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Abstract

New Interdependence approach (NIA) uniquely emphasizaisatiration as an endoge-
nous process. We argue that the recent debate between apemgcpolitics (OEP) and net-
work perspectives toward IPE phenomenon should incorpdibd as an important alternative
that emphasizes a fluid, rather than exogenously givemneatienal system. We hypothesize
how each perspective’s underlying logic might explairzeiti support for financial regulations,
with implications for financial stability, an area where &P-network debate is especially
vibrant. Citizens' preferences over regulations are irtgrirbecause public opinion constrains
possible regulatory responses. We analyze an originakguexperiment that examines how
citizens perceive national financial regulations from Of#work and New Interdependence
perspectives. Overall, citizen responses to NIA logicaiapositive externalities are nuanced,
while citizens readily respond to OEP and network logicse freatment based on NIA logics
had the strongest effect of increasing support for requraftbr certain types of respondents,
specifically those who held less Realist beliefs about iv@gonal relations and those who did
not starkly divide the world into in- and out-groups. To thesbof our knowledge, ours is the
first study to link non-OEP theories with individual prefeces.
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Farrell and Newman’s New Interdependence approach (NI@drikes specific dynamics of
how policy in one country alters the decision-making assted with various institutions and pol-
icy arrangements in others (Farrell and Newman, 2014,20Ib¢ fundamental point of depar-
ture of NIA from existing theories is that globalization is andogenous process rather than an
exogenous shock (Farrell and Newman, this isduerioritizes a fluid and ever-changing inter-
national system, which is distinct from network approackiksere a system is taken as given at any
point in time, and is relatively stable and theoreticallifidult to account for across-time change
(Hafner-Burton, Kahler and Montgomery, 2009). This mak&& A powerful systemic approach
and an alternative to network arguments about the intenmaltisystem.

In this paper, we first place NIA within the broad theoretdabate about whether international
political economy (IPE) outcomes are best modeled througbpen economy politics (OEP) or
network perspective. Because NIA maintains state agentlyimv@ systemic approach, it is an
important third alternative to the OEP-Network dichotoriiA is able to explain outcomes that
cannot be explained through the existing perspectives.

Second, we examine how the logic associated with each pigpe NIA, OEP, and network
- influences citizens’ perceptions of policies. A large amugng body of work examines whether
citizens have preferences over policies that are in linb afit overarching theoretical perspective,
most often OEP. For example, numerous studies assess whathalividual's sector of employ-
ment influences her preferences over trade policy, as waalldrédicted by an OEP approach.
We broaden the study of citizen preferences beyond the sii@EP-defined self interest (and
sociotropic alternatives), to include arguments basedetwark and NIA approaches.

Understanding citizen preferences is important to undetsboth what is and what can be.
For the former, asking whether citizens respond to argusneased on NIA, OEP, and network
approaches can help shed light on why certain policies apailpoor contentious. Most of the
primary rule setters in the globalized world that NIA exagsrare developed democracies, where

citizen preferences circumscribe what policies are alily feasible. For the latter, understanding



how citizens respond to arguments based on these overgrapproaches sheds light on how
citizens might react to political platforms supporting g@posing particular policies, as well as
how citizens might react to further changes in the endogepoacess of globalization. While one
approach may have been more useful for understandingrtipigeferences in an earlier time, it
is possible that new developments might create new oppadsifior politicians, elites, and idea
leaders to shape public preferences.

To evaluate citizen preferences, we designed and fieldedrigidal survey experiment to an-
alyze how citizens react to NIA's approach to policy extdities. Survey experiments are gaining
in prominence as powerful tools to assess theoretical aggtsnn International Relations. They
have been used to assess preferences toward substantiseaaréiverse as trade agreements, in-
ternational law, environment cooperation, and human si§hthey are especially useful within
contexts where the observable, real world informationgirenment is noisy — such as the infor-
mational environment that surrounds public preferencestd financial regulation. Politicians,
pundits, and other opinion leaders make a variety of argtsnfen and against regulation, and,
given constant variation in the type, quality, and quardftthese competing arguments, outside of
a controlled environment, it would be difficult to observe tholated effect of one type of argument
or logic on citizens’ preferences. The survey experimdota us to manipulate this information
in a controlled environment.

We focus on financial regulations as our substantive areausemational rule-making in this
area is domestically contentious and leads to interndtgmi-over effects, while, simultaneously,
in this arena there is an absence of formal, internationalaverlap. While there exist some in-
ternational agreements on the content of financial reguiat{especially and increasingly within
the EU), financial regulations are generally set at the natitevel and without recourse to inter-
national law |(Zaring, 1998).That is, there is no international law nor domestic law tlegfuires
some policy to be put into place regarding higher or loweelgwf regulation$.Further, financial

regulations generally have effects for both national mackenpetitiveness and societal stability.



In this sense, it complements the dynamics illustrated bgdWella (this volume) where various
international, transnational and national actors haverityaof justifiable interests. Similar to
Kirshner (2003), there are a number of possible economyigadtifiable outcomes; politics de-
termines which outcome comes to fruition. We analyze howaniis react toward various NIA,
Network, and OEP logics toward policy externalities.

In our survey experiment, each respondent receives onenteeathat focuses on one particu-
lar pro-regulation logic (NIA, Network, or OEP). We assdss average effect of that treatment on
respondents’ levels of support for increased financiallegguns, compared to their support when
they do not receive that treatment. Within this controlletting, we can ensure that each respon-
dent receives only the type of argumentative content coathwithin her treatment. This has the
added advantage that we can emphasize indirect, interdepea and network-based arguments,
even though those arguments do not figure as prominentlgindtional dialogue around financial
regulations.

The survey results reveal that responses to the NIA tredtarerpresent, but are more com-
plicated than responses to the OEP and network logics. W#teand find evidence that, among
respondents, those that have more liberal conceptiong@i@tional power, and those that are
more cosmopolitan, are moved by the NIA logics, whereasomdgnts that are folk realists (hold
realist conceptions of international power) and ethnacsst(strongly distinguish between their
group compared to others) are not convinced by NIA logicsusTINIA resonates most strongly
with the subset of the public that is most responsive to tdeect channels and effects that NIA
emphasizes. OEP and Network arguments have broader s@agpass subsets of the population.

Taken together, we conclude that NIA is an important, butexammplicated, logic for publics
to consider and accept than OEP and network perspectivesokiédude with discussions of the
implications for the desirability of informal institutia{in line with Vabulas and Snidal, this issue),

and democratic accountability.



