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In this paper, we provide one of the first systematic analyses of gender’s effect on trade attitudes. We draw on a unique
representative national survey of American workers that allows us to evaluate a variety of potential explanations for gen-
der differences in attitudes toward free trade and open markets more generally. We find that existing explanations for
the gender gap, most notably differences between men and women in economic knowledge and differing material self-
interests, do not explain the gap. Rather, the gender difference in trade preferences and attitudes about open markets is
due to less favorable attitudes toward competition among women, less willingness to relocate for jobs among women, and
more isolationist non-economic foreign policy attitudes among women.

Over the past decade, scholars and policymakers have
become increasingly interested in mass attitudes about
international trade and economic globalization. Whereas
economists agree that free trade generates widespread
economic benefits—helping to efficiently allocate
resources and promote growth—the mass public expresses
greater skepticism. Most Americans resist the reduction of
trade barriers (Scheve and Slaughter 2001a), but much of
the US population supports trade, and only a small por-
tion of the population steadfastly opposes it (Bouton
2002). Little consensus exists concerning the factors that
shape trade attitudes (Rodrik 1995; Scheve and Slaughter
2001b). However, in the United States and elsewhere,
women consistently tend to oppose trade more than men
(O’Rourke and Sinnott 2001; Beaulieu, Benarroch, and
Gaisford 2004; Burgoon and Hiscox 2004; Baker 2005;
Hays, Ehrlich, and Peinhardt 2005; Mayda and Rodrik
2005; Mansfield and Mutz 2009; Blonigen 2011).

Despite the recent proliferation of studies on mass
trade attitudes, these widely observed gender differences
remain largely unexplained. We aim to fill this gap in the
literature. Drawing on a unique representative national
survey of American workers, we evaluate a variety of

potential explanations for gender differences in attitudes
toward foreign commerce. We begin by summarizing evi-
dence of a robust gender divide in trade preferences.
Next, we describe and evaluate the leading arguments
that account for this difference. Finally, we present and
test a set of additional theories.

We find that previous explanations for the gender gap
in trade attitudes—most notably a difference between
men and women in economic knowledge and differing
material self-interests—fail to account for this gap.
Instead, the gap stems from a tendency for women to be
less competitive than men, less willing to relocate for jobs,
and less interested in having the United States actively
involved in world affairs—even if that involvement is not
economic in nature. Importantly, two of these three expla-
nations constitute basic assumptions underlying support
for free markets: the assumption that labor is mobile and
the assumption that people are willing to compete. To the
extent that women are less likely than men to behave in a
manner consistent with these assumptions, there may be
more general gender differences toward economic sys-
tems, and not just toward foreign trade.

To examine this additional possibility, we analyze atti-
tudes toward free markets. Free-market principles underlie
arguments for free trade. Consequently, some of the oppo-
sition to trade that women express may stem from their
skepticism about the value of free markets. In fact, we find
that women are less supportive of open markets than men.
As with trade, moreover, women’s dislike of competition
and aversion to relocation explain much of the gender
gap in opinions about competitive markets. In contrast to
trade, however, attitudes toward active involvement in for-
eign affairs have no general bearing on opinions about
free markets. Whereas some opposition to international
trade stems from an aversion to international engagement,
free markets guide domestic economic activity as well.
Therefore, two of the same bases for opposition occur in
our analyses of support for free markets (relocation and
competition), but opposition to international engagement
is not relevant to belief in free markets more generally.

The Gender Divide in Studies of Trade Preferences

Recent scholarship finds a link between gender and trade
preferences in the United States and elsewhere. One
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study covering 24 countries reported that men are about
8% more likely to support trade than women (Mayda and
Rodrik 2005). Two other cross-national studies—covering
24 (Beaulieu et al. 2004) and 40 countries (Baker 2005),
respectively—found a gender gap of similar magnitude.
To be sure, there is some cross-national variation in the
size of this effect; most notably, it tends to be larger in
richer than poorer countries (Beaulieu et al. 2004).
Nonetheless, in virtually every country that has been ana-
lyzed, women are significantly more hostile to trade than
men (O’Rourke and Sinnott 2001; Mayda and Rodrik
2005).

Scholars also observe a gender divide in American atti-
tudes toward trade. Based on a representative survey of
Americans, Burgoon and Hiscox (2008) found that
women were more than 8% more likely to oppose open
trade than men, after accounting for age, education,
income, political party, and religion. Because theirs was
an experimental study including eight different frames
designed to influence trade attitudes in both positive and
negative directions, it is difficult to know whether these
findings accurately describe the gender difference in
purely descriptive terms.1 Nonetheless, separate studies of
Americans find a similarly sized gender divide (Mansfield
and Mutz 2009; Blonigen 2011).

Our study focuses on explaining this difference in the
United States. However, because many of the theories we
examine are not country specific, we expect that these
same factors may well account for this difference in other
countries as well. We begin by evaluating two explana-
tions that previous work has offered for the gender gap
in trade attitudes and then advance three additional
explanations that have not been addressed to date. Then,
we analyze a representative national sample including
numerous questions about support for trade, as well as
indicators allowing us to test each of these explanations.

Economic Self-interest

The most common explanation for gender differences in
trade preferences involves economic self-interest. One
possibility is that American women exhibit less support
for trade than men because they tend to be less skilled.
Drawing on the Stolper-Samuelson theorem, one would
expect that in countries such as the United States—with
an abundance of highly skilled workers relative to the rest
of the world—trade would disproportionately benefit
high-skill labor and harm low-skill labor (Stolper and
Samuelson 1941; Leamer 1984). Various studies conclude
that these distributional consequences of trade shape
Americans’ attitudes about overseas commerce, with
lower skilled individuals holding less favorable opinions
than higher skilled people (O’Rourke and Sinnott 2001;
Scheve and Slaughter 2001a; Mayda and Rodrik 2005).
Thus, females should be more opposed to trade than
men because women tend to be less skilled.

Evidence supporting this potential explanation is con-
founded by the fact that one widely used measure of skill
is the average wage paid to someone working in a given
occupation, where higher (lower) wages correspond to

greater (less) skill. As we will see, the men in our sample
do tend to work in higher paying occupations than
women. This is hardly surprising. Existing research indi-
cates that women are less likely to have managerial posi-
tions or subordinate jobs with desirable benefits than
men. Instead, women tend to hold jobs with fewer oppor-
tunities for advancement and have substantially less work-
place authority over organizational resources and
colleagues (Waddoups and Assane 1993; Huffman and
Cohen 2004).

