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RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 To what extent are integration attitudes shaped 

by national-level perceptions?  
 Economic Integration: Purposeful removal and/or harmonization 

of barriers to the flow of goods, services, and capital across national 

boundaries. 

 National-Level Perceptions (NLP): Individuals’ perceptions of 

integ.’s impact on the national economy. 

 

 Is the impact of NLP constant across the population? 

 



EXISTING WORK 

o Until recently, most work advanced: 

• Individual-level economic mechanisms  

oEx: Material well-being/income (H-O, specific factors models)  

   Guisinger 2009, Mayda and Rodrik 2005, Pandya 2010 

• Non-economic mechanisms 

oEx: Partisanship, nationalism, gender  

   Mansfield and Mutz 2009, Burgoon and Hiscox 2008, above. 

 

o Relative newcomer:  

• National-level economic mechanisms 

oEx: How integration affects nation as a whole (NLP) 

   Mansfield and Mutz 2009 



A PUZZLE IN THE LITERATURE 

 NL mechanisms are information-based models. 

    Mansfield and Mutz 2009, Mutz 1998 

 

 Why use NLP?  Less information-intensive.  

    Mansfield and Mutz 2009 

 

 However, trade policy is a very low salience issue.  

    Guisinger 2009 

 

 If so, public at large may have little exposure to info. on 

trade’s NL impact; small subset may have more. 



POTENTIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 Implication for NLP:  

 If so, impact of NLP on attitudes is likely conditional:  

 Weak among those with less exposure (public at large)  

 Strong among those with more (the “informed”). 

 

 If true, broader implications for: 

 Impact of integ. attitudes on electoral/policy outcomes. 

 Impact of issue framing on integ. attitudes. 

 

 



REMAINDER OF TALK 

Theory/hypotheses 

Empirical analysis/findings 

 Support for conditional impact of NLP 

Implications for issue framing 

 

 



THEORY 

 Individuals form perceptions of integration’s NL 

impact on the basis of information acquired via mass 

media coverage and interpersonal contact.  

   (MM 2009; Mutz 1998) 

 

 How does this information influence attitudes? 

 



THEORY 

 Mechanism: 

 Individuals watch TV/talk about economy. 

 Exposed to factual info. about integration’s impact on 

national economy (e.g. changes in net exports). 

 Low salience  hard to recall facts and figs. 

 Instead, imparts cause-and-effect awareness  infer 

impact from perceptions of natl. economic performance. 

 

Hypothesis 1: Individuals who perceive economy as 

performing well (poorly) are more (less) likely to hold favorable 

attitudes toward integration. 

 

 



THEORY: 

 Mechanism: 

 But indiv’s likely vary in exposure to NL info. 

    Zaller 1992, Walstad and Rebeck 2002, Guisinger 2009 

 Variation along two dimensions: amount and frequency 

 Greater exposure  clearer perceived link b/t integ. and 

natl economic performance; impact larger in magnitude. 

 

Hypothesis 2: The relationship b/t perceptions of natl economic 

performance and integration attitudes will be stronger among 

individuals who have greater exposure to info. on integration’s 

national-level impact. 

 

 

 

 



EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 

 Latinobarometer Survey Data, 2004-2010 

 22,000 respondents per year, 18 countries 

 Various questions about regional integration 

 

 Test hypotheses using: 

 Regression analysis  

 binary probit, country FE’s, clustered SE’s 

 Descriptive analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS: H1 

 Dependent Variable:  

 Responses to questions about three aspects of integration: 

1. Impact on economic development/quality of life. 

2. Support for removal of restrictions on trade/inv. 

3. Support for economic integration more broadly. 

 

 Independent Variable: 

 NLP: How would you evaluate national economy relative 

to 12 mo.’s ago? (much better ↔ much worse). 

 

 Control Variables: 

 Education, evaluation of personal financial situation, 

partisanship, nationalism, sex, employment status. 