1 New Interdependenceand Levelsof Analysis

An active and vibrant scholarly debate considers whethkcyand outcomes are best explained
through aropen economy politics (“OEP”) perspectivaewvhere national policy preferences derive
from citizen preferences and special interests filteredudin domestic political institutions — or
from anetwork perspective where national policies are determined by, and withinglbbal in-
ternational systemic structutelhese two perspectives — that prioritize bottom-up natiprefer-
ence and top-down structural influences, respectively -everagency from an intermediate level.
We argue, New Interdependence fills this void. This sectlabarates upon the OEP-Network

dichotomy, and places New Interdependence within thistégeba

1.1 TheBroad OEP-Network Debate

Academics and policy-makers who conceptualize the woridguan OEP perspective give pri-
macy to citizens’ self-interests. National policy pogitsobegin with citizen preferences that,
subsequently, get filtered through domestic politicaliingons to arrive at an aggregate country
preferencel (Lake, 2009). Citizen preferences are ratiandltheoretically determined by neo-
classical economic theofy.Internationally, states bargain among themselves in jfuo$iheir
clearly-defined national interests (Moravcsik, 1997).

While such an approach allows for theoretically-informeap&ical analysis of intermediate-
range research questions (Llake, 2009, 230-231), Oatléy (B17-319) warns that this approach
adopts the unrealistically strong assumption of redudimegnternational sphere into a nearly de-
composable system, and often leads analysts to ignore riper Isystemic context within which
decisions are made.Cohen |(2009) criticizes the same assumption on the grodnadstttakes
the system as stable and unchanging. To model the effecteshational pressures upon the phe-
nomena under investigation, Oatley (2011) promotes inctudhternational, structural variables

into statistical analysis. Chaudoin, Milner and Pang (3Q1&rify theoretically distinct channels



through which international pressures may matter — thraligdct systemic effects, indirect sys-
temic effects, moderation, and/or full interdependenced-a growing body of work considers
ways to empirically assess these types of connections sacmmtries and their evolution over
time (for example, Franzese, Hays and Kachi (2012)). Whilekrs disagree about the dangers
of — and specific remedies to — this approach, the alternetioéien to examine the system as a
whole.

A network perspectivprioritizes an exogenously-given, international stroetas the context
within which governments —and their citizens — select pretépolicies. Hafner-Burton, Kahler and Montgon
(2009, 560) define networks as ‘sets of relations that forocires, which in turn may constrain
and enable agents.” Importantly, in all network conceptjaactors are constrained by, yet can-
not affect, the network structure. Kahler (2009, 4, emphasbriginal) most overtly states this,
‘networks asstructureg...] influence the behavior of their members, and, througgnt, produce
consequential network effects. [...] network design isintntional on the part of any actor or set
of actors.’

One key contribution of New Interdependence is to depamfttis conception and to consider
how decision-makers create policy and institutional clesnidpat, in turn, affect other countries’
incentives for policy and institutional reforms. Said diféntly, the New Interdependence approach
leaves room for national policiés consciously affect the systemic environntleat other countries
face. This is distinct from network perspectives, which agize how the international system
affects national (and individual) interests, and distincin OEP, which emphasizes how interna-
tional markets affect individual interests. New Interdegence nicely creates a framework through
which one can understand dynamics that fall outside the mimgedichotomy between OEP and

network perspectives.



1.2 Financial regulation application

We analyze these varied approaches to IPE within the cootéxiancial stability, a critical battle-
ground for the OEP-Network debate. The 2007 financial caisdsits global effects renewed inter-
estin the politics of financial regulation, as financial hegary failures were consistently identified
by policymakers|(Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission, 2Pleconomists (Johnson and Kwak,
2011) and political scientists (McCarty, Poole and Rosgn#t013) as a cause of crisis. IPE schol-
ars reflected on the stability of the system (Helleiner, Ragdnd Zimmermann, 2010; Drezher,
2014) and the state of the IPE literature to understand apldiexwhat happened (Cohen, 2009;
Mosley and Singer, 2009; Helleiner, 2011; Katzenstein aaddh, 2013). To fully understand
the causes and effects of crisis required scholars to mox@eOEP’s approach of considering
independent decisions of countries within a system towgatdhéne the interdependencies of poli-
cies and outcomes across borders. Scholars largely exdmmtezdependence within a network
perspective.

In an important conceptual shift, on trypermdtworkperspective of the international financial
system describe argues that to ensure the financial regustength of the most important, central
nodes(s) of the system ensures stability of the system aoew®atley et al., 2013).Further,
QOatley et al.|(2013) provide empirical evidence that the $JtBe central node within a hierarchical
international banking system, with the implication that fiffancial stability will ensure stability
of the entire system. For a simple analogy, a shock like thdikicial crisis is like dropping
a stone (or boulder) into a pond. The ripples spread outwant the epicenter of the shock.
Crisis in a less central node within the hierarchy may craaeability for some countries, but
is less likely to trigger as widespread of a crisis. For ins&a contagion was prevalent in both
the 1980s Latin American debt crisis and in the late 1990ai\Bnancial crisis, yet neither led to
widespread crisis within the major, developed Western ecoes. Other network approaches were
also introduced. (Cohen, 2009) calls for scholars to desc¢he nature of the international financial

system, and to move beyond the assumption that it is staticiaochanging. In an answer to this
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call, IDrezner and McNamara (2013) put forth a life-cycleattyeof global financial orders, that
evolve (exogenously) over time. Overall, scholars thdtoized OEP approaches called for more
attention to the network as an exogenous whole (Cohen, D¥ner and McNamara, 2013;
Katzenstein and Nelson, 2013).

However, a large body of scholarship emerged that allowsnrémr self-interested actors,
within an open economy, toonsciouslyaffect and alter the structure as a whole. This scholar-
ship implicitly falls under the New Interdependence apploand can additionally prove useful
in discussions of financial regulations. One strand of tiesdture includes international regu-
latory capture._Young (2013) shows how financial speciarggts affected the content of inter-
national bank capital regulations throughout the 2000d ¢hat this relationship was interrupted
after 2008)._Seabrooke and Tsingou (2014) land Tsingou §Zdw how financial interests em-
bed themselves within intellectual policy clubs to legitimtheir preferences within international
regulation best practices. Another strand shows how staégspool their institutional and mar-
ket power to counter larger states to achieve internatiomahcial regulatory preferences (Posner,
2009; Buthe and Mattli, 2011). Overall, New Interdepend@emmphasizes theompetitiveand in-
terconnected nature of financial regulations across cesritrat creates the financial system. This
approach agrees with much legal scholarship that emplsastaek distributional consequences
associated with various international arrangements (@sad#003; Brummer, 2010). New Interde-
pendence thus focuses on different, indirect ways in whallcy might affect a citizen’s welfare
and preferences over policy. Domestic-level regulaticm#gehndirect effects upon international
negotiations, and sometimes domestic sub-state acteslgliaffect international regulations that
comprise the structure of the international financial nekwo

While most work focuses upon national-level outcomeszeitipreferences toward these vari-
ous logics mark a lacunae. Thus, this paper analyzes hoereliff OEP, network, and new inter-

dependence logics affect citizens’ support toward moretgtomestic financial regulations.