Economic Knowledge

A second explanation for the gender gap in trade prefer-
ences centers on economic knowledge. Hainmueller and
Hiscox (2006) argue that individuals who have been
exposed to economic principles and information are
more likely to support trade than other individuals. Econ-
omists widely support the idea that free trade is beneficial
(Alston, Kearl, and Vaughan 1992). Individuals who have
taken economics classes should be more likely to under-
stand the arguments in favor of open overseas commerce.
If women are less likely to take economics classes than
men, perhaps the gap in trade preferences can be
explained by a lack of formal exposure to pro-trade argu-
ments (Burgoon and Hiscox 2004).2

This explanation has not yet been directly tested. The
available evidence, however, suggests that economic
knowledge does not account for the gender gap in trade
attitudes. Mansfield and Mutz (2009) found that simply
taking an economics class did not predict support for
trade, nor did it eliminate the gender gap. But they also
found that individuals who understand that economists
consider free trade to be good for the economy exhibit
greater support for trade than other people, and men
were more likely than women to realize that economists
favor open trade. Yet even after accounting for economic
knowledge, Mansfield and Mutz’s results yielded consider-
able evidence of a gender gap in trade attitudes.

In an experimental study, Burgoon and Hiscox (2008)
found that women were almost 30% less likely than men
to correctly identify the three signatories of the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Including
this measure of economic literacy in a regression model
substantially attenuated—but did not eliminate—the
effects of gender.

A recent survey of professional economists also sheds
doubt on the view that economic knowledge accounts for
the gender gap in trade attitudes (May, McGarvey, and
Whaples 2014). Among members of the American Eco-
nomic Association, women are much more likely than men
to believe that the United States should make openness to
imports contingent on the labor standards of its trade part-
ners. Even among individuals with equally extensive eco-
nomic knowledge, men seem to have a more pronounced
preference for unfettered trade than women.

Labor Mobility

In the context of most models of international trade,
open trade improves the welfare of countries because it
promotes the efficient allocation of resources, including

1 Although Burgoon and Hiscox indicate that they control for experimen-
tal conditions, the marginals may still be affected by the frames, and the
frames mays interact with individual characteristics in ways that cannot be
observed from the results that are reported. Moreover, it is not clear why one
would estimate the size of the difference with this particular set of control
variables.

2 Women in older cohorts were less likely to take economics than contem-
porary female college students, which is consistent with the finding that the
gender gap in trade preferences increases with age and is strongest among
the college-educated (Burgoon and Hiscox 2004).
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labor. These models typically assume that labor is
mobile.3 Thus, achieving such efficiency requires labor to
move from one location to another, depending on eco-
nomic conditions. Assumptions about the mobility of
workers, however, may not fit women’s lives as well as
men’s. Within married, dual-worker families, women tend
to be more constrained with respect to potential job relo-
cation. Although some male spouses undoubtedly “trail”
their wives to a new job, the reverse is the more common
pattern due to lingering attitudes about gender roles.
The upshot is that the location of their husband or part-
ner’s employment often constrains females (Cooke 2003;
Mckinnish 2008).

Furthermore, the earnings of married women typically
decrease after relocation, whereas the income of married
men typically increases, even when the wife has the greater
earning potential (Cooke and Bailey 1996; Mckinnish
2008). Women are also significantly more likely than men
to experience psychological distress as a result of reloca-
tion (Moyle and Parkes 1999). This may be due in part to
women’s greater concern for relocating children (Shau-
man and Xie 1996; Kulis and Sicotte 2002) or because
women disproportionately bear the burden of caring for
elderly relatives (Doty, Jackson, and Crown 1998; Navaie-
Waliser, Spriggs, and Feldman 2002; Wakabayashi and Do-
nato 2005). To the extent that women cannot relocate as
easily as men due to familial constraints, women may per-
ceive job dislocation due to trade as less tolerable and
therefore express more protectionist attitudes than men.

Extent of Competitiveness

In addition, women may be more protectionist than men
because they hold a less favorable view of competition
more generally. Free trade is predicated on market com-
petition, and women’s relative aversion to competition
might lead them to express less support for trade. The
available evidence indicates that women display less affin-
ity for competition than men in tournaments, bargaining
situations, and auctions (Croson and Gneezy 2009). They
are less likely to choose workplace settings where com-
pensation is based on competition (Flory, Leibbrandt,
and List 2010). Women are also less likely to agree to run
in competitive elections, even though men and women
are equally likely to volunteer to serve as unelected repre-
sentatives (Kanthak and Woon 2013). Likewise, college-
aged men and women who have less experience partici-
pating in competitive activities have fewer political ambi-
tions (Fox and Lawless 2014). This aversion to
competition is consistent with a meta-analysis of more
than 150 studies indicating that women are more risk
averse than men, even when taking risks would advantage
them (Byrnes, Miller, and Schafer 1999).4

Women may also attach less value to competition than
men because they either innately prefer or are socialized
to prefer cooperation (Gilligan 1982; Welch and Hibbing
1992; Gidengil 1995). In laboratory-simulated prisoner’s
dilemmas, for instance, women are significantly more
likely to select cooperative strategies than men (Ortmann
and Tichy 1999). In ultimatum games, women are more
likely to accept lower offers than men (Eckel and Gross-
man 2008). Even among professional economists, who
collectively have a very favorable view of market competi-
tion, women are less supportive of such competition than
men (May et al. 2014). Female economists tend to prefer
government intervention to address economic problems
more than their male counterparts, who tend to favor
market solutions.

To the extent that women favor cooperation over com-
petition, they may view competition as harmful to society
because it generates losers as well as winners (Burgoon
and Hiscox 2004). Whether women personally prefer
avoiding competition or dislike the more general idea of
activities that produce winners and losers, the implica-
tions from our standpoint are the same. Trade necessarily
involves market competition. To the extent that women
are more averse to competitive environments (Gneezy,
Niederle, and Rustichini 2003; Gneezy and Rustichini
2004), differing attitudes toward competition may help to
explain the gender difference in trade attitudes. Consis-
tent with this hypothesis, there is evidence that attitudes
toward competition affected women’s support for NAFTA
during the 1988 Canadian federal election, even after
controlling for their material conditions (Gidengil 1995).

Active Involvement in International Affairs

Finally, the gender gap in trade preferences could stem
from an aversion on the part of females to active involve-
ment in international affairs more generally. Women are
more likely than men to oppose US involvement in world
affairs, including both humanitarian intervention and
intervention to resolve international conflicts (Modigliani
1972; Conover and Sapiro 1993).5 They are also more
likely to perceive national threats emanating from abroad
(Huddy, Feldman, Capelos, and Provost 2002). To the
extent that women are less favorable toward all kinds of
non-economic involvement in international affairs,
including humanitarian aid, their trade preferences may
reflect this general reluctance to be involved in world
affairs.

