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ABSTRACT
This research centers on the relationship between social media consumption
and national economic evaluations in Asian countries. By using multilevel ordered
logit models, the result shows that the significance of retrospective and prospective
national economic evaluations varies across countries. Social media together with
other variables can explain between-country variance. For retrospective national
economic evaluation, the social media and retrospective pocketbook evaluation
produce simultaneous influence on it. For prospective national economic evaluation,
the social media and prospective pocketbook evaluation produce simultaneous
influence on it. Level of democracy can also account for the between-country
variance. Free countries impose a stronger effect on both retrospective and
prospective national economic evaluations than part free and non-free countries.
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INTRODUCTION
Do internet and social media affect national economic evaluations? This paper
tries to substantiate whether the new information technology-social media influences
national economic evaluations in comparative perspectives. The role of Internet and
social media is getting more and more important in contemporary politics. They can
activate political behaviors-such as social movements. Some research finds that the
traditional media (mainly the TV) can influence economic voting (Hetherington,
1996; Hart, 2013). I wonder whether social media can influence national economic
evaluations. Moreover, it is demonstrated that media institutions are more welldeveloped in established democracies than in new democracies (Moser and Scheiner,
2012; Mickiewicz, 2008). In this sense, I will also examine if level of democracy can
impose different influence on national economic evaluations across nations.
I will use the fourth wave survey data of Asia Barometer for analyses. The
data is composed of survey respondents from the national surveys across 14 Asian
countries. Given that the survey contains individual observations nested within
nations, the statistical methods mainly used are the multilevel models. This research
expects to explore two important findings: one is the effect of social media on
national economic evaluations in comparative perspectives; the other is whether level
of democracy can account for the between-country variance in the effect of social
media. This research first runs ordered logit models to see the influence of social
media for each country; then the multilevel ordered logit models are estimated for
retrospective and prospective national economic evaluations respectively. Finally,
level of democracy (Freedom House dummies) are measured to explore whether level
of democracy is associated with between-country variance.
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RELEVANT RESEARCH
As the rise of the social media, there has been quite a few studies exploring the
effect of social media. However, most of the studies which researching the media
effect on economic evaluation mainly center on the role of traditional media instead of
the social media. In order to explore the effect of the social media on economic
evaluation, it is necessary to review the study of the traditional media effect on
economic evaluation. Both the study of media effect and economic evaluation is
delineated respectively as follows.
Media Effect
Studies of media effect substantiate that mass media can influence public
opinion on current issues. In other words, the media agenda sets the public agenda
(McCombs, 2004). Five issues are salient: foreign policy, law and order, economics,
public welfare, and civil rights (Ibid.). Foreign policy and economics usually rank as
the most important issues in terms of both the media agenda and the public agenda. In
this sense, media consumption enhances public attention to economics. In other
words, the media can prime the economic issues (Lenz, 2012; Krosnick and Kinder,
1990; Iyengar and Kinder, 1987; Iyengar et al., 1984). Moreover, the media can also
enable us to recognize how we think about some objects (McCombs, 2004). In other
words, the media’s focus on particular aspects of an issue affects public opinion about
the issue. Therefore, the media can affect how people evaluate the national economic
condition. The stimulation of the debates and evaluation of the issues by the media is
called issue framing (Gamson, 1992; Iyengar, 1991). This is also the second level of
agenda-setting, also known as attribute agenda-setting (McCombs, 2004). J. B. Hester
and R. Gibson (2003) demonstrate that the news media does have a certain amount of
influence on people’s national economic evaluations. More negative coverage of
4

economic news can shape people’s negative evaluations of the national economy.
Hetherington (1996) also contends that when there is more negative than positive
coverage of economic news, it negatively shapes people’s national economic
evaluation. In this sense, the media not only prime the issue of economy but also
frame opinions of the economy by the public.
In addition, studies of media effect also demonstrate that media can shape
people’s opinions and in turn their behaviors, such as electoral choice (McCombs,
2004). Baek (2009) contends that the institutional setting of the media, which reduces
information cost, can boost turnout. Sheafer and Weimann’s (2005) study on Israeli
elections and Lenz’s (2012) study on the U.S. presidential election show that media
effect can influence voter choice. Hetherington’s (1996) research on the U.S.
presidential election in 1992 proves that the mass media negatively influences voters’
retrospective national economic evaluation and that the negative evaluation, in turn,
affects their vote choice. The effect accounts for George H.W. Bush’s defeat in 1992.
The media can also enhance people’s levels of information. Dalton (2008)
shows that the rise of the media can help people acquire more political information
since media (especially television) is a main source of political information in
established democracies. He also claims that the process of “cognitive mobilization” - the ability to acquire political information and the ability to process political
information -- heighten people’s level of political sophistication. Compared with
established democracies, new democracies usually have less well-developed media
institutions (Moser and Scheiner, 2012; Mickiewicz, 2008). In this sense, there may
be less reliable information from the media in new democracies. Voters usually have a
low level of political information, and their political behaviors, such as voting
behaviors, are less influenced by the media (Ibid.).
5

It is evident that the media is an important source of information for voters,
and the level of information may be associated with the degree to which the media
institution is established along with the level of democracy. I therefore surmise that
the media (both the traditional media and social media) affect how people evaluate the
retrospective and prospective national economy.
Economic Voting
U.S. elections have been a pioneering source for studies on economic voting.
Many have emphasized economic conditions as main determinants of U.S. election
outcomes, especially U.S. presidential elections (Gomez and Wilson, 2007; Nadeau
and Lewis-Beck, 2001; Chappell, 1990; Erikson, 1989; Fair, 1978; Hibbs, 1977). That
is, this body of work shows that the better the economy, the more votes cast for
incumbents; the worse the economy, the fewer votes cast for incumbents (Fiorina,
1981; Kramer, 1971). Voter choice is based on the economic evaluation in the past,
and this is known as the retrospective national economic evaluation or sociotropic
voting.
Some scholars also contend that prospective economic evaluation is an
important determinant for voter choice. If voters believe that a certain party or
candidate will do a good job with the economy in the future, they will vote for that
party or that candidate (Downs, 1957; Achen, 1992). Kuklinski and West (1981) and
Lewis-Beck (1988) demonstrate that prospective national economic evaluation is an
important determinant in U.S. congressional and presidential elections. Moreover,
Mackuen et al. (1992) and Lockerbie (2008) find that prospective national economic
evaluation is more important than retrospective national economic evaluation in
determining voter choice. Similarly, prospective voting is significant instead of
retrospective voting in the 1996, 2000, and 2004 presidential elections in Taiwan
6

