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Abstract
Across Western European democracies, the last 20 years have seen a growth of precarious employment
and the rise of challenger parties. Both trends are especially marked in Italy, where occupational insecurity
has become the norm and over half of the electorate has turned to a challenger party. In this article, I
investigate the relationship between these two phenomena, addressing the question of whether and
how precarity in the labor market influenced vote choice in the 2018 general election. First, I provide
descriptive evidence that the Italian labor market shifted from dualism to generalized precarization.
Second, I empirically investigate the relationship between precarity and voting in this context. The results
show that the perception of precarity, not formal employment status, influenced voting behavior: it fos-
tered participation, increased support for the Five Star Movement, and decreased support for the
Democratic Party. These findings challenge core assumptions in the literature, first and foremost about
precarious workers’ low turnout rate, difficult mobilization, and consequent political irrelevance. They
indicate that the electoral weight of precarious workers has increased, and their representation can be
electorally beneficial.

Keywords: 2018 Italian election; challenger parties; five star movement; Italy; labor market dualism; precarious work;
precarity

Introduction
Italy, with its typically Mediterranean welfare system and labor market arrangements, has trad-
itionally been considered an exemplary case of labor market dualism: a system where extreme
peaks of generosity for workers in formal and permanent employment (the insiders) coexist
with weak or even no social protection for the atypically employed, unemployed, or employed
in the informal market economy (the outsiders) (see Ferrera, 1996). This inequality has straight-
forward social and economic implications, but it has also consequences in terms of policy pre-
ferences and political representation. Following the insider-outsider partisanship model
developed by Rueda (2005), insiders benefit from generous employment protections and have
their interests represented by social-democratic parties. By contrast, outsiders have an interest
into active and passive labor market policies but are systematically under-represented due to
their low participation rates. The result is a vicious cycle of mutually reinforcing economic
and political inequality.

The insider-outsider partisanship model offered a key lens for understanding the relationship
between employment status and voting behavior in post-war Italy. However, since the 1990s pro-
found changes have occurred in the international and domestic economic scene while parties in
government promoted flexibilization reforms which altered the structure of the labor market.
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Precarity, here narrowly defined as the condition of actual or perceived insecurity resulting from
an individual’s weak ties with his occupation and with the labor market, ceased to be a preroga-
tive of marginalized workers and became the new norm. The resulting shift from dualism toward
generalized precarization questions consolidated assumptions in the insider-outsider literature,
and challenges the applicability of theories of political behavior and representation in dualized
societies to contemporary Italy.

This article aims to shed light on the political implications of precarity in the newly changed
context. Concomitantly to the precarization of the labor market, profound transformations have
occurred in the arena of party competition, where new and peripheral parties have succeeded in
challenging the virtual oligopoly of mainstream parties. Albeit these two trends have been exten-
sively but separately investigated by scholars in the fields of political economy and comparative
politics, a few studies exist that link the two, providing reasons for, and evidence of, a positive
relationship between precarity and radical or anti-establishment voting (among others, see
Mughan et al., 2003; Marx and Picot, 2013; Ramiro, 2016). Notably, challenger parties have
been theorized to attract precarious workers by providing them with an anti-establishment alter-
native to mainstream parties and promoting agendas that potentially improve their labor market
conditions (Antonucci et al., 2021). This argument has great potential for explaining the restruc-
turing of the Italian electoral landscape. However, its applicability to the Italian case has not been
empirically investigated yet.

In what follows, I provide a detailed overview of the major labor market reforms implemented
in Italy over the past three decades. I show that precarity is no longer a prerogative of workers in
marginalized sectors, but also affects individuals in permanent employment. I hence argue that
employment status and contractual arrangements are no longer sufficient indicators of labor mar-
ket vulnerability: in a context of generalized precarization, the perception of insecurity better cap-
tures precarity in the labor market. I then empirically investigate the relationship between
occupational precarity and vote choice in 2018 election. The results of the analysis show that
the perception of precarity, not formal employment status, influenced voting behavior: it fostered
participation, increased support for the Five Star Movement, and decreased support for the
Democratic Party. These findings challenge core assumptions in the literature, first and foremost
about precarious workers’ low turnout rate, difficult mobilization and consequent political irrele-
vance. They indicate that the electoral weight of precarious workers has increased, and their
representation can reveal to be electorally beneficial.

The Italian labor market: from dualism to generalized precarization
During the post-war reconstruction period, Italy experienced a long phase of economic growth
that ensured welfare state consolidation and expanding employment protection legislation in
defense of workers’ interests (Brandolini et al., 2018). However, the country’s highly fragmented
income maintenance system, its selective iper-garantismo (term used to indicate the hyper-
protection of regular workers, especially in the public sector) and its highly polarized system
of welfare created a deep divide in protections and subsidization between workers in core and
highly unionized sectors and workers in peripheral ones (Ferrera, 1996). This inequality in the
distribution of protections and social benefits originated in the strengthening of trade unions
and consequent expansion of workers’ rights which followed the autunno caldo (hot autumn),
a wave of strikes, occupations and sit-downs that struck Italy in the fall of 1969. The reaction
of employers to the resulting rigidification of the productive process was the transfer of product-
ive activities to a secondary sector filled with marginal workers lacking the rights that unions had
secured to their core constituencies (Piore, 1980). Hence, the growth of the secondary sector
occurred in symbiosis with the increasing protection of the primary sector, so that by the
1980s Italy became the ‘clearest case of labor market dualism in the industrialized West’
(Piore, 1980: 384–385).
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The extreme dualism of its labor market renders Italy a most-likely case for the play-out of
Rueda’s insider-outsider partisanship model (Rueda, 2005). The model predicts that, in contexts
characterized by labor market dualism, neither social democratic nor conservative governments
will promote pro-outsider policies, due to the low political participation of outsiders which ren-
ders their representation scarcely beneficial. Coherently, during the years of the First Republic
(1947–1992) Italian parties not only failed to mitigate dualism but contributed to widening it.
In these years, party competition was structured around three poles, with the DC (Democrazia
Cristiana), since 1960s in organic alliance with the Socialist Party, at the center and two anti-
system parties, the neo-fascist MSI (Movimento Sociale Italiano) and the communist PCI
(Partito Comunista Italiano), at the extremes. This configuration worked against the adoption
of universalistic social benefits, promoting competition within the left camp for the support of
unionized workers. The result was a ‘workerist’ system of social insurance and labor market
reforms benefiting unionized blue-collar workers (see Ferrera and Gualmini, 2004), coexisting
with severe regulations limiting the use of fixed-term contracts and other forms of sub-
employment. Besides protecting insiders from competition (see Lindbeck and Snower, 1989),
these regulations kept the share of workers in atypical employment low.