People who oppose active US involvement in non-eco-
nomic aspects of foreign policy tend to oppose trade as
well (Bauer, Pool, and Dexter 1963; Mansfield and Mutz
2009), probably because they have a general aversion to
involvement with other countries, whether economic or
otherwise. Recent evidence suggests that this effect is siz-
able. For example, one study found that a change from
the most globally interventionist attitudes registered by
respondents to the most opposed to foreign involvement
reduced support for trade by almost 20% (Mansfield and
Mutz 2009). Thus, it is possible that the gender gap in
support for active US involvement in world affairs con-
tributes to the gender gap in trade attitudes as well.

3 Of course, there are exceptions to this tendency, including Ricardo-
Viner models in which labor can be assumed to be fixed, models of economic
geography in which labor may agglomerate in particular locations (Krugman
1992), and models in which there are informational and other costs associated
with finding a new job (Mortensen 1976).

4 Still other theories asserting benefits for women in opposing trade have
tried connecting this opposition to risk aversion due to maternity. However, it
is not obvious whether trade decreases or increases the number of jobs with
maternity benefits, or what women without such benefits would be risking due
to job instability, so the logic of this theory is unclear. Moreover, from an
empirical standpoint, including measures of maternity leave and child care
benefits does not diminish the gap between male and female trade prefer-
ences (Burgoon and Hiscox 2008).

5 Two recent surveys also corroborate these findings. According to both
the Bouton (2010) and the Pew Research Center for the People & the Press
(2009) surveys, over 50% of female respondents agree that “the United States
should mind its own business internationally and let other countries get along
the best they can on their own.”
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It is noteworthy that the divergence in attitudes toward
the use of force is the most pronounced evidence to date
of a gender gap in public opinion. Women are consis-
tently less supportive of using armed force abroad (Shap-
iro and Mahajan 1986; Fite, Genest, and Wilcox 1990;
Conover and Sapiro 1993; Gallagher 1993; Eichenberg
2003). Although this pattern is consistent with the evi-
dence described above, it is important to recognize that
women are less likely to support humanitarian interventions
as well as the use of force internationally. Women are not
simply more compassionate and reluctant to place people
in harm’s way. They are also less likely than men to want
to assist people in foreign countries through interna-
tional aid (Fite et al. 1990). Moreover, they exhibit less
support for the use of force domestically as well as inter-
nationally (Wolbrecht 2005), thus making it unclear
whether their opposition is due to an aversion to interna-
tional involvement, the use of force, or both.

In this study, we test the five different theoretical
explanations for the gender divide in trade attitudes
described above.6 From an economic perspective, we
address to what extent economic self-interest and eco-
nomic knowledge account for differences in trade atti-
tudes between men and women. From a non-economic
standpoint, we examine to what degree the gender gap
stems from differing attitudes toward US involvement in
the affairs of other countries more generally. Finally, we
also analyze whether women are more hostile to trade
because they are averse to competition in everyday life or
because they feel constrained in their degree of labor
mobility. By simultaneously analyzing all five of these
explanations within a single model, we are able to assess
their ability to explain the gender divide in trade prefer-
ences. To date, there has been scant evidence of any kind
that directly addresses these theories with appropriate
empirical evidence.

Study Design

We rely on a nationally representative survey of male and
female workers conducted in the summer of 2007 (see
Appendix 1 for details). As part of their ongoing Knowl-
edgePanel, GfK Ltd. recruited a random probability sam-
ple of the US population via random digit dialing (RDD)
and address-based sampling. To facilitate Internet-based
interviews, homes without Internet access were given
notebook computers as well as Internet access for their
ongoing participation. To qualify for the survey, individu-
als had to be paid employees, self-employed, work in a
family business, or be unemployed or laid off but looking
for work. This restriction ensured that all five of the theo-
ries we examined were equally applicable to both males
and females. A total of 2,303 individuals completed the
survey. The results we present include poststratification
weights using the current population surveys as a base-
line.

There are several major advantages to the survey we
use. First, it provides a large, high-quality, representative,
national probability sample of Americans in the work-
force, including information on each respondent’s indus-
try and occupation of employment. In addition, it

operationalizes several possible explanations for the gen-
der gap in trade attitudes, including extent of economic
education, personal competitiveness, and willingness to
relocate. Most importantly, this survey includes multiple
indicators of trade attitudes. Estimates of support for
trade can vary a great deal based on the question wording
used in a survey (Hiscox 2006). This makes our highly
reliable multi-item index especially advantageous for pur-
poses of studying the underlying tendency to favor or
oppose trade.

Because trade opinions have not been widely studied
using survey data, most data sets have at best a single sur-
vey question addressing trade preferences. Unless a sur-
vey question has already been validated as both highly
reliable and valid, it is inherently risky to rely on any sin-
gle question (Diamantopoulos, Sarstedt, Fuchs, Wilczyn-
ski, and Kaiser 2012). This is particularly problematic for
studies of trade attitudes because survey questions on
trade tend to ask about specific trade agreements or
about government activities vis-!a-vis trade. Because each
survey question includes some content unique to that
particular question, as well as latent content that is
shared across all questions addressing the same concept,
single items and their correlates may be dominated by
idiosyncratic characteristics (Hoyle, Harris, and Judd
2001; Liu 2004). Single items are also inherently more
volatile than multi-item indices.

Fortunately, classic measurement theory offers a
straightforward solution for obtaining a measure of the
general underlying tendency to favor or oppose trade.
Any individual question offers an imperfect indicator of
this construct. However, by combining multiple imperfect
measures, their extraneous content is cancelled out, thus
producing an ideal measure of the underlying construct
of interest.

The only limitation to this approach is that one must
be able to determine that the items all address the same
latent construct. With indices comprised of three or more
items, it is possible to calculate a reliability that indicates
the degree of inter-item consistency across different ques-
tions. So long as that reliability is relatively high (that is,
above 0.70), researchers can be assured that they are
measuring a single underlying attitude rather than a mul-
tidimensional construct (Hoyle et al. 2001; Liu 2004).

Dependent Variable

Five survey questions were used to create the first depen-
dent variable, TRADE SUPPORT:

1. As you may know, international trade has increased
substantially in recent years. This increase is due to
the lowering of trade barriers between countries,
that is, tariffs or taxes that make it more difficult or
more expensive to buy and sell things across inter-
national borders. Do you think government should
try to encourage international trade or to discour-
age international trade? Do you think the govern-
ment should [encourage/discourage] this a lot or
only a little?