2 Financial Regulation and Public Preferences

To understand how each perspective provides a distinat fogiwhy a citizen might support or
oppose regulation first requires an understanding of tim@eitant properties of financial regula-
tions — national-level financial regulatory rule-makinigg regulator’s dilemma and the structural
power of finance. First, financial regulations are deterchiaethe national level and only infre-
guently fall under formal (or informal) international gowance structures such as international
agreements. For this reasargtional regulations vary and create cross-jurisdictional diffees
that may be used as a source of competitive advantage. StmiGray (this volume) and Bartley
(this volume), cross-jurisdictional regulatory diffeces may, respectively, lead certain companies
to relocate headquarters abroad or affect which countreselected as supply chain partners.
Finance is an area where start cross-jurisdictional coithyeetlifferences exist outside of interna-
tional rule overlap.

Second, as a country selects its national financial regustipolicy-makers face the Regu-
lator's Dilemma, whereby increasing regulatory stringeleads to a tradeoff between national
financial stability and financial sector competitivenesagitein, 1989; Oatley and Nabors, 1998;
Singer/ 2007). Specifically, increasing regulatory steimgy increases national financial stability
(by decreasing risky activities of the financial sector)deireases financial sector profitability and
international competitiveness (by constraining firm atig). Regulations are generally thought
to directly increase costs (and therefore lower profitghibf regulated firms because they impose
compliance costs or restrictions on those firms. |Wilf (2042)ws, empirically, investors react
to increased international financial stringency with lowegulated firm stock prices. Further, in
an open economy, more strict financial regulations at homedearease the competitiveness of
home country financial firms relative to foreign firms. Thusaficial firms should clearly prefer
that policy-makers prioritize financial sector profitatyiliwvhen selecting regulatory levels within

the regulator’s dilemma. In contrast, citizens should greélatively high regulations, as they



enjoy the public good of increased stability without in@agrthe costs of increased regulatory bur-
dens. Taken together, financial firm preferences and cipeeferences should be in direct conflict.
However, this is not exactly the case because of the finabchenistic of financial regulation, the
structural power of finance.

Because finance plays a critical role in virtually every asmé# the economy, there is partial
overlap between what is good for private financial firms andwi$in the public good, called the
structural power of finance (Lindblom, 1977; Culpepper, 201Thus, there is some alignment
of interest between citizens and financial sector profitgi{ifather than direct conflict, as within
the regulator’s dilemma). Young and Pagliari (forthconmiegtablishes this empirically, showing
the large range of alignment of non-financial firms with finah&irm interests within the US’s
SEC rule-making process. Therefore, it is not a given thagezis prioritize the financial stability
associated with higher regulations. Citizens may have feqmece for financial stability, but may
also want financial firms to be profitable to the extent thatrfome firm profitability is good for
the economy as a whole.

Thus, there are potential conflicting preferences amormset both the domestic level — be-
tween citizens and financial firm interests — and internafitevel — where financial firm interests
are affected by their international competitiveness. Wan@re the extent to while each of the
three perspectives above — OEP, NIA and Network — providepeding logics for citizens to

support higher regulations that prioritize financial sligybi

2.1 Empirical Support for Regulation

Public opinion polls provide measures of public sentimespecific times. In the wake of 2007-
2008 financial crisis at home, the US public, unsurprisingiglicated dissatisfaction with status
quo institutions and policies on a number of dimensions. scconditions heightened through-
out 2007 and 2008, Figure 1 shows a concurrent, clear decfilgh confidence, and the rise

of low confidence, in banks, according to Gallup’s annuakJowil® This is generally consistent
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with scholarly emphasis on how financial crisis leads toigeahent of domestic political coali-
tions (Gourevitch, 1978; Broz, 2013).

In the aftermath of financial crisis, US opinion generallpgarted an increase in US financial
regulations, although this effect did not last and was netibyunified. There exists high variation
behind these broad trends that reflect partisan (republieesus democrat) and ideological (right-
wing free market versus left-wing benevolent governmealielfs. For instance, during the 2008
Presidential election campaign in March 2008 (upon thexpsk of investment bank Bear Stearns),
while Democratic candidates Barack Obama and Hilary Qfittoth called for regulatory reform,
Republican candidate McCain distinguished himself andpide the collapse of a major financial
institution, did not support higher regulatory stringeft§urther, in the aftermath of the passage
of Dodd-Frank in July 2010, Gallup shows that citizens galtesupported Dodd-Frank, but that
this was split along partisan linés. Further, when the poll mentioned Wall Street, support for
financial regulation significantly increasé&d.

Understanding variation in public preferences towardsifira regulation is inherently impor-
tant, and our examination adds to the sparse literaturediegppublic preferences towards finan-
cial regulation. A July 2010 Pew Research Center poll founad &pproximately 6% of respon-
dents followed the topic of Congressional financial legisla‘Very closely’ or ‘Fairly closely,
and, in a January 2011 Pew poll, approximatel{2% respondents identified financial regulation
legislation as the first or second most important accompiestt of Barack Obama and Congress
for the preceding two years. However, while financial reiotes have occupied a prominent spot
in the public eye, public opinion is very mixed about the dasiity of greater regulation. In polls
conducted from 2010-2013, public opinion was split almeshdy between the view that financial
regulation had ‘gone too far, versus ‘not gone far enodgh.

This variation is highlighted, too, in academic work. Witldemocracies, citizen preferences
can influence the policy space available to decision-makeen on complex issues that may not

be highly salient to determine electoral outcomes. Chwteaod Walter|(2013) document how
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public expectations regarding banking crises have ineckaser time, with citizens increasingly
likely to remove leaders after crises. Similarly, Pagli&hillips and Young (2014) describe how
Congress voted down asset relief legislation, but thenwdgeca rapid about-face in response to
the ensuing public outcry. A majority of Congressional mensktmisjudged the consequences of
their collective actions, and responded to citizens’ ieastby passing a policy in line with cit-
izen preferences. In the 2012 US presidential electionajriratreet vs. Wall street’ buzzwords
triggered citizens to think about increased regulation fdiin general, including banking and
financial firms, as a campaign issue. Public interest groogsaation committees such as Amer-
icans for Financial Reform have ongoing campaigns to enbatecitizens’ welfare concerns are
given equal weight to the lobbying efforts of large firms apddal interest groups. The countries
that are most central to the global financial network tencetadivanced democracies (Oatley et al.,
2013) where citizen preferences are most likely to influgradiey. | Broz (2015) examines the Fed-
eral Reserve’s 2008 decision to provide liquidity to othewmtries’ central banks, which resulted
in backlash and multiple legislative bills to constrain tFederal Reserve’s powers. Relevant to
New Interdependence and network approaches, if US citieensidered and prioritized interna-
tional stability, such actions by the Fed may have gaine@spdead support rather than pushback.
Because they impose direct costs upon industry and are aortamp defense against future
crises, the stakes of financial regulation are very high.|&oliticians are not perfectly respon-
sive to public opinion, public preferences for or againgtation are an important constraint or
enabler to push for, or to block, regulatory and legislattianges. While public opinion polls
capture the difference in support across various charstitsy; they do not capture nor isolate the
underlying logic that respondents use to arrive at theiigpemce. We thus turn to thinking through

how IPE logics — OEP, network and new interdependence —tafiizen preferences.
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2.2 OEP and Regulation Preferences

As discussed in sectidn 1.1 above, a strength of the OEP agpiie that it yields expectations
about public support for policies, informed by how a natigpalicy change — within an open
economy — will affect a citizen’s wages and wealth accordimgeoclassical economic theories.
For example, a low-skilled citizen in a labor abundant couig expected to gain from trade
liberalization between his country and a country that iatreély labor-scarce (Rogowski, 1987).
Generally, a citizen’s position within the domestic ecoyodetermines whether he might gain
or lose from more free trade versus protectionist policgshéve and Slaughter, 2001), more or
fewer restrictions on inward foreign direct investmentr{ea, 2010), or tighter or more open
immigration rules|(Hainmueller and Hiscaox, 2007, 2010).

