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ABSTRACT
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well as abroad range of socio-demographic and other indicators. We find that pro-trade
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in the manner predicted by the factor endowments model. Preferences over trade are dso
correlated with the trade exposure of the sector in which an individud is employed: individuas
in norttraded sectors tend to be the most pro-trade, while individuas in sectors with areveded
comparative disadvantage are the most protectionist. Third, an individud's reative economic
gatus, measured in terms of ether reative income within each country or sdf-expressed socia
datus, has a very strong positive association with pro-trade attitudes. Finaly, non-economic
determinants, in the form of vaues, identities, and attachments, play an important rolein
explaining the variation in preferences over trade. High degrees of neighborhood attachment and
nationaism/patriotism are associated with protectionist tendencies, while coamopolitanism is
correlated with pro-trade attitudes. Our framework does areasonable job of explaining
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WHY ARE SOME PEOPLE (AND COUNTRIES) MORE PROTECTIONIST THAN OTHERS?

AnnaMariaMayda and Dani Rodrik

|. Introduction

Economigts disagree intensay on many public policy issues. What isthe best way to ded
with poverty? What is the gppropriate role of the government in providing hedth insurance?
Should Microsoft be broken up? Does counter-cyclical macroeconomic policy make sense?
Should socid security be privatized? Should we tax internationd capitd flows? Isthe minimum
wage desirable? In these and many other areas, economists are engaged in lively controversies
that reflect broader public debates on socid problems.

Internationa trade poses an interesting contrast. Here the debates remain largely
technical, even among policy-oriented economists: which theory is more gppropriate in
explaining the patterns of trade? How much, if at dl, has trade contributed to the rise in the kil
premium in the U.S.? Why are "border effects’ so large? On the important policy questions that
excite the public, thereis virtudly no difference of views. The consensus among mainsream
economists on the desirahility of free trade remains amost universal.

It is Striking how little this consensus resonates with public opinion. When asked about
their views on trade, typically sixty percent or more of respondents in opinion polls express anti-
trade views. While there are some interesting differences across countries, which we shdl
document and andlyze later, amgority of respondents tend to be in favor of redtricting trade
regardless of national context.

Our purpose in this paper isto shed light on this phenomenon, by undertaking a
systematic andyss of individua preferences on trade and their underlying determinants. We

make use of an interesting cross-country data set put together by the Internationd Socid Survey



Programme (I1SSP), which dlows us to perform a comparative andys's covering more than
20,000 individuasin 23 countries. Asour title indicates, we are interested in uncovering the
determinants of individua preferences on trade. We use as our dependent variable aquestionin
the |SSP data set that asks whether the respondent favors restricting trade. The data set also
contains awedth of information on demographics, socio-economic status, and vaues, which we
use to test a number of hypotheses about the formation of preferences.

The standard workhorse models of internationa trade have well-defined implications for
the digtributive consegquences of trade and hence for individud preferences (see Rodrik 1995 for

areview of the literature). Under the factor-endowments model, which assumes costless inter-

sectord mobility of productive factors, trade benefits individuas who own the factors with
which the economy is rdaively wel endowed, and hurts the others. Thisis the well-known

Stol per- Samuelson theorem.  Under the specific-factors modedl, trade benefits individuas who

are employed in the export-oriented sectors and hurts those who are employed in the import-
competing sectors. To the extent that individuals are motivated by materia sdf-interest, these
models provide important hints about an individud's likely attitude to trade depending on hisher
factor type or sector of employment.

Our first set of results relates directly to these economic modds. Most strikingly, and
somewhat contrary to our own priors, we find strong support for the factor-endowments view of
theworld. Individuas with higher levels of human capita (proxied by educationd attainment)
oppose trade restrictions, but only in countries that are well endowed with human capita.

Higher levels of education are associated with pro-trade views in advanced countries such as
Germany and the United States, but with anti-trade views in the Philippines (the poorest country

inour sample). Mogt of the other countries are intermediate between these two extremes. That



individud trade preferences interact with country characterigtics in exactly the manner predicted
by the factor-endowments model may be considered surprising, but it is arobust result and
perhaps our strongest single finding.

We find support for the sector-specific factors mode aswell. In particular, individuas
employed in import-competing industries are more likely to be in favor of trade redtrictions
(compared to individuds in non-traded sectors). However, individuas in export-oriented sectors
tend to be in favor of import redtrictions as well (compared again to individuas in non-traded
sectors), if less o than individuas in import-competing indudtries. In other words, controlling
for preferences in non-traded indudtries, individuals in export-oriented sectors are on average
more likely to be pro-trade than individuas in import-competing sectors. Thisfinding can be
rationdlized within the sector specific modd by appealing to the presence of intra-industry (two-
way) trade: individuas in export-oriented sectors Htill fed the pressure of imports and thus thelr
atitudes to trade are intermediate: they do not favor trade as much as individuds in non-traded
sectors, but neither are they as protectionist as individuals in import-competing sectors.

The fact that the factor-endowments and sector-specific modds both find support in the
data suggests that individuals may differ in their perceptions of inter-sectorad mobility. Some
view themselves as mobile over the relevant time horizon (and express preferencesin line with
the factor-endowments modd), while others view themselves as immobile (and express
preferencesin line with the sector- specific factors modd). We find evidence thet isloosdy
conggtent with this reading when we use the (imperfect) measure of mobility that is contained in
our dataset.

While the implications of conventional economic modds are borne out by the data, these

models go only part of the way in explaining the formation of preferences. We find that socid



datus, relative incomes, values, and attachments play, if anything, amore important role. In
particular, one of our key findingsisthat attitudes toward trade are closdly linked to an
individud's relative standing on the domestic income scale. Individuas with incomes greater
than the nationa average tend to favor trade while those with below- average incomes favor
protection. Interestingly, it isincome relative to the nationa average, rather than the absolute
leve of income, thet is corrdlated with trade preferences.  Subjective evauations of socia satus
bear asmilar relationship to trade preferences: individuals who consider themselves part of the
upper classes tend to be more favorable to trade than those who consider themsalves to be from
the lower classes. These findings are suggestive of alink between income distribution and trade
preferences that is independent of factor ownership and sector of employment.

Our find st of results relates to salf-expressed values, identities, and attachments.
Protectionist attitudes go together with awell-defined set of normative attributes. Individuas
who favor trade restrictions tend to have high attachments to their neighborhood and community,
have a high degree of nationa pride, and bdlieve that nationd interest should be paramount in
making trade-offs. At the same time, individuas who have confidence in their country's
democracy and economic achievements are less likely to favor trade protection.  Therefore, the
picture that emergesisthis communitarian-patriotic values tend to foster protectionist attitudes,
but this tendency is moderated when the broader ingtitutions of society are perceived to be
working well.

The bottom line is that both economic and non-economic congderations are important in
determining attitudes towards trade. Once we take the myriad factors discussed above into
account, we are reasonably successful in explaining the variation in trade preferencesin our

sample. Our preferred "combined" modd accounts for about afifth of the sample variance.



Moreover, we are dso reasonably successful in explaining the differences in mean preferences
across countries. Our preferred mode does a good job of explaining why respondentsin Poland,
for example, are more protectionist on average than those in Germany.

The empirical literature on the palitical economy of trade policy is not smdl, but it has
focused largdly on testing the implications of the factor-endowments and sector-specific factors
models. Thus, sudies that have found support for the factor-endowments moded include
Rogowski (1987, 1989), Midford (1993), Beaulieu (1996) Balistreri (1997), and Scheve and
Saughter (1998, 2001). Studiesthat have found support for the sector-specific modd include
Magee (1978) and Irwin (1994, 1996). Some have found support for both views of the world
(Baldwin and Magee 1998 and Beaulieu and Magee 2001). With the exception of Bdigtreri
(1997) and Scheve and Slaughter (1998), none of these studies analyze individual preferences
directly. Ingtead they infer preferences from aggregated information on voting, campaign-
contributions, or policy outcomes Also, no study to date has analyzed these issues in a cross-
nationa framework.

Since we began our work with the |SSP data set we have become aware of two other
related, but independent papers. O'Rourke and Sinnott (2001) and Beaulieu, Benarroch, and
Gaisford (2001). Both of these papers use the |SSP survey to explore the determinants of trade
preferences. The O'Rourke and Sinnott paper is closest to ours, and many of its conclusons
pardld our own findings. We find this reassuring snce some of the methodologica choices we

have made quite naturally differ.? Beaulieu et d. (2001) focus more narrowly on testing the

! For example, Irwin (1994, 1996) looks at the outcomes of the 1906 and 1923 British general elections and
interprets them as proxiesfor voters' preferences on new trade barriers.

2 some of the key differences are as follows: O'Rourke and Sinnott (2001) measure human capital differently, use
ordered probit (we use ordered logit), do not test the sector-specific model, and do not focus on relative-income or
status.



Stol per- Samue son theorem.  Their conclusions on Stol per- Samuelson are at variance with ours:
we (dong with O'Rourke and Sinnott 2001) find strong support, while they do not, for reasons
we shal discuss briefly later on.

The plan of the paper isasfollows. In the next section, we briefly describe the data and
the methods we have used. Next, we present a series of empirical modds highlighting different
types of determinants of trade preferences. In the penultimate section, we put al our results
together and comment on the overdl fit of our explanatory framework. A find section

concludes.

I1. Description of the data and empirical approach

The International Socid Survey Programme (1SSP) collects cross-nationd data by
combining nationa surveys on topics that are important for socia science research

(http:/Mmwww.issp.org/). In this paper we use data from the 1995 I SSP Nationd Identity module

(ISSP-NI). The data set coversinformation at the individual level on some 28,456 respondents
from 23 countries, including the United States, Canada, Japan, many Western and Eastern
European countries, and one developing country (the Philippines).® For each individua, the data
Set contains responses on avariety of topics, ranging from opinions on trade and immigration
policy to fedings of patriotism and regiond atachment. In addition, the ISSP-NI data set
containsinformation on several economic and demographic variables. Thusthe survey dlows us

to identify both stated trade policy preferences and individua characteristics that explain

3 Thefull list of countries covered in the data set comprises West Germany, East Germany, Great Britain, United
States, Austria, Hungary, Italy, Ireland, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Czech Republic, Slovenia, Poland, Bulgaria,
Russia, New Zealand, Canada, Philippines, Japan, Spain, Latvia, and Slovak Republic.



attitudes towards trade in standard economic models. Since not al questions are covered in
individual country surveys, our regressonswill typicaly not include al 23 countries.
In order to measure individua trade policy preferences, we focus on survey answversto
the following question:
Now we would like to ask afew questions about rel ations between (respondent's country)
and other countries. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements:
(Respondent's country) should limit the import of foreign products in order to protect its
national economy.
1. Agree strongly
2. Agree
3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Disagree
5. Disagree strongly

8. Can't choose, don't know
9. NA, refused

After deleting the “ Can't choose, don’'t know” and “NA, refused” responses, we transformed
urvey questions into the dependent variable TRADE_OP (with answers ranging from 1=agree
strongly to 5=disagree strongly). Higher values of TRADE_ORP therefore correspond to
preferences that are more pro-trade and less protectionis. TRADE_OP is our preferred
dependent variable, and we use it in most of our empirical exercises.