2. I’m going to read you some actions the federal gov-
ernment in Washington can take on a variety of
issues. For each one please tell me whether you
favor or oppose the federal government doing it. . . .
How about the federal government negotiating
more free trade agreements like NAFTA? Do you
favor or oppose the federal government doing this?

6 We are unable to test risk aversion using the data available. However, in
so far as predictions about risk aversion are typically predicated on the idea
that women will be more sensitive to the “risks” of trade—for example, job
loss, relocation, etc.—we believe our measure of relocation will capture such
differences.
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Is that strongly [favor/oppose] or only somewhat
[favor/oppose]?

3. Do you believe that globalization, especially the
increasing connections of our economy with others
around the world, is good or bad for the United
States?

4. Should foreign companies be encouraged or dis-
couraged from investing in the United States, for
example, by building their factories in this country?

5. Do you have a very favorable, somewhat favorable,
somewhat unfavorable, or very unfavorable opinion
of the WTO, the World Trade Organization?

Each of these items was scored on a four-point scale.
The highest (lowest) score was assigned to respondents
who believed that the government should strongly
encourage (discourage) international trade, who strongly
favored (opposed) the government negotiating free trade
agreements, who felt that globalization is very good (bad)
for the United States, who strongly encouraged (discour-
aged) foreign investment in the United States, and who
had a strong favorable (unfavorable) opinion of the
WTO. Our dependent variable is the standardized index
of the responses to these five items.

Despite the seemingly disparate topics addressed in
these five items, they exhibit a very high degree of inter-
nal consistency. This indicates that despite asking about
various facets of international economic relations, the
index reflects a single underlying pro-trade or antitrade
preference. Indeed, even though an economist might dif-
ferentiate between foreign investment, the WTO, and
support for government-negotiated trade agreements, the
very high Cronbach’s alpha for this index (0.83) assures
us that they are all tapping the same underlying construct
in the eyes of the mass public. The distribution of this
variable is shown in Figure 1.

After analyzing the index of TRADE SUPPORT, we examine
differences in the extent to which men and women
express a more general belief in the benefits of free mar-
kets. Although we expect our pattern of findings to be
similar, it is noteworthy that most questions about trade
preferences address government policies or actions. This
inevitably confounds how men and women feel about
free markets in the abstract with how they feel about the
specific government in power at the time. It also conflates
belief in free markets with attitudes toward international
affairs and the international actors who are salient at the
time.7 Our second dependent variable avoids these issues
by asking about free markets without any international
references.

BELIEF IN FREE MARKETS is an index created from
responses to the following item. “We hear a lot of talk
these days about the idea of the ‘marketplace,’ where

goods and services are bought and sold and businesses
compete for customers. To what extent do you agree or
disagree with each of these statements about the market-
place: (i) The marketplace is generally more efficient and
less wasteful than government; (ii) the marketplace is
democratic because it allows everyone to express their
preferences by choosing what to buy; and (iii) institutions
like government and public schools should follow the
principles of the marketplace.”

Independent Variables

We include our independent variables to test the five
explanations for the gender gap in trade preferences
described earlier. First, we tap economic self-interest
using a set of measures operationalizing the material con-
sequences of trade for respondents based on their skills
and industry of employment. As noted, economic expla-
nations of trade preferences suggest that individuals form
attitudes based on trade’s distributional consequences.
Those who derive material benefits from open trade
should support it, whereas those harmed by trade should
oppose it. In the United States, there is an abundance of
high-skilled labor and a scarcity of low-skilled labor rela-
tive to the rest of the world (Leamer 1984). Stolper and
Samuelson (1941) demonstrated that open trade benefits
owners of factors of production that are abundant relative
to the rest of the world and harms owners of scarce fac-
tors. Consequently, in the United States, this “factor
endowments” approach predicts that highly skilled work-
ers should be pro-trade, whereas other workers should
hold more protectionist views.

Previous studies have used the average annual wage for
an individual’s occupation and the extent of an individ-
ual’s formal education to measure skill level (Attewell
1990; Spenner 1990; Balistreri 1997; Scheve and Slaugh-
ter 2001a; Hays et al. 2005; Mayda and Rodrik 2005). In
our survey, we asked, “In your current (or most recent)
job, what kind of work do you do?” Each respondent’s
occupation was then coded using the US Department of
Labor’s Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) sys-
tem (US Department of Labor 2008a). We used data
compiled by the Department of Labor’s Bureau of Labor
Statistics to calculate AVERAGE ANNUAL WAGE in 2006 for
each occupation in our sample.8

FIG 1. The Distribution of Trade Attitudes (Z-score)

7 Kleinberg and Fordham (2012) have suggested that the treatment of
“don’t know” answers can affect the size of the trade gender gap. In the scale
we use, only one man and three women had missing values on trade prefer-
ences. Although there were no significant differences in the number of “don’t
know/refused” answers overall or in responses to three of the five trade ques-
tions, the two questions that asked about specific government policies
(NAFTA) or organizations (WTO) generated more don’t knows for women
than men (21 women compared to 11 men for NAFTA and 26 women com-
pared to 13 men for the WTO question). However, because our dependent
variable is an index based on mean responses across all questions, people
were not dropped from the sample so long as they had valid responses to one
or more trade questions. As our subsequent analyses suggest, although
women’s lower levels of political interest and knowledge put them at a disad-
vantage in answering policy-specific questions, women nonetheless have opin-
ions on the general principle of free markets.

8 The data on occupation and wages are taken from the US Department
of Labor 2008b.
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Although education constitutes a frequently used mea-
sure of skill, it has also been linked to tolerance of differ-
ent cultures and countries, a belief on the part of
Americans that the United States should be more actively
engaged in foreign affairs, and economic knowledge, all
of which also might affect attitudes toward trade (Erikson
2005; Hainmueller and Hiscox 2006; Fordham 2008).
Consequently, we rely on AVERAGE ANNUAL WAGE as the most
direct indicator of skill, while also including education in
the model. To that end, we asked respondents about the
highest degree or level of education they had obtained
and created three dummy variables based on the informa-
tion. The first, SOME COLLEGE, indicates whether the per-
son graduated from a technical school or a two-year
college, or whether the respondent attended but did not
graduate from a four-year college. The second, COLLEGE

GRADUATE, indicates whether he or she graduated from a
four-year college. The third, GRADUATE SCHOOL, indicates
whether the person attended graduate school. The refer-
ence category is someone who did not receive any formal
education beyond high school.