(Wan, 2005; Hsieh, Lacy, and Niou, 1998). Lewis-Beck et al.(2008) claim that
retrospective voting is more important than prospective voting when the incumbent
runs for the election; prospective voting becomes more important than retrospective
voting when no candidate runs for the election.
In addition, Fiorina’s (1978) and Markus’s (1988) micro-analyses demonstrate
that pocketbook evaluation (personally better/worse off) can influence voter choice in
a presidential election. Moreover, Markus claims that voters are more sensitive to
sociotropic evaluation than pocketbook evaluation, as is evident in Kinder and
Kiewiet’s research (1979, 1981). However, according to Clarke and Stewart’s (1994)
analysis using an error correction model, both sociotropic evaluation and pocketbook
evaluation are equally crucial.
In addition, Fiorina’s (1978) and Markus’s (1988) micro-analyses demonstrate
that pocketbook evaluation (personally better/worse off) can influence voter choice in
a presidential election. Moreover, Markus claims that voters are more sensitive to
sociotropic evaluation than pocketbook evaluation, as is evident in Kinder and
Kiewiet’s research (1979, 1981). However, according to Clarke and Stewart’s (1994)
analysis using an error correction model, both sociotropic evaluation and pocketbook
evaluation are equally crucial.
From the comparative perspective on economic voting, Miller and Niemi
(2002) contend that voters in new democracies usually do not punish incumbents
when the economy is in bad shape. In other words, voters vote for the incumbents
despite the bad economy because they recognize they “must suffer hard times in the
near future if they are to enjoy prosperity later” (p. 181). In her case study on
Argentina, Stokes (2001) finds that voters do not punish politicians when they enact
unmandated policies because outcomes are good; in contrast, voters do not support
7

unmandated policies when outcomes are bad, as in the Venezuela case. Weyland’s
(2002) research on neoliberal reform in Latin America also demonstrates that people
tend to support leaders who enact drastic reforms in order to recover the status quo
when they are suffering from economic recession such as hyperinflation. In this sense,
in new democracies, voters seem not to blame politicians for a bad economy. They
instead support incumbents who enact bold economic reforms because they are
looking forward to future prosperity. It seems that prospective economic voting is
more salient in Latin America than retrospective economic voting.
Based on the research questions and relevant literature above, it is evident that
the media can influence how people think about the national economic conditions and
voter choice. This research will take both the traditional media and social media into
consideration. Moreover, this study does not measure voter choice to avoid the
problem of endogeneity.1
THEORY OF SOCIAL MEDIA ON NATIONAL ECONOMIC EVALUATIONS
My theory follows Hetherington’s (1996) study. I surmise that voters’ level of
information can affect their national economic evaluations. In addition to the main
information source--the media--the other important information source is talking to
others about politics. Hetherington (1996) claims that talking about politics with
others provides important information to voters. In addition, level of education can
enhances people’s ability to process political information.
The study of economic voting demonstrates that the salience of economic
voting varies across nations. Even within in a certain nation, it is not necessarily

The question of voter choice in cross-national survey usually asks the voter choice of presidential
election or congressional election 2-3 years ago. When people are asked national economic condition
during the interview, they have already known who is the president or the ruling party. Voters have
different answers depending on whether their favorite candidate was elected (Wu and Lin, 2012).
1
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significant across all elections. In some countries, prospective voting is more
important than retrospective voting, while in others, pocketbook or sociotropic voting
is more important. The only possible nomothetic rule is that, in new democracies,
voters do not punish incumbents for economic downturns and expect economic
prosperity in the future (Weyland, 2002; Stoke, 2001; Miller and Niemi, 2002). In
other words, in new democracies, voters probably emphasize prospective evaluation
over retrospective evaluation. In addition, in the United States, the importance of
economic voting can be different according to the changing historical context. Powell
and Whitten (1993) contend that macroeconomic factors especially the GDP growth
rate and unemployment rate can affect the vote share of the incumbent party in
comparative perspective. In addition, Lin (1999) in his time-series analysis contends
that economic growth is associated with variations of economic voting in United
States. In this sense, I assume that the salience of national economic evaluations can
also varies across countries.
Media effect may be associated with level of democracy as well. Literature of
political institution claims that it is essential for countries to meet a threshold of level
of democracy in order for political institutions, such as electoral systems, to produce
their expected effects (such as the number of parties, women’s representation, and
minority representation) (Moser and Scheiner, 2012; Matland, 1998). Established
democracies have better-established media institutions than those in new democracies.
Thus, voters have a higher level of political information and their voting behavior is
affected more by the media (Mickiewicz, 2008; Moser and Scheiner, 2012). Level of
democracy is therefore related with voters’ level of political information. People may
have high level of political information in countries with high level of democracy.
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Summing up, it is still difficult to derive a generalizable explanation of
national economic evaluations given that there are variations of the significant of
national economic evaluations both within nations and across nations. Nonetheless, it
has been substantiated that media cannot only prime but also framing issues and there
are some research discovering that information sources (especially media) can
influence voters’ national economic evaluations. Based on the arguments that
countries should reach the threshold of level of democracy in order for their political
institutions to have their expected effect and level of democracy may be associated
with variations of national economic evaluation, I articulate my theory of social media
on national economic evaluation as follows.
I surmise that level of democracy is associated with variations of national
economic evaluations. Pocketbook evaluation, the consumption of traditional media
and social media, talking about politics, level of education, and other socioeconomic
factors are independent variables may influence national economic evaluations. This
research expect to explore a nomothetic explanation of national economic evaluations
-- to establish the relationship between social media consumption and national
economic evaluations in comparative perspective. The following section delineates
the model specification.
METHODOLOGY
My data consists of survey respondents from the fourth-wave national surveys
(2014-2016) across 14 nations from Asian Barometer. The total respondents from 14
countries are 20,677.2 All variables are described in detail as follows.
Retrospective/prospective national economic evaluations ask respondents
about the national economic condition over the last few years or a few years from
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now. These two variables are dependent variables in measuring two models of
retrospective/prospective national economic evaluations.
Retrospective/prospective pocketbook evaluations refer to whether the
respondent is personally better or worse off in the last few years or a few years from
now. This variable is based on the idea that whether people think the national
economic condition is good or not depends on whether they are personally better or
worse off (Weatherford, 1983; Pomper, 1993; Hetherington, 1996). In this sense,
personal economic evaluation can influence national economic evaluation. Both
sociotropic evaluations and pocketbook evaluations are ordinal variables that may
range from much worse (-2) to much better (2). “So so”(not good nor bad ) is coded
as “0”.
Political interests asks how interested are respondents in politics. I assume that
people who have a high level of political interest may be more critical of the national
economic condition.
Talk about politics, which is also an ordinal variable, is interpersonal
communication that serves as an additional important source of political information
(Hetherington, 1996). It mainly asks respondents how often they discuss politics with
family members, colleagues, and friends during an election. An interaction term of
political interests and talk about politics is added in the model because I assume that
people who are interested in politics are more likely to discuss politics with others and
thus get political information from others.
Follow news, which is also an ordinal variable, refers to how often
respondents follow news about politics and government. Since there is no other
questions asking respondents how much time they spend with traditional media (e.g.
television, radio, newspaper, magazine). However, studies of political communication
11