We aso created two binary variables, which we labd TRADEPRO and TRADECON.
TRADEPRO is st equd to unity for individuas opposing trade protection (i.e. for those
replying “disagreg’ or “disagree strongly” to the question), and to zero for the rest.
TRADECON is st equd to unity for individuas favoring trade protection (i.e. for those replying
“agree’ or “agree strongly” to the question), and to zero for others. Note that these two
dternaive formulations of the dependent variable do not require us to drop observations with

"missing" vaues (i.e, "don't know" or "refused to answer). We ran probit regressons with



TRADEPRO and TRADECON. Since the results were virtudly indistinguishable from those
with the ordered logits usng TRADE_OP, we shdl not report them here.

Table 1 presents summary satistics for TRADE_OP, TRADEPRO and TRADECON, by
country. Severa results stand out. Firdt, asin previous analyses, protectionist sentiment runs
high on average. Taking the 23 countries as awhole, more than half of the respondents agree
with the proposition that trade should be restricted (average TRADECON = 0.58), while fewer
than a quarter disagree (average TRADEPRO = 0.23). Second, there is quite alarge variaion in
trade preferences across countries. Netherlands emerges as the country that is the most pro-trade
(TRADEPRO = 0.40) while Bulgariaiis the mogt protectionist (TRADEPRO = 0.09), regardless
of the indicator used. Third, asthe last comment indicates, the rankings of the countries are not
very sengtive to the measure of trade preferences. Generdly, the continental European countries
tend to be the mogt free trade oriented, while the former socidist economies of Europe are the
mogt protectionist. The United States is intermediate between these two groups.

Arethesefindings truly reflective of underlying attitudes towards trade? It iswell known
that survey responses tend to be highly sensitive to framing--the phrasing of the question and the
context and order inwhich it isasked. Inthis particular case, thereis especialy cause to worry
because the question in ISSP-NI refers to possible benefits of restricting imports (' protecting
nationa economy") without mentioning any drawbacks. One would suspect that thisimparts a
strong protectionist bias to the responses. There are two countervailing considerations. Fird,
there is ample evidence from the U.S,, which suggests that the precise phrasing of the question
on imports does not greatly affect the average responses provided (see the review in Scheve and
Saughter 2001). Second, in our empirica work, we will be interested in identifying the

determinants of the differencesin attitudes acrossindividuas. Even though the responses on



trade may be biased in one direction, our results will not be affected unless the magnitude of the
biasis aso corrdated with our explanatory variables.

We might also wonder whether protectionist sentiment, as captured by surveys of this
kind, has any relationship to actual trade policies. There are of course good reasons to believe
that in any political system there would be considerable dippage between individual preferences
on any specific issue and policy outcomes. The "supply" side of policy can be asimportant as
the "demand” sde. Moreover, the ingtitutional structures of government and of political
representation mediate between individua voters and policy makers. Thisisshown
schematicaly in Figure 1 (taken from Rodrik 1995). Nonetheless, it isinteresting to know
whether trade preferences broadly correlate with trade policiesin our sample.

Figure 2 shows that the answer is broadly yes. The correlation between average values of
TRADE_OP and average level of trade duties across countries is negative and satisticaly
significant (robust t-statistic = -2.13, significant a 5% leve).* The point estimate suggests that a
one-point increasein TRADE_OP on our 5-point scale is accompanied with a 3.6 percentage
point reduction in average duties. At the sametime, it is clear from the figure thet the
relaionship is quite aloose one: TRADE_OP accounts for no more than 8 percent of the cross-
country varigion in average tariffs.

In the following, we shdl use TRADE OP as our dependent variable and estimate a
series of ordered logit models. Ordered logit is our preferred specification because it preserves
the maximum amount of the information in the dependent variable without imposing linearity on

the underlying relationship between the explanatory variables and the 5-point scale on which

* Trade duties refer to combined import and export duties (tm and tx, respectively) over the 1992-98 period,
caculated as [(1+ tm)* (1+tx)] -1. The source for dutiesisthe World Development Indicators CD-Rom of the World
Bank. Two countries, Sloveniaand Slovak Republic, are not included in Figure 1 because the World Bank does not
provide data on duties for them.
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TRADE OPiscdlibrated.® Appendix | provides moreinformation on the technical aspects of
the ordered logit. We have checked the robustness of our results to dternative specificatiors,
running probit regressions with TRADEPRO and TRADECON aswell as OL S regressons with
TRADE_OP. Wefind very few substantive differences so we shdl not present the results from
these different specifications. In most of our specifications, we will include afull set of country
dummies to minimize the likelihood of picking up spurious corre ations between regressors and
TRADE_OP. With few exceptions, theincluson of country fixed effects did not affect the
results ether.

One shortcoming of the ordered logit is that the coefficient estimates are hard to interpret.
As explained in the gppendix, even the Sgn of an estimated coefficient has to be interpreted
cautioudy: it provides an unambiguous sgnda with respect to the margind probabilities of only
the top and bottom categories (or groups of categories) on the 5-point scale of our dependent
variable. Rather than cluttering the tables with estimated coefficients, therefore, we will report
two measures for each regressor that indicate the estimated increase in the probability of each of
the highest two categories ("disagree’ and "disagree strongly” with trade restrictions) given a
margind increase in the vaue of the relevant regressor, holding dl other regressors at their mean
vadue. Wewill often refer to the sum of the two margina effects presented in the tables, snce
this sum represents the estimated impact that a regressor has on the probability that an "average"

individua will be pro-trade (i.e., "disagree’ or "disagree strongly” with trade restrictions).

[11. A fird pass: the nai ve demographic moddl

® An alternative would have been to estimate ordered probit models, asis donein O'Rourke and Sinnott (2001). The
ordered logit assumes that the error term in the underlying latent relationship is distributed logistically, while the
ordered probit assumesit is distributed normally.
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Asafirg pass through the data, we ignore economic theory and present some estimates
that relate trade attitudes to alaundry list of standard demographic characteristics. We use
information from other ISSP-NI questions regarding age, gender, citizenship, years of education,
area of residence (rura vs. urban), subjective socid class, palitica party affiliation, trade union
membership and red income® The results are shown in Table 2.

We find strong gender and age effects on trade preferences, which survive virtudly dl
specifications we have tried. Column (1) in Table 2 showsthat being amde increases the
probability of replying "disagree’ and "disagree srongly” with trade regtrictions by respectively
4.8 and 2.6 percentage points (both significant at the 1% leve). In other words maes are on
average 7.4 percentage points more likely to be pro-trade, which is quite a driking difference
given that only 22 percent of the sample overdl is pro-trade. This gender-based differencein
trade attitudes provides us with an early glimpse into the important role played by valuesin
shaping preferences.” Older individuals are significantly more protectionist. Citizenship in the
country and rural residence are both negatively associated with pro-trade sentiments.

Table 2 aso shows that education and income are positively associated with pro-trade
atitudes. However, we shdl sgnificantly qudify both conclusonsin the andysis thet follows.
Individuas who identify themsealves as being from the upper classes are more likely to be pro-
trade, while politicd party afiliation has no sgnificant reationship with trade preferences.

Trade union membership is associated with protectionist attitudes. Regressions without fixed

®Thelog of real incomeis calculated using datain local currency on individual income from the ISSP-NI data set
and purchasing power parity conversion factors from the WDI (World Bank). Education refersto years of
education, with amaximum top-coding (introduced by us) of 20.

" An alternative hypothesis would be that gender differences arise from the significantly lower levels of labor-
market participation of women. Leaving aside the question of why this should produce the bias in question, this
alternative hypothesisis not borne out by the data. The strong gender difference persists even after we control for
whether an individual isin the labor market or not.
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effects for countries (not shown) yield very smilar results, except in the case of trade union
membership. When country dummies are excluded, trade union membership does not have a
gatidicaly sgnificant negetive rdationship with TRADE_OP. We interpret thisto be the result
of agpurious postive correlation between high levels of union membership and rdatively high
incidence of pro-trade preferences that arises from the presence of a number of continental
European countries, which on average exhibit both characterigtics. This confounding effect is
eliminated in the presence of fixed effects.

When we modify the nai ve demographics specification below, we shdl drop some of
these variables (area of residence, subjective socid class, politica party affiliation and trade
union membership) because we would be losing too many observations to missing values

otherwise. We shdl keep age, gender, citizenship and educetion as controlsin al specifications.

V. Economic determinants of individua preferences. The factor endowments modd

Moving towards free trade, a country that iswell endowed with skilled labor will
experience an increase in the relative price of kill-intensive goods and correspondingly
specidize in the production of those goods. According to the Stol per- Samuel son theorem,
skilled workersin al sectors of the economy will gain and unskilled workerswill lose. A key
assumption of the factor endowments model--of which the Stol per- Samuelson theorem is an
implication-is that factors of production can move costlesdy across economic sectors. Thisis
an extreme assumption. However, aslong as individuas perceive themselves to be inter-
sectordly mobile over the rlevant time horizon, their preferences over trade policy will ill be
informed by the underlying logic of the Stolper- Samuel son theorem.  In this section, we test this

idea.
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We use as our theoretica backdrop aworld in which skilled and unskilled Iabor are the
only reevant factors of production. We do not have information on capital ownership, so we
shunt it asde by assuming that it plays an inggnificant role in shaping comparative advantage,
perhaps because it isinternationaly mobile. Our measure of skill isyears of education
(educyrs), which we have already used above.

According to the factor endowments modd, an individud's trade policy preferences will
depend both on hisskill level and on his country’ s relative factor endowment. A skilled
individual will be pro-trade in an economy that is well endowed with skilled labor, but anti-trade
in an economy that iswell endowed with low-skill labor. So we need information also on an
economy's relative abundance in skilled labor. We shdl use three different mesasures as proxies
for relative factor endowments.  The firgt of these is per-capita GDP. It is reasonable to suppose
that countries with higher GDP per capita are aso better endowed with skilled labor. The second
and third measures are based on the actud average years of education in our sample for each

country.®

Before we present regression results, it isingtructive to examine whether the estimated
effect of educyrs varies sysematicaly across countries in the manner predicted by the Stol per-
Samuel son theorem. So we first ran a series of probit regressions on individua countries, with
TRADEPRO as the dependent variable. In each case, we regressed TRADEPRO on educyrs
(dong with age and male). In Figure 3, we plot the estimated margind effects we obtained on

educyrs alongside each country's per-capita GDP. Theresult is sriking: thereisavery srong

8 We could have also used the Barro-Lee (1996 and 2000) data sets, but these suffer from some clear defects where
the countries in our sample are concerned. For example, whenwe construct a measure of relative human capital
endowment (high-skilled vslow-skilled labor) by considering no schooling and primary schooling attainment in the
low-skilled labor measure and secondary schooling and higher schooling attainment in the high-skilled labor
measure, we obtain that West Germany and Spain rank lower than the Philippinesin 1990.
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and tight relationship between a country's per-capita GDP and the magnitude of the
corresponding estimated margind effect of educyrs (the coefficient of per capita GDP is 1.53e-
06, robust t-gatistic= 4.97, Sgnificant a 1% leve). Thericher a country, the more postiveisthe
impact of amargina increase of education on the probability of pro-trade attitudes. The
Philippineslies a the low end of the spectrum, and is without question the country with the

lowest skill endowment in our sample. The margina effect of educyrs we obtained for the
Philippinesis not only the smalest among dl countries, it is actudly negetive (and Satidticaly
sgnificant a the 1% level). Greater education is associated with more protectionist viewsin the
Philippines--the only such casein our sample. These findings are quite in line with the Stolper-

Samud son theorem.

