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Abstract
Public support for protection is typically attributed to economic self-interest. Beyond pocketbook anxie-
ties, a competing approach, however, contends that sociotropic attitudes dictate foreign policy preferences.
Researchers, however, have faced difficulty in disentangling sociotropic attitudes from pocketbook con-
cerns in observational studies. This article addresses this problem by utilizing a priming experiment to
examine the relationship between socio and egotropic attitudes. In line with the predictions of the socio-
tropic framework, individuals are less certain about the egotropic effects of trade and sociotropic attitudes
are found to influence egotropic perceptions by reducing uncertainty about the pocketbook effects of
trade. In contrast, the study fails to find support for the hypothesis that individuals project egotropic con-
cerns onto societal evaluations. The results of the study suggest that future research should pay careful
consideration to the relationship between socio and egotropic attitudes when modeling and analyzing
trade-policy preferences.
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Public support for policies that protect the domestic economy is often attributed to individual self-
interest. Those who face labor-market risks as a result of globalization, for example, are predicted
to support barriers to globalization such as protectionist trade policies and limits to immigration
(Scheve and Slaughter, 2001a, 2001b; Mayda, 2006). Anxiety related to globalization is further argued
to influence national voting patterns (Jensen et al., 2017; Owen and Walter, 2017; Colantone and
Stanig, 2018). Competing research, on the other hand, contends that concerns about the national
economy, or sociotropic attitudes, dictate foreign-policy preferences; suggesting that support for eco-
nomic nationalism may not be driven by individual self-interest as it is often portrayed (Mansfield and
Mutz, 2009; Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2010). Researchers, however, have faced difficulty disentangling
sociotropic attitudes from pocketbook concerns in observational studies. This article addresses this
problem by employing a survey experiment to directly examine the relationship between egocentric
and sociotropic trade attitudes.

The article proceeds first with a brief overview of the self-interest and sociotropic approaches to
trade-policy preference formation highlighting the difficulty in parsing out the causal direction of atti-
tudes in observational research. The study utilizes a priming experiment embedded into a national
survey to examine the relationship between socio and egotropic attitudes. The priming experiment
allows for a direct test of the influence of self-interest on sociotropic attitudes and vice versa.
Finally, the effect of sociotropic and egotropic attitudes on trade-policy preference formation is
analyzed.

Sociotropic attitudes are found to significantly impact egotropic attitudes toward trade mainly
through reducing uncertainty about the personal impact of trade. On the other hand, egotropic
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evaluations have no influence on sociotropic attitudes toward trade. When using comparable mea-
sures, however, both egotropic and sociotropic attitudes are found to impact trade-policy preferences.
Individual self-interests remain an important factor in trade-policy preference formation, but most
individuals are unaware of the personal impact of trade. Sociotropic perceptions are leveraged to
reduce this uncertainty and form pocketbook evaluations. The article is concluded with a brief discus-
sion of the implications of these findings on trade politics in Japan.

1. Public opposition to trade

Individual trade-policy preferences form the foundation of the political economy of trade (Scheve and
Slaughter, 2001b). Pocketbook or individual economic interests are commonly seen as the starting
point for understanding trade attitudes. Those who benefit directly as result of trade should support
open policies while those who face increased competition as a result of liberalization have an economic
incentive to favor protection.

The majority of research attempting to assess the impact of individual economic interest on trade-
policy preferences has focused on testing the predictions of the Heckscher–Ohlin (H–O) model.1 The
H–O model contends that differences in factor endowment drive international trade and factors are
perfectly mobile between industries. The H–O model thus predicts that trade will bring benefits to
individuals who possess the relatively abundant factor in a country. Countries with a relative abun-
dance of capital, for example, will specialize in goods that intensively use capital and import those
that are labor intensive. An increase in trade openness would subsequently lead to gains for capital
owners and skilled workers. Individuals who own the relatively scarce factor, on the other hand,
will face declining wages and increased job-market risks as a result of trade liberalization. Low-skill
workers in capital-abundant economies, for instance, will face increased job-market insecurity as a
result of competition from imported labor-intensive goods. It is thus anticipated that owners of the
economy’s abundant factor will support liberalization, while owners of the scarce factor will favor eco-
nomic nationalism.