claim that television news is usually the main source of information (Lawson and
McCann, 2005; Venezuela and McCombs, 2007; Chen, 2013). In this sense, this
question is used in lieu of the consumption of traditional media, especially the
television.
Social media asks how often respondents use the internet including social
media to find information about politics and governments.
Party identification asks respondents which political party they feel closet to.
It is an ordinal variable ranging from -3 (very close to the opposition party) to 3 (very
close to the incumbent party). Independents and “not applicable” are coded “0”.
Gender, age, and income are socioeconomic variables.
The two interaction terms (social media consumption X pocketbook evaluation
and social media consumption X Follow news) are added in the model because I
assume that there may be some simultaneously influence on national economic
evaluation. In order to estimate the impact of the social media on national economic
evaluation across nations, I will test a random slope for social media consumption.
In addition, the random coefficient model on a subset of freedom house score
dummies is estimated. The subset of freedom score dummies includes free countries
(score: 1-2), partly free countries (score: 3-5), and not free countries (score: 6-7). The
random coefficient on a subset of freedom house score is used to measure the impact
of level of democracy on national economic evaluations.
Statistical Method and Model
Given that the cross-national analysis dataset contains individual observations
nested within nations, I use multilevel ordered logit models for analyses. The
multilevel ordered logit model, which is an extension of the single-level ordered logit
model, measures cumulative comparisons of the ordinal response (Hedeker and
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Mermelstein, 2007). A random intercept cumulative logit model is specified as:
Pr(𝑌 ≤𝑐)

log [Pr(𝑌 𝑖𝑗>𝑐)] = logit(𝛾𝑐𝑖𝑗 ) = 𝛼𝑐 + 𝛽𝑥𝑖𝑗 + 𝑢𝑗
𝑖𝑗

c =1, …C-1

Where 𝑌𝑖𝑗 is the ordinal outcome for individual i in group j and 𝑥𝑖𝑗 is an
individual-level explanatory variable.

𝑢𝑗 ~𝑁(0, 𝜎𝑢2 ) is the level 2 random effect or

residual (Steele, 2011).
The multilevel ordered logit model for retrospective and prospective national
economic evaluations (with intercept only) is specified as:
Level 1

𝑌

 log [1−𝑃𝑖𝑗𝑐 ] = 𝑟𝑐 − [𝛽0𝑗 + 𝛽1𝑗 (𝑃𝑜𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡𝑏𝑜𝑜𝑘𝑖𝑗 ) +
𝑖𝑗𝑐

𝛽2𝑗 (𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑗 )+𝛽3𝑗 (𝑇𝑎𝑙𝑘𝑖𝑗 ) + 𝛽4𝑗 (𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑋𝑇𝑎𝑙𝑘𝑖𝑗 ) + 𝛽5𝑗 (𝐹𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑜𝑤 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝑠𝑖𝑗 ) +
𝛽6𝑗 (𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑀𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑖𝑗 ) + 𝛽7𝑗 (𝑃𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑦𝐼𝐷𝑖𝑗 ) + 𝛽8𝑗 (𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑗 ) + 𝛽9𝑗 (𝐴𝑔𝑒𝑖𝑗 ) +
𝛽10𝑗 (𝐸𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖𝑗 ) + 𝛽11𝑗 (𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑖𝑗 ) + 𝛽12𝑗 (𝑃𝑜𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡𝑏𝑜𝑜𝑘𝑋𝑠𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑚𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑖𝑗 ) +
𝛽13𝑗 (𝐹𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑜𝑤 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝑠𝑋𝑠𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑚𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑖𝑗 ) ]
Level 2

𝛽𝑖𝑗 = 𝛾𝑖𝑗 + µ𝑖𝑗

(c=1, …, C-1) (1)

(1a)