The common thread of OEP arguments is an emphasis upon holicg gfmangedirectly af-
fects thecitizen’swelfare or self-interest. These approaches de-emphdsadfects of that policy
on the actions or welfare of others abroad. This is not to Bay/foreign actors are unimportant
in these theoretical arguments. Indeed, the responseseifjifioactors (e.g. changed patterns of
production, immigration, or investment) are critical imediate steps, but they are only important
insofar as they govern how a policy translates into an irsr@a decrease in the domestic citizen’s
welfare. The logic does not directly engage with the effeftaome countries regulation upon
individual other countries nor upon the system as a whole.

Applying OEP logics to financial regulation prioritizes wlyonational effects. When we
present the OEP logic to survey respondents (discussedail aesection 3.2 below), we first
emphasize that an increase in financial sector regulatidhserease stability of the US financial
sector. We then tell respondents that a stable US finanatdrseill positively impact the real US
economy (consistent with the structural power of financedl, shen finally, the stability of the US
as a whole. Thus, survey respondents that receive the O&fteet are primed to consider the
effect of US regulations within an all-US context (US finaldector stability, US real economic

stability, and US stability). While international exteliti@as may arise from a change in US policy,
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such effects are not overtly mentioned. We expect thatetiszhat benefit from US increases in

financial regulation will be especially supportive of motergyent regulations.

2.3 Network Perspective and Regulation Preferences

We expect that network logics can also move respondentse thmphasize the existence of an
exogenously given system that places constraints upagreliff countries’ policies. Strong powers
within the system face the fewest constraints and the mgsbrtymities to implement their pre-
ferred policies at home, with implications for policies amatcomes abroatf. These states also
hold the most responsibility for stability of the system astele (Kindleberger, 1973; Krasner,
1976). Again, when one considers the international findrsgistem as one network comprised
of state units, it becomes clear that some units are morertanicdhan others for the stability of
the financial system as a whole. Within a hierarchical stma;tfinancial stability or instability
in the central node may spill over into smaller nodes, whike ieverse is not true. Empirically,
Oatley et al.|(2013) and Winecoff (forthcoming) establishttthe current financial system is hi-
erarchical, with one major node (the United States) and nsamgller nodes. They further show
that, in comparison to the pre-crisis period, the cenyralftthe US within the financial network
hasincreasedn the aftermath of crisis.

Though discussed in more detail in section| 3.2 below, redgots primed with the network
logic first consider how an increase in US financial reguiastringency may directly increase the
stability of the US financial sector. This, in turn, will irease stability of the international system
as awhole. Here, there are dual benefits to an increase indu&tens — the US financial system
is more stable (a direct effect) and the international sysgealso more stable (an indirect effect).
Unlike the OEP argument, this logic emphasizes an ultimtigeteof regulations upon global
stability, with US stability as an intermediate step. To eespaded by this logic, respondents
must believe that US financial sector stability will, in facicrease stability in the US and the

system as a whole. Further, respondents must value syaiditite international system.
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2.4 NIA and Regulation Preferences

Finally, we expect New Interdependence logics to affegp@adent support for financial regula-
tion. New Interdependence assumes that there is an endagjgmyolving international system,
and, importantly, one country’s policy selection may skt incentives for another country to
change its own policy or regulation. Within finance, this isshobvious when we think about how
regulatory decisions by bodies within the European Uniog. (¢he Bank of England, the Euro-
pean Central Bank) or within the US (e.g. the Federal Redgoaed, the Securities and Exchange
Commission) directly and indirectly affect the businesgmmment for both domestic and foreign
firms.

New Interdependence emphasizes that a country that ipithhnges policy may do so with
a variety of intentions. That country may select policiestitbsequently increase its bargaining
power vis-a-vis other countries (Posner, 2009), it may seektract business through regulatory
competition (without any intention of bargaining or subsext coordination with other countries),
or it may be reacting to home country domestic preferenaeseiitain regulatory levels. Upon one
country’s policy change, reactionary policy change in asdacountry might occur, and might do
so through a variety of channels — among others, through shicrieterests in the second country
or though transnational alliances. Generally, New Intpetelence captures this ongoing, evolving
equilibrium of countries that select domestic regulatiaithin the context of an evolving system
that, at any given time, is comprised of all countries’ naéilregulations.

Applied to the context of US financial regulations, a US eitiznight support an increase in US
financial regulations if it creates incentives for othetesao adopt similar national policies with
positive feedback effects for the US citizen. In our survegeziment, we use a case of positive
policy externalities, where an increase in US financial lstguy stringency leads other countries
to imitate and match US regulatory increasédf regulations at home spur regulations abroad, it
might lessen the likelihood that a foreign crisis will occwith positive subsequent benefits for

the US citizen. Though both the network and New Interdepecel@pproaches emphasize the
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value of stability outside of the US, New Interdependencelemsizes stability in other countries
through the adoption of specific policies within those caeswhile network emphasizes stability
in other countrieshrough the adoption of a specific policy within the.US

The New Interdependence approach emphasizes indiredategueffects and benefits that
largely accrue abroad. Discussed in more detail in secidb&ow, we guide respondents through
the logic by which an increase in US financial regulations rmayease the likelihood that other
countries adopt the same policies. Subsequently, theg@gsoiake foreign countries’ financial
sectors more stable. Within this logic, respondents mug\methat other countries will, in fact,
adopt the same policies. Further, respondent must bel@ateatlopting regulations will increase
stability in these other countries, and, that there is vidugher countries’ stability.

In summary, the open economy politics (OEP) approach facupen self-interest of the re-
spondent and her country in isolation from the financial @ystis a whole. Both the network
and New Interdependence approaches emphasize the valbhedtountry stability within an
international financial system, but the logic through whilsts is channeled is markedly differ-
ent. Within a network perspective, the outcome of third ¢oustability directly derives from US
policy. Within the New Interdependence third country sigbbccurs through actions of other
countries in response to US policy. We next present the desid results from an original survey
experiment that uniquely isolates and measures the relatagnitude by which citizens respond

to each logic.