This situation gradually changed in the late 1990s and early 2000s, when encompassing labor
market reforms were approved to prepare the country’s entrance in the European Monetary
Union. Landmarks in this process were the Treu law (1997) and the Biagi reform (2003), adopted
by center-left and center-right governments. The former provided an institutional framework for
the resort to temporary employment and reduced disincentives to the use of fixed-term contracts.
The latter further liberalized atypical employment via the institutionalization of new forms of
atypical work arrangements.

These reforms marked a shift away from the traditional concern for the security and income-
protection of insiders, but left the core of protected workers virtually untouched. It was only in
the aftermath of the financial crisis that retrenchment of insiders’ rights begun. Following recom-
mendations from the European Central Bank, the technocratic administration headed by Mario
Monti promoted a package of austerity measures which included a structural reform of the labor
market (Law 92/2012). With the alleged aim of removing structural obstacles to growth via the
elimination of labor market rigidities, the first target of the reform was the loosening of insiders’
protections. A first draft envisaged the elimination of the extensive short-term work (STW)
schemes that, by ensuring the subsidization of temporarily redundant employees in large
firms, have long been considered the major source of the iper-garantismo of Italian insiders.
This proposal clashed with the fierce opposition of labor unions backed by the Democratic
Party, and STW schemes for employees of large firms with more than 15 employees were
maintained. Nonetheless, insider protections were significantly loosened via the weakening of
legislation protecting workers with open-ended contracts from unfair dismissal (see Picot and
Tassinari, 2017). In addition, the reform further liberalized atypical employment, eliminating
the obligation to justify the stipulation of temporary contracts up to 1 year of duration.

In this phase, the actions undertaken by the Democratic Party were roughly in line with the
predictions from Rueda’s model. Despite its embrace of the flexibilization agenda in the 1990s,
the party continued flanking labor unions for the protection of insiders’ long-standing rights.
This changed radically under the leadership of Matteo Renzi, elected party leader in December
2013. Renzi promoted a comprehensive reform, named Jobs Act, that substantially reduced insi-
ders’ protections by decentralizing the bargaining process and weakening firing rules. Most not-
ably, it eliminated the obligation to the reinstatement of workers in case of unfair dismissal and
limited the possibility to resort to those same STW benefits for the protection of which the
Democratic Party had mobilized in 2011.

The approval of liberalizing reforms at the hands of the Democratic Party raises the question of
why a social democratic party should promote market-oriented policies that undermine the inter-
ests of its core constituency. This puzzle is neither new nor limited to the Italian case, as similar
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policies have been implemented by social democratic governments across Western Europe since
the 1980s. Different explanations have been proposed. Following Klitgaard (2007), the shift of
social democrats toward the promotion of market-oriented policies is aimed at the protection
of their main political weapon, the welfare state, when its legitimacy is threatened by the persist-
ence of poor economic performance and high levels of unemployment. Alternatively, Beramendi
et al. (2015) attribute the shift to a change in the preferences of their voters away from social con-
sumption toward social investment, change driven by the growing weight of highly educated
voters in their electorates (see also Gingrich and Häusermann, 2015). The latter mechanism, par-
tially modified, reasonably applies to the Italian case. Educated voters came to constitute a core
constituency of the Democratic party (see Maraffi, 2018), and the Jobs Act has been interpreted as
part of a broader strategy by the Democratic Party to gather the support from highly educated
and upper classes. Although the liberalization of the labor market was promoted in combination
with consumption-oriented policies, these policies were targeted to gather support from upper
groups (Vesan and Ronchi, 2019).

Summing up, the precarization of the Italian labor market occurred in two stages. At first,
reforms took place at the margins, institutionalizing the use of atypical work arrangements,
enhancing employers’ capability to resort to temporary contracts, and expanding unemployment
protection coverage to the widening group of atypical workers. In this phase the Democratic
Party, in joint action with labor unions, defended insiders’ interests, which is in line with the ori-
ginal formulation of the insider-outsider partisanship model. By 2012, however, the technocratic
administration of Mario Monti and the democratic administration of Matteo Renzi caused a step
change: the liberalization of atypical employment continued, but it was sided by the loosening of
pro-insider employment protection legislation. This two-stage process emerges clearly in
Figure 1, which displays trends in the strictness of employment protections for permanent
(left panel) and temporary (right panel) contracts. It shows that, in the time frame 1990–2018,
the restrictions to employers’ usage of temporary contracts declined steadily, while the strictness
of the dismissal regulation of workers in permanent employment remained unchanged for most
of the period, declining from 2012 onward.

This combination of an increasing number of workers in atypical employment and lowering
protections for workers with permanent contracts contributed, in joint action with an economic
crisis which fostered job destruction especially within younger cohorts (see Liotti, 2020), to the

Figure 1. Strictness of employment protections, 1990–2018.
Source: OECD (2020). The OECD Employment Database. The strictness of employment protections for permanent contracts is the aver-
age of four indicators that measure the strictness of the dismissal regulation of workers in permanent jobs (procedural requirements,
notice and severance pay, regulatory framework for unfair dismissal and enforcement of unfair dismissal regulation). The strictness of
employment protections for temporary contracts is the average of indicators that measure the restrictions to employers’ usage of tem-
porary contracts (e.g. the valid cases for the use of fixed-term contracts, maximum number of contract renewal and temporary contracts
maximum (cumulated) duration). Both measures are constructed on a scale 0–6. The dotted line (drawn at 2012) signals the start of the
second stage in the precarization of the Italian labor market.
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shift of the Italian labor market from dualism to generalized precarization. Following Hipp
(2016), when the incidence of temporary employment is high, the more stringent the dismissal
protections the higher the odds that workers do not worry about keeping their jobs. This evidence
suggests that, in Italy, the weakening of the dismissal regulations and the concomitant liberaliza-
tion of atypical employment created a fertile ground for the spread of perceived precarity.
Following the reforms, not only the share of workers trapped in atypical and insecure jobs
increased (among others, see Barbieri and Scherer, 2005; Brandolini et al., 2018; Baldini et al.,
2019; Boeri and Garibaldi, 2019; Liotti, 2020), but permanent employment ceased to be a guar-
antee of security. In the dual system, a clear-cut division existed between the majority of workers
in permanent employment largely insulated from the risk of unemployment, and the minority of
the unemployed and atypically unemployed; but as employment protections for workers with
open-ended contracts loosen and the reserve army of the atypically employed and unemployed
grows, the insiders are no longer sheltered by the actual and perceived risk of unemployment.
Coherently, while at the beginning of the century only a marginal share of Italian workers feared
job loss (16%), in 2018 concerned employees outnumbered their unconcerned counterparts
(51%) (ITANES, 2001, 2018). This dramatic increase has not only been driven by the rising
share of employees with temporary or atypical work arrangements (from 12% to 21% in the sam-
ple), but also by the spreading perception of precarity among permanent workers. In 2018, the 43%
of employees on open-ended contracts declared to have feared job loss, against the 12% in 2001.

