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Abstract

This paper speaks to claims made by some political economists that economic liberalization results in welfare state growth by inducing insecurity and changing policy preferences.  We create a micro-level model in which information about free trade and its effects shapes the feelings and preferences of people, whether or not they are directly affected by globalization.  We test the model with data generated by a cross-national experiment.  We find that the treatments affected subjects’ feelings of economic insecurity and their policy preferences.  In accord with works in political psychology and the political economy arguments we are exploring, it is the negative valence that has the strongest and most consistent effect.  Furthermore, ideology and political knowledge moderate reception of the treatment. 


There has been a marked growth in the size of the welfare state in OECD countries over the last decade.  Some political economists argue this growth is caused by individuals’ demand for greater government provisions and protection in the face of losses generated by economic liberalization (Garrett 1995, 1998b, Rodrik 1997).  Others argue that these claims are unfounded, since the losses from liberalization are concentrated and the benefits diffuse: most individuals, including the median voter, will either benefit from these policies or, at worst, be neutrally affected (for a brief summary, see Garrett 1998a).  Absent from both bodies of work are tests of the microlinkages among information about macroeconomic shifts, individual insecurity, and policy preferences.  By adopting a political psychology approach to this political economy topic, our paper sheds new light on the question of whether and how globalization can have an impact on voters’ preferences sufficient enough to account for evident welfare state growth.  


The principle question tackled in this paper is whether manipulated information about free trade and its effects shapes peoples’ preferences over government protection and services, whether or not subjects are directly affected by globalization.  In the political arena, politicians and interests groups are constantly sending messages about national policy outcomes to citizens in an attempt to lure voters to their side.  Opponents of globalization send messages to create and/or mobilize opposition.  While such messages are apparently aimed at those actually or potentially harmed by free trade, such messages also reach many individuals who may not be directly affected, but who might be persuaded to oppose free trade and/or to support increased government protection.  Using data generated by a cross-national experiment, we find support for the hypothesis that globalization can result in support for growth in the welfare state, through the persuasive effects of targeted information, even if the median voter is not among the “losers”.  We also consider the conditioning effects of ideology, country of residence, and political sophistication on reactions to the experimental treatment.


The paper is organized as follows.  First, we root our project in the political economy literature.  We then develop a model of persuasion over preferences for economic liberalization.  The third section presents our experimental design, and a discussion of our key variables and hypotheses.  The fourth section includes the analyses of the experimental data.  We conclude with a discussion of the most important results and the implications of our study.

Political Economic Conjectures and Micro-Level Evidence

Based on a high correlation between economic liberalization and welfare state growth in advanced industrialized countries in past decades, some scholars argue that globalization creates insecurities and dislocations that, in turn, result in increased demand for government spending and services, and trade protection (Garrett 1995, 1998; Rodrik 1997, 1998).
  These preference changes, they argue, account for state growth in this era of globalization.  The models used by these scholars posit a direct relationship between an individual’s objective economic circumstances and their preferences over government policy.  However, the studies rely on aggregate analyses and do not examine micro-level evidence with which to support their findings.

The arguments implicit in the globalization literature are grounded in the assumption that a voter’s sense of economic insecurity, policy preferences and vote choices are determined by his or her position in the larger economy.  Individuals are thought to perceive changes in their objective economic circumstances (e.g., a higher chance of job loss in their sector of employment), translate these into subjective concerns, and then adopt policy preferences for greater government protection and services and spending.  

Few works have tested the microlinkages among objective insecurity, subjective insecurity, and policy preferences that are the presumed causal forces behind arguments that globalization brings about welfare state growth.  Aldrich et al. (1999a, 1999b) examined NES and Eurobarometer survey data and found that these microlinkages were real, but relatively weak.  Kramer, Stephenson and Lange (2000) found stronger evidence of the relationship between economic conditions and social welfare policy preferences.
   Nonetheless, while refinements to initial models have provided stronger evidence of these links, the results do not appear sufficient to induce the magnitude of macro political changes that the political economists have detected.


We suspect at least two reasons why survey data analysis would yield limited evidence.  First, the finding of relatively weak micro-level evidence may be due in part to the fact that the respondents, from whom the micro-level evidence is collected, are not primed by the political context or by the survey similarly to the protestors and displaced workers who comprise the dramatis personae in the political economists’ stories.  Second, the survey analysis has focused mostly on those who are directly harmed by globalization.  This group may be relatively small and concentrated and thus not yield substantial effects in the cross-sectional survey, nor does this group necessarily contain the median voter to whom policy is aimed.  But based on sociotropic evaluations, those who are not directly affected might be persuaded to adopt preferences in line with those who are harmed, at least in a strongly primed condition.  The next section uses previous findings in studies of persuasion and political psychology to develop a causal model of the microlinkages through which such a result might be brought about.

A Model of Persuasion over Preferences for Economic Liberalization
Persuasive political messages typically take the form of arguments (Cobb and Kuklinski 1997).  These arguments have both a prime and a valence.  The prime directs attention to a particular topic, so that the person’s already available opinion on that topic will be made accessible, and may carry more weight than other issues in her political evaluations and judgements (Iyengar et al 1984; Iyengar and Kinder 1987; Iyengar, Peters and Kinder 1982; Krosnick and Kinder 1990).  The valence, or direction of the prime, seeks to persuade voters to adopt a particular opinion with respect to the issue being primed.  Thus an article might prime an individual about the importance of globalization, while the valence would argue whether or not globalization is beneficial to the nation.

In the political arena, the arguments contained in messages often attempt to influence people both directly and indirectly.  First, the message generally contains facts designed to shape people’s opinions cognitively.  Second, the message often contains an affective component designed to influence attitudes, by conjuring positive or negative feelings with respect to that issue.
  In the case of anti-globalization messages, the affective component is typically designed to arouse feelings of economic insecurity and/or sociotropic sympathy.
  By presenting a dramatic and unbalanced account of the losses suffered under economic liberalization, its opponents attempt to frighten workers to their side.  The NAFTA debate in the U.S. is illustrative of these tactics, as the following quotes from Ross Perot and Pat Buchanan demonstrate.

“You implement that NAFTA, the Mexican trade agreement, where they pay people a dollar an hour, have no health care, no retirement, no pollution controls, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera, and you're going to hear a giant sucking sound of jobs being pulled out of this country right at a time when we need the tax base to pay the debt and pay down the interest on the debt and get our house back in order”  - Ross Perot (Third Presidential Debate 1992, http://www.debates.org/pages/trans92c.html, 6/29/01).

“The NAFTA-GATT trade deals sold out America’s workers, ravaged our manufacturing base & caused disruption in our small towns & farming communities. … Our once mighty steel industry now begs relief from the World Trade Organization for problems that were caused by the Clinton-Gore headlong march into the New World Order” - Pat Buchanan http://www.issues2000.org/Celeb/Pat_Buchanan_Free_Trade.htm#Globalization, 6/29/01).

What appears to be missing from the above-cited studies using survey data to test the micro-linkages is a context in which quotes such as these might be found; in other words, a context in which the relevant issues are primed and charged.  Feldman and Zaller (1992) and Zaller (1992) argue that when answering a survey question, people sample from the considerations that are at the “top of their heads” (i.e., are accessible).  Unlike workers rallied to a protest, survey respondents are not likely to be interviewed when issues related to economic insecurity are salient.  Such inaccessibility is even more likely when triggering events such as globalization are happening at substantial remove from the individual’s particular circumstances.  Thus, we hypothesize that most citizens need to be primed to make their opinions accessible before the chain of reasoning needed to create the hypothesized effects of globalization on political preferences can be made.  

Furthermore, the micro-logic presumed in this literature is missing an essential component – support for government protection by those who are not directly affected, but who are influence by the political arguments of the opponents of globalization.  In the sociotropic versus egoistic debate, the evidence suggests that individuals base their evaluations and choices on national conditions (Kiewiet 1983; Kinder, Adams and Gronke 1989; MacKuen, Erikson, and Stimson 1992; McGraw, Best and Timpone 1995; Sears and Funk 1990).  After all, the public receives information from the media about sociotropic conditions, not their personal situation.  A similar mechanism might be at work in which negative arguments about globalization influence citizens who are not directly affected by economic liberalization, by persuading them to adopt policy preferences in accord with those who are.  Arguments made in the media in favor of free trade, conversely, might persuade some of the overall positive effects of liberalization on nation’s well-being.  In sum, in order for individuals to be persuaded to adopt certain policy preferences, primes must be complemented with charged valences that mirror the above quotes.


In creating our model, we also take into account four potentially moderating variables:  the valence of the message, ideology, country of residence, and political sophistication.  As to the first of these, Marcus and MacKuen (1993) and Marcus, Neuman and MacKuen (2000) find that people process negative and positive information in different ways.  When people perceive a threat, they are more likely to seek out information about that perceived threat.  In contrast, when people hear positive information, they are more likely to fall back on their pre-existing opinions.  Kahneman and Tversky (1979, 1984) demonstrated that people place more weight on issues that have (or will have) a negative effect on themselves or loved ones, and Cobb and Kuklinski (1997) found that negative arguments are the most persuasive when used to influence opinions regarding NAFTA in particular.  Thus, individuals who feel threatened might be more likely to absorb information that enables them to make the links between their personal economic situation and their preferences over government policy.