The “specific factors,” or Ricardo-Viner, model is an
alternative political economy framework predicting that
workers will base their trade preferences on the industry
in which they are employed. Individuals who work in
export-oriented sectors of the economy are expected to
support open trade because they personally benefit from
it. Those in import-competing sectors are expected to be
more protectionist. Individuals employed in a nontraded
sector of the economy are expected to support trade
more than someone employed in an industry that faces
substantial competition from imports, but less than some-
one working in an export-oriented industry. To test this
model, we presented respondents with a list of industries
based on the US Census Bureau’s three-digit codes of
North American Industry Classification System (NAICS).9

We asked respondents to select the industry in which they
currently work or most recently worked.

For each industry represented in our sample, we con-
structed one measure of EXPORT ORIENTATION and another
measure of IMPORT COMPETITION. EXPORT ORIENTATION is
defined as the natural logarithm of (Xi/Yi), and IMPORT

COMPETITION is defined as the natural logarithm of (Mi/Yi),
where Xi is sector i’s total exports, Mi is the volume of
imports in sector i, and Yi is this sector’s total output.
These variables are derived using 2006 data.10 Many indus-
tries in our sample are nontradable and therefore do not
export or import goods. Since the natural logarithm of
zero is undefined, we arbitrarily add 0.01 to both Xi and
Mi. The specific factors model predicts that individuals
employed in industries that export a substantial portion of
output should support open trade, whereas those working
in sectors that face extensive competition from imports
should be especially hostile to overseas commerce.

To evaluate the possibility that varying levels of eco-
nomic knowledge account for the gender gap in trade
preferences, we first asked respondents whether they had

ever taken an economics course. ECONOMICS COURSE equals
one if a respondent had taken an economics class, zero
otherwise. A second question asked respondents whether
they thought economists believed that free trade was
good or bad for the economy. Unlike the straightforward
question about whether he or she had ever taken a
course, the latter question more directly addresses the
specific kind of knowledge that might influence trade
preferences. Given that some have argued that the gen-
der gap in trade attitudes stems from differences in eco-
nomic knowledge between men and women, this variable
is very useful. Nonetheless, it is also potentially endoge-
nous because people often project their own opinions
onto others, thus complicating the interpretation of any
observed relationship between the perceived opinions of
economists and respondents’ own opinions on trade.
ECONOMISTS’ VIEW OF TRADE equals one if a respondent
understood that economists believe that free trade is
good for the economy, zero otherwise.

To test our hypothesis about the impact of gender dif-
ferences in labor mobility, we assessed each individual’s
perception of the difficulty of RELOCATION by asking
respondents, “If you lost your job and had a hard time
finding as good a job near where you live, how likely
would you be to move to another part of the country if
there were a good job there?” Respondents indicated
whether they were very likely, somewhat likely, somewhat
unlikely, or very unlikely to relocate.

To evaluate to what extent gender differences in atti-
tudes toward competition account for the gender gap in
trade attitudes, we used a pre-existing index of interper-
sonal competitiveness or the desire to do better than
someone else (Babladelis, Deaux, Helmreich, and Spence
1983; Adams, Priest, and Prince 1985; Griffin-Pierson
1990). For our index of COMPETITIVENESS, individuals were
asked to what degree the following three statements
described them:

1. I feel that winning is important in both work and
games.

2. Because it is important that a winner is decided, I
do not like to leave a game unfinished.

3. I like to win because that means that I did better
than other people.

These three measures, each scored using a four-point
scale, formed a highly reliable index (Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.79).

To test our fifth and final hypothesis, we utilized a pre-
viously validated index to measure individuals’ opinions
about ACTIVE INVOLVEMENT in international affairs outside
the realm of economics. Respondents used a five-point
scale to indicate the extent to which they agreed or dis-
agreed with each of the following five statements:

1. The US needs to play an active role in solving con-
flicts around the world.

2. The US government should just try to take care of
the well-being of Americans and not get involved
with other nations.

3. It is essential for the US to work with other nations
to solve problems, such as overpopulation, hunger,
and pollution.

4. It will be best for the future of the country if we stay
out of world affairs.

5. The US has the responsibility to play the role of
“world policeman,” that is, to fight violations of
international law and aggression wherever they
occur.

9 For a list of the three-digit industry classifications, see the US Census
Bureau 2008a. Note that our sample is representative of the distribution of
workers across industries in the US population as a whole. We compared the
distribution of respondents across industries in our sample to the distribution
in the US population, using data provided by the US Census Bureau 2008b.
For each industry, the percentage of respondents in our sample is much the
same as the percentage of the US workforce.

10 Data on exports and imports are taken from the US International
Trade Commission 2008. We used version 2.8.4. Data on output are taken
from the US Department of Commerce 2008 (Bureau of Economic Analysis).
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It is worth noting that none of these questions are
explicitly about aggression and the use of force against
another country, and some are clearly about helping to
prevent it. Responses to these five statements demon-
strated a high level of internal consistency (Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.74). Furthermore, none address economic rela-
tions between countries, instead focusing on the United
States’ role in interventions and global conflicts more
broadly.11 Thus, there is little reason to worry that
responses to these items are endogenous.

In addition to the variables designed to test our five
theories about the source of the gender gap, we include
standard demographic variables. Key among our demo-
graphic indicators, of course, is gender, which is coded as
one for FEMALE and zero for male. Respondents also indi-
cated whether anyone in the home belonged to a UNION,
their AGE, their INCOME, and their race.12 Respondents
were asked about their employment status. UNEMPLOYED

equals one if they were unemployed or laid off and zero
otherwise.13 Finally, we include measures of party identifi-
cation—one variable indicating whether respondents
describe themselves as a DEMOCRAT and another indicating
whether they describe themselves as REPUBLICAN, with the
reference category being someone without partisan affilia-
tion. The goal of our analyses is to determine whether
the effects of gender persist or attenuate in the presence
of both controls and our variables of theoretical interest.

Results

We begin by examining whether men and women differ
in the directions we have hypothesized with respect to
economic self-interest, economic knowledge, willingness
to relocate, competitiveness, and active involvement in
world affairs. We then conduct a set of multivariate analy-
ses in which all of these variables are included in a model
of trade preferences. It is possible that we might observe
no gender difference in simple mean levels of one of
these variables, yet still find that it helps to explain the
gender discrepancy in a multivariate context. Nonethe-
less, assessing whether there are gender differences in
these key variables is an important first step in evaluating
the likelihood of each explanation.

After assessing gender differences for each variable, we
use ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to test our
hypotheses, given that the distribution of trade prefer-
ences is roughly normal and continuous (see Figure 1).
All tests of statistical significance are based on robust
standard errors to account for any heteroscedasticity in
the data. Importantly, our central focus is not on maxi-
mizing the total amount of variance we can explain in
trade preferences so much as examining whether the

addition of our key variables of theoretical interest
reduces the effects of gender. In a final set of analyses,
we substitute BELIEF IN FREE MARKETS for TRADE PREFERENCES

and analyze the same multivariate models with this mea-
sure to gain a deeper understanding of how gender
enters into attitudes toward free markets.