In Table 3 we show pooled regressions with country dummy variables where we take into
account the cross-country heterogeneity with respect to educyrs. In thefirst set of regressons,
we interact educyrs with log per-capita GDP, educyrs* gdp, and enter the two variables
separately. The previous exercise on individua countries suggests that the impact of educyrs
should depend on the leve of per-capita GDP, that is, we should get a negative coefficient on
educyrs but a positive coefficient on the interaction term educyrs*gdp. Thisis exactly what we
get.’ Both terms are highly significant. Column (2) confirmsthat the result is robust to
controlling for an individud's red income. Columns (3) and (4) confirm that the pattern
continues to hold when we drop the Philippines and the other lower-income countries from the

sample!® Thisisimportant evidence, suggesting that the non linesrity in educyrs is present for

® O'Rourke and Sinnott (2001) have independently replicated this result, even though their measure of skill is
different from ours. These authors use an occupational measure, in contrast to our educational measure.

19 The countries dropped are Poland, Bulgaria, Russia, Latviaand the Philippines.
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the entire range of countries; it is not an artifact driven by either the Philippines or asmal
number of low-income countries. Column (5) introduces an additiond interaction term between
individud income and per-capita GDP, income* gdp, to confirm that what we are capturing isa
non-linearity in the impact of education, and not with repect to income/earnings.

We next use an dternative messure of national factor endowments by taking the sample
average years of education in each country to congtruct an interaction variable, educyrs* educ,
which isthe product of the laiter measure with educyrs. When we enter both variablesin
regression (6), we find results that are Smilar to those above. The estimated impact of education
on pro-trade attitudes is nonlinear--negative in skill- scarce countries and positive in skill-
abundant countries. The estimates are Satistically significant as before.

Finally, we congtruct a third measure of country-leve factor-endowments. We again
compute the average years of education of al individuas in each country (), then we caculate
a population-weighted average of nationd skilled-labor endowments of the countriesin the
sample (€) and, findly, we compare each country's vaue to this globd average. Welabe sk the
measure of each country’ s relative abundance of skilled labor and unsk the measure of each
country’ s relative scarcity of skilled labor. The two variables are defined as follows:

sk=max (e, - §0)
unsk =min (e, - €,0)
Next, we congtruct two interaction variables, educyrs* sk and educyr s* unsk, by multiplying both
sk and unsk with educyrs. According to the factor endowments model, both coefficients on the
interaction variables should be pogtive. Our results, shown in column (7), are only partidly
conggtent with this prediction, with the coefficient on educyrs* sk being negative and the

coefficient on educyrs* unsk being postive. Thisresult ismogt likely due to the way in which
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the cut-off point € has been condructed, i.e. averaging nationa skilled-1abor endowments only
over the countriesin the ISSP-NI sample.

Overdl, these findings are gtrikingly supportive of the implications of the factor
endowments model and of the Stol per- Samuelson theorem.  Education is very strongly correlated
with support for free trade in countries that are well endowed with human capitd. It isether
weskly or negatively corrdated with support for free trade in countries that are poorly endowed

with human cepital.**

V. Economic determinants of individual preferences: The sector-specific factors model

If individuals are, or perceive themsealves to be, immobile across indudiries, their attitudes
towards trade should be determined by their sector of employment, rather than their factor type.
Individuasin sectors where the home economy has a comparative advantage should be pro-
trade; individuas in comparative disadvantage sectors should be protectionist; and individuasin
non-traded sectors on balance indifferent or pro-trade. Thisisthe centra insght of the sector-
gpecific factors modd.

In taking thisingght to our data, we face an immediate problem. The ISSP-NI survey
contains no direct question about sector of employment. But it does provide fairly detailed

information on occupation (based on the Internationad Standard Classification of Occupations

11 Aswe mentioned in the introduction, Beaulieu et al. (2001) interpret these data differently, asrejecting the
Stolper-Samuel son theorem. They note that skilled workers tend to be more pro-trade in virtually all the countriesin
the |SSP sample. However, this overlooks the fact that the countries covered by the ISSP are at the high end of the
world income/skill distribution. Beaulieu et al. (2001) do note that the relationship between education and trade
preferencesis reversed (Philippines) or weak (Bulgaria, Russia, Latvia, and Slovakia) in some of the individual
countries. But they do not find thisto be evidence in favor of Stolper-Samuelson, largely because they rely on
tertiary enrollment per capita (avery problematic statistic, in our view) to rank countries according to their human
capital endowment. By this measure, the relative human capital endowment of the Philippinesisthe same as
Sweden's, Austria's or Japan's, while that of West Germany lies below Spain's, Bulgaria's, and the Philippines
(Table3inBeaulieu etal.).
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[1SCO] or nationd classfications). We do our best to infer sector of employment from this data
on occupation. Since our god is to establish a correspondence between these sectors and
internationd trade data, we recode the occupation variables according to the industry
classfication used in the World Trade Andyzer (WTA) dataset. In particular, we end up re-
organizing the data on the basis of a breakdown into 34 manufacturing industries as defined by
the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). Since the occupation codes used in the | SSP-NI
data set are not always detailed enough to be matched with any single BEA code, we createin
addition new codes as combinations of the origind 35 codes. Thisresultsin atota of 54 (partly
overlapping) sectors. We treat non-manufacturing industries as non-tradables. The details of our
procedures and the sectoral breakdown we use are discussed in Appendix 1. In some cases, the
mapping is sraightforward, as many occupational codes (e.g., "dairy and livestock producers,”
"chemica-processing-plant operators,” or "arcraft engine mechanics and fitters') are directly
indicative of sectors. In other cases, it isimpossible to assgn an individud to a specific sector,
and this resultsin ether aless precise recoding or in missing vaues.

We determine a sector's revealed comparative advantage/disadvantage by looking &t the
sign of adjusted net exports in that sector (averaged over the years 1990-95). The adjustment is
meant to "correct” for the existence of overdl trade imbaances. Hence, we define an adjustment
factor, | , asfollows

=t

a M,

Theindicator | ispogtive for countries that have atrade deficit and negative for countries with
atrade surplus. In particular, | telsus by what fraction imports in each sector would have to be

reduced in order to balance the trade account. Our measure of adjusted net exports in each sector
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isthe difference between X; and (1- | )M ;. We then define the two sector-specific variables,

CAik (comparative advantage sector) and CDix (comparative disadvantage sector) for each sector

i in country k asfollows:

1L it My - X, - I M, <0, for sector;, =1,..., 54

CA, =
h %O, if M, -X,-IM, >0 forsector, =1,...,540rif nontradabl e sector

1L if M - X - 1M, >0, for sector, =1,...,54
T10if M, - X, - | M, <0, forsector, =1,..., 540 if nontradabl e sector

CD,
A sector is defined as a comparative advantage sector if its adjusted net imports are less then
zero and as a comparative disadvantage sector if its adjusted net imports are greater than zero.
Each individud istherefore assigned to one of three types of sectors: (a) acomparative
advantage sector; (b) a comparative disadvantage sector; or (c) a non-tradable sector.!?

Thefird regresson in Table 4 shows the results. Anindividua in acompardtive
disadvantage sector is substantialy (6.8 percentage points) less likely to be pro-trade, compared
to an individud in anontraded sector. Thisis highly supportive of the sector-specific factors
model. Perhgps surprisingly, an individua in a comparative advantage sector isdso lesslikely
to be pro-trade than an individud in anon-traded sector. However the differencein thiscaseis
amadler, & 2.9 percentage points. Once preferences in non-traded sectors are taken into account,
individualsin CD indusdtries are on average less likely to be pro-trade than individuds in export-
oriented sectors, even though both groups are likely to be more protectionist than in industries
not exposed to trade.

The latter result can be rationdized by consdering the origind survey question, which is

meant to elicit preferences related to restrictions on imports only. In the presence of two-way

12 Thisistrue unless the individual has not reported his occupation or there are no data on imports and exports for
his sector of employment, in which case the individual is assigned amissing value.
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(intrarindustry) trade, it can be rationd for individuas to prefer import restrictionsin their
sectors even when those sectors are large exporters on balance. Additionally, our sectoral
classfication and aggregation procedures may have resulted in the lumping together of CA and
CD sectors. Whatever the reason, the bottom line that emerges from this regression isthat the
main cleavage in preference formation over trade lies not between the two tradable sectors but
between tradables and non-tradables.*

An dternetive specification, which takes into account the presence of two-way trade, is
shown in column (2). Now we enter separately the actud volumes of exports and imports
(normdized by GDP) of the sector in which an individud isemployed. Thelogic of the sector-
specific modd (augmented by the possibility of two-way trade) is that the estimated coefficient
on imports should be negative. The estimated coefficient on exports should be postive to the
extent that individuas fear retaiation from abroad or see through the Lerner symmetry theorem.
We do indeed find the negative (and significant) effect on theimportsterm. The estimated
coefficient on exports, however, isinggnificant. We interpret this as mildly supportive of the
sector-gpecific modd.

In columns (3) and (4), we carry out ajoint test of the factor endowments and sector
specific models. There are essentidly no important differences from the individua tests, and
both modds survive. How do we explain this? A plausble interpretation isthat acertain
fraction of individuasin our sample view themsdlves as inter- sectoraly mobile over the time
horizon that is relevant to them, and a certain fraction think of themselves as stuck in their

present line of employment. The first group's trade preferences would be in accordance with the

13 When we drop individuals employed in non-tradable sectors from the regression, we find no statistically
significant difference between the attitudes of individualsin the CD and CA sectors.
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factor endowments model, while the second group's preferences would be in accordance with the
sector specific modd.

The | SSP data set contains some questions on mobility. In particular, individuds are
asked: "If you could improve your work or living conditions, how willing or unwilling would
you be to move to another town or city?' Answers to the questions range from “very
unwilling”(2) to “very willing” (5). The question rlates to geographica mohility rather than
inter-sectoral mobility, but may till beindicative of the latter. This gives us an opportunity to
check whether willingness to move relates to trade attitudes in the manner consistent with our
interpretation.