Second, ideology may condition a person’s interpretation of macroeconomic events.  For example, conservatives who feel economically insecure might not be willing to abandon their ideology to support increased government protection (Zaller 1992).  A number of scholars (Duch, Palmer, and Anderson 2000; Kramer 2001; Markus 1988; Merolla and Stephenson 2001; Tufte 1978) find evidence in survey data that ideology and partisanship moderate the effects of economic insecurity on policy preferences.  While the prime might make economic insecurity and globalization salient, the effect of the valence received might be moderated by their ideology.

Third, the country in which individuals reside might impact preferences over government involvement, and influence reactions to messages about globalization.  For example, Kramer, Stephenson and Lange (2000) found that individuals in countries that have larger welfare states are more likely to support government involvement than individuals in countries with little or no welfare state.
   This national context should therefore impact preferences, and the reception of the political messages in much the same way as ideology.

Fourth, levels of political sophistication might moderate the effect of the prime on individual preferences (Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock 1991; McGraw and Hubbard 1996; Zaller 1992).  In studies of the effect of priming on presidential approval, the results are mixed as to whether low or high sophisticates are more susceptible to priming (Iyengar et al 1984; Iyengar and Kinder 1987; Miller and Krosnick 2000; Krosnick and Brannon 1993; Krosnick and Kinder 1990).  Such studies only deal with whether priming an issue enters an individual’s criteria in evaluating leaders, not with the direction of primes.  Zaller’s (1992) model of attitude change speaks more directly to the moderating effect of political sophistication on the incorporation of a one-sided message.  He argues that individuals most likely to be influenced by incoming information or political persuasion are those who are average in political sophistication.  Those who are low in political sophistication likely will not pay attention to or be able to process effectively the incoming information, while those who are high in political sophistication will discount any information that runs counter to their existing predispositions.  Thus, we expect to find that those individuals average in sophistication will be susceptible to the prime and the valence, while those high in sophistication might only be susceptible to the prime itself.

INSERT FIGURE 1

Figure 1 presents our model capturing the various hypotheses discussed about the effects of persuasion over opinions toward economic liberalization and the welfare state.  The model begins with a political message that contains a prime and a valence.  As noted above, the prime raises the salience of the issue in voters’ minds, while the valence shapes opinion as to whether economic liberalization has helped or harmed the individual’s country.  The message (prime and valence) influences both egoistic and sociotropic subjective economic insecurity.  This information has a direct effect on preferences over national policy as well as an indirect effect through subjective economic insecurity.  The message may also be moderated by one’s ideology, country, and level of political sophistication.  Finally, positive and negative valences may have asymmetrical effects.

Experimental Design

We designed a study to see whether experimentally manipulated messages about economic globalization could induce subjective economic insecurity and could shape policy preferences even among individuals who are not directly affected by macro economic shifts.  In this section we provide details regarding the experimental design.

Location, Timing, and Subject Population
The experiments were conducted in a university setting in the three NAFTA countries: Mexico, the U.S., and Canada.  We chose these countries in order to test the impact of country differences on attitudes toward globalization in places where these issues have been relevant for several years.  The subjects were undergraduate students at Duke University in Durham, North Carolina, Instituto Tecnológico Autónomo de México (ITAM) in Mexico City, D.F., and the University of Western Ontario (UWO) in London, Ontario.
  Each school is considered an elite institution in its country.  Duke and ITAM are private institutions, while UWO is a public university; all three have relatively similar admission standards.  

We believe using students is appropriate for our study for two reasons.  First, university students may be less malleable in terms of their preferences than moderately educated individuals (Zaller 1992; but see Gilens 2001).  Second, the students are not part of the active workforce, and thus are unlikely to experience or to be as concerned about the unemployment effects of globalization as individuals not in school.  If we can successfully induce insecurity and different or stronger preferences in an educated population that is not actively in the workforce, the links between political messages and preferences over national policy are well-supported.  This would lend credence to our contention that part of the reason the aggregate results have yet to be substantiated at the individual level is because of the focus on individuals who have been harmed by globalization directly.

All of the studies were conducted the week following the country’s most recent national election: in July 2000 in Mexico, and in November 2000 in the U.S. and Canada.  While politics in general was thereby more salient, none of the campaigns attended much, if at all, to trade or economic globalization issues, and thus there was no naturally occurring prime or valence. 

Procedure

Upon arrival, each subject was randomly assigned to a group and was asked to fill out an information sheet to provide us with basic demographic and other information before the experiment was conducted.  Students were not told the true purpose of the study, but were told that we were interested in their opinions on issues and events in their community.  Upon completion of the pre-test, participants were given a packet of five to six newspaper articles.  After finishing the articles, the subjects filled out a longer post-test that asked their opinions about current events and governmental policy.   Following the post-test, the subjects were compensated and debriefed.

Treatment

The experimental treatment was an article embedded in the packet of newspaper articles that each subject was asked to read.  The subjects analyzed in this paper were randomly assigned to groups that received an anti-globalization message, received a pro-globalization message, or were in the control group that received neither.
  Students in the control group received only neutral newspaper articles.  Subjects in the first condition received the same articles as the control group, except a negative article about globalization and free trade was placed third in the sequence of articles.  The subjects in the second condition had the same set of articles, but a positive article about globalization and free trade appeared third.
  Table 1 gives the number of subjects that were assigned to each treatment group in the respective countries.

INSERT TABLE 1

The neutral articles were taken directly from newspapers in each country.  We included an article about sports, one about the arts, and two articles about local issues that were unrelated to the economy.  We edited some of the articles to make them all roughly equivalent in length.  The treatment articles were also taken from each nation’s newspapers.  They were slightly modified in two ways.  First, we took out any reference that identified any major political actors, so this meant the subsequent responses would not be shaped by people’s attachments to any political leaders or parties.  Second, in some cases we combined information about globalization from several articles to make them as comparable as possible.
  We believe that using real articles best replicates the type of information that people receive in everyday life.
  

Measures
The pretest consisted of a set of demographic and political information questions.   The post-test consisted of a distracter task,
 questions about current events, and questions about policy preferences.  The post-test also included intervening variables – ideology and assessments of both the subject’s personal economic condition and the nation’s economic condition.  Since we did not also measure these variables in the pre-test, to avoid revealing the purpose of the experiment, the control group’s preferences serve as the baseline for our analysis of preference change.

Key Variables and Hypotheses
Dependent Variables
We used four close-ended dependent variables to test our model, three of which are worded identically to measures used in the NES.
  The first two dependent variables ask about the subject’s economic insecurity.  One question asks whether the subject thinks his or her personal financial situation will get better, get worse, or stay the same in the future.  The second variable asks the same question about the nation’s economy.
   Both variables are measured using 5-point scales and coded such that higher values indicate feeling worse off.
  These will be used to test whether the experimental treatment affects the subjects’ assessment of either their personal or the nation’s economic situation, or both.  

The other two dependent variables are policy preferences.  We developed a novel seven-point scale to measure the level of support for free trade, with seven being most supportive of free trade.  The final dependent variable combines two policy questions regularly asked on the ANES.  One asks about support for government spending and services, and the other asks about support for whether the government should guarantee jobs and a standard of living.  Since both of these are measures of government involvement in the provision of social welfare, and should be similarly influenced by the effects of globalization, we chose to combine responses to the measures into a single variable.
  We elected to use these variables because the key presumption of the globalization literature is that concerns about the effects of free trade and economic liberalization are an important factor that people use when forming their preferences over social welfare provision.  Because our key comparison is of the treatment to the control group, in our regression analysis we measure each of these dependent variables by calculating the difference between each respondent’s stated preference and that country’s control group mean.  We also examine responses to open-ended questions.  We included four open-ended questions that asked subjects to list the following:  the benefits of free trade; the problems associated with free trade; who benefits the most from free trade; and, who is harmed by free trade.

Independent Variables

Our treatment groups are specified as a series of dummy variables that indicate whether the subject was in the control group, in the negative group, or in the positive group.  As stated earlier, we expect that political messages will have a direct effect on economic insecurity and on policy preferences and an indirect effect on policy through economic insecurity, and that the valence will influence the direction of preferences.  Ideology is measured by a seven-point left-right scale, identical to the standard NES measure.  We interacted ideology and the treatment.  We expect that conservatives in the negative treatment group might resist the treatment, while those in the positive treatment group, reinforcing their beliefs, might be led to express stronger support for free trade and less support for government spending and services. A comparable logic is expected to hold for liberals.
  Country of residence dummy variables are also included.  We test for indirect effects by interacting the country dummy variables with treatment variables.  In terms of direct effects, we expect that support for the composite government involvement will be lowest in the United States, highest in Canada, with Mexico falling in between.
  For our trade variable, we expect that baseline support will be highest in the United States, lowest in Canada, and in the middle for Mexico.
  

Our theory also posits that political sophistication might moderate the relationship between the treatment and subjective economic insecurity and policy preferences.  In particular, we should find that the treatment articles are most effective with the group that is average in their level of political sophistication.  We analyze this relationship by splitting the sample into three groups, those who have low, those who have average, and those who have high levels of political sophistication.  The measure was constructed from political information items that asked the respondents to name certain political figures and the party with the most seats in the legislature.
  