Early studies mainly provided indirect tests of the theory without explicitly examining individual
preferences (Kaempfer and Marks, 1993; Beaulieu, 2002). Beaulieu (2002), for example, finds that
votes cast in the 1988 Canadian federal election which many believed to be a referendum on the
Canadian–US Free Trade Agreement are consistent with the predictions of the H–O model. Scheve
and Slaughter (2001b) considerably advance this literature by directly examining the relationship
between individual trade attitudes and factor endowment.2 The authors find that the skill-level, mea-
sured by education, significantly influences attitudes.3 In line with the factors model, low-skill indivi-
duals in the US express higher levels of support for trade protection. A number of studies using
education as a measure of skill find additional support for the H–O model’s predictions in the US
and other advanced industrialized economies (O’Rourke and Sinnott, 2001; Hays et al., 2005;
Mayda and Rodrik, 2005; Sanz and i Coma, 2008).4

A large literature, however, has called into question the role of self-interest in attitude formation
challenging the foundation of many political economy of trade models. Following theory from social

1These predictions are typically tested against those of the Ricardo-Viner (R-V) model which assumes factors are not per-
fectly mobile between industries. Most of the recent discussion of pocketbook versus sociotropic interests, however, focuses
upon studies adopting the H-O model.

2Balistreri (1997) directly analyzes Canadian support for CAFTA. It is important, however, to consider attitudes toward
preferential trade agreements distinctly form general trade attitudes (Spilker et al., 2016).

3A number of studies question the use of education as a proxy for skill. Hainmueller and Hiscox (2006), for example, argue
that education’s relationship to trade attitudes is driven by learning about economic theory and cosmopolitan values not
labor market concerns.

4These results have not been replicated in developing economies where the H-O predicts a negative relationship between
education and support for trade. Ardanaz et al. (2013) argue that the positive effect of skill found in developing economies is
consistent with New Trade Theory.
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and political psychology, it is argued that individuals form policy preferences not based on pocketbook
interests but on sociotropic attitudes about a policy’s perceived effect on the nation in general.5

A number of studies have analyzed the relative impact of sociotropic vs egocentric attitudes on vot-
ing and policy preferences. Many pointing out that egocentric attitudes rarely predict political atti-
tudes. In line with previous work on economic voting in comparative and American politics,
Mansfield and Mutz (2009) demonstrate that pocketbook interests, measured by the skill level, are
no longer a predictor of trade-policy preferences after controlling for sociotropic attitudes.6

Similarly, Hainmueller and Hiscox (2010) fail to find support for pocketbook interests driving atti-
tudes toward immigration.

Previous studies attempting to determine the relative importance of sociotropic vs egocentric atti-
tudes on policy preferences, however, have faced a number of limitations. First, the observed domin-
ance of sociotropic attitudes may simply be an artifact of the measurement of individual and social
interests. Lockerbie (2006), for example, shows that the missing relationship between individual inter-
ests and voting is at least partially driven by differences in question wording for measures of individual
and collective interests. When equivalent measures are used, both egocentric and sociotropic interests
become important in vote choice.

Moreover, many studies adopt a very narrow view of self-interest. For example, while most studies
focus on the predictions of the H–O model, the Ricardo–Viner model (R–V) provides competing
expectations. Unlike the H–O model, the R–V model contends that factors are not perfectly mobile
between industries. An increase in trade openness thus benefits those in the exporting sector and
harms those in import-competing industries regardless of individual factor endowments such as
skill level. A number of studies have found both direct and indirect support for the sectors model
(Magee, 1978; Irwin, 1994; Hays et al., 2005; Mayda and Rodrik, 2005).

Moreover, there is a considerable amount of experimental and empirical evidence that calls into
question the links between skill-level, sector of employment, and trade attitudes. Rehm (2009) finds
that occupation is the key factor in determining trade attitudes not sector of employment or factor
endowment. Similarly, Owen and Johnston (2017) argue that occupation characteristics provide the
important link between globalization and labor market exposure. Rho and Tomz (2015), however,
find that skill level and perceived factor mobility do not influence attitudes toward trade in specific
industries as predicted by the R–V and H–O models. Although, later research contends that providing
cues about the distributional effect of trade strengthens the relationship between pocketbook interests
and protectionist sentiments (Rho and Tomz, 2017). Likewise, information primes are found to
increase the role of self interest in monetary-policy preferences (Bearce and Tuxhorn, 2017).
Individuals face difficulty in tying national economic policy to narrow pocketbook outcomes.