Precarity and voting in the 2018 election
The shift toward generalized precarization calls into question core assumptions in the insider-
outsider literature, and challenges the explanatory power of the model in contemporary Italy.
First, as open-ended contracts are no longer guarantee against the actual and perceived vulner-
ability to unemployment, formal employment status might no longer be a reasonable predictor
of policy preferences. Second, individuals in condition of occupational precarity can no longer
be assumed to be a minority whose representation is not electorally beneficial. This raises the
question of whether and how precarity influences voting behavior in this newly changed context.

Concerning the first issue, studies that investigate the relationship between precarity and voting
tend to focus just on formal employment status (for a review, see Schwander, 2019). This is justified
on the grounds that different kinds of employment contracts and work arrangements entail a dif-
ferent vulnerability to the risk of unemployment which in turn has an influence on policy prefer-
ences (see Rueda, 2005; and Lindvall and Rueda, 2012). This argument is reasonably sound when
employment and income protection schemes grant insiders with high levels of job and income
security. However, when employment protections decline permanent contracts no longer automat-
ically shelter from the actual and perceived risk of unemployment, especially in a context of eco-
nomic crisis and rising unemployment rates. It follows that perceptions of precarity and policy
preferences can no longer be inferred by relying on information on workers’ contractual arrange-
ments (see also Lewchuk, 2017). In this context, ‘the employment type describes the work (labor)
organization of special-type employees (for example, self-employed) or relations with the employer
(for example, informal relations) but, admittedly, says nothing about the instability of the employ-
ee’s social and economic situation’ (Gasiukova and Shkaratan, 2019: 118). It follows that operatio-
nalizations of precarity based on formal employment status are bound to suffer a severe validity
bias, especially when used by scholars interested in the impact of precarity on policy preferences
and voting behavior. In this context, I contend, the perception of insecurity concerning one’s
employment status is a better-suited indicator of precarity than formal employment status, and
can be expected to hold more explanatory power in models of vote choice.

Concerning the second issue, the shift from dualism toward generalized precarization has import-
ant consequences for the representation of precarious workers. In the insider-outsider literature, the
interests of labor market outsiders are assumed to be under-represented in the arena of policy making
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due to their low number and to the difficulties entailed in their mobilization, factors which render
their representation hardly beneficial (see Rueda, 2005). In a context of generalized precarization,
however, these obstacles are lifted. First, as precarity spreads the number of voters who can be
attracted via the promotion of pro-outsiders policies increases. Second, when precarity is no longer
prerogative of marginalized workers in peripheral sectors the interests of hardly mobilizable workers
align with those of workers in unionized and core sectors. As a result, the electoral weight of precar-
ious workers increases, creating incentives for political parties to represent their interests.

Not all parties, however, are equally equipped for, or likely to, mobilize the interests of precar-
ious workers and attract their electoral support. Whether and how precarity influences vote
choice is conditional on precarious workers considering some parties as responsible for their con-
dition, and/or more willing or capable than others of improving their situation. In this respect,
challenger parties seem to enjoy a comparative advantage over mainstream parties. Following
Antonucci et al. (2021), the insecurity stemming from a vulnerable position in the labor market
might pull voters away from mainstream toward anti-establishment options (symbolic mechan-
ism). Precarious workers might also refrain from mainstream parties because, by embracing the
flexibilization agenda and converging on neoliberal and austerity policies, these parties are dir-
ectly responsible of their increased insecurity. Conversely, they might turn to right-wing challen-
gers because these parties’ welfare chauvinistic rhetoric attracts insecure voters who feel
threatened by migrants’ competition in the labor market, and to left-wing challengers because
these parties’ radical stances against austerity measures and commitment toward redistribution
directly address their economic insecurity (instrumental mechanism).

The instrumental and symbolic mechanisms theorized by Antonucci and co-authors can be
reasonably expected to play out in Italy, although with some specifications. As for mainstream
parties, since the 1990s both center-left and center-right parties have converged on the flexibili-
zation agenda that contributed to spread insecurity among workers. This trend was exacerbated
by the onset of the sovereign debt crisis, that severely affected the legitimacy of incumbent gov-
ernments and mainstream parties. Across Southern Europe, the crisis prompted an ‘electoral epi-
demic’ marked by low levels of turnout, declining support for the incumbents, and diminishing
trust in political parties (Bosco and Verney, 2012), that soon turned into a government epidemic
characterized by extreme electoral volatility and government instability (Bosco and Verney, 2016;
Hutter et al., 2018). This loosened the ties between mainstream parties and their electorates
(Marcos-Marne et al., 2020), and opened a niche for challenger parties to capitalize discontent
against austerity and voice the need for a regeneration of the political system (Hutter et al., 2018).

In this context, it is reasonable to expect a pull-out effect of precarity on support for main-
stream parties. However, while the symbolic mechanism theorized by Antonucci et al. (2021)
should work against the mainstream left and the mainstream right, the instrumental mechanism
should work more strongly against mainstream left parties who hold the paternity of the most
recent liberalizing reforms and are most exposed to blame-attribution due to their incumbent
position at the time of the election. Based on these considerations, I expect that:

Hypothesis 1: In the 2018 election, precarity has a negative effect on the probability to vote
for mainstream parties. The negative effect is stronger for parties in the center-left than for
parties in the center-right coalition.

As for challenger parties, the convergence of mainstream parties on labor market deregulation
can be expected to increase their appeal among precarious workers, which is in line with the sym-
bolic mechanism theorized by Antonucci et al. (2021). Once again, however, the instrumental
link should work most in favor of the left-wing challenger (i.e. the Five Star Movement) as com-
pared to the right-wing challengers.