Test of Treatments 

In this section we present the basic results for our measures.  The multivariate tests of our more fully specified theory are presented in the next section.  In this section we consider data concerning the following questions:  Did subjects correctly incorporate the arguments and direction of the messages contained in the treatments?  Did the valence of the treatments directly influence the direction of people’s preferences within the pooled dataset?  We explore these questions through four analyses, which are presented in Tables 2 – 5.

First, we wanted to test whether the information contained in the different treatments was recognized as being either negative or positive.  Table 2 compares the percentage of subjects who listed the arguments mentioned in the negative and positive treatments as either benefits or harms of trade in a post-test recall exercise.  The results show that, among those in the negative treatment group who recalled the arguments in the treatment, the vast majority saw them as problems associated with free trade, rather than as benefits of free trade.  Similarly, the vast majority in the positive treatment group saw the arguments they read as benefits of free trade. These results support the contention that the articles were evaluated as we intended them to be. 

INSERT TABLE 2

As a second test, we examined the cognitive influence of the treatments, as indicated by whether the subjects incorporated the arguments from the articles into their responses to the open-ended questions about the benefits and problems of free trade.  In Table 3, we present the proportion of respondents who mentioned the arguments in the negative article for the question about the problems of trade and the proportion who mentioned the arguments in the positive article for the question about the benefits of trade, by treatment group and by country.  If the subjects were incorporating the cognitive arguments, we should find that those who read the negative article (the negative group) mention a higher proportion of the arguments contained in negative article in their responses to the problems of free trade than the subjects who did not read the article (the positive and control group).  Similarly, those who read the positive article, the positive group, should mention a higher proportion of the arguments in the article in their responses to the benefits of trade than those in the negative and control groups. 

INSERT TABLE 3

We find that the proportion of subjects who incorporated the arguments from the negative article into their responses to the question about the problems of free trade is higher than for subjects who did not read the article in all three countries.  Turning to the arguments in the positive article and the question that asks about the benefits of free trade, we find mixed results.  At ITAM and Duke, those in the positive treatment mentioned more of the arguments than the other groups, though this is not the case for the students at UWO.  

In sum, those who read the negative article were more likely to mention the arguments in the articles than subjects who were given the positive article.  This corresponds with the findings of Marcus, Neuman, and MacKuen (2000), which show people are more inclined to seek out information when they feel anxious or threatened.  Thus, those in the negative treatment were more likely to incorporate the incoming information, while those in the positive group who were not threatened paid less attention to the article and relied on their prior beliefs when answering the questions.  Overall, we believe that these tests reveal that our treatments exerted significant and expected influences on the study’s subjects.  

Third, we analyzed the difference of each treatment group’s mean from the mean of the control group over policy preferences for each country (see Table 4).  Our results show that the treatments have the expected effects on average, although the results were weaker for the Mexican case.  With respect to the trade question, subjects at UWO and ITAM who were exposed to the positive treatment indicated higher preferences for trade liberalization on average; conversely, subjects at Duke and UWO who were exposed to the negative treatment reported a greater preference for trade restriction, compared to the control group.  Difference of means tests showed that these differences are significant, with the exception of the effect of the negative treatment in the UWO case.
  For the services and guaranteed jobs/standard of living composite dependent variable, the negative and positive treatments move subjects in the expected direction for students at Duke and UWO.
   

INSERT TABLE 4

Finally, we tested whether the treatments affected the valence of the subject’s responses to the open-ended questions.  Almost all of the students gave at least one answer to each of the four questions.  From these lists, we recorded the mean number of answers the respondents gave to each question, in addition to coding its content as either positive or negative in accord with the valences attached to the treatments.
  

INSERT TABLE 5

The results in Table 5 compare the mean responses across the treated and control groups.  They show that the treatment did affect the valence of the subject’s answers, on average.  Those who read the negative article gave more responses to the questions about the problems of free trade and those who are harmed by free trade than those who did not read the negative article.  Similarly, those in the positive group gave more responses to the questions about the benefits of free trade than subjects in the negative and control groups.  The question about who benefits, however, did not follow these trends.

Test of the Persuasion Model


Having established the success of our experimental treatment, we next test its impact on both economic insecurity and policy preferences in multivariate analyses using OLS regression.
  In this section we first present the results for the experimental effects on economic insecurity and then for those on policy preferences.  These two sections represent the two primary linkages in which we are interested – the effect of information manipulation on feelings of economic insecurity, and the joint effects of information and of insecurity on policy preferences.

Inducing Insecurity

Our hypotheses for the effect of the treatment on insecurity are the following:

The treatment of information about free trade will increase the salience of economic (in)security; a negative valence will induce more insecurity, while a positive valence will induce greater security.  These effects will be moderated by ideology, country, and political sophistication.

Table 6 presents the estimates for both individual and national prospective economic assessments.  We include fixed effects for ideology and country and interaction terms of treatment by ideology.  Due to the non-linear expectations concerning sophistication, we estimate its effects in separate models below.  The primary result is that, interestingly, only the positive treatment has a significant impact in the prospective individual model, whereas only the negative treatment has a significant impact on prospective national evaluations.  In other words, individuals consider negative information important to their evaluation of the national economic situation, but not of their personal situation.  Presumably, they perceive themselves to be insulated from negative macro-economic outcomes.  However, they are willing to believe that positive changes will trickle down and benefit their personal economic situation.  The estimated effect of the significant treatment variables, in each case is approximately a 0.8 change in the 5-point dependent variable.

INSERT TABLE 6

Turning to ideology and sophistication, where they are directly significant, the positive and negative treatments are also significant in their interaction with ideology. 
   In other words, as expected, one’s ideology conditions the direction and amount of the effect of the treatment on economic insecurity.  In the case of the positive treatment and its effect on prospective individual economic assessments, the treatment has the effect of inducing greater security in very liberal individuals compared to their very liberal peers in the control group (a conditional effect yielding a -0.61 difference on the 5-point scale above); in contrast, the positive treatment causes conservative individuals to report greater personal economic insecurity than their ideological counterparts in the control group (a difference of +0.53 from the control group).  Ideology induces the opposite effect for the case of the negative treatment and its influence on prospective national economic assessments.  More specifically, ideology conditions the effect of the negative treatment on concerns about the national economy such that the very liberal report feeling more insecure and the very conservative more secure than each of their counterparts in the control group.  The substantive effects are similar to the case of the positive-ideology interaction in the prospective individual economic assessment model.  In both models, the relevant retrospective economic assessment variable was significant, both statistically and substantively.  Moving the variables across their range (from 1 to 5) increases economic security over 1 point on the 5-point scales.

INSERT TABLES 7 & 8

The conditioning effects of political sophistication on subjective prospective assessments are presented in Tables 7 and 8.  For the regression on prospective individual economic assessments, we find that the positive treatment is significant only for those the highest in sophistication.  For the prospective national economic assessments, considering the potential conditioning effects of sophistication matters a great deal.  The positive treatment is significant for those highest in sophistication, while the negative treatment is significant for those lowest in sophistication.  For those individuals average in sophistication, both treatments are significant.  It is interesting to note that only those with high levels of sophistication appear to connect the experimental treatment with their own circumstances, and only in the case of the positive treatment.  In contrast, for all three information sub-groups, sociotropic assessments are affected at least in some way by the manipulated information.  

Impact on Policy Preferences
Our central question is whether economic globalization affects the policy preference of citizens.  Our hypotheses are the following:

When primed about globalization issues, subjects receiving a negative treatment will demand less trade and more government welfare; subjects receiving a positive treatment will favor more trade and less government welfare.  Ideology, country, and sophistication will moderate these effects.
The dependent variable for the policy models is the respondent’s distance from the mean of the control group, indicating the change in preference from those not subjected to the treatment.  The independent variables are the same as above, except of course, prospective subjective economic assessments in place of their retrospective counterparts.  

Table 9 reports the regression estimates for the two policy variables.  The most important finding is that exposure to the negative treatment significantly affects preferences for government provision of services and jobs.  As hypothesized, the negative treatment led to preferences for greater state involvement of this type.  In addition, ideology has a significant direct effect and an indirect effect in interaction with the negative treatment.   This interaction effect is quite interesting, and yields significant substantive effects.  In sum, ideology interacts with the negative treatment such that very liberal individuals who receive the negative treatment express even greater preferences for government involvement in the economy, while very conservative individuals who receive the negative treatment retreat toward even more conservative policy preferences, both compared to their counterparts in the control group.
  Individual prospective economic assessments are also significant – more negative evaluations of the economy are associated with a greater desire for government provision.  The substantive effect is quite large – moving from the most optimistic to the most pessimistic view of one’s personal economic situation yields an effect of –2.5 points on the dependent variable (these economic variables are coded such that higher values indicate worse assessments).  Interestingly, given that the negative treatment did not significantly impact prospective individual economic assessments, our hypothesis about an indirect link from the manipulated information to policy preferences is not supported.