Beyond labor-market insecurity, competing models of economic interests emphasize the impact of
consumption on pocketbook concerns (Baker, 2003, 2005; Naoi and Kume, 2015; Hearn, 2017).
Furthermore, individual interests are intertwined with larger societal effects (Scheve and Slaughter,
2001b). Studies that rely solely on the skill level to account for pocketbook concerns are thus too nar-
row to make claims about the relative impact of self-interests on trade attitudes.

Moving past the either-or debate that pits pocketbook interests in competition with societal con-
cerns, additional strands of research have attempted to combine the sociotropic and egocentric
approaches by modeling policy preferences as a combination of the two. Much of this research
attempts to understand when individuals rely on collective vs individual assessments. Gomez and
Wilson (2001), for example, argue that only sophisticated voters can make the complex connection

5Additional strands of research have suggested factors beyond self-interest that influence trade attitudes such as values,
perceptions about harm and fairness, as well as out-group attitudes (Ehrlich, 2010, 2018; Hearn, 2014; Lü et al., 2012;
Mansfield and Mutz, 2009).

6This interpretation, however, is not without criticism. The causal relationship between sociotropic attitudes and trade-
policy preferences is unclear (Fordham and Kleinberg, 2012). Individuals who are opposed to trade are more likely to
view trade as harmful to society and vice versa. This endogeneity problem makes it difficult to understand the relationship
between the attitudes which are routinely examined with observational studies.
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between personal finances and government policy. Others have highlighted the importance of values,
identity, and media on individuals’ decision to focus on personal vs societal cues when forming policy
preferences (Feldman, 1982; Weatherford, 1983; Gomez and Wilson, 2001).

Continuing this tradition, Guisinger (2017) models the expected benefits of trade as a combination
of personal and sociotropic benefits. Each individual weighs the importance of the personal and com-
munal benefits of trade when forming a policy preference. An individual who completely emphasizes
personal benefits, for example, would operate under the egocentric model. At the other extreme, an
individual that focuses solely on communal benefits would reduce to the sociotropic model.

Research utilizing a heterogeneous approach, however, assumes socio and egocentric interests are
conceptually distinct. Guisinger (2017: 76), for example, states ‘the benefit to self and others are con-
ceptually distinct, they are likely to be correlated in practice…This correlation does not mean that the
concepts are not separable.’ There are competing arguments, however, that contend social and per-
sonal concerns are not only empirically but conceptually linked. Curtis (2014: 420–421), for example,
argues that ‘pocketbook concerns play a greater role than typically given credit for and operate in a
more complex, causally heterogeneous way than specified in standard frameworks.’ No work, however,
has specifically examined the relationship between sociotropic and egotropic trade preferences.

2. Disentangling sociotropic and egotropic attitudes

Following information-based sociotropic models, it is difficult for individuals to make connections
between personal pocketbook concerns and national policy. Individuals thus rely on information
about the perceived societal effects of a policy when forming an opinion. Individuals, however, are
not forming altruistic preferences but internalizing sociotropic effects to their personal situation.
Sociotropic attitudes are thus predicted to drive egotropic attitudes mainly by providing information.
Hypothesis 1 is derived to examine this claim.

H1: Considering the sociotropic effects of trade influences attitudes about the personal effects of
trade.

In contrast, proponents of the egotropic approach have argued that egotropic attitudes influence
sociotropic attitudes. First, individuals project their personal pocketbook experiences onto society in
general. This may explain why some studies fail to find support for pocketbook predictions after con-
trolling for sociotropic attitudes (Curtis, 2014). Second, individual interests are intertwined with larger
societal effects. Home owners, living in regions dominated by import-competing sectors, for example,
have a pocketbook interest in supporting protection to maintain asset values (Scheve and Slaughter,
2001b). At the extreme, this would suggest no difference between pocketbook and sociotropic interests.
To test the prediction that sociotropic attitudes are influenced by pocketbook evaluations, the follow-
ing hypothesis is derived.

H2: Considering the personal effects of trade influences attitudes about the sociotropic effects of
trade.

The following section introduces the research design and experiment used to test the above hypoth-
eses. By utilizing a randomized priming experiment with a national sample, the relationship between
the two attitudes can be clearly examined.