The M5S was founded in 2009 by the comedian and activist Beppe Grillo and by the web
entrepreneur Roberto Casaleggio. Although it is most renowned for its anti-establishment and
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environmentalist stances, the movement is markedly pro-welfare (see also Vesan and Ronchi,
2019) and has been strongly committed against the precarization of the Italian labor market
since its inception. In 2006, Grillo published ‘Modern slaves: The precarious in the Italy of won-
ders (Schiavi moderni: Il precario nell’Italia delle meraviglie), a collection of short stories where
precarious workers share their daily experiences of exploitation and insecurity. The book is an
explicit critique against the reforming of the Italian labor market and the consequent precariza-
tion of Italian workers:

‘The Biagi law introduced the precariat in Italy. A modern bubonic plague that affects workers,
especially at a young age. Before it wasn’t there, now it is. It turned work into timed projects.
Salaries into charity. Rights into unreasonable claims. Everything became a project in order to
apply the Biagi law and create the new modern slaves’ (Grillo, 2007: 6. Translation provided
by the author).

In the comedian and activist’s blog posts, the references to the emerging precariat were fre-
quent, together with the call for the introduction of a citizenship income granting income secur-
ity to all. In the ‘Grillo’s agenda’ published in late December 2012, the measure ranked high in the
16 items list, second only to the introduction of an anti-corruption law (Grillo, 2012). This com-
mitment against precarity increased during the XVII legislature (2013–2018), when the
Movement made a guaranteed minimum income measure named Reddito di cittadinanza
(RdC) its flag policy and the pivot of the 2018 electoral campaign.

By centering its program around the RdC, the M5S landed at the 2018 election presenting
itself as the representative of precarious workers. Once in government, the movement lived up
to its promises and confirmed its commitment against precarity. By 2019 the RdC entered
into effect; in the same year, the decreto dignitá (‘dignity decree’) introduced measures limiting
employers’ capability to resort to temporary contracts, reducing temporary contracts’ maximum
duration and renewal period and strengthening regulations protecting workers from unfair dis-
missal. In addition, the Decreto riders was approved, which expanded employment and social
protections for food-delivery couriers (see Carella and Marenco, 2022).

As concerns the right-wing challengers, Antonucci et al. (2021) theorize that their welfare
chauvinistic stances should attract the support of precarious workers. In addition, labor market
outsiders have been theorized to overlap with the losers of globalization, and as such to represent
one of their core constituencies. However, more recent studies show that such an overlap is largely
mistaken (Häusermann, 2020) and that it is outsiderness, not exposure to international compe-
tition, the major driver of income and employment insecurities (Natili and Negri, 2022).
Coherently, neither the League nor Brothers of Italy manifested a commitment toward the pro-
tection of precarious workers which resembles the one displayed by the M5S. It follows that, while
the symbolic mechanism should equally benefit anti-establishment parties regardless of their
ideology and programmatic positioning, the instrumental link should work especially in favor
of the M5S. I therefore expect that:

Hypothesis 2: In the 2018 election, precarity has a positive effect on the probability to vote
for challenger parties. The positive effect is stronger for the Five Star Movement than for
right-wing challengers.

Finally, the impact of precarity on voting behavior might be moderated by the individual’s
financial situation. Albeit sharing a condition of vulnerability in the labor market, precarious
workers differ on a wide array of dimensions, including personal and household income. This
creates differentials in the extent to which precarity is experienced as a limiting condition, and
it is relevant in shaping vote choices. I hence hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3: In the 2018 election, the effect of precarity on vote choice is larger when
accompanied by financial hardship.
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Data and operationalization
In order to test the above formulated hypotheses, I rely on survey data collected by ITANES in
occasion of the 2018 general election and run multinomial logistic regression models testing the
effect of perceived precarity on vote choice. I classify parties in four groups based on their ideol-
ogy and mainstream or challenger status, relying on the definition of challenger developed by De
Vries and Hobolt (2020) which includes parties without recent government experience. Based on
these two criteria, I identify four party families: the mainstream left (the Democratic Party and
other parties in the center-left coalition); the mainstream right (Berlusconi’s Forza Italia and
other parties in the center-right coalition); the challenger left (the Five Star Movement); and
the challenger right (Brothers of Italy and the League, the latter being categorized as challenger
due to the radical restructuring the party experienced under the leadership of Matteo Salvini).

The key explanatory variable in each model is the respondents’ perceived precarity in the labor
market. I operationalize it by relying on the survey question Over the last year, have you been
afraid of losing your job?. I classify respondents as precarious if they declared to have been
very or somewhat afraid, as not-precarious otherwise; the unemployed, to whom the question
was not addressed, are all assigned to the ‘afraid’ category. This item is well suited for measuring
perceived precarity in that the fear of job loss is not an indicator of perceived job insecurity only,
which refers to the perceived probability of job loss. It is also not an indicator of perceived
employment insecurity only, which refers to the perceived availability of alternative jobs.
Rather, it is the result from a combination of both types of insecurity, of the anxiety related to
potential job loss and the concomitant fear of not finding a new job (see Hipp, 2016).

In each model, I control for formal employment status by relying on a categorical variable with
four levels: self-employment (reference-category); permanent employment; temporary employ-
ment; and unemployment. This allows to isolate the effect of perceived precarity from the effect
of formal employment status, and test whether perceived precarity and / or formal employment
status influenced vote choice. Additionally, I control for a set of socio-demographic and attitu-
dinal variables. As for socio-demographic factors, I control for age, gender, education level, region
of residence and union membership. The inclusion of age, gender and education is necessary
since younger, female and less educated individuals are over-represented among precarious work-
ers. The region of residence is included because differences in vote trends across Italian regions
exist, with the M5S being more successful in Southern regions where unemployment, poverty and
social distress are more widespread (Maraffi, 2018; Brancaccio et al., 2019; Tuorto, 2019). Finally,
union membership is controlled for because of its well-established correlation with employment
security and left-wing voting. As for attitudinal factors, I control for respondents’ self-positioning
on the left-right scale, attitudes toward the European Union and immigration, trust in political
parties, populist beliefs, and judgement of the performance of the incumbent government (the
Democratic administration of Paolo Gentiloni) on economic issues. Controlling for the respon-
dents’ judgment of the Gentiloni administration allows to rule out the possibility that the rela-
tionship between perceived precarity and vote choice is driven by an incumbent effect: among
individuals dissatisfied with their employment situation the incumbent gets the blame and
loses, the opponent thrives.

Finally, economic hardship is operationalized as a dummy scoring 1 if the respondent declared
to be facing difficulties in living with the family income, 0 otherwise. This variable is at first
included as a control and, in a second stage, it is interacted with perceived precarity.