INSERT TABLE 9

The treatment effects for trade policy are not significant, even though the coefficients are in the expected direction.  This is, of course, contrary to our expectations (and the difference of means test results).  We expected that when trade policy was highlighted in the political message, that information would directly shape preferences over trade policy itself.  Recent work by Mendelberg (2001) suggests that people might be more resistant to explicit messages, but more accepting of implicit messages.  

Interestingly, while the subjects might have resisted the information about trade in reporting their opinions about trade, they did incorporate the treatment strongly into their opinions over government welfare provisions.  Our results then fully support the contentions in the globalization literature that link awareness of globalization to preferences over welfare policies, but not necessarily over trade itself.  In sum, the results show that, rhetoric about trade and its consequences can indeed impact preferences over the size and scope of the welfare state.
As with economic insecurity, we do not find any interaction effects for country.  Recall, however, that there are direct effects of nationality.  U.S. students favored more trade and less government involvement, Canadian students preferred the opposite, and Mexican students reported preferences that fall in between the other two.

Political sophistication exerts a significant moderating effect in the case of both policy variables, as it did with the economic uncertainty measures.  The moderating effect is strongest, however, for the composite measure of government welfare provision.  The results for that variable, divided into the three sophistication groups, are reported in Table 10.  As you can see, the results vary considerably by sophistication.  Those with low sophistication seem to rely on their personal economic evaluations when forming preferences about government involvement, while those in the average grouping are influenced by both the negative treatment and ideology when interacted with the negative treatment.  Finally, those with high sophistication are only influenced by their ideology.  While we did find the treatment to be significant for those high in sophistication with our analyses where insecurity was the dependent variable, in these cases there appears to be no evidence that those with high sophistication were more responsive to the prime alone.  Rather, these results, at least for the negative treatment, are consistent with expectations based on Zaller’s (1992) theory that low and high sophisticates do not absorb and do resist new information, respectively, while those average in sophistication receive and incorporate it.  It is important to note, though, that not all results presented in this paper are consistent with this theory. 

INSERT TABLE 10

The regressions run by level of sophistication have weaker results for the trade policy variable (see Table 11).  The positive treatment and its interaction with ideology are significant for the low sophistication group, while only ideology itself is significant for the high sophistication group (similar to the results for government welfare).  Ideology therefore influenced the effect of the positive treatment for low sophisticates, while high sophisticates relied on their personal ideologies when answering the question.  Those average in sophistication are not influenced by any of our variables.  Given that the treatments had no significant effects in the pooled trade model, it is perhaps not surprising that their effects are nearly non-existent in the models by level of sophistication.

INSERT TABLE 11

 Discussion and Conclusions

The results of our regression analyses are mostly supportive of the general model we have proposed.  The negative treatment appears to have the most important impact on policy preferences.  It is significant for the composite government involvement variable; it is not significant, but in the correct direction, for the trade question.  In contrast, the positive treatment, while in the correct direction for the trade question, is not significant for government involvement and is in the incorrect direction.  As noted before, extant literature on negative arguments and persuasion led us to expect that the negative treatment would have the stronger and more consistent impact.  In addition, the globalization literature focuses only on the impact of negative valences, and only on the preference changes these valences induce over government spending issues, not trade.  Thus, the results are supportive of the presumptions made by globalization scholars about the links between economic liberalization and welfare state growth.  The negative treatment is also significant in its interaction with ideology for the government involvement variable in a manner consistent with our original expectations.  Political sophistication did moderate reception of the treatments, but in ways that varied across the dependent variables examined here.  Finally, country of residence affects preferences; however, it does not typically condition the reception of the treatments.  

Our experiment has given us a new viewpoint from which to assess the relationship between globalization and policy preferences.  Several points about this relationship should be made.  First, our results show that our treatment articles did have an effect on the considerations and the direction of the subject’s policy preferences.  Citizens not directly affected by globalization can therefore be persuaded by political messages to alter their initial preferences over national policy.  When students read positive and/or negative articles about globalization, there were two impacts on the relationship between economic circumstances and policy preferences.  First, giving students a charged message about globalization appears to have affected their assessments of economic insecurity, especially for those in the negative treatment, in increasing their concern about the future state of the national economy.  Second, these messages had direct effects on respondents’ policy preferences.  As expected, it is the negative treatment that had the greatest and most consistent effect.  This supports previous findings in the persuasion literature, and also lends credence to the globalization scholars who focus on reactions to perceived losses associated with macro economic shifts.  Moreover, the treatments had the strongest and most consistent effects on preferences over general welfare provision, providing support for the political economists who argue that economic liberalization has caused the growth of the welfare state. 


The second main conclusion is that the results provide further support for the notion that the reception of political messages is conditioned by a person’s ideology and level of political sophistication.  An individual’s ideology is an important filter through which information about globalization is translated.  While those who shape media coverage may be able to influence the considerations that people have in their mind when answering questions, they are limited in the extent to which we can “sway” the opinions of the respondents.  For example, our data show that conservatives resisted the information in the negative article that was counter to their ideological perspective, while liberal individuals exposed to positive news about trade expressed even more “liberal” policy preferences than their counterparts in the control group.  


Third, the significant effects we find when priming individuals to think about the consequences of globalization and free trade are significant for the study of how individuals respond to macroeconomic changes.  Political economists have reported a positive relationship between welfare state provisions and trade openness within countries.  However, to date, individual-level survey data has only provided somewhat tenuous support for the micro-links through which the aggregate relationship is created.  The results of our experiment demonstrate, first, that individual-level survey responses may be imperfect instruments by which to judge links between one’s position in the economy and policy preferences and, second, that it is not only the “losers” that can be expected to react to anti-globalization political messages and change their preferences accordingly.  In times of high information (e.g., immediately before an election or during times of organized unrest), citizen preferences for government services are likely to be affected by political messages about globalization, particularly by information that focuses on the negative impact of globalization.  Our results suggest that the relationship between economic openness and welfare state growth can be supported at the micro-level if candidates respond to the preferences of voters primed similarly to those in our experimental analysis. 

Figure 1.  Proposed Model of the Links Among Treatment, Subjective Insecurity and Policy Preferences





Table 1.  Experiment Structure and Number of Respondents in each Treatment*


Anti-Globalization Article (Negative Group)
Pro-Globalization Article (Positive Group)
No Treatment

(Control Group)

ITAM Students
20
20
20

UWO Students
34
32
34

Duke Students
25
25
25

*  We also included a “dual treatment” group in our experimental design.  This group received both the positive and negative treatment article, and consisted of 30 students at ITAM, 35 students at UWO, and 25 students at Duke.  For the sake of space, we do not include analysis or discussion of this treatment group in this paper; more detail can be found in the text in Footnote 8. 

Table 2.  Percentage of Students Who Mentioned Arguments from Treatments as Benefits or Harms of Trade


Negative Treatment
Positive Treatment


% who mentioned the arguments as benefits of trade
% who mentioned the arguments as harms of trade
% who mentioned the arguments as benefits of trade
% who mentioned the arguments as harms of trade

Mexico
20%
80%
92.1%
7.9%

United States
3.8%
96.2%
82.8%
17.9%

Canada
15.4%
84.6%
92.3%
7.7%

Table 3.  Proportion of Arguments Mentioned from the Treatment Articles


Problems of Free Trade- Arguments from Negative Article


Duke
UWO
ITAM

Negative
50%
32%
18.6%

Positive
36%
24.3%
11%

Control
44%
17.5%
15%


Benefits of Free Trade- Arguments from Positive Article

Negative
17.2%
20.5%
52.6%

Positive
35.3%
19.1%
59.6%

Control
24%
11.8%
38.2%

Table 4.  Differences between Control Mean and Treatment Mean Responses 


Negative
Positive

Trade Policy

(higher values mean prefer more trade)



ITAM (control mean:  4.9)
0.05
0.55*

Duke (control mean:  5.4)
-0.58*
-0.32

UWO (control mean:  4.7)
-0.26
0.56*

Composite Government Involvement Variable 

(higher values mean more government involvement)



ITAM (control mean:  8.6)
-0.05
0.80

Duke (control mean:  8.1)
0.63
-0.26

UWO (control mean:  9.5)
0.53
-0.80

*Indicates significance at p<0.10, one-tailed.  

Table 5.  Average Number of Responses to Open-Ended Questions


Negative
Positive
Control

Problems from Free Trade
2.10
1.70
1.80

Who is Harmed
1.66
1.39
1.47

Benefits from Free Trade
2.51
2.53
2.30

Who Benefits
1.85
1.67
1.60

Table 6.  OLS Regressions of Subjective Prospective Economic Measures on Treatments 


Prospective Individual Economic Assessment+
Prospective National Economic Assessment

Constant
2.47**

(0.235)
2.27**

(0.259)

Negative
-0.27

(0.334)
0.84**

(0.354)

Positive
-0.80**

(0.364)
0.26

(0.39)

Ideology
-0.15**

(0.044)
-0.01

(0.048)

Ideology*Negative
0.06

(0.084)
-0.20**

(0.089)

Ideology*Positive
0.19**

(0.085)
-0.08

(0.091)

Duke
0.14

(0.109)
0.34**

(0.115)

ITAM
-0.30**

(0.118)
-0.35**

(0.125)

Retrospective Indiv. /Nat’l Economic Assessment
0.24**

(0.053)
0.22**

(0.057)

N
262
262

R-squared (adjusted)
0.15 (0.12)
0.18 (0.15)

* indicates significance at or below p=0.10.  ** indicates significance at or below p=0.05, two-tailed.  Std. errors in parentheses.