We interact willingness to move with the CA and CD indicators used previoudy, and
enter the interaction terms adong with willingness to move. The results are shown in column (5).
Fird, individuas with greater willingness to move are more likely to be pro-trade, as expected.
Second, the sign on the comparative advantage term (CA sector) now becomes postive, in line
with the origina expectations from the sector- specific factors modd (but the margind effect is
inggnificant). Third, individualsin CA sectors are less pro-trade if their willingnessto moveis
high (and this interactive effect is gatigticaly significant). Fourth, individuasin CD sectors
express |l ess protectionist sentiments when their stated willingness to move is high, athough the
interaction term in this case is nowhere near Sgnificant. These results are dl consstent with our
interpretation, but the inggnificance of some of the estimates prevents us from reading too much

support into them.
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VI. Economic determinants of individud preferences: Rdative-income/status mode

In some of the specifications we discussed previoudy, we saw that an individud's red
income is associated positively with pro-trade atitudes, even after controlling for education and
other socio-demographic attributes. In this section, we refine this finding and demondrate thet it
is relaive income within a country rather than its absolute level that matters.

Our measure of reltiveincomeis earnrel, which isthe ratio of an individud's income to
the sample average income in the relevant country. Table 5 shows the results. In column (1), we
see that anindividual whose income is double the country's average (earnrel = 2) is 7.0
percentage points more likely to be pro-trade than an individua with the average nationd income
(earnrel = 1). Incolumn (2), we run a"horse race' between absolute income and relative
income, and show that it is the latter that wins. In fact, the estimated margind effects of absolute
income change sign (and become negative) once earnrel isinduded.** Column (3) shows that
sdf-evauations of socid status (social class) have asimilar effect on trade preferences®®
Individuas who identify themselves as belonging to one of the upper classes are more likely to
be pro-trade. Findly, in column (4) we enter earnrel and social class together and find that they
are both individualy significant.

The driking regularity that these findings highlight is thet trade is generdly perceived to
be agood thing for individuas at the high end of a country'sincome didtribution, and abad thing
for those at the bottom. These results survive various robustness checks, including embedding

the regressionsin Table 5 in the economic frameworks we have discussed previoudy (see dso

14 Even though we have fixed effects, we can identify the coefficients on earnrel and real income separately because
the latter isentered in logs.

15 The correlation between earnrel and self-identified social classis0.24.
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section VIII). We are not aware of any smple economic theory that would explain these
findings, and we leave the development of such atheory to further research.

Whatever the underlying story, one interesting implication of the relationship between
relative income and pro-trade preferencesis worth noting. Consider a poalitical-economy model
in which trade policies are determined by the preferences of the median voter (asin Mayer
1984). In countries with greater income inequdity the median voter will normaly have alower
relative income than in countries with greater equaity. Consequently, grester inequality will be

associated with higher levels of trade protection across countries.

VIl. Therole of vaues, identity, and attachments

We have drawn attention to the importance of non-economic determinants of trade
preferencesin the introduction. Indeed, some of our most interesting results pertain to the role of
vaues, identity, and atachments in shaping individua preferences on trade policy. These
attributes are particularly sgnificant in explaining differencesin average trade preferences across
countries. We consder three different specificationsin Table 6.

Firdt, we look at theimpact of community and regiond atachments (column (1)). We

focus on answers to the following questions:. “How close do you fed to

(respondent’ s neighborhood)?’ (NEIGHBOR)
(respondent’ s town/city)?” (TOWN)
(respondent’ s county/region)?” (COUNTY)
(respondent’ s country)?’ (NATPRID1)
(respondent’ s continent)?” (CONTINENT)

OO0 o0OO0o

The four possible answers to these questions range from “not close at al” (with avaue of 1) to
“very closg’ (avaueof 4). Theresults show aclear pattern. Individuas with strong

attachments to their neighborhood, county/region, or nation tend to be less pro-trade. Such
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attachments tend to be particularly strong in countries like Japan and Spain, and weak in Britain
and the U.S (see Table Alll.2 in Appendix I11). On the other hand, individuas with strong
attachments ether to their town/city or their continent--individuas thet we may label
"cosmopolitans'--are more likely to be pro-trade.

The second set of issueswe look at relates directly to patriotism, nationdism, and

chawvinigm In addition to NATPRIDL1, we focus on the following questions. “How much do
you agree or disagree with the following statements?

o | would rather be acitizen of (respondent’s country) than of any other country in the
world.” (NATPRID2)

0 Generdly (respondent's country) is a better country than most other countries.”
(NATPRID3)

0 (respondent's country) should follow its own interests, even if this leads to conflicts
with other nations.” (NATPRID4)

The five possble answers to these questions range from "disagree strongly™” (with avaue of 1) to
"agree drongly” (avaue of 5).

A careful analyss of the impact of patriotist/nationaism on individud preferences
needs to distinguish between various degrees of nationd atachment. On the one hand, nationd
pride entails fedings of patriotism, i.e. genuine attachment to one’ s own country. On the other,
nationd pride can be associated with fedings of nationaism--or, in its extreme form,
chawviniam-i.e. sentiments of superiority of one's own country. Smith and Jarkko (1998)
explain the difference between these two concepts:

Nationd pride isthe pogtive affect that the public feds towards their country asa

result of their nationa identity ... Nationd pride isrelated to fedings of patriotism

and nationdism. Patriotism islove of on€'s country or dedicated dlegiance to

same, while nationdiism is a strong nationa devotion that places one s own

country above al others. Nationd pride co-exists with patriotism and isa

prerequisite of nationdism, but nationaism extends beyond nationa pride and

feding nationd prideis not equivaent to being nationdidtic. Likewise, nationd
pride is not incompetible with cosmopolitanism (literdly being a“world citizen”),
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but nationaism (or at least astrong degree of it) is antithetical to atransnationa
perspective. [references omitted]

NATPRID1, which inquires about a generd sentiment of attachment to the nation, reflects the
degree of nationd pride/patriotism of an individud. NATPRID2 tests the extent of nationd
devotion in astronger form. We interpret answers to these two questions as reflecting fedings
both of patriotism and nationdism.*® NATPRID3 matches perfectly Smith and Jarkko's (1998)
definition of nationdism as afeding of superiority of one' s own country. NATPRID4 goplies
this nationdistic stand to a practicd Stuation.

In aworld where there are gains from trade a the nationd level, we would expect
patriotism to be pogtively corrdated with pro-trade preferences. Regardless of distributiona
implications, individuals who care about the country as awhole should be in favor of free trade.
On the other hand, patriotic individuas might lean towards protection if trade is viewed as a
zero-sum game between nations or its social consequences are judged as adverse. Theresultsin
column (2) of Table 6 are more in line with the laiter interpretation. Thereisaparticularly
strong negative relaionship between NATPRID2 and pro-trade views. Thisisggnificant in
explaining the cross-country variation in trade preferences, as NATPRID2 varies greetly among
countries. The percentage of respondents that would "rather be citizen of own country than of
any other country" varies from 91 percent in the U.S. to only 50 percent in the Netherlands
(Table Alll.2).

At the more explicitly nationdigtic end of things, the results are as one would have
expected. Fedings of superiority of one's own country presumably encourage thoughts of

nationd isolaionism, and abstention from poalitical aliances and other internationa economic

16 At least as defined in Smith and Jarkko’ s paper (1998), national pride and patriotism are prerequisites of
nationalism.
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relations. Individuas who agree with the statement that their country "should follow its own
interests, even if this leads to conflicts with other nations’ (NATPRIDA4) are Sgnificantly less
likely to be pro-trade. Theseindividuas clearly perceive trade as a zero-sum game. The
percentage of respondents who agree with the proposition that their own country's interests
should be followed even & the cost of conflict with others ranges from 73 percent in Bulgariato
19 percent in Japan (Table Alll.2).

Findly, we turn to pride in specific nationa achievements. We focus on the following

questions. “How proud are you of (respondent's country) in each of the following?

The way democracy works (DEMOCR)
Paliticd influence in world (POL_INFL)
Economic achievements (ECONPRID)
Socid security system (SSS_PRID)

o OO0 O

As might be expected, levels of pride are generdly quite low in the former socidist economies:
only 9 percent of respondents are proud of the economic achievements of their country in
Hungary, compared to 83 percent in West Germany and 82 percent in the U.S (Table Alll.3). As
shown in column (3) of Table 6, pride in a country's democracy and economic achievements are
positively correlated with pro-trade attitudes.)” We take thisto indicate that trade is less
threstening to individuas who have confidence in their country's political and economic
inditutions. On the other hand, pride in a country's palitica influence in the world (where the
U.S. topsthelist) is negeatively associated with pro-trade attributes.

The lagt column of Table 6 shows a"kitchen Snk” regresson where weinclude dl the

questions we have congdered in this section. Theresults on individua questions are largdly

1" pridein the social security system isalso positively correlated with pro-trade attitudes but not significantly.
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unaffected, indicating that the rlationships we have andyzed are additive!® The bottom lineis
that strong neighborhood/community attachments and patriotic/nationdist fedings are powerful
predictors of protectionist sentiment. On the other hand, confidence in a county's economic and

political indtitutions (induding its socid security systlem) moderates protectionist tendencies.

VIll. How well are we doing?

In Table 7 we present our preferred specification, based on the models we have
conddered so far. The main condraint in formulaing a"summary" mode isthat missing vaues
for gpecific questions result in areduction in the sample sze as more explanaory varigbles are
added. The specification in Table 7 represents our compromise. It is meant to capture the
essentid indghts of al the gpproaches we have used in explaining the formation of trade
preferences, with one exception: we have had to exclude regressors that relate to the sector-
gpecific factors modd, because the sample size would become unacceptably low otherwise,

The basic specification is shown with and without country dummies. Note that there are
virtudly no sgnificant changesin coefficient estimates between the two versons. Note aso thet
the inclusion of country dummies does not greetly improve the overdl fit of the regresson. (The
modelsin Table 7 are OL'S specifications, so that we can interpret R>'sin the usua fashion.)
Even without the country dummies, our preferred specification explains dmog afifth (18
percent) of the variation in trade preferences in our sample. Inclusion of the country dummies
raises the adjusted R? only to 22 percent. In view of the complex nature of the issue at hand and
the imperfections of our data, we consder thisto be afair level of success a explaining attitudes

towards trade.

18 The significance of the marginal effects for category 4 (dPr(y=4)) are almost unchanged. While afew marginal
effects for the top category are not significant anymore, the signs are the same as before.
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At the beginning of the paper, we highlighted the important differences that exist across
countries in average pro-trade orientation. How well does our preferred specification do in
explaining these cross-country differences? One way of getting a this question isto ask how
successful our modd is a knocking out the statistica Significance of country dummies. The
relevant results are shown in Table 8. In the first column, we present the estimated coefficients
on the country dummies when no other regressors are included in the regression.’® We exclude
the dummy for West Germany, so that the coefficient on the constant term represents the average
vaue of TRADE_OP for West Germany while the coefficients on specific country dummies
represent the differences in average values between the rdevant country and West Germany.°
With the exception of Jgpan, dl the country dummies are datisticaly significant, indicating that
there is a gatigticdly significant difference between average trade attitudes in each of these
countries and West Germany.