Analysis and results
Prior to testing hypothesis, I examine the relationship between precarity and turnout. Mainstream
theories of representation in dualized societies link the under-representation of outsiders by
hands of political parties to outsiders’ low levels of political participation. Therefore, it is crucial
to investigate whether this argument still holds true in present-day Italy. To accomplish this, I
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utilize a binomial logistic regression model (Model 1) to estimate the impact of precarity on voter
turnout. Results are reported in Table 1 as odds ratios, which indicate the relative likelihood to
vote for the party considered in the estimation as compared to the party used as reference cat-
egory (odds ratios greater than 1 indicate a higher likelihood, odds ratios smaller than 1 indicate
a lower likelihood). They show that precarity increased the likelihood of voting: specifically, the
predicted probability that an average individual in the sample voted increases by 5.3 percentage
points as they shift from being not afraid to being afraid, a positive effect which is not conditional
on economic hardship, as proven by the non-significant interaction term in Model 7 (Table 2,
page 26). This result challenges one of the key assumptions in the insider-outsider literature,
and exposes the relevance of shedding light on the relationship between precarity and vote choice.

To test the hypotheses, I focus on respondents who voted and run multinomial regression
models to estimate the effect of precarity on the probability to support a challenger over a main-
stream party. Model 2 estimates the relative likelihood to support the M5S and a right-wing chal-
lenger compared to any mainstream party; Model 3 the relative likelihood to support a
mainstream left and a mainstream right party compared to any challenger party. The coefficient
estimates, reported in Table 1 as odds ratios, point in the expected direction, and indicate that
precarity increased the odds of voting for a challenger relative to a mainstream party. Results
from Model 2 show that the odds of voting for a left-wing challenger (i.e. the M5S) over a main-
stream party are 1.68 times greater for precarious than for non-precarious respondents, and the
odds of voting for a right-wing challenger 1.21 times greater, although the latter coefficient fails to
reach statistical significance. Results from Model 3 show that the odds of voting for the main-
stream left over a challenger are 0.54 times smaller for a precarious than for a non-precarious
respondent, and those of voting for a mainstream right party 0.96 times smaller, although this
coefficient is also not statistically significant.

The results from Models 2 and 3 allow to draw conclusions on the relative likelihood to sup-
port challenger as compared to mainstream parties, suggesting that precarity fosters support for
challenger over mainstream parties although the effect is only significant for the challenger and
mainstream left. However, they do not allow to draw conclusions on the effect of precarity on the
probability to support each party per se. To address this issue, I run a multinomial model (Model
4) where I disaggregate the dependent variable vote choice in four categories (regression coeffi-
cients are displayed in the Appendix, Table A1). I then calculate how the predicted probability of
an average voter to support each party changes as he shifts from not precarious to precarious
(Appendix, Figure A1), and display the change in these probabilities in Figure 2.

The results show that precarity had a significant effect on the probability of supporting the
Five Star Movement, increasing it, and the Democratic Party, decreasing it. However, precarity
did not have a significant effect on the probability of supporting either mainstream or challenger
right-wing parties. These findings support hypotheses 2 and 3 and align with the instrumental
mechanism proposed by Antonucci et al. (2021). They show that precarious workers did not
turn to challenger parties indiscriminately, but were drawn to the party that advocated for policies
that directly safeguarded their interests. This indicates that it is not challenger and mainstream
status per se that attracted or repelled precarious workers (the symbolic mechanism proposed
by Antonucci and colleagues), but rather instrumental considerations.

Concerning the effect on formal employment status, the results indicate that being in a per-
manent employment relationship increases the probability of supporting the M5S over a main-
stream left party, although this effect is only statistically significant at the 0.10 confidence
level. This result may seem counter-intuitive at first, as employees in standard employment rela-
tionships have been long considered the core-constituency of social democratic parties. However,
it is in line with the consideration that the security of permanently employed individuals has been
undermined by reforms promoted by the Democratic Party since 2014. As a result, it is reason-
able for these voters to turn to the M5S, which has spoken out against the trend toward flexibi-
lization. In addition, neither unemployment nor atypical employment status increased the
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probability of supporting the M5S over any other party, a finding that holds even when perceived
precarity is excluded from the models (Model 5, Table A2 in the Appendix).

The lack of any significant effect of formal employment status on vote choice in Model 5 cor-
roborates the expectation that perceived precarity, not formal employment status, is a meaningful
predictor of vote choice in contemporary Italy. However, formal employment status might be sig-
nificant in that the effect of perceived precarity might vary across employment categories. To

Table 1. Models of turnout (1) and vote choice (2 and 3); coefficients are presented as odds ratios.

(1)
(2) (3)

Turnout

Challenger left
vs.

mainstream

Challenger right
vs.

mainstream

Mainstream left
vs.

challenger

Mainstream right
vs.

challenger

Perceived precarity (no) 1.771** 1.679*** 1.210 0.535** 0.964
(0.225) (0.198) (0.243) (0.256) (0.273)

Status: permanent (self-employed) 1.543* 2.087*** 0.811 0.727 0.601*
(0.262) (0.249) (0.278) (0.312) (0.302)

Status: atypical (self-employed) 1.020 1.253 0.784 1.141 0.775
(0.318) (0.316) (0.381) (0.400) (0.420)

Status: unemployed (self-employed) 0.872 0.834 0.580 1.624 1.048
(0.358) (0.356) (0.438) (0.446) (0.469)

Age 1.034*** 0.998 1.005 0.981* 1.004
(0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.011) (0.012)

Gender 0.927 0.825 1.003 1.406 0.867
(0.196) (0.182) (0.223) (0.234) (0.261)

Education 1.059 0.990 1.008 1.050 0.968
(0.045) (0.041) (0.049) (0.052) (0.055)

Residence: centre (north) 1.112 1.275 1.009 0.689 1.319
(0.259) (0.227) (0.273) (0.280) (0.324)

Residence: south (north) 0.941 1.865*** 0.519** 0.444*** 1.510
(0.217) (0.205) (0.259) (0.264) (0.280)

Union member (yes) 1.048 1.168 1.534 0.874 0.830
(0.251) (0.213) (0.270) (0.265) (0.318)

Ideology: left (none) 1.009 0.319*** 0.070*** 4.453*** 0.617
(0.279) (0.320) (0.567) (0.387) (0.736)

Ideology: centre-left (none) 2.603** 0.241*** 0.050*** 7.440*** 0.938
(0.382) (0.322) (0.610) (0.392) (0.731)

Ideology: centre (none) 2.012 0.421** 0.453 2.722** 1.513
(0.467) (0.412) (0.533) (0.483) (0.745)