Where: i = 1, 2, …., 13𝑗 level 1 units nested within j = 1, 2, ….., J level 2.
𝛾𝑖𝑗

is a fixed intercept and µ𝑖𝑗  is a random intercept. 𝑢𝑗 ~𝑁(0, 𝜎𝑢2 ) is the level 2

random effect or residual. The model with C-1 strictly increasing model thresholds
𝛾𝑐 (i. e. , 𝑟1 < 𝑟2 … . < 𝑟𝑐−1 ).
Hypotheses
The hypotheses for the multilevel ordered logit model are as follows.
Hypothesis I: As the assumption of traditional media consumption, more social
media consumption can lead to more negative national economic evaluation in the
past and in the future. In other words, as people more frequently use social media to
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obtain information of politics and government, they are more likely to think national
economic condition is worse in the last few years or a few years from now.
Hypothesis II: The effect of social media consumption varies across nations.
Between-country variance increases as a function of social media consumption.
Hypothesis III: Level of democracy can exert significant effects on national
economic evaluations. In particular, countries with higher levels of democracy can
produce a stronger effect on national economic evaluations.
SINGLE-LEVEL ORDERED LOGIT MODELS IN EACH COUNTRY
Table 1 presents ordered logit models of retrospective national economic
evaluation for each country. Retrospective pocketbook evaluation is positively
correlated with retrospective national economic evaluation in all countries. Follow
news are positively significant in Hong Kong, China, Malaysia, and Myanmar only.
Except in Thailand, the coefficients of social media in Mongolia and Myanmar are
negative. For all other countries, the social media effect on retrospective national
economic evaluation is not statistically significant. The interaction term of
retrospective pocketbook evaluation and social media is negatively significant in
Taiwan only, and the interaction term of follow news and social media is negatively
significant in Thailand only. Party identification is significant in some countries;
people who feel close to the incumbent party are more likely to think national
economic condition is better in the last few years. Other variables such as political
interest and socioeconomic variables are less influential. Talk about politics is not
significant at all.
[Table 1 about here]
The coefficient plots in figure 1 indicate that retrospective pocketbook
evaluation can positively affect retrospective national economic evaluation across
14

countries. None of the coefficients of pocketbook evaluation in each country crosses
the value of zero. The reasonable size of coefficient of pocketbook evaluation
demonstrates that national economic evaluation heavily depends on pocketbook
evaluation (Weatherford, 1983; Pomper, 1993; Hetherington, 1996).
[Figure 1 about here]
Table 2 presents ordered logit models of prospective national economic
evaluation for each country. Similar to retrospective national economic evaluation,
prospective pocketbook evaluation is positively associated with prospective national
economic evaluation in all countries. Except Hong Kong, “Follow news” is positively
significant in China, Thailand, and Vietnam. The consumption of social media is
significant in Malaysia only. Except in Vietnam, talk about politics is not influential at
all. The interaction term of pocketbook evaluation and social media is not correlated
with prospective national economic evaluation across countries. However, the
interaction term of follow news and social media is significant in Thailand only; it is
negatively associated with prospective national economic evaluation. Party
identification is significant in some countries. When people feel close to the
incumbent party, they are more likely to think national economic condition will be
better a few years later. Socioeconomic variables are less influential.
[Table 2 about here]
The same as retrospective national economic evaluation, the coefficient plots
in figure 2 show that the confidence intervals of prospective pocketbook evaluation
cross the value of zero. The size of coefficient again indicates that prospective
pocketbook evaluation has the most substantive effect on prospective national
economic evaluation.
[Figure 2 about here]
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With the exception of pocketbook evaluation, which is strongly correlated
with sociotropic evaluation, the effect of social media varies across countries.
Moreover, the effect of two interaction terms is different as well. In this sense, it is
difficult to derive a general rule about the effect of social media on national economic
evaluations when only ordered logit models for each country are estimated. Since the
cross-national analysis dataset contains individual observations nested within nations,
multilevel models are more appropriate for estimating national economic evaluations
on both the individual and the national levels.
MULTILEVEL ORDERED LOGIT MODELS
Table 3 and table 4 present multilevel models of retrospective and prospective
national economic evaluations. Model 1 is the random intercept model which allows
the model intercept to vary randomly across countries. Model 2 and 3 are random
coefficient models which allows the effects of one or more explanatory variables to
vary from country to country. In retrospective national economic evaluation, I allow
the interaction term of pocketbook evaluation and social media varies across
countries; in prospective national economic evaluation, I let the interaction term of
follow news and social media varies across countries. The interpretation of the
multilevel ordered logit models is as follows.
Retrospective National Economic Evaluation
The fixed effects coefficients in model 1 shows that all variables are
individually significant except social media, age, and the interaction term of follow
news and social media. Although the social media consumption is not significant, the
interaction term of retrospective pocketbook evaluation and social media consumption
is significant.
[Table 3 about here]
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Figure 3 presents the effects of the interaction term of retrospective
pocketbook evaluation and social media consumption on retrospective national
economic evaluation by each country on fixed effect. The figure indicates that the
interaction term decrease gradually the probability of positive retrospective national
economic evaluation. The intercept variance is 0.66; the likelihood ratio statistic with
a corresponding p-value of .000 indicates that there is between-country variance
across countries.
[Figure 3 about here]
Model 2 is the random coefficient model. The fixed effects coefficients and
standard errors are the same as those in model 1. Compared with model 1, the
intercept variance (0.653) decreases a little bit and the random coefficient of the
interaction term of pocketbook and social media is 0.0009. The likelihood ratio test -assuming that intercept-only equation model 1 is nested within the intercept-slope
equation model 2—shows that the random coefficient for the interaction term of
pocketbook evaluation and social media is significant (p=.0008<.05).
Model 3 is the random coefficient model with correlated variance. The fixed
effects coefficients are the same as model 1 and 2 except political interest, and the
interaction term of pocketbook evaluation and social media. The intercept variance
(0.651) and the random coefficient of the interaction term (.0006) decreases slightly.
The between-country variance as a function of pocketbook evaluation and social
media is as follows:
var(𝑢0𝑗 + 𝑢14𝑗 𝑃𝑜𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡𝑏𝑜𝑜𝑘𝑋𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑗 )
= var(𝑢0𝑗 ) + 2cov(𝑢0𝑗 𝑢14𝑗 )𝑃𝑜𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡𝑏𝑜𝑜𝑘𝑋𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑗
2
+ var(𝑢14𝑗 )𝑃𝑜𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡𝑏𝑜𝑜𝑘𝑋𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑗
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            = 0.651 + 0.036𝑃𝑜𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡𝑏𝑜𝑜𝑘𝑋𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑗
2
+ 0.0006 𝑃𝑜𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡𝑏𝑜𝑜𝑘𝑋𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑗

Figure 4 shows the graph of the between-country variance as a function of
pocketbook evaluation and social media. The between-country variance shows a
linear increase as the function of the interaction term of pocketbook evaluation and
social media. Moreover, the likelihood ratio test (assuming the restricted equation
model 1 is nested within the unrestricted equation model 3) is significant
(p=0.0007<.05). The two likelihood ratio test confirm that the random effect for
pocketbook evaluation and social media is significant and account for the betweencountry variance of retrospective national economic evaluation.
[Figure 4 about here]
The plot of intercept and slope residuals in figure 5 demonstrates that there is
between-country variance in the effect of pocketbook evaluation and social media.
Taiwan is at the bottom left of the graph and is the most extreme state. The lowest
intercept means the strongly negative national economic evaluation. The low slope
residual also indicates that Taiwan has strongest and negative effect of pocketbook
and social media on national economic evaluation. The country with the weakest
effect is China (at the top right).
[Figure 5 about here]
Prospective National Economic Evaluation
The fixed effects coefficients in model 1 shows that only pocketbook
evaluation, political interest, follow news, party identification, age, income, and the
interaction term of follow news and social media are individually significant. In
contrast to retrospective national economic evaluation which is influenced by
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pocketbook evaluation and social media, the interaction term of follow news and
social media can affect prospective national economic evaluation.
[Table 4 about here]
Figure 6 presents the effects of the interaction term of follow news and social
media consumption on prospective national economic evaluation by each country on
fixed effect. The figure indicates that the interaction term decrease gradually the
probability of positive prospective national economic evaluation. The intercept
variance is 0.486; the likelihood ratio statistic with a corresponding p-value of .000
indicates that there is between-country variance across countries.
[Figure 6 about here]
Model 2 is the random coefficient model. Except the pocketbook evaluation
coefficient which changes a little bit, other fixed effects coefficients and standard
errors are the same as those in model 1. Compared with model 1, the intercept
variance of model 2 (0.464) decreases a little and the random coefficient of the
interaction term of follow news and social media is 0.0002. The likelihood ratio test -assuming that intercept-only equation model 1 is nested within the intercept-slope
equation model 2—shows that the random coefficient for the interaction term of
follow news and social media is significant (p=.000<.05).
Model 3 is the random coefficient model with correlated variance. The fixed
effects coefficients are the same as model 1 and 2 except prospective pocketbook
evaluation and age that change slightly. The intercept variance (0.452) reduces, and
the random coefficient of the interaction term (.0002) remains the same. The intercept
slope covariance is 0.005. The between-country variance as a function of follow news
and social media is as follows:
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var(𝑢0𝑗 + 𝑢14𝑗 𝐹𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑜𝑤 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝑠𝑋𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑗 )
= var(𝑢0𝑗 ) + 2cov(𝑢0𝑗 𝑢14𝑗 )𝐹𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑜𝑤 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝑠𝑋𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑗
2
+ var(𝑢14𝑗 )𝐹𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑜𝑤 𝑛𝑒𝑤𝑠𝑋𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑗

            = 0.452 + 0.01𝑃𝑜𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡𝑏𝑜𝑜𝑘𝑋𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑗
2
+ 0.0002 𝑃𝑜𝑐𝑘𝑒𝑡𝑏𝑜𝑜𝑘𝑋𝑆𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑗

Figure 7 shows the graph of the between-country variance as a function of
follow news and social media. The same as retrospective national economic
evaluation, the between-country variance shows a linear increase as a function of the
interaction term of follow news and social media. Moreover, the likelihood ratio test
(assuming the restricted equation model 1 is nested within the unrestricted equation
model 3) is significant (p=0.0000<.05). The two likelihood ratio test confirm that the
random effect for follow news and social media is significant and account for the
between-country variance of prospective national economic evaluation.
[Figure 7 about here]
The plot of intercept and slope residuals in figure 8 demonstrates that there is
between-country variance in the effect of follow news and social media. Hong Kong
is at the bottom left of the graph and is the most extreme state. The lowest intercept
implies the strongly negative prospective national economic evaluation. The low slope
residual also means that Hong Kong has strongest and negative effect of follow news
and social media on prospective national economic evaluation. The country with the
weakest effect is Vietnam (at the top right).
[Figure 8 about here]
RANDOM COEFFICIENTS ON A SUBSET OF FREEDOM HOUSE SCORE
This section seeks to discover whether countries with higher levels of
democracy exhibit more between-country variance than those with lower levels. I
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wonder whether countries with higher levels produce the strongest effect on
retrospective and prospective national economic evaluations. In order to explore this
effect, random coefficients on a subset of the Freedom House dummies are estimated.
Three models are interpreted.
Retrospective National Economic Evaluation
Model 1 in table 5 is a random intercept model on a subset of Freedom House
dummies. The fixed effects coefficients are almost the same as in the random intercept
model in table 3 except the slight change of talk about politics. The intercept variance
is 0.341, and the likelihood ratio statistic with a corresponding p-value of .000
indicates that there is between-country variance.
The random coefficient model (model 2) for “Free country dummy” estimates
whether between-country variance is the same for “Part free countries” and “Not free
countries” but different for “Free countries.” Although the fixed effects coefficients in
model 2 are the same as those in model 1, with the exception of the “Free country
dummy, the intercept variance is 0.327, and the random coefficient of “Free country
dummy” is 0.327. The likelihood ratio test -- assuming the intercept-only equation
(model 1) is nested within the intercept-slope equation (model 2) -- is significant (p =
0.0041 < .05). That indicates that the random coefficient model for “Free country
dummy” is more appropriate than the random intercept model.
Model 3 is a random coefficient model with correlated variance. The fixed
effects coefficients are the same as those in model 2. The intercept variance (0.327) is
the same as for model 2, and the random coefficient for “Free country dummy” is
0.334. The covariance between the intercept and “Free country dummy” random
effects is -0.0037. The likelihood ratio test (assuming the restricted model 1 is nested
within the unrestricted model 3) is significant (p = .0164 < .05). This reinforces the
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fact that the random effect for “Free country dummy” is significant. In other words,
there is country-variation in the difference between free countries and the other
countries. The between-country variance is estimated as follows:
2
var(𝑢0𝑗 + 𝑢14𝑗 𝐹𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑗 ) = var(𝑢0𝑗 ) + 2cov(𝑢0𝑗 𝑢14𝑗 )𝐹𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑗 + var(𝑢14𝑗 )𝐹𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑗

                      = 0.327 − 0.0074𝐹𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑗 + 0.334𝐹𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑗2
Because “Free country” is a dummy that takes the values of 0 and 1, the
substitution of the estimates from the random coefficient model provides the
following between-country variances:
0.327

for part free and not free countries (Free = 0)

0.327 – 0.0074 + 0.334 = 0.6536

for free country (Free = 1)

The variance in free country dummy is almost twice as much as that part free
and not free countries. This indicates that free countries can produce a more
substantial effect on retrospective national economic evaluation than countries that are
not fully democratic.
[Table 5]
Prospective National Economic Evaluation
Model 1 in table 6 is a random intercept model on a subset of Freedom House
dummies. The fixed effects coefficients are almost the same as in the random intercept
model in table 4 except the slight change of prospective pocketbook evaluation. The
intercept variance is 0.195, and the likelihood ratio statistic with a corresponding pvalue of .000 indicates that there is between-country variance.
The random coefficient model (model 2) for “Free country dummy” estimates
whether between-country variance is the same for “Part free countries” and “Not free
countries” but different for “Free countries.” The fixed effects coefficients in model 2
are the same as those in model 1. The intercept variance is 0.220, and the random
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coefficient of “Free country dummy” is 0.696. The likelihood ratio test -- assuming
the intercept-only equation (model 1) is nested within the intercept-slope equation
(model 2) -- is significant (p = .0001 < .05). That indicates that the random coefficient
model for “Free country dummy” is more appropriate than the random intercept
model.
Model 3 is a random coefficient model with correlated variance. The fixed
effects coefficients are the same as those in model 2. The intercept variance (0.220) is
the same as for model 2, and the random coefficient for “Free country dummy” is
0.622. The covariance between the intercept and “Free country dummy” random
effects is 0.034 The likelihood ratio test (assuming the restricted model 1 is nested
within the unrestricted model 3) is significant (p = .0004<.05). This substantiates the
fact that the random effect for “Free country dummy” is significant. In other words,
there is country-variation in the difference between free countries and the other
countries. The between-country variance is estimated as follows:
2
var(𝑢0𝑗 + 𝑢14𝑗 𝐹𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑗 ) = var(𝑢0𝑗 ) + 2cov(𝑢0𝑗 𝑢14𝑗 )𝐹𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑗 + var(𝑢14𝑗 )𝐹𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑗
2
                      = 0.220 + 0.068𝐹𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑗 + 0.622𝐹𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑖𝑗

Because “Free country” is a dummy that takes the values of 0 and 1, the
substitution of the estimates from the random coefficient model provides the
following between-country variances:
0.220

for part free and not free countries (Free = 0)

0.220 + 0.068 + 0.622 = 0.91

for free country (Free = 1)

The variance in free country dummy is more than four times as much as that
part free and not free countries. This indicates that free countries can produce a more
substantial effect on prospective national economic evaluation than countries that are
not fully democratic.
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[Table 6]
CONCLUSION
In conclusion, the multilevel ordered logit models demonstrate that the
significance of national retrospective and prospective economic evaluations varies
across countries. For retrospective national economic evaluation, the social media and
the pocketbook evaluation produce the simultaneous influential effect on it. The
between-country variance increase as a function of the interaction of pocketbook
evaluation and social media. For prospective national economic evaluation, follow
news and social media has the simultaneous influence on it. Free countries impose
stronger effect on both retrospective and prospective national economic evaluations.
The residual plots in figure 5 and 8 indicates that most of free countries are more
likely to locate at bottom left and part free and non-free countries tend to locate at top
right. The two plots can substantiate that level of democracy can account for betweencountry variance of national economic evaluations.
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Table 1 Ordered Logit Models of Retrospective National Economic Evaluation, by Country
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Country

Japan

Hong Kong

China

Mongolia

Philippines

Taiwan

Thailand

Indonesia

.85(.11)***

South
Korea
.97(.10)***

Retrospective
Pocketbook
Political
Interest
Talk about
Politics
Interest X
Talk
Follow News
Social Media
Party ID
Gender
Age
Education
Income
Pocketbook
X Social
Media
Follow News
X Social
Media
N of Obs
Log
Likelihood
LR chi2
Prob
Pseudo R2

.88(.10)***

.96(.04)***

.88(.09)***

.48(.07)***

.62(.06)***

1.16(.09)***

1.01(.07)***

.14(.12)

-.01(.10)

.06(.11)

.26(.05)***

.19(.12)

.09(.11)

.06(.10)

.15(.13)

.04(.09)

.11(.25)

.10(.23)

.02(.19)

-.05(.10)

-.16(.19)

.04(.19)

-.18(.14)

-.17(.22)

-.20(.17)

.002(.12)

-.07(.14)

-.06(.12)

-.004(.06)

.16(.11)

.06(.10)

.10(.09)

-.04(.12)

.22(.10)*

.09(.07)
.11(.10)
.12(.04)**
.45(.12)***
-.09(.09)
-.08(.09)
.03(.04)
-.07(.04)

.10(.04)*
.02(.08)
-.08(.06)
-.18(.11)
.02(.09)
.04(.09)
-.25(.04)***
-.05(.04)

.03(.07)
.08(.08)
.19(.06)**
.10(.11)
-.04(.09)
-.19(.12)
.07(.05)
.01(.04)

.05(.02)*
-.04(.06)
NA
.03(.06)
.20(.05)***
-.08(.03)*
-.05(.03)
.003(.02)

-.07(.06)
-.17(.07)*
.14(.03)***
.19(.11)
-.05(.09)
-.01(.08)
-.09(.05)
-.01(.03)

.06(.05)
-.07(.12)
.07(.04)
.0003(.11)
-.14(.08)
-.04(.09)
.02(.06)
-.002(.05)

-.03(.04)
-.01(.07)
.17(.04)***
-.02(.09)
.03(.08)
-.07(.08)
-.10(.04)*
-.05(.02)*

.03(.07)
.22(.10)*
.20(.07)**
.14(.11)
-.03(.09)
-.06(.08)
-.28(.05)***
-.04(.05)

-.04(.04)
-.09(.09)
.10(.06)
.28(.10)**
-.03(.07)
-.05(.08)
.12(.04)**
-.06(.04)