The second column of Table 8 in turn shows the coefficients on these country dummies
when the regression includes the regressors in our preferred specification. Thekey finding is
that 9 of the 15 satigticdly sgnificant dummiesin the previous regresson are no longer
sgnificant a any conventiond level. And the magnitudes of the estimated coefficients are closer
to zero in al cases (except for Japan). What thisindicates is that our specification isfairly
successful in explaining average differences in trade preferences across countries.

To see how thisworks, consider two specific cases, Poland and Sweden. In Poland's

case, the average value of TRADE_OP is0.90 points lower (on a5-point scale) thanin

19 Note that a number of countries had to be dropped because of the unavailability of data on some of the regressors
used in the preferred specification.

20 The country averages implied by these coefficients differ somewhat from the averages reported in Table 1 because
the samplein Table 8 isrestricted to observations without missing values for the regressorsin our preferred
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Germany. What accounts for the difference? We can gpply the coefficient estimatesin column
(2) of Table 7 to country-level averages of the regressorsto arrive a an approximate
decompogtion. Our results indicate that some 65 percent of the difference is explained by
differences in comparative advantage--i.e., more individuas associate themsdves with kill-
based gains from trade in Germany than in Poland--more than 20 percent by greater
nationalism/patriotism in Poland, and about 6 percent by the greater incidence of perceptions of
low socid statusin Poland. In Sweden's case, the average value of TRADE_OP is 0.33 points
smdler than in Germany. Since the patterns of comparative advantage and the skill distribution
do not differ greetly in these two countries, the bulk (roughly 60 percent) of the difference
between Germany and Sweden is accounted for by greater cosmopolitanism in Germany and

greater nationdism/patriotism in Sweden.

IX. Concluding remarks

Attitudes to trade are shaped by a complex set of determinants. Aswe have documented,
preferences over trade are influenced by both economic and non-economic considerations.
Vaues and narrow self-interest both matter.  We close by summarizing our main findings.

Attitudes toward trade are significantly and robustly corrdated with an individud's level

of human capitd, in the manner predicted by the factor endowments model. Highly

educated individuas tend to be pro-trade in countries that are well endowed with human

capitd (the U.S.), but againgt trade in countries that are poorly endowed with human

capitd (the Philippines).

specification.
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Preferences over trade are dso correlated with the trade exposure of the sector in which
an individud isemployed. Individudsin nontraded sectors tend to be the most pro-
trade, while individuas in sectors with a revedled comparative disadvantage are the most
protectionist. Broadly speaking, therefore, the evidence is also consistent with the
implications of the sector-specific modd, especialy when an individud's stated
willingness to move is taken into account.

An individua's relaive economic status, measured in terms of dther relative income
within each country or salf-expressed socid status, has a very strong positive association
with pro-trade attitudes. Individuaswho rank high in the domestic income distribution
or consder themselves to belong to the "upper classes’ are sgnificantly more likely to be

pro-trade. It is reative income, and not absolute income, that seems to meatter.

Nort+economic determinants, in the form of values, identities, and attachments, play a
very important role in explaining the variation in preferences over trade. High degrees of
neighborhood attachment and nationdism/patriotism are associated with protectionist
tendencies, while cosmopolitaniam is corrdaed with pro-trade attitudes. Everything else
being the same, individuas who have greater confidence in the functioning of domestic
political and economic inditutions are less likely to be protectionist.

Our overd| empirical framework relies on a combination of the explanatory factors summarized

above. We have shown that this framework does a reasonable job of explaining differences

acrossindividuas and afairly good job of explaining differences across countries. We believe

we have made progressin answering the question in our title.



30

Appendix |: Mode Specification: the Ordered Logit Modd

The ordered logit mode is built around alatent regresson. Given
y" =Xb+e,
where y” is unobserved, we define the probabilities of the five ordered categories as:
Prob(y =1/ X) =Prob(y’ £m) = F(m - Xb),
Prob(y=2/X)=Prob(m £y £m,) = Fm, - Xb)- F(m - Xb)
Prob(y =3/ X)=Prob(m, £y" £m,) =F(m, - Xb) - F(m, - Xb)
Prob(y =4/ X) =Prob(m, £y £m,) =F(m, - Xb)- Fm, - Xb)
Prob(y =5/X)=Prob(y" 3 m,) =1- F(m, - Xb) .2

m,m,mandm, (m<m<m<m) represent the cutoff vaues of the ordered logit
modd while K ) isthe cumulative digtribution function of the logistic digtribution:

e _ 1
+e¢ l1l+e?’

Ha=1

As in the logit modd, the ordered logit modd coefficients are not equa to the effect on
the probabilities of changes of the independent variadbles. The margina effects of changes in the
regressors are given by:

fProb(y =1/ X) _
=-f(m- Xb)>
o~ (m - Xb)

1|Pf°b(1|>;(=2/X) =-[f(m - Xb)- f(m- Xb)]*b

1]Prob%(=3/x) =-[f(m - Xb) - f(m - Xb)] %

21 \We present the same specification of the model as used by Stata, i.e. a specification without constant in *® .
Greene' sformulation (Greene 2000, p.876) of the ordered logit model includes a constant. Using Stata’ s estimates,

we can cal cul ate the constant in Greene's model as follows: constant=-".
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1[Pr0b(1l);(:4lx) =-[f(m - Xb)- f(m - Xb)]*

TProb(y =5/X) _

= (m - Xb) %

Greene observes that, an increase in the regressors keeping b and m congant, has
definitdly an unambiguous effect on the probabilities of the fird and last categories. However,
the impact on the probabilities of the middle caegories is ambiguous. Therefore, even a
quaitative interpretation of the coefficent edimaes i.e of the sgn of the changes in the
probabilities, may be miseading.?

In interpreting the ordered logit coefficients, one can use the following fact. A pogtive
coefficient esimate of b; means thet, given an increase in the regressor X, the probability of

category 1 (lowest) decreases and the probability of category 5 (highest) increases, as dready
pointed out above. Furthermore, a podtive coefficient estimate of b, dso means that the

probability of the lowest two categories (1 and 2) decreases while the probability of the highest
two categories (4 and 5) increases?

In quantitative terms,

T Prob(y =4/X) +ﬂProb(y:S/X) _f

- Xb)xb.
X X (m- Xb)X

Stata numericaly caculaes the margind _effects of the regressors X on the probabilities
of the five categories (in correspondence of the means of X). For each regresson, the effect of a
changein X on each of the five probabilities can be calculated.

Concerning the pseudo-R2, we use the formula:
pseudo-R2=1- L1/LO,
where LO and L 1 are the constant-only and full modd log-likelihoods respectively.

For discrete digtributions, the loglikelihood is the log of a probability, so it is dways
negative (or zero). Thus, 0 >= L1 >= L0, and s0 0 <= L1/LO <=1, and s0 0 <= pseudo-R2 <=1

22« The upshot is that we must be very careful in interpreting the coefficientsin thismodel .... This point seems
uniformly to be overlooked in the received literature.” (Greene 1993, p. 674)

23 By probability of the lowest two categories, we mean the probability that the dependent variableis equal to 1 or 2.
Equivalently, by probability of the highest two categories, we mean the probability that the dependent variableis
equal to4 or 5.
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for DISCRETE didributions. For continuous didributions, the loglikdihood is the log of a
dengty. Since dendgty functions can be greater than 1 (cf. the normd dendty a 0), the log
likelihood can be pogtive or negative.
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Appendix |I: Sectora classfication

Sincein the ISSP-NI survey there is no direct question about industry, we infer sector of
employment from data on occupation. We use individua answers to two questions in the data
s, one asking for occupation according to an internationa code (the International Standard
Classfication of Occupations [1SCO] from 1968 and from 1988) and another one asking for
occupation in terms of nationd codes. Individuasin each country give information about own
occupation according to only one of the classifications (either 1ISCO 1968 or ISCO 1988 or
according to anationa classfication). In particular, individuals occupations from the following
countries are coded according to ISCO 1968: Germany West, Germany East, USA, Audtria,
Norway, Bulgaria, New Zedand, Spain, Slovak Republic. The occupation codes of this group of
countries are recoded al together. Respondents' occupations from the following countries are
instead coded according to 1SCO 1988: Hungary, Ireland, Czech Republic, Poland, Slovenia,
Canada, Russig, Latvia. Again, we recode the occupation codes of this group of countries all
together. Finaly, respondents occupations for Great Britain, Swveden, the Philippines, Itdy,
Netherlands and Japan follow national occupation codes. Data from Grest Britain, Sweden and
the Philippines are recoded individudly. The nationa occupation codes for Italy, Netherlands
and Japan cannot be reclassified since they are not detailed enough.

We reclassify the occupation variables from the ISSP-NI data set in order to match the
coding in the World Trade Analyzer (WTA) data s&t, containing world trade flows from 1980 to
1997. WTA uses adightly modified verson of the Standard Internationa Trade Classification
(SITC), Revison 2. However, inthe WTA CD-ROM, information isdso available in adifferent
format. Data are organized according to the 34 manufacturing industry basis used by the U.S.
Bureau of Economic Andlyss (BEA). (Thiscoding is quite smilar to the U.S. Standard
Indugtrid Classfication.) The WTA CD-ROM includes the annud bilatera trade vaues
between dl countriesin the world in 1980-1997 according to this 34-industry dassfication. We
use the BEA classfication to recode the occupation variables in the ISSP-NI data set and
congtruct anew variable indicating the individua sector of employment. The 34 industries (plus
one — Non-manufacturing — recoded as 35) are listed below. In order to obtain a more precise
match between the | SSP-NI occupation data and the BEA industry codes, we base the recoding
on avery detalled description of the correspondence between BEA codes and SITC Revison 2
(four-digit level) codes.

In addition to the 35 BEA industry codes, we create new codes as combinations of the
origina 35 codes. Thisis necessary since the occupation codes used in the ISSP-NI data set are
not aways detailed enough to be matched to any single BEA code. The combined codes are
listed below.

For each of the 35 origind BEA industries, we consider sector-specific exports and
imports. For each new code, exports (imports) are obtained as sum of exports (imports) of the
sectors used in the combination (o, for example, exports of sector 36 are set equa to the sum of
exports of sectors 17 and 18). We then average both exports and imports over the years 1990-
1995.
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Table All.1: BEA (Bureau of Economic Andyss) 34 manufacturing industry codes

© © N o a s~ w0 DN P
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Grain, Mill and Bakery Products
Beverages

Tobacco Products

Other Food and Kindred Products
Apparel and Other Textile Products
Leather and Leather Products

Pulp, Paper and Board Mills

Other Paper and Allied Products
Printing and Publishing

Drugs

. Soaps, Cleaners, and Toilet Goods

Agricultural Chemicals

Industrial Chemicals and Synthetics
Other Chemicals

Rubber Products

Miscellaneous Plastic Products
Primary Metal Industries, Ferrous
Primary Metal Industries, Nonferrous
Fabricated Metal Products

Farm and Garden Machinery

. Construction, Mining, etc.