3. Research design

To examine the relationship between sociotropic and egotropic trade attitudes, a priming experiment
is employed. The experiment was embedded into a national survey distributed by Survey Sampling
International (SSI). SSI specializes in survey research, and SSI samples are commonly used in political
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science including studies examining foreign-policy attitudes (Malhotra et al., 2013; Kertzer and
Brutger, 2016; Quek, 2017). The sample (n = 1,000) was recruited to match the Japanese national
population on gender and age. The recruited sample further mirrors the Japanese population’s skill
level (education) and income distribution (Table 1). The study was conducted online, and data was
collected from October 27 to November 6, 2017.

While much research has examined public opinion towards trade liberalization in developed econ-
omies, most studies have focused upon the US and Western Europe. Some analyses have included
Japan at the aggregate level (Mayda and Rodrik, 2005), but very few studies focus specifically on the deter-
minants of trade-policy preferences in the world’s third largest economy. Four studies focusing on Japan
have produced mixed results in relation to predictions of both the H–O and R–V models. This lack of
support, however, should be taken cautiously as one of these studies addresses the determinants of atti-
tudes toward agricultural trade (Naoi and Kume, 2011), another analyzes attitudes toward a specific trade
agreement – the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) (Naoi and Urata, 2013), and a third while focusing on
general trade attitudes does not directly test the effect of factor endowment or sector of employment on
preference formation (Naoi and Kume, 2015). A fourth study by Tomiura et al. (2016) finds mixed sup-
port for the R–V predictions and support for the H–O model.

Despite the relative lack of focus, it is important to consider the Japanese case. Japan’s labor market
differs from many other developed economies. As a result of a declining population, Japan maintains
low unemployment rates and faces difficulty in finding workers for many vulnerable industries, par-
ticularly those requiring unskilled labor such as agriculture. Furthermore, over a quarter of the
Japanese population is above the retirement age. Trade may thus be less likely to be viewed through
a labor-market anxiety lens in Japan. Furthermore, Japanese citizens for cultural and social reasons
may place a greater emphasis on social cohesion than their American and European counterparts.

To disentangle the relationship between societal and pocketbook interests, it is first necessary to
measure egocentric and sociotropic trade attitudes. Specifically, how do respondents believe international
trade is affecting them personally and society in general? This perception about the impact of trade is,
after all, the foundation of many political economy models. To avoid making assumptions about com-
peting economic models or unnecessarily limiting the scope of self-interest, a direct measure of egocen-
tric trade attitudes is created. The following question is used: As you may know, international trade has
increased a great deal in the last 20 years. Do you think that the growth in international trade has made
things better or made things worse for you personally? (1) Made things better, (2) Made things worse and
(3) Not sure.7 This approach measures self-interest in general as opposed to assuming factor endowment,
employment sector, consumption, or occupation drives individual trade attitudes.

An identical question is employed to gauge sociotropic attitudes: As you may know, international
trade has increased a great deal in the last 20 years. Do you think that the growth in international trade
has made things better or made things worse for the Japanese in general? (1) Made things better, (2)
Made things worse and (3) Not sure. This enables a direct comparison between sociotropic and ego-
centric perceptions as the only difference between the questions is changing the ‘you personally’ to ‘the
Japanese in general.’

Second, a priming experiment is incorporated to examine the causal relationship between egocen-
tric and sociotropic trade attitudes. Following Ehrlich and Hearn (2014), a survey question is used to
prime respondents. Respondents are randomly assigned to two groups (Groups A and B).
Respondents in Group A (n = 501) receive the egocentric measure first followed by the sociotropic
measure. Participants in Group B (n = 499) receive sociotropic measure first and the egocentric meas-
ure directly after. There are thus four groups, two control groups and two treatment groups (Table 2).

The ego-control group (n = 501) is asked directly about the perceived egocentric effects of trade with
no manipulation (Group A). The socio-control group, similarly, responds directly to the sociotropic
trade measure with no manipulation (Group B). These control groups provide the comparison groups
to test the effects of the experimental treatments. The respondents in the socio-treatment group are first

7The survey is conducted in Japanese. See supplemental material for original Japanese question wording and survey design.
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primed to consider the sociotropic effects of trade before reporting egocentric attitudes (Group B).
Those in the ego treatment are conversely primed to think about the egocentric effects of trade before
responding to the sociotropic measure (Group A). The priming experiment, therefore, considers the
effect of sociotropic (egocentric) attitudes on egocentric (sociotropic) attitudes by priming respon-
dents to think about the sociotropic (egocentric) effects of trade before measuring participants’ per-
ceptions about the personal (societal) impact of international trade.