-.002(.03)

-.03(.02)

-.05(.03)

-.01(.01)

.03(.02)

.02(.04)

-.003(.02)

-.07(.03)*

.02(.03)

1,081
-1293.86

1,217
-1474.23

1,200
-1374.28

4,068
-4677.82

1,228
-1581.35

1,200
-1549.24

1,657
-2235.53

1,200
-1430.22

1550
-1773.24

191.9
.000
.07

134.31
.000
.04

175.99
.000
.06

826.29
.000
.08

230.21
.000
.07

91.16
.000
.03

169.32
.000
.04

270.70
.000
.09

283.81
.000
.07

Table 1 (continued) Ordered Logit Models of Retrospective National Economic Evaluation, by Country
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Country
Retrospective
Pocketbook
Political Interest
Talk about Politics
Interest X Talk
Follow News
Social Media
Party ID
Gender
Age
Education
Income
Pocketbook X Social
Media
Follow News X Social
Media
N of Obs
Log Likelihood
LR chi2
Prob
Pseudo R2

*≦.05

Singapore
.85(.10)***

Vietnam
.92(.11)***

Cambodia
.78(.07)***

Malaysia
.66(.08)***

Myanmar
.95(.07)***

.15(.11)
-.05(.21)
.08(.13)
-.08(.08)
-.05(.06)
.09(.05)*
.18(.12)
-.01(.10)
-.09(.09)
-.13(.05)**
.02(.03)

-.05(.11)
-.29(.23)
.05(.13)
.07(.06)
-.06(.12)
NA
.21(.12)
.37(.11)**
-.12(.13)
-.11(.05)*
.11(.06)

.07(.08)
-.07(.21)
-.07(.10)
.04(.05)
-.20(.12)
.04(.03)
-.25(.12)*
-.14(.09)
.08(.08)
.002(.05)
-.02(.05)

.02(.10)
.21(.17)
.02(.10)
.10(.05)*
.11(.06)
.16(.03)***
-.004(.11)
-.19(.08)*
-.14(.09)
-.09(.05)
-.002(.03)

-.17(.06)**
.26(.21)
-.10(.09)
.13(.05)**
-.19(.10)*
.03(.04)
.09(.10)
-.11(.08)
-.16(.07)*
.01(.06)
.01(.05)

.004(.03)

-.002(.04)

.04(.04)

-.03(.02)

.06(.03)

1,039
-1223.92
207.14
.000
.08

1,200
-1147.51
136.97
.000
.06

1,200
-1497.76
154.87
.000
.05

1,207
-1583.25
207.6
.000
.06

1,620
-1784.70
266.35
.000
.07

**≦.01 ***≦.001

Figure 1 Coefficient Plot of Retrospective National Economic Evaluation by Country
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Figure 1 (continued) Coefficient Plot of Retrospective National Economic Evaluation
by Country
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Figure 1 (continued) Coefficient Plot of Retrospective National Economic Evaluation
by Country
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Figure 1 (continued) Coefficient Plot of Retrospective National Economic Evaluation
by Country
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Table 2 Ordered Logit Models of Prospective National Economic Evaluation, by Country
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Country

Japan

Hong Kong

China

Mongolia

Philippines

Taiwan

Thailand

Indonesia

1.42(.13)***

South
Korea
1.15(.11)***

Prospective
Pocketbook
Political
Interest
Talk about
Politics
Interest X
Talk
Follow News
Social Media
Party ID
Gender
Age
Education
Income
Pocketbook
X Social
Media
Follow News
X Social
Media
N of Obs
Log
Likelihood
LR chi2
Prob
Pseudo R2

.86(.10)***

.97(.05)***

.88(.09)***

.82(.07)***

.93(.07)***

1.84(.11)***

1.72(.10)***

.10(.12)

.09(.10)

-.19(.11)

.22(.05)***

.21(.13)

.16(.11)

.18(.10)

-.16(.14)

.16(.09)

.38(.25)

-.40(.23)

-.19(.20)

.11(.10)

.39(.20)

-.01(.19)

-.14(.14)

-.39(.24)

-.11(.18)

-.20(.12)

.16(.14)

.07(.12)

.01(.05)

-.02(.12)

.04(.10)

-.06(.09)

.17(.13)

.17(.11)

-.02(.07)
.02(.10)
.13(.04)**
-.001(.12)
.11(.09)
.03(.09)
-.02(.04)
.005(.04)

-.12(.05)**
-.12(.08)
.0005(.06)
.03(.11)
-.002(.09)
-.01(.10)
-.03(.04)
-.07(.04)

.05(.07)
.06(.09)
.14(.06)*
.11(.12)
.15(.10)
-.08(.12)
.09(.05)*
-.03(.05)

.09(.02)***
.06(.06)
NA
.02(.06)
.26(.05)***
.08(.03)*
-.05(.02)
-.01(.02)

.02(.06)
-.09(.08)
.03(.03)
-.11(.11)
.04(.09)
-.07(.08)
-.09(.05)
.03(.04)

-.03(.05)
.06(.12)
.06(.04)
-.18(.11)
-.11(.08)
.03(.09)
-.05(.06)
-.001(.05)

.02(.04)
.14(.07)
.14(.04)**
.06(.09)
.01(.08)
-.13(.08)
-.01(.04)
-.06(.03)

.19(.07)**
.13(.12)
.08(.08)
.01(.12)
-.12(.10)
-.05(.09)
-.09(.06)
.03(.05)

-.07(.05)
-.17(.10)
.06(.07)
.14(.11)
-.03(.08)
-.03(.09)
.04(.04)
-.03(.06)

.01(.03)

.005(.02)

-.05(.03)

-.02(.01)

.001(.02)

-.04(.04)

-.04(.02)

-.08(.04)*

.04(.03)

