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Appendix

Automation and Globalization

• Trade liberalization → manufacturing job losses →
globalization backlash/populism

• Automation is responsible for at least as many manufacturing
job losses

• Yet dramatically less attention from politicians

• Moreover, both problems can be solved with the same policy:
transfers.

• But politicians fixate on policy solutions to undo globalization
(e.g. tariffs)
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Two Questions

1) Why hasn’t the rise of automation attracted the same ire from
elected officials and voters as globalization?

2) Why have voters embraced protectionist policies rather than
transfers as a response to economic dislocation?
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Argument

• Theory:
• Citizens balance equity and efficiency.
• Economic nationalists value self-sufficiency.
• Economic nationalism crowds out demand for transfers in
response to foreign shocks.

• Voters use transfers and other policy to balance equity and
efficiency.

• Dislike imports → more policy intervention
• Reduce transfers to rebalance equity and efficiency

• Empirical Analysis:
• Foreign labor shocks dampen demand for transfers, compared
to automation shocks.

• Making the automation shock “foreign” reverses this.
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Contributions

• A model of how voters choose between multiple potential
remedies.

• A better understanding of our current populist “moment.”
• What happens when Silicon Valley is no longer the only Tech
Mecca?
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Literature on Trade, Populism, and Automation

• The Globalization Backlash:
• Baccini, Pinto, and Weymouth (2017)
• Colantone and Stanig (2018, 2019)
• Di Tella and Rodrik (2020)
• Rickard (2021)

• Automation and Populism:
• Mansfield, Milner, Rudra (2021, CPS special issue)
• Baccini and Weymouth (2021), Owen (2021), Zhang (2019)
• Anelli, Colantone, and Stanig (2019)
• Wu (forthcoming PSRM): Blame misattribution
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Theoretical Setup: Shocks and Policies

• A shock of size 𝐴 creates aggregate gains with distributive
consequences and redistributive parameter 𝛼 > 1.

• Winners’ income: 𝐻𝑊 = 𝛼𝐴
• Losers’ income: 𝐻𝐿 = (1 − 𝛼)𝐴
• A shock from globalization 𝐺 or technology 𝑇 .

• Government has two instruments:
• Policy 𝑝 to reverse the shock: 𝐴′(𝑝) < 0
• Transfers: 𝑡

• Leaky according to ℓ(𝑡) < 𝑡, ℓ′(𝑡) < 0
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Theoretical Setup: Voter

• The voter likes:

• Efficiency: her utility is increasing in 𝐻𝑊 and 𝐻𝐿.
• equity: her utility is convex in 𝐻𝑊 and 𝐻𝐿.

• There is an efficiency and equity tradeoff.

• Economic nationalists value economic self-sufficiency.

• Parameter 𝜆 governs pro-export, anti-import attitude
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The Model in a Diagram
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Empirical Implications

Labor Automation

Foreign
More Protection
Fewer Transfers

More Regulation
Fewer Transfers

Domestic
Less Protection
More Transfers

Less Regulation
More Transfers
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Vignette
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Survey Design: Outcomes

Next, we want to ask how you think the US Federal government
should respond to events like the one described in the article.
Please tell us how much you agree or disagree with each possible
response on the next pages.

• The Federal government should increase benefits that are paid
to people who are unemployed.

• The Federal government should restrict imports of
automobiles by increasing tariffs.

• The Federal government should increase regulations to limit a
company’s ability to replace workers with automation.
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Results: Shares

Outcomes Labor Automation

Foreign
Restrict Imports Share:

34.3% 32.5%

Restrict Automation Share:

29.6% 30.4%

Benefits to Unemployed Share:

36.1% 37.1%

Domestic
Restrict Imports Share:

33.3% 32.8%

Restrict Automation Share:

29.3% 28.1%

Benefits to Unemployed Share:

37.4% 39.2%
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Conclusion

• Why do voters demand restrictions on trade but not
automation?

• Nationalists’ bias against imports have two reasons to support
protectionism: higher imports and job losses

• Nationalists’ bias for exports have conflicting incentives:
restrictions on automation protect jobs but also reduce
exports

• Why don’t voters support transfers as a solution to both
automation and offshoring?

• Demand for protection crowds out demand for transfers
because they are substitute policies for balancing equity and
efficiency.
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Recruitment

• Fielded Sept 23-24, 2020 and Oct 28-29, 2020

• Recruited approximately 𝑁 = 3, 150 Lucid.

• Good balance across treatments.

• Decent manipulation check scores.