4. Results8

The results of the survey are presented in Figures 1 and 2. First, it is important to consider the out-
come of the randomization process. An analysis of group assignment and response ID indicates that
there is no relationship between respondents’ order and group. Further analysis failed to identify any
unbalanced covariates between Group A and B. The randomization process thus performed as
expected.9

Hypothesis 1 predicts that priming about the sociotropic effects of trade will influence perceptions
about the personal effects of trade. To examine this hypothesis, we can compare the perceived personal
impact of trade of the ego-control group to that of the socio-treatment group. The ego-control group is
directly asked the egotropic measure, how has international trade affected you personally, while the
socio-treatment group receives the egotropic measure after responding to the sociotropic measure.
The only difference between the two groups is the sociotropic priming. Any change in the perceived
personal effects of trade between the groups can thus be attributed to the treatment.

The results are displayed in Figure 1. In line with the predictions of the socio-tropic model, thinking
about the sociotropic effects of trade influences personal trade attitudes. Results from a chi-squared test
indicate that the two groups are significantly different, χ2 (2, N = 1,000) = 9.20, P = 0.01 (Table 3). To

Table 1. Summary of sample and national descriptive statistics

Variable (range) Median (S.D.) Sample (N = 1,000) National populationa

Age (1–10) 7b (3.11)
(Elderly 65+) 24.1% (n = 241) 26.7%
Male (0–1) 0 (0.500) 48.3% (n = 483) 47%
Female (0–1) 1 (0.500) 51.7 (n = 517) 53%
Education (1–11) 7c (2.81)
College graduate 41.9% (n = 419) 45%
Income (1–10) 3d (2.82)
(Mean income) 5–6 million yen 5.3 million yen

aBased on 2010 census data.
bAge 7 corresponds to the age bracket 50–54.
cEducation 7 corresponds to a Junior college graduate.
dIncome 3 corresponds to 4–5 million yen.

Table 2. Experimental design

Group A
(n = 501)

Group B
(n = 499)

Egocentric measure
(Ego control)
↓¶
Sociotropic measure
(Ego treatment)

Sociotropic measure
(Socio control)
↓¶
Egocentric measure
(Socio treatment)

8All data analyzed in this study are available at https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/KZK409.
9See supplemental material for details concerning the randomization checks.
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examine how the groups are different, adjusted standardized residuals are calculated. Adjusted standar-
dized residuals indicate the variation between observed and expected totals in each cell and are standar-
dized to allow comparisons between cells.10 The sign of the residuals signifies the direction of the variation.
Adjusted residuals follow a standard normal distribution and can thus be interpreted as z-scores. As

Fig. 1. Egotropic perceptions of trade by experimental group.

Fig. 2. Sociotropic perceptions of trade by experimental group.

10Adjusted standardized residuals are calculated using TAB_CHI (Cox, 2016).
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indicated by the positive adjusted residual, 2.40, respondents in the socio treatment are more likely to view
trade as personally beneficial and there is a high level of confidence in this effect (P < 0.05).11

Following the sociotropic model, it is expected that thinking about the societal effects of trade will
influence perceptions about the personal impact of trade by reducing uncertainty about the pocket-
book effects of foreign policy. It is thus anticipated that uncertainty about the personal effects of
trade should be reduced by the sociotropic treatment. In line with this expectation, the adjusted
residual, −2.99, is negative and statistically significant (P < 0.05).

Hypothesis 2 states that individuals’ perceptions about the effect of trade on society are shaped by
beliefs about the personal impact of trade. If this hypothesis is supported, the ego treatment will influ-
ence sociotropic trade attitudes. To test this relationship, we can compare the perceptions of the social
impact of trade of the socio-control group to the ego-treatment group. The socio-control group directly
received the sociotropic measure, how has international trade affected Japan in general, while the ego-
treatment group received the sociotropic measure after receiving the egotropic treatment. The only dif-
ference between the two groups is thus the egotropic treatment.