Gender Differences in Trade Preferences and the Key
Independent Variables

Figures 2 and 3 show the breakdown by gender of atti-
tudes toward trade and our key independent variables.
Figure 2 illustrates these differences using tests of mean
differences for the continuous variables; Figure 3 does so
by comparing percentages for the dichotomous variables.
To facilitate comparison, all variables are standardized
with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one.

As shown in Figure 2, women are indeed less favorably
disposed toward international trade than men. In addi-
tion, the anticipated gender differences were also
observed in the extent of competitiveness (with men pre-
ferring competition more than women), willingness to
relocate (with women less willing to relocate than men),
and in the desire for active involvement in world affairs
(with women expressing more reluctance to get involved
than men).

With respect to the economic variables, men are more
likely than women to be employed in both export-ori-
ented and import-competing industries. Furthermore,
men tend to report higher family incomes than women.
Finally, as shown in Figure 3, men are somewhat more
likely to have taken an economics course than women
and they are more likely to know that economists favor
trade. Although these gender gaps are in the expected
direction when they appear at the bivariate level, it
remains to be seen whether they account for the impact
of gender in multivariate analyses.

Multivariate Analyses

To further investigate this issue, we estimate a multivariate
model that includes the demographic and other variables
described above. The baseline model is shown in the first
column of Table 1. Most important for our purposes, the
estimated coefficient of FEMALE is negative and statistically
significant. Furthermore, the size of this gender gap is
consistent with the findings of previous studies; support
for trade is about 10% lower among women than men.

As shown in the second column of Table 1, even after
accounting for economic self-interest by including aver-
age annual wage and whether the respondent’s industry
of employment is export oriented, import competing, or
nontradable, women are still more opposed to trade than
men. Moreover, there is no evidence that economic self-
interest accounts for the gender difference in mass atti-
tudes about trade. Recall that one possible explanation
for the gender gap is that women are less skilled than
men and oppose trade on grounds that are consistent
with a Stolper-Samuelson approach. However, AVERAGE

ANNUAL WAGE, a widely used measure of skill, has no strong
bearing on these attitudes. Education, which has also
been used as such a measure, captures a wide variety of
factors besides skill. Consequently, it is difficult to deter-
mine whether the observed effect of education reflects
the influence of skill on trade attitudes. Regardless, we
find evidence of a gender gap even after accounting for
these measures of skill.

11 The first three items in the index are taken from Herrmann, Tetlock,
and Diascro (2001) and Holsti (1996); the fourth from Robinson, Shaver, and
Wrightsman (1991: 542); and the fifth from the Chicago Council on Foreign
Affairs Global Views 2006 survey. The high degree of internal consistency
among these five measures suggests that they capture a single underlying ten-
dency to eschew non-economic international involvements.

12 Race equals one if the respondent is a MINORITY, with White and
non-Hispanic as the reference category. We also asked whether respondents
were currently married and whether their household was dual income or sin-
gle income. However, neither of these factors is strongly linked to trade atti-
tudes, and including them in the following analysis has no bearing on the
results reported below.

13 Individuals who are self-employed, small business owners, professional
practitioners, and those who worked in family businesses for no pay were
coded as employed.
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Next, we include measures of competitiveness, willing-
ness to relocate, active involvement in foreign affairs, and
economic knowledge. To begin, we include these factors
one at a time. As reported in the third, fourth, and fifth
columns of Table 1, support for trade rises significantly if
individuals have a more favorable opinion of competi-
tion, are more willing to relocate, and are more support-
ive of active US involvement in foreign affairs. As
reported in the final column of this table, taking an eco-
nomics course has little effect on such support.

But as shown in the first column of Table 2, respon-
dents who understand that economists view trade as bene-
ficial hold a more favorable opinion of overseas
commerce than other respondents. It is possible that this
relationship stems from a projection effect, whereby pro-
trade individuals project their own views onto economists
rather than being influenced by them. Nonetheless, it is
important to recognize that in all of these analyses, the
estimated coefficient of FEMALE remains negative and sta-
tistically significant, although the size of this coefficient is
consistently smaller than in our baseline model in the
first column of Table 1.14

In combination, however, these factors explain much
of the gender gap. In the second column of Table 2, we
include all of the variables discussed earlier except ACTIVE

INVOLVEMENT; in the third column, we include all of these
variables except ECONOMISTS’ VIEW OF TRADE; and in the
fourth column, we present the fully saturated model. In
each case, the estimated coefficient of FEMALE is negative.

But it is less than half its original size (in the first column
of Table 1) and far from statistically significant.

The gender gap in trade preferences therefore stems
from differences between men and women in attitudes
toward active involvement in international affairs, willing-
ness to relocate for a job, competitiveness, and to a lesser
extent, economic knowledge. As shown in Table 2, Model
3, knowing that economists favor trade is not essential for
eliminating gender differences. Nor is it essential to
account for attitudes toward active international involve-
ment to attentuate gender differences in trade prefer-
ences (see Table 2, Model 2). Nonetheless, accounting
for the combination of competitiveness, willingness to
relocate, and support for active involvement in world
affairs produces the coefficient of FEMALE that is closest to
zero.

On the one hand, this explanation for the gap is not
especially parsimonious; no one theory completely
accounted for gender differences in trade attitudes. On
the other hand, it would be surprising if any single factor
or trait were able to explain the difference between men
and women on attitudes about a phenomenon as multi-
faceted and complex as foreign trade. Our data confirm
that neither men nor women are forming their trade
preferences based on personal economic self-interest,
either in terms of personal skills or their sector of
employment (Mansfield and Mutz 2009). Moreover, the
gender gap is not explained by differences in economic
knowledge, whether measured in terms of coursework or
knowing economists’ opinions toward trade. Rather, the
gender gap in trade preferences is primarily due to
women being less willing to relocate for jobs, more averse
to competition in general, and holding less positive atti-
tudes toward active involvement in world affairs, although
the latter may not be absolutely essential.

