25 0.25

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05

49



Table A7: Individual-Level Evidence: Heterogeneity

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dep. Var.: Radical Right Dummy

Import Shock 0.04*** 0.04*** 0.04*** 0.05*** 0.04*** 0.03***
[0.007] [0.007] [0.007] [0.007] [0.007] [0.011]

Import Shock * Retired 0.00
[0.014]

Import Shock * Student -0.03
[0.034]

Import Shock * Unemployed 0.07
[0.042]

Import Shock * Self-employed -0.02
[0.016]

Import Shock * Service worker 0.02
[0.020]

Import Shock * Public sector worker -0.01
[0.018]

Estimator 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS

Linear terms yes yes yes yes yes yes
Gender and Age yes yes yes yes yes yes
Education Dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes
Country-Year Effects yes yes yes yes yes yes

Obs. 60,360 60,360 60,360 60,360 56,275 11,888
R2 0.118 0.118 0.118 0.118 0.118 0.111

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05
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