The results of the analysis are presented in Figure 2. If egocentric concerns influence sociotropic
attitudes, we would expect the sociotropic attitudes of the groups to differ. A chi-squared test, however,
fails to reject the null hypothesis that the groups are equal, χ2 (2, N = 1,000) = 2.67, P = 0.26 (Table 4).

5. Trade policy preferences

The following section provides a brief analysis of the effect of sociotropic and egotropic attitudes on
trade-policy preferences. Though the main focus of this article is examining the relationship between
egotropic and sociotropic interests it is also important to consider how these attitudes impact trade-
policy preferences. It should be acknowledged, however, that socio and egotropic attitudes are not
independent. Specifically, sociotropic attitudes influence egotropic attitudes mainly by reducing uncer-
tainty about the pocketbook effects of national policy. We should thus be cautious when comparing
the effects of sociotropic and egotropic attitudes on policy preferences.

Trade-policy preferences are measured by responses to the following question: Which of the fol-
lowing statements comes closest to your own position? (1) Goods made in other countries should be
imported and sold here if people want to buy them, (2) There should be stricter limits on selling foreign
goods here to protect the jobs of people in Japan and (3) Not sure. The policy question is asked after
and spaced as far as possible from the egotropic and sociotropic measures. A total of 65% of respon-
dents supported open trade, while 15% preferred protection. This relatively high level of support for
trade in Japan is consistent with other general measure of trade attitudes in Japan. About 20% of
respondents indicated an uncertain response. The dependent variable protect trade is formed

Table 3. χ2 Test (egotropic perceptions of trade)

Experimental
Egotropic perceptions of trade

Group Beneficial Harmful Uncertain

Control 168 (33.53%) 25 (4.99%) 308 (61.48%)
[−2.404] [−1.348] [2.992]

Socio treatment 204 (40.88%) 35 (7.01%) 260 (52.10%)
[2.404] [1.348] [−2.992]

Notes: Observed frequencies with row percentages in parenthesis. Adjusted standardized residuals are listed in brackets.
N = 1000 χ2 = 9.70 P = 0.01.

11The effects are constant across demographic groups such as gender, age, and education. Women, for example, express a
higher level of uncertainty about the egotropic effects of trade than men. Both women and men, however, express lower levels
of uncertainty following the sociotropic treatment although the gap between the two remains. This is true for the elderly and
non-college graduates as well.
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with those supporting protection coded 3, unsure coded as a middle category, and those supporting
liberalization coded as 1.12

Model 1 in Table 5 presents a basic model of trade policy preferences standard to many studies
examining H–O predictions. Skill is measured by college education and income. It is predicted that
low-skill and low-income individuals are more likely to support protection. Age, gender, political
ideology, and unemployment may likewise impact trade attitudes and are thus accounted for.

The model performs largely as expected. College graduates and high-income earners are less sup-
portive of protection as predicted by the factors model. Women and individuals with a conservative
political ideology are more supportive of protection as is typically found. Surprisingly, however, age
is negatively associated with support for protection. This result, however, may be related to the
large number of elderly in Japan who are outside of labor markets.

Model 2 considers the impact of sociotropic attitudes. The measure sociotropic benefit ranges
from 1–3 with individuals who believe trade benefits Japan in general coded as 3, those who believe
trade is harmful coded as 1, and unsure is treated as middle category. Once the sociotropic variable
is included the measure of skill is no longer significant as previously found by Mansfield and Mutz
(2009) suggesting that pocketbook concerns are diminished once sociotropic attitudes are accounted
for. Income and the other variables, on the other hand, remain significant and in the predicted dir-
ection except for gender. After accounting for sociotropic attitudes, gender is no longer a significant
predictor.

Finally Model 3 incorporates an equivalent measure of egotropic attitudes. The measure egotropic
benefit is coded 3 for individuals who believe trade benefits them personally, 1 for those who believe
trade is personally harmful, and 2 for those who are unsure. The egotropic measure is statistically
significant and has a similar impact as the sociotropic measure. When measured equivalently, both
egotropic and sociotropic attitudes influence trade-policy preferences.

6. Public support for trade

The above experiment finds that sociotropic attitudes impact egotropic concerns mainly through redu-
cing uncertainty about the pocketbook effects of trade policy. In contrast, there is no evidence that
individuals project pocketbook concerns onto society. Priming about the personal impact of trade
has no influence on beliefs about the societal effects of trade. Despite this, pocketbook concerns are
still found to have a major impact on policy-preference formation. When measuring sociotropic
and egotropic attitudes equally, both influence trade-policy preferences. These results have direct
implications for Japanese trade politics.