Much of the literature suggesting that women are less
willing to relocate has been predicated on the idea that
they bear higher costs from moving than men. For exam-
ple, it has been argued that women are more apt to dis-
like relocation because they are more likely to be the
trailing spouse in a dual-income household (Cooke 2003;
Mckinnish 2008). However, additional analyses (not
shown) indicate that even after controlling for a variety
of factors that might affect an individual’s willingness to
relocate—including home ownership, family size, educa-
tion, age, whether he or she has children, and whether
the person is a member of a dual-income household—
women are still about 25% less willing to relocate than
men. This confirms that relocation preferences are more
than an extension of material self-interest (Shauman and
Xie 1996; Kulis and Sicotte 2002).
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14 Including both ECONOMISTS’ VIEW OF TRADE and ECONOMICS COURSE in the
same model also does not eliminate the gender gap.
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Belief in Free Markets

To explore the robustness of these explanations for the
gender divide outside the context of international affairs,
we executed a final set of analyses focusing on general
BELIEF IN FREE MARKETS rather than support for interna-
tional trade. Opposition to trade may stem from a gen-
eral dislike of foreign entities or from the view that free
markets simply do not benefit citizens. To add to our
understanding of the findings described above, we ana-
lyzed an index very closely related to trade attitudes (and
likely endogenously related to them), but designed to tap
into respondents’ more general beliefs in the value of a
competitive marketplace, irrespective of whether it
involves domestic or international actors.

Belief in the value of unfettered markets is central to
support for free trade. To the extent that the interpreta-
tion we offer above is correct, we expect to find (i) a dif-
ference in male and female attitudes toward free markets;
(ii) that this difference is markedly attenuated after
accounting for attitudes toward competition and

relocation; and (iii) that active involvement in foreign
affairs has no bearing on belief in free markets or on the
gender gap, because it strictly addresses the foreign com-
ponent of opposition to international trade.

In Table 3, we examine these predictions. As shown
in the first column, the estimated coefficient of gender
is negative and statistically significant, indicating that
women are less supportive of free market ideals more
generally. In the second column, we include indicators
of skill and industry of employment. These factors have
no impact on the coefficient of FEMALE, largely because
they are not significant predictors of BELIEF IN FREE MAR-

KETS. In the third column of Table 3, we include all
three of the variables central to our explanation of the
gender gap in trade preferences. As predicted, attitudes
toward competition and relocation significantly influ-
ence BELIEF IN FREE MARKETS, but ACTIVE INVOLVEMENT does
not. Further, and most importantly, including these
variables completely accounts for the gender gap in
BELIEF IN FREE MARKETS.

TABLE 1. Explaining Gender Differences in Trade Attitudes: Testing Single Explanations

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Female !.093** !.098** !.074* !.087* !.066* !.094**
(.034) (.034) (.034) (.035) (.033) (.034)

Some College .150*** .150*** .153*** .140** .113** .137**
(.043) (.043) (.043) (.043) (.042) (.045)

College Graduate .306*** .304*** .306*** .286*** .215*** .280***
(.047) (.049) (.048) (.049) (.048) (.053)

Graduate School .357*** .356*** .368*** .336*** .258*** .334***
(.058) (.058) (.058) (.058) (.058) (.062)

Income .009 .011 .010 .010 .011 .010
(.010) (.010) (.010) (.010) (.010) (.010)

Union Membership !.002 !.004 !.002 !.007 .019 !.003
(.047) (.048) (.048) (.047) (.046) (.048)

Age !.004** !.004** !.004** !.003* !.005*** !.004**
(.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001)

Republican !.002 .001 !.008 !.004 !.060 .000
(.041) (.041) (.041) (.041) (.039) (.041)

Democrat !.035 !.036 !.039 !.039 !.042 !.036
(.040) (.040) (.040) (.040) (.039) (.040)

Minority .140*** .145*** .138*** .139*** .122** .144***
(.039) (.039) (.039) (.039) (.037) (.039)

Unemployed !.170* !.169* !.173* !.163* !.132# !.167*
(.081) (.082) (.082) (.081) (.076) (.082)

Export Orientation .037 .039 .028 .026 .038
(.058) (.059) (.056) (.050) (.057)

Import Competition !.036 !.039 !.029 !.027 !.037
(.053) (.054) (.052) (.046) (.053)

Average Annual Wage !.000 !.000 !.000 !.000 !.000
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)

Competitiveness .055**
(.018)

Willingness to Relocate .050**
(.017)

Active Involvement .189***
(.017)

Economics Course .045
(.039)

Constant 2.731*** 2.749*** 2.731*** 2.630*** 2.849*** 2.740***
(.076) (.087) (.088) (.097) (.085) (.087)

Observations 2,081 2,058 2,049 2,055 2,048 2,058
R2 .081 .084 .091 .090 .160 .084
Adjusted R2 .076 .077 .084 .083 .153 .078

(Note. Entries are ordinary least squares regression estimates with robust standard errors in parentheses. Two-tailed tests of statistical significance are conducted for
all coefficient estimates. Statistical significance is indicated as follows: #p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.)
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This pattern of findings corroborates the story that
emerges from Tables 1 and 2. Women are less likely to
embrace competition than men, and this depresses their
support for trade as well as their faith in free markets.
Likewise, they feel less able to relocate than men, and
this lowers their support for free markets as well as for
international trade. In addition, women’s preferences for
avoiding international involvements further contribute to
opposing international trade, a context in which open
markets are tied to international actors.

Conclusion

Most citizens encounter markets during their lifetimes in
two different roles: as workers in a labor market and as

consumers in the marketplace.15 Women spend more
time in the consumer marketplace than men (Szalai
1972). Because international trade generally reduces the
cost of consumer goods, one might assume that, ceteris
paribus, women should be more in favor of free trade
than men. Moreover, in their role as members of the
labor market, women are no more or less likely than men
to benefit from trade due to their occupations or indus-
tries of employment. Nonetheless, based on our analyses
of random samples of men and women in the American
workforce, women remain systematically less likely to
favor trade. The size of this effect is relatively small but
robust, and it persists within the United States and
beyond. Our analyses of trade attitudes and beliefs about
markets more generally suggest that this gender differ-
ence is rooted in attitudes toward competition, reloca-
tion, and involvement in world affairs.