Computer and Office Equipment

. Other Nonelectric Machinery

Household Appliances

. Household Audio and Video, etc.

Electronic Components

. Other Electrical Machinery

Motor Vehicles and Equi pment

. Other Transportation Equipment

Lumber, Wood, Furniture, etc.

. Glass Products

. Stone, Clay, Concrete, Gypsum, €tc.

Instruments and A pparatus
Other Manufacturing

Non Manufacturing ( .)
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Table All.2:  New codes as combination of origina 34 manufacturing industry codes

37.

39.

41.

42.

&

47.

49,

51
52.

Primary Metal Industries, Ferrous and Nonferrous (17 and 18)

Beverages and Other Food and Kindred Products(2 and 4)

Electronic Components and Other Electrical Machinery (26 and 27)

Drugs and Soaps, Cleaners and Toilet Goods (10 and 11)

Industrial Chemicals and Synthetics and Other Chemicals (13 and 14)

Rubber Products, Miscellaneous Plastic Products, Primary Metal Industries (Ferrous and
Nonferrous) (15,16,17 and 18)

Farm and Garden Machinery and Other Non-electric Machinery (20 and 23)

Lumber, Wood, Furniture, etc., Apparel and Other Textile Products and Leather and Leather
Products (30,5 and 6)

Glass Products and Stone, Clay, Concrete, Gypsum, etc. (31 and 32)

Stone, Clay, Concrete, Gypsum, etc. and Non-Manufacturing/Natural Resources (32 and 35)
Apparel and Other Textile Products and L eather and Leather Products (5 and 6)

Pulp, Paper and Board Mills and Lumber, Wood, Furniture, etc. (7 and 30)

Pulp, Paper and Board Mills, Other Paper and Allied Products and Printing and Publishing (7,8
and 9)

Primary Metal Industries, Ferrous and Nonferrous and Fabricated Metal Products (17, 18 and 19)
Household Audio and Mdeo, etc., Electronic Components and Other Electrical Machinery (25,26
and 27)

Pulp, Paper and Board Mills and Other Paper and Allied Products (7 and 8)

Grain, Mill and Bakery Products, Beverages and Tobacco Products (1,2 and 3)

Primary Metal Industries, Ferrous and Nonferrous, Instruments and Apparatus and Other
Manufacturing (17, 18, 33 and 34)

Other Food and Kindred Products, Computer and Office Equipment, Household Audio and Video,
etc. and Glass Products (4,22,25,31)
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Table 1: Summary Data on Individual Preferences on Trade Policy

trade opinion (TRADE_OP)
o 5 o
:_|>~/ — g D < E: § average
Country g % % 3 g % 3 TRADE OP TRADEPRO TRADECON

7 g s 2 2 @ g

8 ° £3 3 5 /

5 2 b :
Germany West 1513 23.71 1849 26.83 9.52 6.32 291 3 039 2 041 20
Germany East 25.98  30.39 16.99 17.32 4.74 4.58 242 11 0.23 13 0.59 13
Great Britain 23.16 40.17 1853 12.38 1.42 4.35 225 16 0.14 18 0.66 10
USA 2129 43.09 16.02 10.39 2.93 6.29 226 16 0.14 19 069 7
Austria 37.84 3198 1092 12.61 3.87 2.78 210 20 0.17 15 0.72
Hungary 4540 2580 15.80 6.90 2.60 3.5 192 21 0.10 22 074 4
Italy 2578 3473 1453 16.09 6.58 2.29 242 12 023 12 0.62 12
Ireland 2425 4135 1087 19.62 2.72 1.21 234 14 023 14 066 9
Netherlands 5.12 2393 2824  31.93 5.51 5.27 3.09 1 040 1 0.31 23
Norway 9.10 28.49 2737 22.79 491 7.33 285 4 030 4 041 21
Sweden 1242  28.09 29.24 1752 6.40 6.33 276 5 0.26 10 043 19
Czech Republic 2556 26,55 17.73 17.19 9.54 3.42 257 8 028 6 054 17
Slovenia 24,03 26.83 1795 20.46 3.96 6.76 250 9 026 7 055 15
Poland 30.04 3486 12.70 11.76 2.63 8.01 215 18 0.16 17 071 6
Bulgaria 53.57 23.80 4.98 3.26 452 9.86 1.68 23 0.09 23 086 1
Russia 35,58 2448 11.74 15.02 6.81 6.37 228 15 023 11 064 11
New Zealand 17.64 3423 1937 19.85 4.99 3.93 259 7 026 8 054 16
Canada 1413 31.69 2158 21.84 6.03 4.73 273 6 029 5 0.48 18
Philippines 12,75 53.75 16.33 15.17 0.83 1.17 237 13 0.16 16 0.67 8
Japan 14.09 16.80 2954 14.97 19.03 5.57 3.09 2 036 3 033 22
Spain 2121 50.12 10.97 9.25 0.98 7.45 212 19 011 =22 077 2
Latvia 50.19  20.79 9.87 9.00 412 6.03 1.89 22 0.14 20 0.76
Slovak Republic 26.66 2875 1599 16.14 8.57 3.89 249 10 0.26 10 0.58 15
Mean 2357 31.22 1780 16.66 5.48 5.26 2.46 0.23 0.58
Standard Deviation 1.20 0.42 0.49

The second column of each variable gives the ranking of countries according to that variable.
Bold numbers correspond to highest and lowest values.
TRADEPRO: TRADEPRO-=1 if TRADE_OP=4 or 5; 0 if TRADE_OP=1,2 or 3.

TRADECON: TRADECON-=1 if TRADE_OP=1 or 2; 0 if TRADE_OP=3,4 or 5.
TRADE_OP gives responses to the following question: "How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements: (R's country) should limit the import of foreign products in order to protect its national economy."



Table 2: Naive Demographics Model

Equation 1 2 3 4 5
Method ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit
Dependent variable y=TRADE_OP
dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5)
age -0.0022  -0.0012  -0.0018  -0.0006  -0.0012  -0.0006  -0.0014  -0.0007  -0.0011  -0.0005
[-20.73]* [-14.52]** [-15.93]* [-11.78]* [-9.57]* [-8.58]* [-9.09]*  [-8.1]*  [5.21]* [-4.53]*
male 0.0484  0.0264  0.0383  0.0129  0.0466  0.0245  0.0427  0.0199  0.0450  0.0179
[13.97]* [11.72]* [10.66]*  [8.96]*  [12.42]* [10.68]**  [8.96]**  [7.89**  [6.64]*  [5.38]**
citizen -0.0685  -0.0373  -0.0582  -0.0197 -0.0686 -0.0361 -0.0722  -0.0337  -0.0624  -0.0248
[-5.49*  [5.33]*  [-4.69]* [4.53]*  [-4.9]*  [-4.76]* [4.64]*  [-4.5]* [-2.4]* [-2.34]*
rural -0.0215  -0.0073
[-10.23]* [-8.76]**
educyrs (years of education) 0.0157  0.0083  0.0157  0.0073  0.0133  0.0053
[24.74]* [15.37]** [19.08]* [12.49]* [9.62]**  [6.06]**
log of real income 0.0390  0.0182 0.0370  0.0147
[9.86]**  [9.56]*  [6.11]**  [5.06]**
social class 0.0135  0.0054
[4.47*  [5.11]
trade union member -0.0236  -0.0094
[3.27]*  [-2.9]*
political party 0.0055  0.0022
[1.65] [1.72]
cutoffl -2.92 258 152 0.71 1.19
cutoff2 -1.32 -0.93 0.12 2.32 2.82
cutoff3 -0.38 0.04 1.08 3.33 3.75
cutoff4 1.38 1.84 2.9 5.19 5.54
number of obs 25509 20375 22903 15906 7356
Pseudo R-squared 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.05

The table contains the estimated marginal effect on the probability of each of the highest two categories, given an increase in the value of the relevant regressor,
holding all other regressors at their mean value. Robust z statistics of the marginal effect of each relevant regressor are presented in parentheses.

Each regression includes country dummy variables.

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

rural is coded as follows: 1=urban, 2=suburbs/city-town, 3=rural.

social class is coded as follows: 1=lower, 2=working, 3=lower middle, 4=middle, 5=upper middle, 6=upper.

political party is coded as follows: 1=far left, 2=centre left, 3=centre, 4=right, 5=far right.



Table 3: Factor Endowments Model

Equation 1 2 3 4 5 6
Method ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit
Dependent variable y=TRADE_OP
dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5)
age -0.0011  -0.0005 -0.0014  -0.0005 -0.0012  -0.0005 -0.0010 -0.0004 -0.0014 -0.0006 -0.0012  -0.0007 -0.0012  -0.0006
[-9.41]*  [-8.22]* [-8.88]** [-7.65]* [-9.31]** [-8.21]** [-6.94]* [-6.45]** [-8.85** [-5.69]**  [-9.74]** [-8.65]**  [-9.54]**  [-8.35]**
male 0.0435 0.0175 0.0385 0.0151 0.0463 0.0215 0.0564 0.0246 0.0394 0.0179 0.0460 0.0281 0.0468 0.0263
[11.68]*  [9.8]** [8.04]* 71 [12.01]*  [9.94]*  [12.82]** [10.26]*  [8.11]**  [5.35]**  [12.26]** [10.53]** [12.41]** [10.41]**
citizen -0.0655  -0.0263  -0.0694  -0.0273  -0.0674  -0.0312  -0.0710 -0.0310 -0.0704 -0.0319 -0.0664 -0.0406 -0.0681  -0.0383
[-4.79]*  [-4.61]* [-458]** [-4.37]* [-4.87]* [-4.67]** [-41 [-3.89]*  [-4.55*  [-3.9]*  [4.81]* [-4.69]* [-4.82]**  [-4.69]**
(ey((je:r?f;seducation) -0.0891 -0.0358 -0.0737 -0.0290 -0.0560 -0.0260 -0.1133 -0.0495 -0.0821 -0.0373 -0.0129 -0.0079 0.0216 0.0121
[-10.98]** [-11.17]* [-4.98]** [-5.46]** [-4.61]* [-5.06]** [-4.75]** [-5.18]**  [-4.98]**  [-4.03]*  [-2.94]** [-2.72]** [18]** [14.3]**
ed ucyrs*gdp 0.0109 0.0044 0.0092 0.0036 0.0076 0.0035 0.0135 0.0059 0.0101 0.0046
[12.93]* [12.67]**  [6.06]** [6.69]** [6.05]** [6.73]** [5.58]** [6.12]* [5.95]** [4.51]*
log of real income 0.0381  0.0150 0.1498  0.0680
[9.91]* [9.01]* [1.77] [1.46]
income*gdp -0.0115  -0.0052
[-1.33] [-1.15]
educyrs*sk -0.0016  -0.0009
[-2.05]* [-2.15]*
educyrs*unsk 0.0078  0.0044
[8.89]* [8.22]*
educyrs*educ 0.0024  0.0015
[6.56]** [5.44]**
cutoffl -1.19 0.88 -1.22 -1.13 0.69 -1.64 -1.53
cutoff2 0.45 2.49 0.38 0.55 2.3 -0.01 0.11
cutoff3 1.42 3.5 1.35 1.56 3.31 0.95 1.07
cutoff4 3.26 5.38 3.16 3.44 5.19 2.78 2.9
number obs 22374 15393 21236 17353 15393 22903 22903
Pseudo R-squared 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.05

The table contains the estimated marginal effect on the probability of each of the highest two categories, given an increase in the value of the relevant regressor,

holding all other regressors at their mean value. Robust z statistics of the marginal effect of each relevant regressor are presented in parentheses.
Each regression includes country dummy variables.