Ideology: centre-right (none) 1.018 0.372*** 1.286 0.636 5.348***
(0.301) (0.355) (0.399) (0.484) (0.494)

Ideology: right (none) 2.725*** 0.091*** 1.174 0.263** 9.567***
(0.334) (0.345) (0.362) (0.566) (0.468)

Attitudes toward the EU 1.045 0.517*** 0.670** 2.219*** 1.509**
(0.146) (0.134) (0.157) (0.184) (0.175)

Attitudes toward immigration 1.039 0.988 0.834*** 1.095** 1.061
(0.036) (0.033) (0.042) (0.042) (0.047)

Trust in political parties 1.071 0.959 1.090* 0.923 1.119**
(0.047) (0.042) (0.051) (0.053) (0.056)

Populist attitudes 1.116 1.474*** 1.480*** 0.649*** 0.756**
(0.086) (0.080) (0.099) (0.098) (0.110)

Attitudes toward incumbent 0.967 0.722*** 0.804*** 1.863*** 1.002
(0.043) (0.041) (0.048) (0.064) (0.051)

Economic hardship (no) 0.909 1.209 1.171 0.842 0.881
(0.205) (0.182) (0.231) (0.228) (0.266)

Constant 0.412 13.166*** 2.734 0.010*** 0.031***
(0.800) (0.791) (0.936) (1.034) (1.048)

Observations 1569 1101 1101
Akaike inf. crit. 887.731 1634.373 1143.236

Reference categories in brackets. Significance levels: *P < 0.1; **P < 0.05; ***P < 0.01.
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account for this possibility, I run an additional model which includes an interaction term between
perceived precarity and formal employment status (Model 6, Table A3 in the Appendix). The
interaction term is not statistically significant, with one exception: the positive effect of perman-
ent employment on the probability to support a mainstream right party over a mainstream left
party is stronger for those who perceive their condition as precarious than for those who do

Table 2. Models of turnout and vote choice, with interaction; coefficients are displayed as odds ratios.

(7)
(8)

Turnout
Mainstream right vs.
mainstream left

Challenger left vs.
mainstream left

Challenger right vs.
mainstream left

Perceived precarity (no) 2.385*** 1.116 2.341** 1.534
(0.329) (0.475) (0.332) (0.417)

Status: permanent (self-employed) 1.524 0.605 1.823* 0.631
(0.262) (0.423) (0.326) (0.379)

Status: atypical (self-employed) 1.022 0.560 1.044 0.601
(0.319) (0.563) (0.408) (0.495)

Status: unemployed (self-employed) 0.885 0.521 0.709 0.430
(0.358) (0.624) (0.456) (0.557)

Age 1.034*** 1.027* 1.016 1.026*
(0.009) (0.016) (0.012) (0.014)

Gender 0.934 0.644 0.713 0.841
(0.196) (0.342) (0.237) (0.290)

Education 1.057 0.922 0.957 0.960
(0.045) (0.075) (0.054) (0.065)

Residence: centre (north) 1.132 1.782 1.522 1.284
(0.260) (0.421) (0.288) (0.353)

Residence: south (north) 0.938 2.347** 2.756*** 0.847
(0.217) (0.376) (0.268) (0.333)

Union member (yes) 1.038 1.133 1.126 1.502
(0.251) (0.411) (0.271) (0.344)

Ideology: left (none) 0.991 0.135** 0.265*** 0.064***
(0.280) (0.802) (0.392) (0.618)

Ideology: centre-left (none) 2.594** 0.114*** 0.164*** 0.038***
(0.383) (0.799) (0.396) (0.659)

Ideology: centre (none) 2.007 0.516 0.361** 0.440
(0.468) (0.836) (0.495) (0.605)

Ideology: centre-right (none) 1.012 7.197*** 1.008 3.677**
(0.302) (0.652) (0.490) (0.530)

Ideology: right (none) 2.753*** 30.051*** 1.141 13.995***
(0.334) (0.708) (0.585) (0.602)

Attitudes toward the EU 1.058 0.700 0.428*** 0.530***
(0.146) (0.254) (0.188) (0.222)

Attitudes toward immigration 1.038 0.928 0.946 0.796***
(0.036) (0.061) (0.043) (0.054)

Trust in political parties 1.068 1.279*** 1.053 1.240***
(0.048) (0.076) (0.054) (0.066)

Populist attitudes 1.118 1.169 1.568*** 1.587***
(0.086) (0.143) (0.100) (0.127)

Attitudes toward the incumbent 0.968 0.544*** 0.532*** 0.550***
(0.043) (0.081) (0.065) (0.074)

Economic hardship (no) 1.167 0.555 1.466 1.184
(0.285) (0.541) (0.337) (0.422)

Perceived precarity × Eco. hardship 0.586 2.747 0.738 0.981
(0.415) (0.701) (0.461) (0.574)

Constant 0.371 4.471 62.164*** 17.941**
(0.805) (1.427) (1.054) (1.250)

Observations 1569 1101
Akaike inf. crit. 888.032 1765.629

Reference categories in brackets. Significance levels: *P < 0.1; **P < 0.05; ***P < 0.01.
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not. This result is in line with the consideration that the reforms promoted by the PD since 2014
have directly undermined the employment security of the permanently employed, which makes it
reasonable for the negative effect of permanent employment on mainstream left support to be
stronger for those who perceive their condition as insecure.

In conclusion, I test whether the impact of precarity on voting behavior is conditional on
income security, that is, stronger among the economically vulnerable and weaker among the
financially sound, by running a model which includes an interaction term between precarity
and economic hardship (Model 8). Results, displayed in Table 2, contradict hypothesis 3: inter-
action coefficients are non-significant, which indicates that the effect of precarity on vote choice is
not conditional on economic hardship. This suggests that precarity has become relevant in shap-
ing vote choice regardless of whether it is accompanied by financial distress.

Robustness checks
In order to increase confidence in the results, I replicate the analysis employing a series of alternative
model specifications. First, I replicate models 2 to 4 while coding the League as a mainstream right
party. This allows testing whether Brothers of Italy, the only party other than the M5S without gov-
ernment experience, attracted the support of precarious workers. Results, displayed in Tables S1 and
S2 in the Online Appendix, are consistent with the results from the main models. The effects of
precarity on support for the M5S and the mainstream left remain significant, while no significant
effect emerges for the challenger or mainstream right. This reinforces the conclusion that precarious
workers did not turn indistinctly to anti-establishment and opposition parties, but to the one
challenger that committed itself to the promotion of policies that directly safeguard their interests.