3 Experimental Design

We designed and fielded a survey experiment to assess twtionses(1l) to what degree are
preferences influenced by arguments pertaining to the openoeny politics (OEP), network,
and New Interdependence (NIA) effects of regulations, &)dwhat individual characteristics

moderate these treatment effects? In the first part of theguwe randomly assigned respondents
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to receive different arguments in favor of increasing finalhregulations. The arguments contained
logics that were based on each of the three theoretical eteudescribed above — OEP, network,
and NIA. In all cases, respondents learn that increasinggg@atory stringency increases stability
— but through different logical channels — in order to assessther arguments based on direct,
indirect, and cross-border effects can affect citizensfgnences over regulation.

For the first question, we assess the effect of treatment @notitcome, which measures
support for stricter financial regulations. We expect thhguments of the positive externalities
associated with greater financial regulation using Newtlgeendence, network and OEP logics
will all lead to greater support for financial regulations.e \Bkamine statistically whether, and
by what relative magnitude, these arguments cause an selieasupport for regulation. We
will compare support for financial regulations when resporid are given one treatment to the
alternative cases where they are given no positive exptanahd when they are given a placebo
explanation. The relative difference in support is attidime to the degree to which the logic
resonates, on average, across US adults.

To answer the second question, we separate respondentgtioylpa characteristics that may
affect her preferences for regulation and her responsssetoeparticular treatmenté We refer to
these characteristics as moderators. ‘Moderation’ reetise possibility that some characteristics
of an individual may alter — e.g. magnify, mute, or revershe-dffect of a particular treatment on
the outcome variable. In a medical analogy, moderatiomsefethe possibility that treatment with
a particular drug affects different patients to differemgtees. For instance, the same drug may
help some patients but be ineffective or harmful for othEsgsting survey research in IPE has also
considered moderation. For example, Chaudoin (2014) fimtgpreferences over policy outcomes
moderate audience costs-based treatment effects, ang IZ8hb4) uses a survey experiment to
assess whether the effect of different legal treatmentgiaecs’ beliefs about drones is moderated
by that a citizen’s beliefs about law in general. Further|ls¢& (2013), Chilton|(201) and

Chilton (2014) all find that political beliefs moderate treatment effdzdsed on international law.

17



Similarly, we expect that not all respondents are likely ¢éodffected by each of our experi-
mental treatments in the same way. Since New Interdeperdemphasizes indirect and foreign
consequences of domestic regulation, we examine whetloecharacteristics — a person’s beliefs
regarding the realist nature of international relationd aperson’s level of ethnocentrism — make

the respondent more or less likely to be affected by the Négrdiependence treatment.

3.1 TheRespondents

We recruited approximately 1,255 survey respondents usmgzon’s Mechanical Turk (mTurk)
service. mTurk is an online web-based platform where rebeas can post ‘tasks’ and compensa-
tion levels for participants who complete the task. In tlaise; the task was to complete the survey.
Respondents were compensated $1.25 and the survey toakapgtely 12 minutes to complete.
After accepting the task on mTurk, participants were deddb an external survey site (Qualtrics)
to answer the survey questiotisBecause mTurk is relatively inexpensive for survey rededts
use has grown within international relations scholarshig laeyond?®

Subjects recruited on mTurk are more representative of tBe fubpulation than convenience
samples, though less representative than subjects estnid nationally representative internet-
based samples or national probability samples (Berinsky/,€2012). Our respondent pool was
similar to national averages, but differed in some ways. é&@mple, 52% of our sample was
male, compared to 48% in the 2012 ANES survey. Our resposdentled to be younger than
the national average (34.5 years old), and our sample cattanore white respondents than the
national average (76.9% white). However, we have no reasergect that treatment effects are
biased one way or another because of these differences.e@etamaking claims about nationally
representative treatment effects, and we have no reasompéatehat the theoretical relationships

we test would differ in another sample.
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3.2 Main Treatment

The survey began with a randomized experiment. Respondeaudsa short introduction, repro-
duced below, that describes the 2007-2008 financial cngisagere told that there exists a debate

over whether or not it is desirable for the United States tupadhore strict financial regulations.

Since the Financial Crisis of 2007-2008, policymakers atidens in the United States
have debated how to regulate banks and other financial ac&wse have argued the
firms should have more strict regulations, such as banningkbdrom engaging in

especially risky activities.

This debate is very important. The United States holds thidisdargest financial
sector. Further, the United States is also at the center @fgiobal financial network,
with contracts between U.S. banks and banks from other deanbtaling over 6
trillion USD. To put this in perspective, that is twice the@mt as the next largest

country in terms of banking transactions, the United Kingdo

Each respondent was then given the following argument agaioreased regulation\When
regulations are more strict, banks may make fewer loans;hwtén hurt the economy as a whole

Next, each respondent was randomly assigned to one of fivditomrs — either one of three
distinct arguments in support of more stringent regulai@EP, network (NW), or NIA), or one
of two control groups (null, placebo). The logic behind eacyument is tailored specifically to the
OEP, NIA, and NW theoretical relationships described abdueatment wordings are carefully
chosen to ensure that the primary difference between eaatntent is the logic that underlies the
pro-regulation argument. Each treatment has similar worthts, similar tone, and verbiage of
similar force, meaning that no treatment contains sigmtfigastronger or weaker wording than
the others. The treatments differ from one another in thatlon where regulatory change takes

place and the location of the ultimate effect of that regariathange on financial stability.
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We reproduce these treatments below, and underline theriampalifferences for emphasis.
Each of the pro-regulation treatments is prefaced with taeement Other people have argued

that the United States should adopt more strict regulations

e OEP Treatment: These people believe that more strict regulationsinwdteasehe stability

of the United Statedfinarcial sedor, whichincreaseshe stability of the United Statesasa

whole. This helps ensure that another financial crisis doesatur in the United States.

e NIA Treatment: These people believe that more strict regulations mdreasethe likeli-

hoodthatforeigncourtriesadoptsimilar regulation, whichincreaseshe stability of foreign

courtries’ finarcial sedors. This helps ensure that another financial crisis doeecrar in

thoseothercourtries.

e NW Treatment: These people believe that more strict regulations widleasethe stabil-

ity of the United Statedinartial sed¢or, whichincreaseshe stability of the globalfinarcial

network asawhole. This helps ensure that another financial crisis do¢spreadacross

courtries.

The OEP treatment emphasizes regulatory changes takiogipléhe US and their subsequent
effects on US financial stability. The NIA treatment emphasihow U.S. regulations potentially
change other countries’ regulations, increasing stgbilithose countries. The NW treatment em-
phasizes how regulatory changes in the United States seiglabal stability through US actions
alone.

The two additional treatment conditions include a null tmeent (null), meaning that the re-
spondent was not given any pro-regulation argument, andeepb (placebo) condition. For the
placebo treatment, respondents receive a pro-regulagpmeent, but that argument has no actual
argumentative content. The placebo treatment allows usdess the degree to which the three
main treatment effects are caused by the logical argumenéaiced in the treatment, as opposed

to just simply having positively toned, pro-regulation wsion the page.
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e Placebo: Other people have argued that the United States should atme strict regula-

tions. These people believe that more strict regulatiotisimgreasestability. This helps

ensure that another financial crisis doesaumiur.