In regression (3) the Philippines are dropped. In regression (4) low income countries are not included.

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%



Table 4: Sector Specific Model

Equation 1 2 3 4
Method ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit
Dependent variable y=TRADE_OP
dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5)
age -0.0011  -0.0007  -0.0011 -0.0007  -0.0012  -0.0005  -0.0011  -0.0005  -0.0011  -0.0007
[-6.84]*  [-6.51]*  [-6.77]*  [-6.46]*  [-7.11]*  [-64]*  [-7.04]*  [6.35]* [-6.53]* [5.71]**
male 0.0527  0.0359 0.0501 0.0341 0.0531  0.0247 0.0517 0.0241  0.0564  0.0341
[11.02]*  [9.69]**  [10.48]* [9.35]*  [11.01]* [8.81]*  [10.8]** [B.7]*  [11.24]*  [9.04]*
citizen -0.0537  -0.0367  -0.0536 -0.0364  -0.0548 -0.0255  -0.0543  -0.0253  -0.0510  -0.0308
[-3.05]*  [-3.02]*  [-3.04]*  [-3.01]*  [-2.99]* [-2.93]*  [-2.97]*  [-2.91]* [-2.72]*  [-2.69]**
educyrs (years of education) 0.0149  0.0102 0.0149 0.0101  -0.1088 -0.0505  -0.1054  -0.0491  0.0144  0.0087
[16.97]**  [12.54]*  [17.04]*  [12.44]*  [-9.56]* [-10.29]* [-9.35]* [-10.12]* [16.25]** [10.65]**
educyrs*gdp 0.0130 0.0061 0.0127 0.0059
[10.96]**  [11.44]*  [10.78]**  [11.31]*
imports -1880.7550 -1279.6290 -1747.8470 -813.7268
[-2.75]*  [-2.71]* [-2.46]F  [-2.41]*
exports -144.2165  -98.1221 -128.4089  -59.7820
[-0.4] [-0.4] [-0.35] [-0.35]
CA sector -0.0174  -0.0119 -0.0262  -0.0122 0.0240  0.0145
[-2.17]*  [-2.13]* [-3.13]*  [-3.06]** [1.29] [1.3]
CD sector -0.0405  -0.0276 -0.0388  -0.0180 -0.0488  -0.0295
[-4.43]*  [-4.27]* [-3.99]*  [-3.8]** [-2.14]*  [-2.07]*
willingness to move 0.0071  0.0043
[3.35]*  [3.78]**
CA*willingness to move -0.0136  -0.0082
[-2.18]* [-2.2]
CD*willingness to move 0.0028  0.0017
[0.39] [0.39]
cutoffl -154 -1.56 112 -1.09 147
cutoff2 0.09 0.08 0.52 0.55 0.17
cutoff3 1.04 1.04 1.48 1.51 1.13
cutoff4 2.81 2.8 3.26 3.29 2.9
number of obs 14248 13961 13961 13961 13281
Pseudo R-squared 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04

The table contains the estimated marginal effect on the probability of each of the highest two categories, given an increase in the value of the relevant regressor,
holding all other regressors at their mean value. Robust z statistics of the marginal effect of each relevant regressor are presented in parentheses.

Each regression includes country dummy variables.

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

"imports" refers to the value of imports in the respondent's sector of employment, normalized by GDP

"exports" refers to the value of exports in the respondent's sector of employment, normalized by GDP




Table 5: Status Model

Equation 1 2 3 4
Method ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit
Dependent variable y=TRADE_OP

dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5)

age -0.0014  -0.0007 -0.0014  -0.0007 -0.0011  -0.0004  -0.0013  -0.0005
[-9.05]*  [-8.11* [-8.96]* [7.97]* [-8.97]* [-7.65]** [-8.45]*  [-7.05]**
male 0.0413 00212 00419 00221 00430 00172 00362  0.0129
[8.62]*  [7.86]*  [8.8]*  [7.77* [11.33]**  [9.09]*  [7.59]*  [6.45]**
citizen 00735 -0.0377 -0.0732 -0.0386 -0.0665 -0.0265 -0.0688  -0.0245

[-4.72]*  [-4.58]**  [-4.72]*  [-4.55]*  [-4.84]*  [-4.61]* [-4.85]*  [-4.56]**
educyrs

(years of education)

0.0151  0.0077  0.0151  0.0079  0.0106  0.0042  0.0100  0.0036
[18.12]** [12.64]* [18.18]* [12.3]* [13.76]*  [9.3]*  [9.86]*  [7.2]**
log of real income -0.0090  -0.0047

[-0.89] [-0.86]

earnrel 0.0461  0.0237  0.0534  0.0281 0.0356  0.0127
[9.56]*  [8.82]*  [4.75]*  [4.16]* [8]* [7.29]**
log of gdp_pc
social class 0.0193  0.0077  0.0151  0.0054
[11.95]* [13.61]* [7.83]*  [8.59]**
cutoffl -1.41 -1.89 -1.26 -1.22
cutoff2 0.21 -0.28 0.36 0.36
cutoff3 121 0.72 1.27 1.32
cutoff4 3.09 2.6 3 3.08
number of obs 15906 15906 18609 12798
Pseudo R-squared 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.05

The table contains the estimated marginal effect on the probability of each of the highest two categories, given an increase in the value of the relevant regressor,
holding all other regressors at their mean value. Robust z statistics of the marginal effect of each relevant regressor are presented in parentheses.

Each regression includes country dummy variables.

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

earnrel is the ratio of individual personal income to the country's (sample) average personal income

social class is coded as follows: 1=lower, 2=working, 3=lower middle, 4=middle, 5=upper middle, 6=upper.



Table 6: Community/National Attachment Model

Equation 1 2 3 4
Method ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit ordered logit
Dependent variable y=TRADE_OP
dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5) dPr(y=4) dPr(y=5)
age -0.0007 -0.0004 -0.0004 -0.0001 -0.0010 -0.0007 -0.0003 -0.0001
[-4.79]*  [-4.52]** [-2.89]*  [-2.82]** [-7.67]*  [-6.81]** [-1.63] [-0.51]
male 0.0455 0.0270 0.0547 0.0197 0.0458 0.0313 0.0565 0.0178
[10.57]*+ [8.71%* [13.2]* [10.67]**  [10.76]** [8.75]* [10.997* [3.46]*
citizen -0.0596 -0.0353 -0.0347 -0.0125 -0.0639 -0.0436 -0.0344 -0.0108
[-3.82]*  [-3.69]** [-2.17]* [-2.16]* [-4.01]*  [-3.86]** [-1.82] [-0.57]
educyrs (years of education) 0.0143 0.0085 0.0123 0.0044 0.0149 0.0102 0.0109 0.0034
[18.991*  [11.78]*  [17.49]*  [12.18*  [17.27]*  [11.38]**  [12.63]** [3.977+
NEIGHBOR -0.0207 -0.0123 -0.0173 -0.0055
[-6.16]*  [-5.76]** [-4.54]* [-1.43]
TOWN 0.0105 0.0062 0.0116 0.0037
[2.67]* [2.63]* [2.59]** [0.82]
COUNTY -0.0199 -0.0118 -0.0164 -0.0052
[-5.74]*  [-5.36]** [-4.15] [-1.31]
CONTINENT 0.0232 0.0137 0.0140 0.0044
[7.83]** [7.09]* [4.21]* [1.32]
NATPRID1 -0.0287 -0.0170 -0.0036 -0.0013 -0.0088 -0.0028
[7.81]*  [-7.24]* [-1.19] [-1.19] [-2.14]* [-0.67]
NATPRID2 -0.0442 -0.0160 -0.0432 -0.0136
[-16.43]*  [-12.22]** [[12.53]*  [-3.94]**
NATPRID3 -0.0217 -0.0078 -0.0219 -0.0069
[-9.15]*  [-8.25]** [7.91]*  [-2.49]**
NATPRID4 -0.0541 -0.0195 -0.0533 -0.0167
[-23.65]**  [-15.05]** [[17.12]*  [-5.38]**
DEMOCR (pride in democracy) 0.0127 0.0086 0.0195 0.0061
[3.98]* [3.33]* [4.44]* [1.4]
POL_INFL (pride in pol influence) -0.0252 -0.0172 -0.0119 -0.0038
[-7.76]*  [-5.67]** [-2.75]* [-0.86]
ECONPRID (economic pride) 0.0069 0.0047 0.0159 0.0050
[2.05]* [2.2]* [4.11]+ [1.29]
SSS PRID (pride in social security system) 0.0012 0.0009 0.0077 0.0024
[0.42] [0.43] [2.18]* [0.69]
cutoffl -2.49 -3.95 154 -3.89
cutoff2 -0.78 -2.18 0.12 -2.04
cutoff3 0.21 -1.17 1.06 -1.02
cutoff4 2.09 0.78 2.91 0.97
number of obs 18219 20008 19336 14837
Pseudo R-squared 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.08

The table contains the estimated marginal effect on the probability of each of the highest two categories, given an increase in the value of the relevant regressor,
holding all other regressors at their mean value. Robust z statistics of the marginal effect of each relevant regressor are presented in parentheses.

Each regression includes country dummy variables.