Second, I replicate models 1 to 4 on the sub-sample of respondents excluding the unemployed
(Tables S3 and S4 in the Online Appendix). This is necessary because the decision to include the
unemployed in the ‘afraid’ category is based on the assumption that unemployed individuals per-
ceive their condition as precarious, but entails the risk that the correlation between precarity and
vote choice may be driven by the inclusion of the unemployed in the ‘afraid’ category. Once again,
however, coefficient estimates retain direction and significance.

Figure 2. Differences in the predicted probability to support each party family following a shift from not precarious to
precarious.

28 Elisabetta Girardi

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/ip

o.
20

23
.1

7 
Pu

bl
is

he
d 

on
lin

e 
by

 C
am

br
id

ge
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 P
re

ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/ipo.2023.17


Finally, I replicate the analysis while including respondents’ recall of their vote choice in the
2013 general election among the controls (Tables S5 and S6 in the Online Appendix). Albeit with
reduced significance, the main effects are confirmed after this rather demanding robustness
check.

Discussion and conclusion
In Italy, precarity has become the new normal. In over twenty years of economic crisis and labor
market reforms, employment protections have been cut back, permanent employment has declined,
and ‘flexible’ work arrangements have become more and more common. This restructuring of the
Italian labor market was justified as the necessary response to slow growth, dualism and rising
unemployment, and the resulting precarization disguised as flexibility. Telling in this respect are
the words of the at-times prime minister Mario Monti in 2012, who not only declared ‘young peo-
ple must get used to the idea that they will not have a permanent job for life’, but also added ‘let’s
say it, [permanent employment] is tedious’ (Repubblica, 2012; translation provided by the author).

Although this trend is widely acknowledged among economists and in the popular media,
research is still needed to shed light on its political implications. This is especially urgent in a
context where both the Italian (and the European) electoral landscape are being radically restruc-
tured by the rise and success of challenger parties, success that has been recently hypothesized to
be linked to the spreading precarization. In this article, I contribute to the emerging body of lit-
erature which investigates the relationship between these two trends, while shedding light on the
political implications of precarization in the Italian context.

First, I retrace the restructuring of the Italian labor market by focusing on the role played by
political parties in its flexibilization, flexibilization that led to a shift from a situation of dualism to
one of generalized precarization. Second, I build on a recent contribution by Antonucci et al.
(2021) to formulate hypotheses on the impact of precarity on voting behavior in this changed
context. Finally, I empirically test these hypotheses by investigating the impact of precarity on
the party preferences of Italian workers in the 2018 general election.

Three conclusions can be drawn from the analysis. First, the results show that, in a context of
generalized precarization, precarity, not formal employment status, is the relevant driver of vote
choice. This calls for measurement approaches that move beyond the rigid dichotomy which dis-
tinguishes secure from precarious workers based on the permanency of the employment contract.
Second, they show that precarity increases, rather than decreases, the odds of voting. This finding
is in line with evidence by Marx and Picot (2013) and contradicts well-established assumptions
about outsiders’ low levels of political participation, to which it has been attributed the systematic
under-representation of precarious workers’ interests by hands of political parties. Therefore, this
result is a crucial indicator of the increased electoral relevance of the emerging precariat. Third,
the study shows that the perception of precarity increased the odds of supporting the Five Star
Movement, a party committed to the fight against precarity, and decreased the odds of support-
ing the coalition headed by the Democratic Party. This result suggests that precarious workers can
be effectively mobilized on the grounds of shared interests, which makes their representation
electorally beneficial.

Although these findings shed some light on the relationship between precarity and voting, fur-
ther research is warranted. The analysis stops in the very beginning of the M5S government
experience, so that the question of whether precarious workers can represent a loyal constituency
for the Movement remains open. Results from the 2022 election seem to provide an affirmative
answer: the M5S was once again most successful in electoral districts with the lowest median
income and occupation rate; the Democratic party performed best in the electoral districts
with good economic and employment indicators; and a less clear demographic pattern emerged
for the center-right supporters (Saporiti, 2022).
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In addition, the findings raise the question of whether the successful performance of the M5S
in the 2018 election will push other parties toward the representation of precarious workers. This
issue is directly tied to the question of whether the M5S has been (or will be) able to become the
‘owner’ of the issue of precarity in the eyes of the electorate. Studies investigating the determi-
nants of the success of challenger parties have shown that the enduring success of challenger par-
ties is conditional on issue ownership (see Walgrave et al., 2015), which is also found to be the
precondition for established parties to emphasize that issue in their policy agenda (see
Abou-Chadi, 2016, De Vries and Hobolt, 2020). While these studies have been conducted focus-
ing on the issues of immigration and European integration, it is reasonable to expect that these
arguments also apply to a pressing social, economic, and political issue such as precarity.

Finally, although this study has focused on a single country and its conclusions are limited to
the Italian context, the trends here detected are not country-specific. They are shared with other
Southern European countries where precarity has spread and left-wing challengers have obtained
electoral successes comparable to the ones of the M5S, while also relying on a critique against
precarity. Further research on the electoral relevance of precarious workers in the region is
thus warranted.
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Appendix

Table A1. Model of vote choice; coefficients are presented as odds ratios.

(4)

Mainstream right vs.
mainstream left

Challenger left vs.
mainstream left

Challenger right vs.
mainstream left

Perceived precarity (no) 1.695 2.017*** 1.541
(0.367) (0.260) (0.321)

Status: permanent (self-employed) 0.599 1.825* 0.628
(0.422) (0.326) (0.379)

Status: atypical (self-employed) 0.577 1.035 0.599
(0.563) (0.409) (0.495)

Status: unemployed (self-employed) 0.557 0.694 0.426
(0.623) (0.456) (0.557)

Age 1.028* 1.016 1.026*
(0.016) (0.012) (0.014)

Gender 0.639 0.714 0.837
(0.341) (0.237) (0.290)

Education 0.925 0.956 0.959
(0.075) (0.054) (0.065)

Residence: centre (north) 1.797 1.499 1.269
(0.420) (0.287) (0.352)

Residence: south (north) 2.303** 2.755*** 0.840
(0.374) (0.268) (0.333)

Union member (yes) 1.085 1.136 1.503
(0.408) (0.269) (0.343)

Ideology: left (none) 0.135** 0.266*** 0.064***
(0.801) (0.392) (0.618)

Ideology: centre-left (none) 0.120*** 0.163*** 0.038***
(0.797) (0.396) (0.659)

Ideology: centre (none) 0.544 0.361** 0.441
(0.833) (0.494) (0.605)