+ Both economic variables are coded on 5-point scales such that higher values equal more negative assessments of the economy.

Note:  The baseline group is comprised of subjects in the control group and in the dual treatment group.  There is no significant difference between these two groups; a similar regression including a dummy variable for the dual treatment group was also run, and its results do not vary in any significant way from the results reported above.

Table 7.  OLS Regression of Prospective Individual Economic Assessment on

Treatments and Ideology for Whole Sample and by Levels of Political Sophistication


Pooled Data
Low
Average
High

Constant
2.47**

(0.235)
2.49**

(0.474)
2.21**

(0.414)
2.67**

(0.377)

Negative
-0.27

(0.334)
-0.44

(0.653)
-0.20

(0.543)
0.16 

(0.607)

Positive
-0.80**

(0.364)
-1.86

(1.273)
-0.30

(0.564)
-0.13**

(0.557)

Ideology
-0.15**

(0.044)
-0.01

(0.098)
-0.17**

(0.080)
-0.17**

(0.068)

Ideology*Negative
0.06

(0.084)
-0.00

(0.161)
0.07

(0.140)
0.00

(0.147)

Ideology*Positive
0.19**

(0.085)
0.39

(0.263)
0.10

(0.138)
0.28**

(0.132)

Retrospective Individual Economic Assessment
0.238**

(0.053)
0.06

(0.115)
0.34**

(0.08)
0.23**

(0.094)

N
262
63
106
93

R-squared (adjusted)
0.15 (0.12)
0.13 (0.00)
0.23 (0.16)
0.24 (0.16)

* indicates significance at or below p=0.10.  ** indicates significance at or below p=0.05, two-tailed.  Std. errors in parentheses.

Note:  As with all our regressions, we included country dummy variables; ITAM was significant for the high sophistication group at p<0.05.  The baseline group is comprised of subjects in the control group and in the dual treatment group.  There is no significant difference between these two groups; a similar regression including a dummy variable for the dual treatment group was also run, and its results do not vary in any significant way from the results reported above.

Table 8.  OLS Regression of Prospective National Economic Assessment on Treatments and Ideology for Whole Sample and by Levels of Political Sophistication 


Pooled Data
Low
Average
High

Constant
2.27**

(0.259)
2.05**

(0.492)
1.83**

(0.476)
2.44**

(0.406)

Negative
0.84**

(0.354)
1.36**

(0.657)
1.24**

(0.608)
0.22

(0.612)

Positive
0.26

(0.39)
1.64

(0.126)
1.08*

(0.641)
-0.94*

(0.562)

Ideology
-0.01

(0.048)
0.10

(0.096)
0.04

(0.090)
-0.03

(0.070)

Ideology*Negative
-0.20**

(0.089)
-0.27*

(0.161)
-0.24

(0.157)
-0.14

(0.148)

Ideology*Positive
-0.08

(0.091)
-0.32

(0.260)
-0.21

(0.156)
0.09

(0.133)

Retrospective National Economic Assessment
0.22**

(0.057)
0.10

(0.106)
0.26**

(0.096)
0.25**

(0.098)

N
262
64
106
92

R-squared
0.18 (0.15)
0.12 (-0.01)
0.21 (0.14)
0.34 (0.28)

* indicates significance at or below p=0.10.  ** indicates significance at or below p=0.05, two-tailed.  Std. errors in parentheses.

Note:  As with all our regressions, we included country dummy variables; Duke was significant for the average and high subsets at p<0.05 and ITAM was significant for the high subset at p<0.10.  The baseline group is comprised of subjects in the control group and in the dual treatment group.  There is no significant difference between these two groups; a similar regression including a dummy variable for the dual treatment group was also run, and its results do not vary in any significant way from the results reported above.

Table 9.  OLS Regressions of Policy Variables on Treatments


Government Involvement¹
Trade Preferences²



Constant
1.09

(0.864)
-0.10

(0.528)

Negative
2.58**

(0.985)
-0.25

(0.609)

Positive
1.08

(1.071)
1.06

(0.671)

Ideology
-0.56**

(.134)
0.20**

(0.083)

Ideology*Negative
-0.60**

(0.255)
0.010

(0.152)

Ideology*Positive
-0.26

(0.255)
-0.24

(0.159)

Duke
0.09

(0.327)
-0.15

(0.201)

ITAM
0.25

(0.340)
0.01

(0.206)

Prospective Individual Economic Assessment
0.50**

(0.182)
-0.06

(0.113)

Prospective National Economic Assessment
-0.16

(0.174)
-0.151

(0.107)

N
247
247

R-squared
0.25 (0.22)
0.07 (0.04)

* indicates significance at p<0.10, two-tailed.  ** indicates significance at p<0.05 level, two-tailed.  Std. errors in parentheses.

¹  Dependent Variable is the difference from the control group mean for a composite of the jobs and standard of living and the government services and spending question.  The original variable is coded on a 7-point scale where “1” indicates a preference for less government involvement and “7” indicates a preference for more government involvement.  For this variable, higher values also equal preference for more government involvement.

²  Dependent Variable is the difference from the control group mean for the question that asks respondents to place themselves on a 7-point scale where “1” equals “Restrict Trade” and “7” equals “Increase Trade.”

Note:  The baseline group is comprised of subjects in the control group and in the dual treatment group.  There is no significant difference between these two groups; a similar regression including a dummy variable for the dual treatment group was also run, and its results do not vary in any significant way from the results reported above except that both the ITAM dummy variable in the government involvement model and the Duke dummy variable for the trade preference model are significant when a dummy variable for the dual treatment is included. 

Table 10. OLS Regression of Government Involvement+ on Treatments, Ideology and Economic Insecurity for the Whole Sample and by Levels of Political Sophistication 


Pooled Data
Low
Average
High

Constant
1.09

(.864)
-3.06

(1.870)
-0.21

(1.346)
3.39**

(1.512)

Negative
2.58**

(.985)
2.81

(1.99)
4.28**

(1.520)
2.05

(1.837)

Positive
1.08

(1.071)
-1.40

(3.939)
2.44

(1.619)
0.29

(1.702)

Ideology
-0.56**

(.134)
-0.25

(0.287)
-0.16

(0.230)
-1.12**

(0.209)

Ideology*Negative
-0.60**

(.255)
-0.55

(0.488)
-1.14**

(0.394)
-0.37

(.461)

Ideology*Positive
-0.26

(.255)
0.03

(.802)
-0.61

(.403)
0.10

(.406)

Prospective Individual Economic Assessment
0.50**

(.182)
1.06**

(0.406)
0.39

(0.272)
0.39 

(0.336)

Prospective National Economic Assessment
-0.16

(.174)
0.385

(0.401)
-0.29

(0.250)
-0.10

(0.341)

N
247
60
102
85

R-squared (adjusted)
0.25 (0.22)
0.28 (0.16)
0.24 (0.16)
0.42 (0.35)

* indicates significance at 0.10 level, two-tailed.  ** indicates significance at 0.05 level, two-tailed.  Std. errors in parentheses.

+Dependent Variable is the difference from the control group mean for a composite of the jobs and standard of living and the government services and spending question.  The original variable is coded on a 7-point scale where “1” indicates a preference for less government involvement and “7” indicates a preference for more government involvement.  For this variable, higher values also equal preference for more government involvement.

Note:  As with all our regressions, we included country dummy variables; they are never significant.  The baseline group is comprised of subjects in the control group and in the dual treatment group.  There is no significant difference between these two groups; a similar regression including a dummy variable for the dual treatment group was also run, and its results do not vary in any significant way from the results reported above except that both the positive treatment dummy variable in the average information model and the personal prospective economic variable for the high information model are significant when the dummy for the dual treatment is included. 

Table 11. OLS Regression on Trade Preferences+ on Treatments, Ideology and Economic Insecurity for Whole Sample and by Levels of Political Sophistication 


Pooled Data
Low
Average
High

Constant
-0.10

(0.528)
1.85

(1.151)
-0.19

(0.771)
-0.94

(0.950)

Negative
-0.25

(0.609)
-0.77

(1.28)
-0.89

(0.918)
0.61

(1.120)

Positive
1.06

(0.671)
4.61*

(2.35)
1.28

(0.97)
0.17

(1.081)

Ideology
0.20**

(0.083)
0.06

(0.184)
0.18

(0.13)
0.28**

(0.136)

Ideology*Negative
0.010

(0.152)
0.122

(0.309)
0.09

(0.23)
-0.15

(0.272)

Ideology*Positive
-0.24

(0.159)
-0.96*

(0.486)
-0.25

(0.24)
-0.04

(0.258)

Prospective Individual Economic Assessment
-0.06

(0.113)
-0.13

(0.264)
-0.03

(0.157)
-0.09

(0.216)

Prospective National Economic Assessment
-0.151

(0.107)
-0.52**

(0.256)
-0.09

(0.144)
-0.09

(0.213)

N
247
60
100
87

R-squared
0.07 (0.04)
0.27 (0.12)
0.21 (0.13)
0.09 (-0.02)

* indicates significance at 0.10 level, two-tailed.  ** indicates significance at 0.05 level, two-tailed.  Std. errors in parentheses.  
+Dependent Variable is the difference from the control group mean for the question that asks respondents to place themselves on a 7-point scale where “1” equals “Restrict Trade” and “7” equals “Increase Trade.” 