TABLE 2. Explaining Gender Differences in Trade Attitudes: Testing
Explanations Simultaneously

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Female !.075* !.048 !.038 !.026
(.034) (.035) (.034) (.034)

Some College .130** .122** .096* .091*
(.043) (.045) (.044) (.043)

College Graduate .262*** .243*** .180*** .167**
(.048) (.052) (.052) (.051)

Graduate School .304*** .291*** .228*** .200***
(.057) (.059) (.060) (.059)

Income .005 .004 .009 .006
(.010) (.010) (.010) (.010)

Union Membership .003 .002 .021 .024
(.047) (.047) (.046) (.046)

Age !.004** !.003* !.004** !.005**
(.001) (.001) (.001) (.001)

Republican !.016 !.030 !.073# !.084*
(.041) (.041) (.039) (.039)

Democrat !.047 !.052 !.047 !.055
(.040) (.040) (.039) (.039)

Minority .142*** .131*** .113** .113**
(.038) (.038) (.037) (.037)

Unemployed !.174* !.171* !.130# !.136#
(.083) (.083) (.076) (.077)

Export Orientation .046 .039 .023 .029
(.062) (.061) (.050) (.054)

Import Competition !.044 !.040 !.025 !.031
(.057) (.056) (.046) (.049)

Average Annual
Wage

!.000 !.000 !.000 !.000
(.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)

Competitiveness .046* .043* .037*
(.018) (.018) (.018)

Willingness to
Relocate

.047** .041* .039*
(.017) (.016) (.016)

Active Involvement .184*** .179***
(.016) (.017)

Economics Course .012 .043 .009
(.039) (.037) (.037)

Economists’
View of Trade

.185*** .168*** .150***
(.038) (.038) (.037)

Constant 2.735*** 2.604*** 2.726*** 2.720***
(.085) (.097) (.094) (.093)

Observations 2,055 2,046 2,043 2,042
R2 .101 .112 .169 .179
Adjusted R2 .094 .104 .162 .171

(Note. Entries are ordinary least squares regression estimates with robust stan-
dard errors in parentheses. Two-tailed tests of statistical significance are con-
ducted for all coefficient estimates. Statistical significance is indicated as
follows: # p < 0 .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.)

TABLE 3. Explaining Gender Differences in Belief in Free Markets

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Female !.153** !.138** !.022
(.052) (.052) (.053)

Some College !.125# !.083 !.083
(.064) (.064) (.062)

College Graduate !.149* !.108 !.123#
(.075) (.077) (.074)

Graduate School !.239* !.186# !.179*
(.096) (.097) (.091)

Income .036* .038* .034*
(.015) (.015) (.015)

Union Membership !.217** !.217** !.205**
(.076) (.076) (.072)

Age .007*** .006** .009***
(.002) (.002) (.002)

Republican .405*** .394*** .337***
(.065) (.065) (.063)

Democrat !.043 !.049 !.069
(.063) (.062) (.061)

Minority !.031 !.012 !.046
(.062) (.061) (.060)

Unemployed .285* .261* .247#
(.128) (.127) (.127)

Export Orientation !.086 !.085
(.098) (.098)

Import Competition .108 .102
(.090) (.090)

Average Annual Wage !.000 !.000
(.000) (.000)

Competitiveness .255***
(.029)

Willingness to Relocate .062*
(.024)

Active Involvement .002
(.028)

Constant !.386** !.277# !.526***
(.119) (.143) (.146)

Observations 2,042 2,026 2,020
R2 .069 .073 .140
Adjusted R2 .064 .066 .133

(Note. Entries are ordinary least squares regression estimates with robust stan-
dard errors in parentheses. Two-tailed tests of statistical significance are con-
ducted for all coefficient estimates. Statistical significance is indicated as
follows: # p < 0 .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.)

15 Lane (1991) elaborates these two forms of experience.

10 Gender, Trade, and Markets



The finding that women tend to be more hostile to
free markets than men is especially noteworthy because
of its far-reaching implications. Much of life in demo-
cratic political systems derives from the notion that com-
petition is a positive force in society. Competition
remains endemic to both our economic and political sys-
tems. To the extent that these systems do not mirror
women’s values and preferences as well as men’s, this sug-
gests a fundamental disjuncture. If women are far less
likely than men to behave in ways that correspond to the
assumptions of our political and economic models, the
predictions of these models will likely be incorrect for
roughly half of the population.

We do not attempt to answer second-order questions
about the origins of these gender differences that ulti-
mately lead to differential support for trade. We leave ful-
ler explorations of why women tend to be less supportive
of active involvement in foreign affairs, less willing to relo-
cate for jobs, and less competitive than men for future
studies to address. Our chief contribution has been to
explain which gender differences matter for purposes of
understanding differences in attitudes toward trade policy.

These findings are important because Americans
express considerable ambivalence about international
trade, and efforts to open overseas commerce often
encounter skepticism from the American public. Given
the widespread economic benefits of trade, we need to
gain a fuller understanding of why certain groups oppose
trade. Taken as a whole, women’s protectionist attitudes
do not stem from the distributional consequences of
trade that most political economy models emphasize, but
rather stem from attitudes toward competition, reloca-
tion, and foreign involvement. Increasing support for
trade in the United States and elsewhere may require a
fuller understanding of—and a greater sensitivity to—
these sources of opposition to foreign commerce.

Appendix 1

Data Collection

Knowledge networks (KN) collected this nationally repre-
sentative probability sample in June and July of 2007.
The KN Web panel is a probability-based panel that
includes both Internet and non-Internet households.
Respondents are initially contacted either by phone or
via address-based sampling to include cell-phone-only
homes. Those without Internet access are given free
access as part of their participation. By definition, all
members of the KN Web panel have a known probability
of selection. In contrast, the probabilities of selection are
unknown for opt-in Web panels. An extended description
of advantages and potential disadvantages of various types
of web panels can be found in Public Opinion Quarterly
(2005).

Because we wanted our study to integrate traditional
indicators of self-interest, such as the industry and
occupation of each respondent, as well as other poten-
tial differences that could explain trade preferences, we
limited our sample to those who were paid employees,
self-employed, owners or partners, unemployed or laid
off (but looking for work) as determined by filter ques-
tions in the survey. Respondents were asked, “Which
statement best describes your current employment sta-
tus?” I work as a paid employee/I am self-employed/I
am an owner or partner in a small business, profes-
sional practice, or farm/I work at least 15 hours a week

without pay in a family business or farm/I am unem-
ployed, temporarily laid off, but looking for work/I am
retired/I am disabled/I am a homemaker/other. Any
of the first five categories qualified a respondent for
the remainder of the survey. Participants completed the
main survey in approximately 20 minutes and received
an entry into a knowledge networks’ sweepstakes for
their participation.

Previous data used to examine the gender gap have
come from a variety of data sources and modes of inter-
view, although all have demonstrated similar findings
with respect to basic gender differences. For example,
Burgoon and Hiscox (2008) used a nationally representa-
tive probability sample interviewed by telephone in 2003
by the Indiana University Survey Research Center as part
of the TESS project. Beaulieu and Napier (2008) and
Mayda and Rodrik (2005) both used data from the Inter-
national Social Survey Program (ISPP), where the mode
of data collection and sampling can vary by country.
Scheve and Slaughter (2001a,b) used the American
National Election Surveys, a probability sample that is
interviewed face to face. Guisinger (2011) used data from
the Cooperative Congressional Election Survey (CCES),
an opt-in, nonprobability sample interviewed via Web sur-
veys.
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