To ensure that respondents internalize the logic of thértresats and pay attention, we promised
them an additional monetary reward at the end of the surwégyf could answer factual questions
about the survey they had just taken. The questions ask thiglaritify the pro- and anti-regulation
arguments that they were given. Previous research has ghaivhese types of incentives induce
participants to pay greater attention to the survey andrésgtondents are generally able to cor-
rectly recall features of their treatment assignment. @gpondents performed well on these
manipulation check®’

This design is unique to allow us to precisely measure theege which these various per-
spectives resonate with respondents. Relative to thewalkexpect all three main treatments to

increase support for regulation.

3.3 Outcome Variable

After treatment assignment, respondents were askexlyou favor or oppose more strict regula-
tion of the U.S. financial syst&hRespondents could choose ‘strongly favor’, ‘somewhabifa
‘neither favor nor oppose’, ‘somewhat oppose’, or ‘strgnghpose’. Respondents choosing ‘nei-
ther favor nor oppose,” were asked a follow up question oftivethey ‘lean toward supporting
or opposing’ regulations.

We use these responses to construct three different versiaime main dependent variable,
which we call ‘narrow, ‘medium, and ‘broad’ definitions a&upport. ‘Narrow’ includes ardent
support for regulation, with respondents are coded as stipgaegulation only if they chose
‘strongly favor’ or ‘somewhat favor’ regulation. For ‘medn’ definition of support, we code a

respondent as supporting regulation if they meet the ieritor narrow support or if they indicated
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that they ‘weakly favor regulation’. For the ‘broad’ defiom of support, we code a respondent
as supportive if they meet the criteria for medium supporif ¢tiney indicated that they ‘leaned

towards supporting’ regulatiott.

3.4 Moderatorsof the Treatment Effects

The second part of the survey asked respondents variousanseabout their personal and finan-
cial backgrounds and opinions. We are specifically intecest those individual characteristics
that may moderate the effect of each treatment.

Two questions are particularly relevant for the NIA treattnd he NIA treatment differs from
the OEP and NW treatments in two ways. First, it differs in dfiect of US regulation. The
NIA treatment, like the broader approach of NIA, describew liegulations in one country (in
this case, the United States) can spill over to, or spur etigul in, other countries. The OEP and
NW treatments, on the other hand, do not have this interrteediap. In those treatments, only
benefits derive, directly and indirectly, from US regulatedone. To realize benefits from the NIA
treatment requires that other states take actions. Thedbadifferences highlighted by the first
underlining in each treatment.

Second, the NIA treatment emphasizes a different outcoarettie OEP and NW treatments.
The NIA treatment emphasizes how US regulation can spuigioregulation, which decreases the
likelihood of a financial crisisn those other countriedn contrast, the OEP emphasizes how US
regulation directly benefits the United States by decregitia likelihood of a US financial crisis.
The NW treatment emphasizes the effect of US regulation erbtbader network. These are the
differences highlighted by the second underlining in eaelatment. Both of these differences
imply channels through which a respondent’s charactesisir beliefs could moderate — again,

meaning magnify or mute — the NIA treatment effect.
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3.4.1 Folk Realism M oderator

For the first difference, an individual respondent might bereror less inclined to believe NIAs
argument that US regulations will lead foreign countriesnicrease their domestic regulations.
Kertzer and McGraw (2012) argue that many individuals holtblk realist’ belief system that
conditions their thoughts and opinions about internatioglations policies. To the extent that a
respondent more consistently views the world from a repksspective, he might be less likely
to believe that foreign countries will adopt increasingigics regulations in reaction to US regu-
latory increases. To measure the degree to which an indiVsdoeliefs are in line with a realist
world view we use the battery of questions designed by Keemd McGraw (2012). Respon-
dents answer 13 related items that ask questions such gsutropinion, are countries inherently
cooperative or inherently conflictual?’ or ‘In your opinijomar can usually be avoided or is usu-
ally unavoidable?” Some individuals answer these questiorconsistent ways, often choosing
the realist option (e.g. ‘countries are inherently configdt, ‘war is usually unavoidable’) while
others are not as realist. In addition to this interestingati@n, Kertzer and McGraw (2012) find
that a respondent’s realist beliefs can moderate the effactatments administered within a sur-
vey experiment. Said differently, realists tend to respdifigrently to particular treatments than
non-realists.

We test whether the same dynamic occurs when we assess ¢t @fthe NIA treatment.
Realists may be less inclined to believe that a foreign aguntll follow US regulation with
regulation of their own. These respondents may fear thaitteégn country will instead respond
by leaving their financial sector at existing, lower levelsegulation, and thus will provide their
firms and economies with a competitive advantage vis-aRei$kS. Respondents who score higher
on the realist scale may lbessresponsive to the NIA treatment. If the respondent does ela\e
the intermediate step of the NIA treatment — i.e. doesnielelthat foreign countries will follow
the US in regulations — then that treatment may have a leffset.e

To classify our respondents, we first counted the numbenwgia respondent chose the realist
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option in the 13 folk realism questions. The mean of the oréhe sample was 4.23. We code a

respondent as a folk realist if his score was higher thanvtbeage, and vice versa.

3.4.2 Ethnocentrism M oder ator

For the second difference between treatments, NIA's emplusdecreased likelihood of crisis
abroad, an individual may place higher or lower weight os fhositive effect of regulation. Ex-
isting research also provides foundations for why indiaidcharacteristics might moderate the
NIA treatment effect because of the second difference baivike NIA and other treatments.
Kam and Kinder/(2007) and Mansfield and Mutz (2009) describattery of questions that mea-
sure a respondent’s level of ethnocentrism. They defineoetiirism as the tendency to ‘divide
the world into in-groups and out-groups’, ascribing pesitiraits and characteristics to in-group
members and negative traits to out-group members (Kam amdigl| 2007, p. 321). As applied
to international relations, people who are relatively metienocentric have been found to more
strongly support the war on terror and to oppose free trade.

Since the NIA emphasizes how the benefits of regulation agateally accrued by foreign
countries, ethnocentric respondents may be less infludngdhlis treatment. They may be less
inclined to support regulation if the end result is to inseéinancial stability for other countries.
To measure respondents’ levels of ethnocentrism, we feltbexisting literature and asked re-
spondents a set of questions about different groups intypsigch as racial groups (e.g. whites
or Hispanics) and other groups (e.g. physicians or teagh@espondents classified these groups
along continuums regarding certain traits, such as hakingrersus lazy. We calculated the stan-
dardized difference between how positively a respondeaitiated her in-group compared to how
she evaluated out-group members. A larger difference @telsca higher degree of ethnocentrism.

We classified a respondent as ethnocentric if her score \yashihan the average, and vice versa.
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4 Results: Main Treatment Effects

How did the different treatments affect respondents’ sudporegulation? We analyze the data in
two ways, and find consistent results across approachesavgbanll three definitions of support.
shows the number of respondents who received eatingat and the percentage of re-
spondents who indicated support for regulation for eadtrimnent. The top part of the table shows
the narrow definition of support and the bottom shows theddadinition of support, with medium
in between. The last four columns show results from a simfferdnce in means test, compar-
ing support after a particular treatment with support atvernull treatment? P-values less than
0.10 indicate that respondents that received that tredtimeicated support for increased financial
regulations at rates that are statistically distinguishdtom those respondents that received no
argument (the null).