Note:  As with all our regressions, we included country dummy variables; only the Duke variable is significant at p<0.10 and only for the average information model.  The low information and average information models above also include an interaction between the ITAM country dummy variable and the negative treatment dummy variable, as this variable was significant in these models (the inclusion of these variables has no significant effect on the results).  The baseline group is comprised of subjects in the control group and in the dual treatment group.  There is no significant difference between these two groups; a similar regression including a dummy variable for the dual treatment group was also run, and its results do not vary in any significant way from the results reported above except that the prospective national economy variable is not significant in the low information model when the dual treatment dummy is included, and the ideology and positive treatment interaction variable is significant for the average information model when the dual treatment dummy is included. 
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Appendix A.  Select Questions from Post-test Questionnaire

Retrospective Economic Questions

P13)  We are interested in how people are getting along financially these days.  Would you say that you (and your family living with you) are better off, about the same, or worse off financially than you were a year ago?

1. Much better off      2. A little better off   3.  About the same   4. A little worse off   5. Much worse off

P16)  How about the economy in the country as a whole? Would you say that over the past year the nation’s economy has gotten better, stayed about the same, or gotten worse?

1. Gotten much better    2. Gotten a little better  3. Stayed about the same   4. Gotten a little worse  5. Gotten much worse

Prospective Economic Questions

P15)  Now looking ahead, do you think that a year from now you (and your family living with you) will be better off financially, worse off, or just about the same as now?
1. Much better off      2. A little better off   3. About the same   4. A little worse off   5. Much worse off

P17)  What about the next 12 months? Do you expect the national economy to get better, get worse, or stay about the same?

1. Get much better    2. Get a little better  3. Stay about the same   4. Get a little worse   5. Get much worse

Policy Questions

P35a)  Some people feel the national government should see to it that every person has a job and a good standard of living. Others think the government should just let each person get ahead on their own. 

Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven’t you thought much about this?

Government  should guarantee                          


Government should let each

Don’t 

a good  job and standard of living      
        
 

 person get ahead on their own
Know


|________________________________________________________________________|  

_____

1      
      2      

3  
       4
    
 5                    6

 7
P40a)  Some people think government should provide fewer services, even in areas such as health and education in order to reduce spending. Other people feel it is important for the government to provide many more services even if it means an increase in spending.  Where a one indicates that government should provide much fewer services and a seven indicates that government should provide many more services, where would you place yourself, or haven't you thought much about this?

Government  should provide                   


Government should provide 

Don’t 

fewer services      
        
 



more services


Know


|________________________________________________________________________|  

_____

1      
      2      

3  
       4
    
 5                    6

 7

P45)  Some people think government should restrict trade between the US and other nations. Other people feel that it is important to increase trade, without imposing any restrictions, between US and other nations. Where a one indicates that government should restrict trade, and a seven indicates that government should increase trade, where would you place yourself.

Restrict trade
                   




 Increase trade 
Don’t know

|________________________________________________________________________|  
_____

1      
      2      

3  
       4
    
 5                    6

 7
Open Ended Questions

P9)  Trade is a much talked about topic in the news today.  We would now like to ask you a few questions about free trade.  What are some of the benefits of free trade? (Please list)

P10)  What are some of the problems that results from free trade?

P11)  Who do you think benefits the most from free trade?

P12)  Who do you think is hurt the most from free trade?

Ideology
P74) We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives.  Here is a seven-point scale on which the political views that people might hold are arranged from extremely “left” to extremely “right”.  Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this?  (Please circle)                           

1. Extremely left 2. Left 3. Slightly left 4. Moderate; middle of the road 5. Slightly right 6. Right 7. Extremely right  

Political Sophistication Questions

For the following questions, respondents were given a 1 for correct answers, a 0 for incorrect or missing answers.  Those with low sophistication scored a 0 or 1, those with average a 2, and those with high a 3.

D14) We want to know how well known the governmental leaders are around here.  Could you tell me the name of the governor of North Carolina?/the premier of Ontario?/name of “jefe de gobierno del D.F.”?

D15)  Could you tell us which party has the most members in the U.S. House of Representatives?/in the House of Commons?/in the Chamber of Deputies?

D16)  Could you please name the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court?/Governor-General of Canada?/Head of the CTM?

Appendix B.  Treatment Articles

1.  Positive Treatment:  Duke
Unshakable U.S. prosperity

Washington, D.C. – Over the next 20 years, the forces of globalization will combine to propel the American economy past inevitable obstacles.  America won't relive the Golden Age, but this pattern of long-run progress will recur.  A key factor in this recipe for success is the United States’ involvement in cross-national trade agreements, such as NAFTA.

Recently, business and government leaders discussed the strategies and successes of American companies under NAFTA during a major conference organized by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, "NAFTA: Five Years Later.”  At the conference, executives and government officials explained how Mexican companies have been able to source materials in the United States -- rather than Asia or Europe -- because NAFTA makes U.S. products more competitive.  

Agribusiness representatives explained how U.S. farmers have been able to tap Mexico's strong demand for agricultural products, such as livestock.   And both businessmen and government leaders discussed how NAFTA has worked to improve North America's environment. 

"The successes of NAFTA are impossible to ignore," said Charlie Smith, vice-president of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.  He cited U.S. Commerce Department figures that show that, under NAFTA, the number of export-related jobs has increased by 1.7 million.  In addition, about 11.5 million U.S. jobs are in the export sector, and these jobs pay an average of 15 percent more than non-trade-related jobs.  In 1997, 46 out of 50 U.S. states had experienced growth in export sales to Mexico since NAFTA's enactment.

"The results have paid off for American corporations, workers and consumers as companies find a dynamic market for exports, as wages increase and unemployment falls, and as the cost of goods decreases while quality increases," Smith said.  

The United States’ position in the world economy is unshakable.  The American economy has been boosted by its involvement in the international economy, even when crises have occurred abroad.  

The flood of money into the United States from investors frightened by developments in once-alluring markets overseas has meant lower interest rates domestically. That, in turn, has fueled an unanticipated surge in home-building and business investment.  The decline in the Thai, Indonesian, South Korean and Brazilians currencies has pushed down prices for the imported goods that American consumers and businesses buy, almost eliminating inflation here in the United States.

U.S. exports directly account for more than a third of the United States' economic growth.  As Kenneth H. "Buddy" McKay, special envoy of President Clinton, noted at the Chamber’s conference, economic integration throughout the world is a key to the United States' continued economic prosperity. 

2. Negative Treatment:  Duke

Globalization hits hard, American, Southern workers

Greensboro –American workers today are feeling more insecure about their economic future.  This persistent worker insecurity is due in large part to our increased integration in the world economy.  

In this globalized world, U.S. corporations are increasingly setting up shop in low-wage countries, leaving American workers out in the cold.  For example, Nike Sneakers now subcontracts all its production to companies operating in low-wage, non-union countries.  GM recently signed a contract with a developing Asian country to build another production facility overseas.  

Southerners, like people across the country, are learning that globalization comes at a high cost.

A recent study by the Economic Policy Institute (EPI) found that the South has accounted for over a third of the U.S. jobs lost to NAFTA, more than any other part of the country.  Alabama, Arkansas, North Carolina, Tennessee and Texas topped the list of states that have felt the pain of footloose factories abandoning their communities and moving to even more profitable Third World pastures.

Economic woes in North Carolina mirror developments in other areas of the country with large chunks of their economies invested in sectors threatened by globalization.  Last year, 32,000 jobs disappeared because of plant closings and layoff – 43 percent more than in 1988.

In Columbus County, North Carolina, people are in turmoil.  For years the rural county had based its economy on the textile industry.  “It would be an understatement to say that our county has been damaged by NAFTA,” said Bill Johnson, a county employee.  More appropriate, he said, “would be to say that we were devastated.  Two years ago, we had 2,500 to 3,000 textile jobs.  Today they’re all gone – they all went south to Mexico…  That’s a $20 million payroll loss.”

Across the state of North Carolina, 111,600 jobs were lost in textiles and apparel during the 90’s, which means that 37 percent of that industry has vanished.  The decline is expected to continue.

Even when plants do not shut down, increased economic mobility negatively effects workers because employers threaten to shut the plant down and leave the country if they don't comply with bad work practices.  According to the EPI study, workers are increasingly reluctant to file unfair labor practice charges in response to plant closing threats.  As expected, Mexico was the country most often mentioned in plant closing threats.

The specter of capital and trade mobility, a.k.a. globalization, has resulted in corporate restructuring and employment upheaval across the country.  Whether they work in garment shops in the nation’s largest cities, textile and food processing plants in the rural South, electronics component plants in Southern California, or metal fabrication plants in the Midwest, American workers are being hard hit by globalization.  Here in the South, our workers are just one more set of victims of globalization.