While there is little general support for protection in Japan, the public is overwhelmingly unsure
about both the personal and societal effects of trade liberalization. Special interest groups facing losses
from open trade have been successful in shifting pubic support towards protection by emphasizing

Table 4. χ2 Test (sociotropic perceptions of trade)

Experimental
Sociotropic perceptions of trade

Group Beneficial Harmful Uncertain

Control 234 (46.89%) 48 (9.62%) 217 (43.49%)
[−1.456] [1.147] [0.822]

Ego treatment 258 (51.50%) 38 (7.58%) 205 (40.92%)
[1.456] [−1.147] [−0.822]

Notes: Observed frequencies with row percentages in parenthesis. Adjusted standardized residuals are listed in brackets.
N = 1000 χ2 = 2.67 P = 0.263.

12Treating the dependent variable as 3 separate categories and estimating a multinomial logit produces substantively and
significantly equivalent results to the ordinal measure. See supplemental material for details of the results.
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possible harms to society. As shown in the priming experiment, these perceived societal effects further
influence individuals’ perceptions about the pocketbook effects of trade.

Consider, for example, public support for the TPP. In 2010, when regular polls were first being con-
ducted on the topic about 19% of the public opposed the deal while 61% supported Japan joining. And
about 18% of the public was unsure whether they approved or opposed the TPP (Naoi and Urata,
2013). These results are very similar to the attitudes toward general trade reported in this study.
The Ministry of Agriculture, Fishing, and Farming (MAFF) estimated that entry into the TPP
would diminish Japanese agricultural production and cause over eight trillion yen in economic losses
for the nation. The Japan Agricultural Cooperative (JA) launched a large-scale campaign to caution
the public of the possible harms of the TPP and warned of the eradication of Japanese farming
and low-quality imports. This operation proved rather successful. By 2011, JA had amassed 11.7 mil-
lion signatures opposing the TPP (Hearn, 2018). As JA and other interest groups fought to frame the
trade agreement, public opposition to the TPP rose and support waned.

Support for the TPP fell from over 60% in 2010 to around 44% in 2012 (Naoi and Urata, 2013).
Following the results of the above experiment, a possible explanation for JA and other groups’ suc-
cess is the dual effect of sociotropic interests. Sociotropic interests not only directly influence atti-
tudes but likewise indirectly impact preferences by affecting egotropic perceptions. Previous work
has considered how trusted sources, information campaigns, and cues influence attitudes toward
globalization (Naoi and Urata, 2013; Plouffe and Kuo, 2016; Bearce and Tuxhorn, 2017).
Building upon this, future work should consider the effectiveness of sociotropic vs egotropic infor-
mation campaigns. Although egotropic attitudes are important, the public has difficulty relating
pocketbook outcomes to foreign policy. Information campaigns framing the societal effects of glo-
balization thus have the potential to influence public opinion both directly and indirectly by also
shaping egotropic perceptions.

Supplementary material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at https://doi.org/10.1017/
S1468109919000124 and https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/DVN/KZK409

Table 5. Trade-policy preferences

(1) (2) (3)
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

College Grad. −0.187** −0.124 −0.114
(0.0944) (0.0961) (0.0965)

Income −0.0428** −0.0415** −0.0343**
(0.0167) (0.0169) (0.0172)

Age −0.0304** −0.0214 −0.0239
(0.0143) (0.0146) (0.0147)

Female 0.210** 0.160* 0.136
(0.0902) (0.0916) (0.0922)

Conservative 0.0750*** 0.0936*** 0.0935***
(0.0240) (0.0245) (0.0246)

Unemployed 0.267 0.196 0.167
(0.208) (0.210) (0.211)

Sociotropic benefit −0.448*** −0.326***
(0.0695) (0.0828)

Egotropic benefit −0.256***
(0.0955)

Cut 1 0.566*** −0.342 −0.636**
(0.185) (0.233) (0.258)

Cut 2 1.134*** 0.246 −0.0452
(0.188) (0.234) (0.258)

Observations 840 840 840

Dependent variable = Protect trade.
Standard errors in parentheses.
*** P < 0.01, ** P < 0.05, * P < 0.1.
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