All three main treatments (OEP, NIA, and NW) raised suppartégulation, on average. The
placebo treatment also raises support. The OEP and NW etdrhave a statistically significant
effect on support for regulation, with the OEP treatmergirg support by 7-10% relative to the
null treatment, depending on the definition of support. ThWg tdeatment raises support for reg-
ulation from 8-12% relative to the null. We can reject thel tnylpothesis that the mean level of
support is the same for the OEP and null treatments, and the &a the NW and null treatments,
at conventional levels of statistical significance.

The NIA treatment also has a positive effect on support fgulaion, relative to the null.
However, this effect is not as strong statistically. In hlete definitions of the support variable,
we fail to reject the null hypothesis that the mean level gfpsrt for regulation is the same for
the NIA treatment as for the null treatment. This is mainlgdugse the magnitude of the effect of
the NIA treatment is smaller than the effect for the OEP and tx&tments. The NIA treatment
raises support by approximately 5-6%.

[Table 2 pools all of the data together, as opposed to makiingisa comparisons across treat-
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ments, and provides evidence that is also consistent witinfis in(Table L[ Tablel2 shows the
coefficients from a simple logit regression of the dependantble on an indicator variable for
the four non-null treatments. The null treatment is leftlas hase category, so these coefficients
describe the degree to which that particular treatmeneaszd the probability of supporting regu-
lation, relative to the null treatment. The OEP and NW tre;atta have the largest and statistically
significant effects on the probability of support acrosstlatee dependent variable definitions,
while the NIA and placebo treatments have smaller and statily insignificant effects.

While we know the direction and statistical significance afious treatment$, Figuré 2 cap-
tures estimated support across treatments and providesial W capture the magnitude of treat-
ment effects| Figure]2 shows Bayesian estimates of the piop®f individuals who supported
regulation across each treatment for narrow (left graplediom (middle graph), and broad (right
graph) definitions of ‘support’ for financial regulation ass each treatmeft. The results are
again similar to the simple table and the logit regressi@ree difference is that the proportion of
individuals supporting regulation under the NIA treatmesndistinguishable from the proportion
of support for regulation under the null treatment, for tlaeraw and medium definitions of sup-
port. In those instances, the 95% credibility intervalstfoe NIA treatment do not overlap with

the mean for the null treatment.

5 Reaults: Folk Realism M oder ator

What explains the mixed evidence for the NIA treatment? ke to moderation analysis to better
answer this question. We consider various characteristicsspondents and show how treatments
have unequal effects to move support across treatmentst ig;hae might know that liberals,
on average, support regulations more than conservatiugsammong liberals, do treatments have
the same effect upon support? It is this comparison that neagrbvided through moderation

analysis. We focus upon two characteristics that we expecespecially relevant for the New
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Interdependence logic — folk realism and ethnocentrism.

To examine whether an individual’s beliefs about realisnderated the NIA treatment effect,
we look at the NIA treatment effect for respondents clas$#ie Folk Realists and those classified
as Non-Folk Realists. Figuré 3 reproduces the figure fronvabanly it divides respondents into
Folk Realists on the left hand side and non-Folk Realist$emrright hand side.

Consistent with the prediction, being a Folk Reatlees substantially moderatke effect of
the NIA treatment. For Folk Realists, the NIA treatment hasy\ittle effect, increasing support
for regulations by approximately 3%. On the other hand, tih& tkeatment has a much larger
effect for Non-Folk Realists. For these respondents, thienated treatment effect is over 10%.
The proportion of respondents supporting regulations utideNIA treatment is also easily dis-
tinguishable statistically from the null treatment, formNBolk Realists. This finding is consistent
with the idea that Realists may simply be more skepticalftiraign countries will follow suit with

US regulations.

6 Results: Ethnocentrism Moder ator

Is the NIA treatment also lessened by an individual’s degfeghnocentrism? In the same exercise
as the Folk Realism moderator abdve, Figyre 4 divides refgun into groups of those who scored
highly on the ethnocentrism measures (left hand side) avgktivho did not (right hand side), and
looks at support for higher regulations within each group.with the Folk Realism moderators,
ethnocentrist respondents were less responsive to the tdeintent. For them, the treatment
only increased support for regulation by less than 5%. Foretbnocentrists, however, the NIA
treatment had a large and statistically meaningful effleat.those respondents, the NIA treatment
increased support by over 10% compared to the null treatriiéin is consistent with the idea that
ethnocentrists may simply place lower value on any bendfitsgulation that are accrued abroad.

Even if regulation is beneficial for some, if the beneficiarde foreign citizens, an ethnocentrist
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may be less persuaded to support regulation.

7 Conclusion

This paper accomplishes two objectives. First, we have slbe power of the New Interdepen-
dence approach (NIA) to complement network arguments withe OEP - Network debate. A

growing body of research has compared and contrasted tlity abOEP and network arguments

to provide guidance for understanding important phenonmef2E. NIA can also enter that dis-

cussion, especially in the context of financial regulatjevisere the indirect effects of regulations
can be as important as the direct effects.

Second we have provided an initial empirical test of how Neterdependence, network, and
OEP logics resonate with the public in the substantive afé@mancial regulations. Empirically,
we find initial evidence that NIA does resonate with the puliut not as consistently as network
or OEP alternatives.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper to examwimether the implications of new
interdependence and network-based theories in IPE alpe slitezen preferences over policy. This
is a contribution, because while we have solid evidence @&R-style arguments can influence
citizens’ preferences, we do not know the degree to which &4 NW arguments resonate with
citizens.

The difficulty of NIA arguments to resonate broadly with théopic at large may limit the abil-
ity of politicians to sell policies under the guise of NIA aimdtead to frame policy benefits broadly
(toward the world, consistent with network approach) oroaty (toward the home country, con-
sistent with the OEP approach). Subsequently, if politisieannot use NIA to motivate policies
with benefits that provide benefits through systems-levehdyics, this would justify the norma-
tive concern that informal, trans-governmental network&edecisions without direct democratic

authority. That is, political independence of trans-goweental actors, such as regulators, who are
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not directly accountable to the public, may utilize NIA logiin their decisions even if these are
not publicly stated.

It is also possible that our NIA findings are specific to gusitivebenefits of policy change,
with NIA logic having a strong effect when publics are printedhink abouhegative externalities
that might occur regarding policy change. For example, ggeslemphasizing the NIA logic would
stronglydecreasesupport for financial regulation if the public was primedhonk about the com-
petitive dynamics if the US increased regulations comptodtlrope. This remains an open area
for future research.