Ideology: centre-right (none) 7.328*** 1.013 3.704**
(0.651) (0.490) (0.530)

Ideology: right (none) 30.953*** 1.146 14.097***
(0.707) (0.584) (0.601)

Attitudes toward the EU 0.718 0.427*** 0.532***
(0.253) (0.187) (0.221)

Attitudes toward immigration 0.924 0.948 0.796***
(0.061) (0.043) (0.054)

Trust in political parties 1.273*** 1.055 1.241***
(0.076) (0.054) (0.066)

Populist attitudes 1.185 1.565*** 1.589***
(0.143) (0.100) (0.127)

Attitudes toward incumbent 0.539*** 0.533*** 0.550***
(0.081) (0.065) (0.074)

Economic hardship (no) 1.021 1.237 1.183
(0.343) (0.232) (0.294)

Constant 3.511 67.245*** 17.536**
(1.422) (1.051) (1.244)

Observations 1101
Akaike inf. crit. 1764.827

Reference categories in brackets. Significance levels: *P < 0.1; **P < 0.05; ***P < 0.01.
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Figure A1. Predicted probability to support each party family by fear of job loss, calculated based on the results from
Model 4 (Table A1).

Figure A2. Predicted probability to support each party by employment categories, calculated based on the results from
Model 4 (Table A1).
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Table A2. Model of vote choice, without perceived precarity; coefficients are presented in the form of odds ratios.

(5)

Mainstream right vs.
mainstream left

Challenger left vs.
mainstream left

Challenger right vs.
mainstream left

Status: permanent (self-employed) 0.556 1.627 0.585
(0.411) (0.309) (0.365)

Status: atypical (self-employed) 0.755 1.304 0.723
(0.541) (0.390) (0.476)

Status: unemployed (self-employed) 0.747 0.964 0.559
(0.595) (0.427) (0.528)

Age 1.023 1.010 1.022*
(0.015) (0.011) (0.013)

Gender 0.706 0.781 0.907
(0.334) (0.228) (0.282)

Education 0.912 0.922 0.938
(0.073) (0.051) (0.063)

Residence: centre (north) 1.896 1.615* 1.386
(0.416) (0.279) (0.347)

Residence: south (north) 2.578*** 3.078*** 0.919
(0.366) (0.259) (0.326)

Union member (yes) 1.021 1.099 1.417
(0.400) (0.260) (0.334)

Ideology: left (none) 0.194** 0.388*** 0.095***
(0.784) (0.354) (0.595)

Ideology: centre-left (none) 0.179** 0.232*** 0.058***
(0.780) (0.360) (0.637)

Ideology: centre (none) 0.736 0.487 0.604
(0.815) (0.458) (0.579)

Ideology: centre-right (none) 10.892*** 1.398 5.377***
(0.628) (0.460) (0.503)

Ideology: right (none) 46.678*** 1.695 21.451***
(0.688) (0.558) (0.577)

Attitudes toward the EU 0.698 0.439*** 0.536***
(0.246) (0.179) (0.214)

Attitudes toward immigration 0.934 0.947 0.800***
(0.060) (0.042) (0.053)

Trust in political parties 1.272*** 1.037 1.231***
(0.074) (0.053) (0.065)

Populist attitudes 1.172 1.560*** 1.584***
(0.140) (0.097) (0.124)

Attitudes toward incumbent 0.549*** 0.545*** 0.559***
(0.079) (0.062) (0.072)

Economic hardship (no) 1.104 1.276 1.228
(0.330) (0.222) (0.282)

Constant 3.526 91.124*** 16.472**
(1.365) (0.975) (1.178)

Observations 1123
Akaike inf. crit. 1807.950

Reference categories in brackets. Significance levels: *P < 0.1; **P < 0.05; ***P < 0.01.
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Table A3. Model of vote choice, with interaction between perceived precarity and formal employment status; coefficients
are presented in the form of odds ratios.

(6)

Mainstream right Challenger left Challenger right
(1) (2) (3)

Perceived precarity (no) 0.373 1.336 0.960
(0.696) (0.546) (0.620)

Status: permanent (self-employed) 0.234*** 1.422 0.483
(0.546) (0.441) (0.496)

Status: atypical (self-employed) 0.236 1.332 0.561
(1.198) (0.846) (1.006)

Status: unemployed (self-employed) 1.118 0.933 0.738
(0.357) (0.251) (0.306)

Age 1.025 1.017 1.027*
(0.016) (0.012) (0.014)

Gender 0.673 0.723 0.841
(0.344) (0.239) (0.292)

Education 0.930 0.960 0.964
(0.075) (0.054) (0.065)

Residence: centre (north) 1.743 1.500 1.283
(0.423) (0.288) (0.354)

Residence: south (north) 2.499** 2.837*** 0.889
(0.378) (0.270) (0.336)

Union member (yes) 1.025 1.126 1.471
(0.412) (0.270) (0.344)

Ideology: left (none) 0.132** 0.257*** 0.062***
(0.802) (0.394) (0.619)

Ideology: centre-left (none) 0.110*** 0.160*** 0.037***
(0.801) (0.398) (0.661)

Ideology: centre (none) 0.450 0.343** 0.416
(0.842) (0.496) (0.607)

Ideology: centre-right (none) 7.006*** 0.979 3.564**
(0.652) (0.489) (0.529)

Ideology: right (none) 30.780*** 1.155 14.106***
(0.711) (0.587) (0.604)

Attitudes toward the EU 0.742 0.429*** 0.529***
(0.255) (0.189) (0.223)

Attitudes toward immigration 0.928 0.949 0.797***
(0.061) (0.043) (0.054)

Trust in political parties 1.266*** 1.051 1.239***
(0.076) (0.055) (0.067)

Populist attitudes 1.190 1.575*** 1.598***
(0.144) (0.100) (0.127)

Attitudes toward incumbent 0.537*** 0.533*** 0.550***
(0.082) (0.065) (0.074)

Economic hardship (no) 1.068 1.254 1.187
(0.344) (0.233) (0.295)

Perceived precarity × Permanent 8.958*** 1.930 1.925
(0.824) (0.628) (0.725)

Perceived precarity × Atypical 5.855 0.907 1.349
(1.369) (0.972) (1.152)

Perceived precarity × Unemployed 1.118 0.933 0.738
(0.357) (0.251) (0.306)

Constant 6.780 73.266*** 20.444**
(1.451) (1.079) (1.272)

Observations 1101
Akaike inf. crit. 1766.905

Reference categories in brackets. Significance levels: *P < 0.1; **P < 0.05; ***P < 0.01.
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