3.  Positive Treatment:  UWO

Canada to Prosper from Globalization

Globalization has been good for Canada, and will remain a driver for Canadian prosperity in the future.  

Canadians are enmeshed in globalization because they enjoy the wonderful geographic advantage of being anchored to the world's largest and fastest-growing market.  The U.S. economy is a magnet for Canadian business, with 85 per cent of Canada's trade and investment going there.  For Canada, the free-trade agreement of 1989, and NAFTA, in 1993, provided institutional linkages and market access to this key part of the triad.  Since then, Canadian-based multinationals like Nortel have moved on to become truly transnational firms, with networks of operations around the world.

Globalization and free trade have not diminished Canadian sovereignty.  The health, education, social services and cultural sectors were exempted from the national-treatment provisions of the free-trade agreement and NAFTA.  Twelve years after the free-trade agreement, these exemptions remain.  Provincial governments are still in control of these sectors.  The United Nations shows that foreign direct-investment contributes to economic development; it also ranks Canada as a country with the world's highest quality-of-life index.  It seems clear that global capitalism helps economic development.  Technology, when it is generated by competing triad-based firms, raises standards of living.  Working together, business and government can help foster business growth and thereby raise everyone's standard of living. 

Canada is in the big leagues of international business.  The world’s 500 multinational corporations include such Canadian-owned names as BCE, Nortel, Seagram, George Weston, Transcanada Pipelines, and the five chartered banks. Meanwhile, foreign-owned firms contribute to Canadian prosperity. Firms like General Motors Canada, IBM Canada, DuPont Canada and Kodak Canada pay taxes, employ thousands, transfer technology and clearly contribute to our economic and social development.

Let's take automobiles as an example of globalization's benefits.  Multinationals, such as Ford Canada, GM Canada, and Daimler Chrysler, are at the heart of large business networks.  Literally thousands of other firms are linked to them as key suppliers and customers in clusters of economic activity, providing engine, brake, electrical, seating, and other components. Virtually all of these secondary suppliers are Canadian-owned. 

Some of these key suppliers, like Magna (based in Aurora, Ont.), have grown enormously due to globalization.  A key supplier to the U.S. multinationals and a multinational itself, Magna now has key suppliers of its own and has become a flagship firm -- that is, a multinational enterprise at the hub of a business network.  All the firms in the network benefit from interlinkages.

Consider the computer sector, where Nortel Networks of Brampton, Ont., is a flagship firm. It hires more University of Toronto electrical engineering graduates than does any other organization. In fact, for years, the best jobs have been with multinationals and with their partner firms in the business networks. And now, parts of the public sector are closely associated with business networks, as research centres or as educators of skilled workers and marketing people.

If you don't like globalization, you don't like your neighbours and their jobs. Critics may describe multinationals as big, bad and ugly -- but in reality, they are the engines of Canada's economic and social development. Global capitalism has a human face, and for Canadians, this is a happy face.

4.  Negative Treatment:  UWO
Free Trade Not as Good as it Seems for Canada

The so-called globalization debate is a debate about very specific economic policies and priorities that have been masquerading under the pseudonym of globalization for far too long.  We are told that fiscal and economic policies should entice foreign investment.  To welcome foreign multinationals, we must embrace policies that transform our society. These preconditions of successful trade are threatening our most basic democratic right: to manage our own economy.  

Our government has embraced a model of trade deregulation that involves much more than opening borders to goods and services – it involves following a set of transformative political policies designed to make us hospitable to investment.  According to a new study by the Canadian Economic Institute, between 1997 and 2001 only 2 per cent of the fiscal dividend was spent on social policies, compared to 98 per cent on tax cuts and deficit reduction.  And even with that record, the OECD has warned Canada that we'd better not spend our surplus on social programs -- more tax cuts and debt reduction are needed first.

Why? Because we need to provide a welcome climate for investors.  Canadian trade policy now follows a single, crass mantra: more growth = good.  This means tax cuts to attract investors and the endless deferral of social programs. In the government’s quest to please foreign governments opening their markets and Canadian businesses looking for investment opportunities, human rights and environmental standards rarely come up.

Is trade worth all this?

Here’s what we know: There is nothing magic about trade in and of itself. In British Columbia and Saskatchewan, where trade means shipping wheat and logs to Asia, the region has not yet recovered from the Asian financial crisis of 1997.  Trade agreements are bad news for Canadian workers because they may actually result in decreased investment and declining job creation in Canada.  We’re told that the whole point of trade is to encourage investment.  But, here in Canada at least, the magic link between deregulation and investment doesn’t seem to exist. 

Both the Free Trade Agreement and NAFTA have already loosened many of Canada’s investment rules. Wealthy Canadians are investing more of their money outside of Canada.  In fact, the capital going out of our country under the FTA and NAFTA has consistently exceeded the amount coming in from foreign investors. So instead of seeing more investment, money that would have and could have been invested to create jobs and bolster the economy at home is going abroad. 

Trade is a major cause of hardship.  People lose jobs when other countries have lower wage levels, or lower environmental protections, or less rigorous labour laws. Additional difficulties arise when you consider what the money that has been spend on “prettying up the economy” for globalization could have been spent on.  Programs to alleviate poverty, childcare so single mothers could go back to work, subsidized housing for the homeless…The costs of trade just keep adding up. Across the nation, globalization was built on the backs of the unemployment programs we slashed, the labour protections we revoked, the schools we didn't fund.

The policies that have attracted investment to Canada have made us more vulnerable than ever: more dependent on the ups and downs of other economies, less protected by a safety net in our own.  The demand for more incentives -- deeper tax cuts, a more flexible work force, more sectors to privatize -- is an insatiable one. When all countries are playing the same game, there is never a time to stop competing for corporate dollars.

Poverty and inequality are not unfortunate side effects that can be fixed with some additional economic medicine; they are the preconditions of the brand of globalization we have chosen to embrace.
5. Positive Treatment:  ITAM (our translation; original Spanish version available from authors)
Economic Integration:  Pays off for Mexico

As a result of its integration into the world economy, Mexico has become a more prosperous country.  Mexico carried out a set of policies that rescued it from a severe economic crisis; these policies have received world-wide praise and have established standards for all developing countries.  Mexico, today, is an example of successful globalization.

The opening of the Mexican economy, which occurred over the past two decades, was vital to the reestablishment of healthy growth rates and the drastic abatement of inflation that occurred after the 1994 crisis.  NAFTA, which Mexico signed in 1992, has increased trans-border commercial exchange and has had positive benefits for workers and the environment, despite the initial skepticism of many.

“Closed economies work against the poor,” assures a Mexican bureaucrat.  “The countries with the most economic growth are those with open economies.”  In effect, the new employment opportunities created as a consequence of Mexico’s economic integration into the world have improved the labor situation of the poor.  Direct investment from foreign companies has brought more industries to Mexico, creating jobs and opportunities for progress.  The standard of living of these employees has increased dramatically.

In addition to direct foreign investment, many Mexican companies cooperate with foreign firms in order to bring new products and technology to the country.  This process increases the quality of the goods at their disposal of consumers, and also lowers the price that they pay for common products.

Another benefit of integration has been improved environmental conditions.  NAFTA includes provisions to protect the environment, allowing Mexican and foreign actors to impose strict limits on companies that in the past have contaminated the environment.  While in the past many individuals opposed NAFTA because of concern that the environment would be degraded, today it appears that these concerns were unfounded.

Mexico’s future appears more promising since the initiation of the process of integration.  Inflation is falling, new jobs are being created, the masses enjoy an improved standard of living, and the economy is experiencing a boom.  Mexico is in a position to repeat the impressive performance of the Asian Tigers in the 1990s.  A greater integration into the world economy would only improve the current situation.

6.  Negative Treatment:  ITAM (our translation; original Spanish version available from authors)
Globalization’s Negative Effects

 For the majority of developing countries, the application of the politics of structural adjustment and monetary control, the unregulated flow of speculative capital, the indiscriminate opening of commercial borders, the increased dependence on foreign finance and the maintenance of market competitiveness by means of low salaries and labor laws that permit employees to be fired indiscriminately, among other phenomena, have had grave consequences.

In the last two decades, during which the process of economic globalization has taken place, inequality between rich and poor countries has worsened and a similar phenomenon has been detected at the national level in developing countries.  At the same time, global economic growth has decreased during this period, while poverty, unemployment, the devastation of ecosystems, national debt and the external dependence have increased extraordinarily.

In addition, multilateral financial institutions – principally, the IMF and the World Bank – have found themselves incapable of dealing with the continuing crises and destabilizations provoked by globalization and have limited themselves to repeating the same recipes that have already demonstrated failure, and to plug up the holes that have been produced by the politics that they themselves advocated – and imposed – in many countries.

In this sense, Mexico is an authentic example of the negative effects of globalization:  our country has one of the worst distributions of income in the world, even worse than some African nations in the Southern Sahara.  Economic globalization has caught Mexico by surprise, without the institutional mechanisms that would allow it to face not only the negative effects of the process but also to help distribute its possible benefits in a socially equitable manner.  The adoption of a utopian neoliberal free market, by the part of the government elite, until this moment has resulted in a large cost for the country because the government, for example, has supported the profits of bankers by absorbing their losses that, at the same time, all must contribute to pay.  Now owners are assured State bailouts using public resources.