While we have chosen financial regulation as our area of egipbacause of its inherent im-
portance and role as a catalyst for examination of some adiistemological foundations of IPE,
the approach is generalizable to other issue areas. Thedb@aolvanced in this special issue shed
greater light on the interdependencies of investmentetradd aid policies. These relationships
create new ways in which citizens’ preferences over investptrade, and aid policies could be
influenced by the indirect, interdependent effects of thpadieies. This paper allows us to directly
test these theories against one another, incorporate NtAaim important scholarly debate, and
leaves us closer toward understanding citizen perspesctigea-vis their country, other countries,

and the world as a whole.
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Table 1: Support for Regulation by Treatment Group

Treatment Group N Proportion Support. Difference SE t stat valpe
DV: Narrow Support

Null 253 0.431

OEP 252 0.528 0.097 0.044 2.19 0.029

NIA 248 0.434 0.053 0.045 1.19 0.234

Network 251 0.554 0.123 0.044 2.78 0.006

Placebo 251 0.494 0.063 0.044 1.42 0.155
DV: Medium Support

Null 253 0.617

OEP 252 0.710 0.094 0.042 2.23 0.026

NIA 248 0.677 0.061 0.043 1.42 0.155

Network 251 0.705 0.089 0.042 2.11 0.036

Placebo 251 0.657 0.041 0.043 0.95 0.342

DV: Broad Support

Null 253 0.690

OEP 252 0.766 0.075 0.040 1.91 0.057

NIA 248 0.736 0.045 0.041 1.12 0.265

Network 251 0.773 0.082 0.039 2.09 0.037

Placebo 251 0.753 0.062 0.040 1.56 0.118
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Table 2: Effect of Treatment on Support for Regulation, by DV

Narrow Support Medium Support Broad Support
1) 2) 3
OEP Treatment .390 422 .383
(.179)* (.190)* (.202)
NIA Treatment 214 267 222
(.180) (.188) (.199)
Network Treatment 494 397 422
(.180)** (.189)* (.203)*
Placebo Treatment .255 176 312
(.179) (.185) (.200)
Intercept -.278 475 .802
(127) (129)** (136)**
N 1,255 1,255 1,252

Results from logit regression of support for regulationm@atment assignment.
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Bank Confidence
1979 — 2014
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Figure 1:Public Confidence in Banks, 1979 — 20B&sed on a representative public opinion poll
taken by Gallup each June, the solid line plots the percergsgdondents that hold high levels —
a “great deal” or “quite a lot” — of confidence in banks, whiketdashed line plots the percent of
respondents that have low levels of — “very little” — confidenn banks. The dotted line marks
2008, the height of the financial crisis, and we see that hegkl$ of confidence precipitously
decline, and low levels of confidence precipitously incegasdter the financial crisis. However,
there are some indications that the trend reverses arout®] fiGe years after the height of crisis.
Source: Gallup Confidence in Institutions.
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Figure 3: Treatment Effects for Folk Realists and Non-Fodaksts
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Figure uses the medium support dependent variable.
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Figure 4: Treatment Effects for Ethnocentrists and NomBtentrists
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Figure uses the medium support dependent variable.
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Notes

Iwhile rule overlap through both domestic and internatiamstitutions plays a large role in NIA, these dynamics
lie atop this fundamental systemic premise.

2For example, see Chaudoin (2014); Tingley and Tomz (2018)tdd and Tingley!(2013); Gray and Hicks (2014);
Hafner-Burton et &ll (2014); Naoi and Kume (2011).

3Although, Bach and Newmah (2014) explain how, within the Bbft law may diffuse into domestic hard law.

4This is distinct from overlapping legal jurisdictions thaise in the investment disputes discussed by Gray (this
issue), and is complementary to the soft law dynamics withancial regulation (e.g. Newman and Posner, this issue;
Vabulas and Snidal, this issue).

SFor a review and critique of OEP, see Lake (2009) .and QatlegPrespectively. For network arguments, see
Kahler (2009); Hafner-Burton, Kahler and Montgomery (Z0@atley et al.[(2013).

6Deviations are explained as altruism and sociotropic facfor instance, Mansfield and Mutz (2009).

"The term “nearly decomposable system” is from Simon (1968 in Qatley|(2011, 318).

8Prior to the 2007 financial crisis, network approaches adtealyzed how strong countries’ policy preferences led
to policy convergence of weaker states (Drezner, 2007; Sinsn2001; Mosley, 2010). The dependent variable of
interest was policy alignment — regulatory convergencev@ardence — rather than systemic stability.

9Gallup’s Confidence in Institutions poll. For systemati@lgsis of bank confidence in Gallup’s annual poll, see
Owens1(2012).

10Jackie Calmes, 2008, “In Candidates, 2 Approaches to WaleSt New York Times, September 16, Al.

1 ydia Saad, 2010. “Banking Reform Sells Better When ‘Walie8t’ is Mentioned’ ”. Gallup, Poll#127448.
Accessed 2015 April 29.

21pid.

13pew Research Center, Weekly Interest Index Polls, July 2010

4While post-financial crisis network scholarship calls forghasis upon internationalitcomegsuch as systemic
stability or instability), pre-financial crisis networkfsalarship (within American IPE) is interested in how thematk,
or exogenously-given international system, affguilciesadopted in non-dominant countries (for example, Drezner
(2007); Simmons (2001); Mosley (2010)).

5We do so to allow for parallel experimental logics across@fP, network, and New Interdependence perspec-
tives, but note that New Interdependence logics that fooummpetitive dynamics — or negative externalities — across
jurisdictions may elicit different respondent effects as@n area for future inquiry. The incentive for countries to

match — and exceed — financial regulatory stringency of latgtes has been empirically documented; for instance,
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Walter (2014).

Bwe classify respondents based on self-reported answersestigns that respondents answered after they com-
pleted the main experiment.

1Berinsky et al.|(2012) have a detailed description of the rkplatform.

18For recent examples, see Chaudoin (2014); Tingley and T@612%); Tomz and Weeks (N.d.).

1%Respondents did not see any underlining or the bolded he/a@atment labels.

20839 correctly recalled the anti-regulation that they atieiged. Among respondents receiving the OEP, NIA, or
Network treatments, approximately 40% correctly recaldith of the 5 treatments they received.

2Three respondents chose they neither supported nor oppegeldtions, but then did not choose whether they
leaned towards support or opposition. They are excluded tfe analysis using broad support, which is why the
sample size changes slightly across outcome specifications

22The standard deviation, t stat, and p values for differeircapproval rates use the normal approximation of the
Bernoulli data. The number of respondents in each group hrfarger than traditional minimum values for use of
the normal approximation.

23All figures show Bayesian estimates of the posterior distiiim of the proportion of respondents supporting
regulation. Let; be the proportion of respondents supporting regulatiorutrdatment regimee { null, OEP, NIA,
NW, and placebg. Letn, be the number of respondents receiving treatmentla, be the number of respondents in
regimet approving. For a prior distribution fa,, we used the non-informative Jeffrey’s priéf, ~ 5(0.5,0.5). The
conjugate posterior distribution fé is 62 ~ B(a; + 0.5, n; — a; + 0.5). The mean and 95 credibility intervals are

from 5,000 draws from the posterior distributions.
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