 

 



RESULTS: H1 

 

 

 

 

 

Tables 1-2. Regression models: average marginal impact of NLP. 

Model Baseline Models Extended Models 

Impact of Integration On: 

     Economic Development (2006) 12.3%** 12.1%** 

     Quality of Life (2006) 6.5%* 6.2%* 

Support for Liberalization Of: 

     Investment (2006) 5.2%* 5.3%** 

     Investment (2007) ns ns 

     Investment (2008) 5.9%* -- 

     Trade (2007) ns ns 

Support for Regional Integration: 

     Support (2008) 6.7%** -- 

     Support (2009) 9.4%** -- 

     Support (2010) 11.3%** - 

Average: 8.8% 7.87% 

** p < .01; * p < .05.  n = 12,405-15,465.  Pseudo-R2 = .03-.06.  “ns” means variable was not 

significant in the regression model. “--“ means model not run because covariates were not available. 



EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS: H2 

 Support for H1, but… 

 Is the impact of NLP on integration attitudes mediated by 
variation in individuals’ exposure to NL information? 

 

 Plausible?  

 Using 2009 survey, subset indivs by exposure to info: 
 Informed: heard of major integration agreements. 

 Uninformed: heard of none. 

 Examine difference in covariates across groups. 

 

 Any Difference? 

 Yes.  On average, informed individuals watch more TV 
and have more interest in politics (and are more 
educated). 

 

 



EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS: H2 

 Does variation in exposure (as a function of these 

covars) condition the impact of NLP? 

 

 To test: 

 For all yrs, subset individuals based on these covars: 

 Informed: Watch TV 5+ days/wk and very interested in politics. 

 Uninformed: Watch TV less than 5 days/wk and less interested. 

 Rerun regressions on these subsamples. 

 

  

 

 

 

 



EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS: H2 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8. Regression models: average marginal impact of NLP. 

Model Informed Uninformed 

Impact of Integration On: 

     Economic Development (2006) 29.1%** 7.2%* 

     Quality of Life (2006) 19.1%* Ns 

Support for Liberalization Of: 

     Investment (2006) ns ns 

     Investment (2007) ns ns 

     Trade (2007) 18.8%* ns 

Support for Regional Integration: 

     Support (2009) 8.5%** 8.9%** 

     Support (2010) 9.5%* 12.9%** 

Average: 17.0% 9.5% 

** p < .01; * p < .05.  n(I) = 627-1,055; n(UI)  4,372-5,636.  Pseudo-R2 (I) =.07-.14; (UI) = .04-.07.  

“ns” means variable was not significant in the regression model. 



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

 The impact of NLP on integ. attitudes is conditional: 

 Strong impact among individuals with greater exposure.   

 But for public at large, impact is relatively weak. 

 

 

 

 



IMPLICATIONS 

 Implications for Issue Framing: 

 Stronger priors about trade’s impact  less susceptible to 

issue framing. Murillo et al. (forthcoming) 

 

 Relevance: 

 Public at large: weak priors about integration’s NL 

impact  perceptions more susceptible to framing, but NLP 

play small role in shaping attitudes. 

 Informed: stronger priors  NLP play large role in 

shaping attitudes, but less susceptible to framing.  

 

 

 



THANK YOU. 

 





EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS: H2 

 On average, informed individuals watch more TV and have 

more interest in politics (and are more educated). 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7. Mean values of subsample covariates (2009). 

Variable (Range) Informed Uninf. Difference Full Sample 

# of days watching TV (0-7) 5.19 4.37 0.82** 4.60 

Interest in politics (0-3) 1.37 0.91 0.45** 1.02 

% of indiv’s with some college ed. (0-1) 32.76% 10.02% 22.74%** 16.50% 

Non-response rates for DV survey Q’s 3.63 2.26 1.37** 2.72 

** Difference in means for informed-uninformed subsamples is highly sig. (p ≈ 0.000). 