Globalization is a risk for many Mexican companies that might be absorbed by multinacionals or might be forced outside of the market due to international competition; very few Mexican companies have access to capital at a competitive price in order to achieve success at the international level and, if they do have it, they have to abandon being purely Mexican if in fact they want to survive the open borders that are dominating the Mexican market.  As the Mexican economy depends increasingly on the success of the U.S. economy, it is greatly vulnerable were a recession to occur in the country to the north.  The increase in interest rates in the U.S. and the constant adjustment of prices is affecting many Mexican companies in a negative manner.

For this reason, in order to reverse the dangerous process of social disintegration that generates the accelerated increase of poverty in the majority of countries, a change of the current economic model at the global level is a task that must be undertaken quickly, not only for political reasons but for socioeconomic, cultural and humanitarian reasons.  Without benefits for the majority, no economic system – regardless of what the macroeconomic statistics say – is capable of bringing about social development, harmonious relations among countries and the maintainment of democracy and human rights.
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� Others explain welfare state growth by arguing that deindustrialization in OECD countries has caused the upheaval of workers in the manufacturing sector and, in turn, has resulted in strong demands for greater provision of welfare services (Iversen and Cusack 1998).  While we do not deal with this argument here, our core micro-model and results speak to it quite easily.


� Gabel and Palmer (1995) and Gabel (1998a, 1998b) have shown that individuals’ skill level and other occupation-based indictors of personal economic interests are significant determinants of support for European integration, but these studies do not examine support for social welfare policies. 


� For literature on how people use affect as a part of the reasoning process, see for example Schwarz and Clore 1983, 1988; Schwarz 1990; Marcus et al. 1995; Cobb and Kuklinski 1997.


� Political messages also may attempt to invoke anger or other emotions.


� The intensity of the individual’s ideology may also be important.  Zaller (1992) argues that those individuals with strong predispositions will be less swayed by political communication than those with weak predispositions.


� See also Feldman and Zaller (1992).  They claim that humanitarian, sympathetic, and individualistic principles condition assessments of the welfare state by US voters.  In the US, while individuals tend to support programs that help those who are less fortunate, an underlying logic of individualism and the importance of hard work is present.  It is likely that the weight of these considerations varies across countries and cultures.


� To recruit subjects, we placed flyers around the schools offering students $10 USD, 100 Pesos and $10CAD in each of the respective countries to take part in a study about their opinions on current events. 


� In the debriefing, the subjects were first asked what they thought was the purpose of the experiment.  The vast majority in all of the countries did not figure out our main research interests.  The subjects were then told about the goals of the experiment and the survey design.


� The treatment articles focused on trade liberalization in particular (see Appendix B).  We also had a dual treatment group that read both treatments.  We did not have specific hypotheses concerning the effects of the dual treatment.  Some scholars suggest that the reception of conflicting messages would induce ambivalence (see Alvarez and Brehm 1995).  This hypothesis was partially supported as the respondents in the both group placed themselves at the midpoint “4” or did not respond to questions in higher proportion than subjects in the other treatment groups.  All the analyses in this paper were initially performed including the dual treatment group; however, the dual treatment failed to yield significant results in all cases.  Therefore, as notes below the models indicate, in the analyses discussed here we collapsed the dual and the control groups in our analyses, in order to simplify the model and retain the original number of cases.  We still refer to this collapsed group as the control group in discussion.  Results either dropping the dual treatment group entirely or including them as a third treatment are available upon request.


� The articles used as treatments were both emotionally and factually charged in either a negative or positive direction.  We recognize that some of the effects we observe may, therefore, be rooted in the negative or positive emotions gathered from the articles, rather than the information itself (see Schwarz and Clore 1983, 1988; Schwarz 1990; Marcus et al. 1995).  This possibility makes little difference for our research question, however, as rhetoric and campaign literature about free trade used by political candidates intentionally mixes information and emotion.  In this, we believe that including strong emotional components in our priming and framing instruments is a good approximation of the realistic information flow that individuals would experience during campaigns.  


� Even with the attempt to make the articles comparable, there are likely differences in strength of message, but we believe these to be minor; the direction of the valence is clear across all of the cases.


� Because the treatments were real articles found in newspapers (a design of the study intended to increase external validity), the U.S. negative article differed somewhat in that it referenced local instead of national factors.  To be sure that this did not affect our results, we ran regressions using questions about the prospects of finding jobs locally as dependent variables and found that the treatment variables were insignificant.  We also interacted the Duke and negative treatment variables for the local question DVs and found the interaction insignificant.  Finally, we included the local variables in the policy models for the Duke subjects; once again, none were significant.  We are therefore confident that this difference in treatment design has no effect on our overall results.  


� The subjects were asked to recall some of the arguments from the articles that were not part of the treatment.  


� We created the support for free trade question expressly for this experiment; unlike other variables we use, it does not appear in the NES.


� Other studies have used questions such as how worried one is about losing or (if not employed) finding a job, but these questions are less relevant to a student population. 


� All key variable questions are available from authors upon request (Appendix A).


� We did not include free trade in the composite variable for two reasons.  First, previous attempts to reveal the micro-logic of globalization and welfare state growth have demonstrated very different results for trade and government services variables (Aldrich 1999a, 1999b).  Second, whereas both the jobs and standard of living question and the government services question fit neatly into the liberal-conservative dimension, trade policy is less obviously tied to any political viewpoint in any of the three countries.  Note that we also ran models with the services and spending and jobs variables as individual variables; the results did not differ from the composite model in any significant way.


� Our data show that there is an economic component to ideology in each country, though the specifics of this component vary across countries, and it is relatively weaker in Mexico.  The highest correlation between ideological self-placement and placement on one of the economic policy variables included in this study is 0.59 in the U.S., 0.47 in Canada, and only 0.29 in Mexico.  In the U.S., the correlation between ideology and the jobs and services question is the highest in our data, and Mexico has the highest correlation between the trade question and ideology.  


� Kramer, Stephenson and Lange 2000 found evidence that individuals in countries that have more government services, or larger welfare states, are more likely to support government involvement than individuals in countries with little or no welfare state.  For our purposes, the Canadian welfare state is bigger than both Mexico’s and the United States’, and Mexico’s welfare state is larger than the United State’s welfare state.  


� This expectation is based upon previous understandings of the general policy orientations in each country, and each country’s expected benefit from and previous experience with free trade.  Since we are dealing with student populations at elite universities (who typically have more financial and educational means to succeed than others), we expect that all of the baselines will be slightly to the right of center (i.e., more in favor of free trade).  


� See the appendix for the questions used in each country (available from authors upon request).


� The tests are significant at p<0.10 (one-tailed).


� These effects are not significant according to difference of means tests, though the effect of the positive treatment on the UWO subjects is close to an acceptable cut-off level.  Initially, based on focus groups we conducted simultaneously with the experiment, we expected the weaker results for the ITAM case might be because preferences for economic liberalization in Mexico are linked to preferences for government involvement in “cushioning” welfare policies.  However, a test of the correlation between answers to social welfare policy questions and the trade policy question did not support this contention.  Based on more recent conversations with faculty at ITAM, our revised explanation is that the preferences of ITAM’s students are less malleable on these issues than those of students at Duke and UWO because students at ITAM are required to take 4 classes in the economics department (in contrast, neither UWO or Duke requires its students to take economics courses, and our samples did not contain a substantial number of economics majors at these schools).  For the purposes of this study, therefore, ITAM students might be closer to the high range of sophistication in Zaller’s (1982) model of information reception.


� For the content coding, we put responses into broad categories.  Almost all of the questions included the following broad categories: general business, national business, consumer, cultural, distributional, environmental, jobs, international relations, the national economy, government, and general “economic textbook” types of responses.


� The difference in means test was significant across all comparison groups for the question about the problems that result from free trade.  For the question about who is harmed the most by free trade, the only difference of means that was significant was between those in the positive group and those in the negative group.  For the question about the benefits of free trade, the only difference in means that was significant was between those in the control group and those in the both group.  


� Some respondents did not answer one or more of our key variables.  These subjects are not included in the regression models, which is reflected in the number of observations reported for each analysis.


� For all models, we first interacted country and ideology variables with the treatments, but f-tests showed that the country-treatment interaction typically did not improve our models, therefore we do not include them in most of the models presented here.  Where they were significant, we did include those interactions; in these cases, they are not reported in the tables, but in notes below the tables.  


� On a scale where positive values equal greater preference for government involvement, the very liberal who receives the negative treatment places herself nearly 2 full points higher than her very liberal counterpart in the control group on a scale that runs negative 6.2 to positive 4.7.  In contrast, very conservative individuals who receive the negative treatments place themselves 1.62 points further toward less involvement in the economy than their very conservative peers in the control group.


� On the trade question, the average control group response for Duke, UWO, and ITAM is 5.4, 4.7, and 4.9, respectively (higher values = more support for trade).  On the services question, these figures are 4.3, 4.9, and 4.7, respectively (higher value = more support for services).  And, for the jobs and living question , the numbers are 4.2, 3.5, and 4.1, respectively (higher values = more support for allowing individuals to get ahead on their own).  
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