1/12



Appendix

Attention Check Correlates

Dependent variable:

attentioncheck_pass I(time_reading >= 30)

(1) (2)

education_strBachelor’s degree −0.030 −0.010
(0.034) (0.027)

education_strCompleted some college, but no degree −0.027 0.016
(0.036) (0.028)

education_strDoctorate degree −0.174∗∗∗ −0.172∗∗∗
(0.055) (0.046)

education_strHigh school graduate −0.038 −0.072∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.028)

education_strMaster’s or professional degree −0.309∗∗∗ −0.131∗∗∗
(0.038) (0.031)

education_strOther post high school vocational training −0.039 −0.018
(0.062) (0.047)

education_strSome high school or less −0.247∗∗∗ −0.192∗∗∗
(0.077) (0.050)

gender_strMale −0.145∗∗∗ −0.102∗∗∗
(0.019) (0.014)

white 0.062∗∗∗ 0.133∗∗∗
(0.023) (0.017)

partyOther −0.032
(0.023)

partyRepublican −0.060∗∗∗ −0.032∗∗
(0.019) (0.015)

hhi −0.00001 −0.001
(0.00002) (0.001)

Constant 0.899∗∗∗ 0.693∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.029)

Observations 2,092 4,496
R2 0.126 0.047
Adjusted R2 0.121 0.044
Residual Std. Error 0.418 (df = 2080) 0.460 (df = 4483)
F Statistic 27.255∗∗∗ (df = 11; 2080) 18.437∗∗∗ (df = 12; 4483)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Distributions: Totals
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Distributions: Shares
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Regressions: Totals

Dependent variable:

Total Agreement Total Agreement (Standardized)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Foreign Ind 5.673∗∗ 9.546∗∗∗ 0.084∗∗ 0.141∗∗∗

(2.425) (3.325) (0.036) (0.049)

Automation Ind −6.295∗∗∗ −2.451 −0.093∗∗∗ −0.036
(2.426) (3.450) (0.036) (0.051)

Sept Sample −4.008 −3.989 −0.059 −0.059
(2.463) (2.462) (0.036) (0.036)

Foreign * Automation −7.739 −0.114
(4.848) (0.072)

Constant 184.229∗∗∗ 182.296∗∗∗ 0.041 0.012
(2.557) (2.811) (0.038) (0.041)

Observations 3,115 3,115 3,115 3,115

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Regressions: Shares

Dependent variable:

restrict
automation

share

restrict
imports
share

benefits to
unemployed

share

restrict
automation

share

restrict
imports
share

benefits to
unemployed

share

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Foreign Ind 0.013∗∗∗ 0.003 −0.017∗∗∗ 0.003 0.010 −0.013
(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.008) (0.008)

Automation Ind −0.002 −0.012∗∗ 0.014∗∗ −0.012∗ −0.005 0.018∗∗
(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008)

Sept Sample −0.002 0.008 −0.006 −0.002 0.008 −0.006
(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006)

Foreign * Automation 0.020∗∗ −0.012 −0.008
(0.009) (0.012) (0.012)

Constant 0.290∗∗∗ 0.331∗∗∗ 0.379∗∗∗ 0.294∗∗∗ 0.328∗∗∗ 0.377∗∗∗
(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007)

Observations 3,090 3,090 3,090 3,090 3,090 3,090

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Regressions: Total (Controls)

Dependent variable:

Total Agreement Total Agreement (Standardized)

(1) (2)

treatment_foreign_domesticForeign 9.540∗∗∗ (3.437) 0.141∗∗∗ (0.051)
treatment_automation_laborAutomation −3.748 (3.509) −0.055 (0.052)
treatment_foreign_domesticForeign:treatment_automation_laborAutomation −5.135 (4.952) −0.076 (0.073)

Observations 2,904 2,904

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Regressions: Shares (Controls)

Dependent variable:

restrict
automation

share

restrict
imports
share

benefits to
unemployed

share

(1) (2) (3)

treatment_foreign_domesticForeign −0.00002 (0.007) 0.012 (0.008) −0.012 (0.008)
treatment_automation_laborAutomation −0.017∗∗ (0.007) −0.005 (0.008) 0.021∗∗ (0.008)
treatment_foreign_domesticForeign:treatment_automation_laborAutomation 0.024∗∗ (0.010) −0.016 (0.011) −0.007 (0.012)

Observations 2,881 2,881 2,881

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Heterogeneity by Gender and Ethnicity
variable: restrict_automation_share variable: restrict_imports_share variable: benefits_to_unemployed_share
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Figure 1: The distribution of agreement shares across treatments.
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Heterogeneity by Party
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Does anyone care about the nationality of technology?
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