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%



Table 7: Preferred Specification

Equation 1 2
Method OoLS oLS
without country with country
dummies dummies
Dependent variable TRADE_OP
age -0.0021 -0.0024
2.76%* 3.07*
male 0.2421 0.2131
10.14% 9.08**
educyrs (years of education) -0.3029 -0.3848
14.48* 5.28**
educyrs*gdp 0.0339 0.0428
16.22% 5.70%*
earnrel 0.1201 0.128
5.90%* 6.39**
social class 0.1212 0.0735
10.87* 6.31**
NEIGHBOR -0.0648 -0.0728
3.71% 4,13
TOWN 0.0635 0.0634
3.03* 3.04**
COUNTY -0.0708 -0.0747
3.85%* 4.10%
CONTINENT 0.0108 0.0467
0.83 3.33+
NATPRID2 -0.152 -0.1394
11.28% 10.35%*
NATPRID3 -0.0624 -0.0866
5.21%* 7.01%*
NATPRID4 -0.1899 -0.1596
17.98* 14.76%
constant 3.285 3.4901
32.36** 30.49**
number of obs 9478 9478
Adj. R-squared 0.18 0.22

T values in parentheses are robust, i.e. they are calculated using White (1980)-corrected standard errors.
* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%

social class is coded as follows: 1=lower, 2=working, 3=lower middle, 4=middle, 5=upper middle, 6=upper.
earnrel is the ratio of individual personal income to the country's (sample) average personal income



Table 8: Power of Main Regressors in Explaining Cross-Country Differences

Equation 1 2
Method oLSs oLSs
regression with only regression with main
DV regressors and DV
Dependent variable TRADE_OP
USA -0.8396 -0.6861
12.12%* 9.45%+
Austria -0.9016 -0.4896
10.70** 6.26*
Hungary -1.2227 -0.4705
17.07** 4.84%
Ireland -0.8155 -0.259
11.43%* 3.65
Norway -0.2596 -0.1248 .
3.75% 1.91
Sweden -0.3272 -0.0541 .
4.63%* 0.85
Czech Republic -0.55 -0.1544 .
6.52%* 1.65
Slovenia -0.6026 -0.1587 .
7.44%% 1.85
Poland -0.8958 -0.1154 .
10.70** 0.86
Russia -0.7284 0.1933 .
8.10% 1.46
New Zealand -0.2694 0.0486 .
3.03* 0.57
Canada -0.4671 -0.3257
6.64%* 471
Japan 0.0644 0.2512
0.82 3.39%
Spain -1.0052 -0.4724
14.20%* 6.35*
Latvia -1.2702 -0.239 .
14.95%* 1.54
Slovak Republic -0.7137 -0.1821 .
9.19% 1.66
Constant 3.1563 3.4901
53.97* 30.49%
number of obs 9478 9478
Adj. R-squared 0.09 0.22

Robust t statistics in parentheses; * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
The dummy variable which has been dropped is West Germany's one.
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Appendix Ill: Table Alll.1 - Demographic Variables

subjective social class po““.c.al lparty
affiliation
number of average .
Country observations age years of male rural trade u.moh 3 = £ -
: : membership . 2 - 9 T < & 2 o _ Z
in the sample education S £ E T E Q O E £ 2
€ g8 5 B 3| E 58 % 5
3 =3 ©
Germany West 1282 46 10.93 0.54 - 0.36 20 0.0 16.2 56.4 165 1.3| 0.3 49.0 55 36.0 2.6
Germany East 612 48 10.93 0.50 - 0.78 9.0 0.0 335 431 43 03]|15.2 435 51 255 1.3
Great Britain 1058 a7 11.34 0.40 - 0.21 - - - - - -]06 429 146 263 0.0
USA 1367 45 13.43 0.44 1.59 0.10 59 458 0.0 443 00 3.3]|0.0 34.3 36.1 27.7 0.0
Austria 1007 46 10.39 0.45 - 0.46 3.7 0.0 155 61.8 125 0.8 0.0 36.2 45 299 0.0
Hungary 1000 48 10.50 0.43 1.97 0.15 12.7 35.2 253 222 1.2 00| - - - -
Italy 1094 43 11.03 0.48 1.98 0.12 1.4 0.0 115 71.3 134 25| - - - - -
Ireland 994 46 12.26 0.49 2.02 0.26 1.6 353 14.3 38.7 43 05|00 24 354 09 00
Netherlands 2089 44 12.69 0.46 1.72 0.21 - - - - - - ]865 180 26.0 157 2.7
Norway 1527 43 12.68 0.50 2.09 0.44 0.0 304 6.5 395 83 05| 0.7 38.1 18.6 19.7 0.0
Sweden 1296 45 11.43 0.49 1.23 0.71 24 352 00 451 9.2 07]5.8 33.3 14.0 18.0 0.0
Czech Republic 1111 43 12.91 0.51 1.65 0.21 41 273 212 350 6.4 13|51 10.8 39.3 226 9.0
Slovenia 1036 43 10.68 0.44 2.03 0.35 3.3 341 00 475 62 02|00 45 96 174 1.9
Poland 1598 47 10.29 0.45 1.72 0.13 74 412 00 396 44 22|00 242 93 47 0.0
Bulgaria 1105 49 - 0.48 1.92 0.19 14.6 51.7 0.0 262 0.0 1.0|6.0 150 81 9.0 27
Russia 1585 45 11.19 0.45 1.50 0.32 12.8 29.7 14.6 251 2.9 07183 3.2 81 358 44
New Zealand 1043 46 14.33 0.47 1.50 0.15 3.4 19.0 10.6 409 11.8 1.0/ 0.0 42 552 4.9 0.0
Canada 1543 42 14.78 0.49 1.16 0.20 2.6 16.4 10.2 31.8 13.1 1.5| 0.9 20.0 30.1 14.6 0.0
Philippines 1200 40 9.38 0.50 1.75 0.01 251 61.3 0.0 10.8 00 28| - - - - -
Japan 1256 46 11.87 0.46 - 0.13 45 00 193 487 17.2 35|17 52 6.2 241 0.0
Spain 1221 45 10.13 0.48 1.48 0.08 6.1 41.3 17.6 28.8 3.8 0.3|11.5 31.4 0.3 286 0.0
Latvia 1044 47 11.64 0.39 0.39 0.19 11.9 43.3 21.0 0.0 98 06| - - - - -
Slovak Republic 1388 41 11.83 0.48 - 0.32 8.7 31.0 22.0 26.6 6.6 1.7|4.9 13.2 358 12.7 6.4
Mean total n=28,456| 44.77 11.69 0.47 1.69 0.31 7.29 30.8 12.5 40.2 7.9 1.44(6.07 33.2 29.0 29.3 2.52
Standard Deviation 16.88 3.58 0.50 0.90 0.46

Rural is coded as follows: 1 urban, 2 suburbs/city-town, 3 rural.
Male is coded as follows: 1 male, 0 otherwise (i.e., O includes m.v.).
Trade Union Membership is coded as follows: 1 member, 0 otherwise (i.e., 0 includes m.v.).

Both Subjective Social Class and Political Party Affiliation give percentages over the whole national sample (l.e., including m.v.).




Table Alll.2 - Attachment to Own Neighborhood, Town/City and County/Region and National Pride Variables

% in each nation declaring

Country attachment attachment attachment attachment “rather be own country in favor of
to own to own to own to own citizen of own better than fountry's interests
neighborhood town/city county/region country country" others at any cost
(NEIGHBOR) (TOWN) (COUNTY) (NATPRID1) (NATPRID2) (NATPRID3) (NATPRID4)
Germany 0.74 12 0.72 0.68 7 0.80 4 0.69 3 0.37 8 0.29 5
Great Britain 0.64 3 0.56 0.51 2 0.71 2 0.73 8 0.56 13 0.52 16
USA 0.57 2 0.60 0.62 4 0.81 5 0.91 22 0.81 21 0.44 13
Austria 0.83 16 0.84 16 0.89 20 0.91 13 0.86 15 0.69 17 0.62 20
Hungary 0.80 14 0.84 15 0.86 18 0.96 22 0.87 17 0.26 3 0.41 10
Italy 0.68 8 0.82 12 0.80 16 0.87 10 0.62 2 0.37 7 0.30 6
Ireland 0.84 17 0.83 14 0.81 17 0.93 15 0.86 16 0.71 18 0.63 21
Netherlands 0.71 10 0.71 5 0.49 1 0.87 9 0.50 1 0.46 11 0.28 4
Norway 0.51 1 0.70 4 0.79 15 0.94 20 0.78 11 0.67 16 0.38 9
Sweden 0.65 0.66 3 0.66 6 0.83 7 0.70 5 0.48 12 0.44 12
Czech Republic 0.81 15 0.87 19 0.69 9 092 14 0.73 7 0.22 1 0.31 7
Slovenia 0.77 13 0.82 13 0.78 14 0.93 17 0.78 13 0.28 0.28
Poland 0.73 11 0.75 9 0.64 5 0.94 19 0.88 19 0.39 9 0.48 15
Bulgaria 0.88 21 0.89 21 0.86 19 0.93 16 0.88 20 0.57 14 0.73 22
Russia 0.67 6 0.72 6 0.62 3 0.82 6 0.75 9 0.42 10 0.61 19
New Zealand 0.65 5 0.76 10 0.71 11 0.94 18 0.81 14 0.78 20 0.52 17
Canada 0.69 9 0.76 11 0.74 13 0.74 0.78 12 0.77 19 0.43 11
Philippines 0.86 19 0.73 8 0.68 8 0.68 1 0.88 18 0.59 15 0.37
Japan 0.91 22 0.88 20 0.89 21 0.95 21 0.89 21 0.84 22 0.19 1
Spain 0.88 20 0.92 22 0.90 22 0.89 12 0.73 6 0.36 0.61 18
Latvia 0.68 7 0.85 18 0.69 10 0.86 8 0.76 10 0.32 0.44 14
Slovak Republic 0.84 18 0.85 17 0.73 12 0.89 11 0.69 4 0.23 2 0.23 2
Mean 0.74 0.78 0.73 0.87 0.78 0.51 0.43
Standard Deviation 0.11 0.10 0.12 0.08 0.10 0.20 0.15

The second column of each variable gives the ranking of countries according to that variable.

Bold numbers correspond to highest and lowest values.




Table Alll.3 - Pride in Specific Achievements

Country proud of | proud of political proud proud of
national influence of economic social security
democracy in the world achievements system

Germany 057 12 0.61 16 0.83 22 0.62 17
Great Britain 0.68 15 0.55 15 0.44 12 0.48 12
USA 0.83 20 0.80 22 0.82 19 0.50 13
Austria 0.71 16 0.63 17 0.82 21 0.84 22
Hungary 020 1 0.18 1 0.09 1 0.07 1
Italy 0.26 6 0.23 0.40 9 0.28 8
Ireland 0.75 18 0.79 21 0.82 20 0.65 19
Netherlands 084 21 0.49 13 0.78 16 0.83 21
Norway 0.80 19 0.78 19 0.80 18 0.62 16
Sweden 0.64 13 0.41 11 0.17 3 0.65 18
Czech Republic 035 8 0.51 14 0.42 11 0.19 6
Slovenia 021 3 0.29 4 0.34 8 0.30 9
Poland 024 5 0.36 6 0.28 6 0.17 4
Bulgaria 031 7 0.36 7 0.26 5 0.18 5
Russia 0.20 1 0.32 5 0.16 0.08 2
New Zealand 0.73 17 0.71 18 0.72 15 0.39 10
Canada 084 22 0.79 20 0.62 14 0.81 20
Philippines 0.53 10 0.39 9 0.50 13 0.52 14
Japan 0.66 14 0.45 12 0.80 17 0.47 11
Spain 054 11 0.40 10 0.41 10 0.53 15
Latvia 040 o9 0.38 8 0.21 4 0.12 3
Slovak Republic 0.22 4 0.19 2 0.31 7 0.22 7
Mean 0.52 0.48 0.50 0.43

Standard Deviation 0.24 0.20 0.26 0.25

The second column of each variable gives the ranking of countries according to that variable.

Bold numbers correspond to highest and lowest values.