1,081
-1257.76

1,217
-1323.18

1,200
-1290.46

4,068
-4463.45

1,228
-1518.10

1,200
-1554.93

1,657
-2119.73

1,200
-1096.32

1,550
-1452.76

143.08
.000
.05

232.16
.000
.08

192.8
.000
.07

764.22
.000
.08

198.70
.000
.06

183.10
.000
.06

273.91
.000
.06

400.71
.000
.15

434.92
.000
.13

Table 2 (continued) Ordered Logit Models of Prospective National Economic Evaluation, by Country
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Country
Retrospective
Pocketbook
Political Interest
Talk about Politics
Interest X Talk
Follow News
Social Media
Party ID
Gender
Age
Education
Income
Pocketbook X Social
Media
Follow News X Social
Media
N of Obs
Log Likelihood
LR chi2
Prob
Pseudo R2

Singapore
.97(.10)***

Vietnam
1.06(.11)***

Cambodia
1.10(.09)***

Malaysia
1.01(.07)***

Myanmar
1.65(.09)***

.05(.11)
-.38(.21)
.15(.12)
.08(.08)
-.01(.06)
.09(.05)*
.12(.12)
.003(.10)
.06(.09)
-.06(.05)
.03(.03)

-.12(.11)
-.59(.22)**
.16(.12)
.17(.06)**
.11(.13)
NA
.09(.12)
.39(.11)**
.12(.13)
-.15(.04)**
.05(.07)

-.01(.08)
-.14(.21)
.09(.10)
.08(.05)
-.13(.12)
.25(.03)***
.29(.12)*
-.08(.09)
.10(.09)
-.01(.05)
-.12(.07)

-.03(.11)
-.11(.17)
.05(.10)
.04(.05)
.12(.06)*
.24(.03)***
.08(.11)
.11(.08)
-.09(.10)
-.21(.05)***
-.01(.03)

.18(.07)**
-.22(.22)
-.03(.10)
.05(.05)
-.22(.12)
.04(.04)
-.01(.10)
-.08(.08)
-.09(.07)
.09(.06)
.08(.07)

-.04(.03)

-.03(.04)

.05(.04)

-.02(.02)

.02(.04)

1,039
-1277.85
253.36
.000
.09

1,200
-1084.70
172.74
.000
.07

1,200
-1412.81
275.91
.000
.09

1,207
-1593.78
485.91
.000
.13
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Figure 2 Coefficient Plot of Prospective National Economic Evaluation, by Country
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Table 3 Multilevel Models of Retrospective National Economic Evaluation
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Individual-Level
Pocketbook Retrospective
Political Interest
Talk about Politics
Interest X Talk
Follow News
Social Media
Party Identification
Gender
Age
Education
Income
Pocketbook X Social Media
Follow News X Social Media
Country-Level
Pocketbook X Social Media
Random Effect (N=20,677)
Variance Component
Covariance
Log Likelihood
Prob
#≦.10

*≦.05

**≦.01 ***≦.001

Model 1
.86(.02)***
.08(.02)**
-.10(.05)*
.06(.02)*
.03(.01)**
-.01(.02)
.10(.01)***
.07(.03)**
.01(.02)
-.10(.02)***
-.05(.01)***
-.02(.01)*
-.01(.01)

Model 2
.86(.02)***
.08(.02)**
-.10(.05)*
.06(.02)*
.03(.01)**
-.02(.02)
.10(.01)***
.07(.03)**
.01(.02)
-.10(.02)***
-.05(.01)***
-.02(.01)#
-.01(.01)

Model3
.86(.02)***
.07(.02)**
-.10(.05)*
.06(.02)*
.03(.01)**
-.02(.02)
.10(.01)***
.07(.03)**
.01(.02)
-.10(.02)***
-.05(.01)***
-.03(.01)*
-.01(.01)

-

.0009

.0006

.66
-25451.97
.000

.653
-25448.45
.000

.651
.018
-25444.73
.000

Figure 3 “Pocketbook X Social Media Consumption” on Retrospective National Economic Evaluation
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Table 4 Multilevel Models of Prospective National Economic Evaluation
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Individual-Level
Pocketbook Prospective
Political Interest
Talk about Politics
Interest X Talk
Follow News
Social Media
Party Identification
Gender
Age
Education
Income
Pocketbook X Social Media
Follow News X Social Media
Country-Level
Follow News X Social Media
Random Effect (N=20,677)
Variance Component
Covariance
Log Likelihood
Prob
#≦.10

*≦.05 **≦.01 ***≦.001

Model 1
1.13(.02)***
.11(.02)***
-.08(.05)#
.05(.03)#
.04(.01)**
.01(.02)
.14(.01)***
.04(.03)
.07(.02)**
.01(.02)
-.05(.01)***
-.01(.01)
-.02(.01)**

Model 2
1.14(.02)***
.11(.02)***
-.07(.05)
.05(.03)#
.04(.01)***
.02(.02)
.14(.01)***
.04(.03)
.07(.02)**
-.002(.02)
-.05(.01)***
-.01(.01)
-.02(.01)**

Model3
1.15(.02)***
.11(.02)***
-.07(.05)
.05(.03)#
.04(.01)**
.02(.02)
.14(.01)***
.04(.03)
.06(.02)**
-.003(.02)
-.05(.01)***
-.02(.01)#
-.02(.01)**

-

.0002

.0002

.486
-23811.96
.000

.464
-23802.45
.000

.452
.005
-23800.83
.000

Figure 6 “Follows News X Social Media Consumption” on Prospective National Economic Evaluation
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Figure 8 The Residual Plot of Prospective National Economic Evaluation
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Table 5 Random Coefficients on A Subset of Freedom House Dummies (Retrospective National Economic Evaluation)
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Individual-Level
Pocketbook Retrospective
Political Interest
Talk about Politics
Interest X Talk
Follow News
Social Media
Party Identification
Gender
Age
Education
Income
Pocketbook X Social Media
Follow News X Social Media
Free
Part free
Country-Level
Free
Random Effect (N=20,677)
Variance Component
Covariance
Log Likelihood
Prob
#≦.10

*≦.05 **≦.01 ***≦.001

Model 1
.86(.02)***
.08(.02)**
-.09(.05)*
.06(.02)*
.03(.01)**
-.01(.02)
.10(.01)***
.07(.03)**
.01(.02)
-.10(.02)***
-.05(.01)***
-.02(.01)*
-.01(.01)
-1.50(.41)***
-.80(.38)*

Model 2
.86(.02)***
.08(.02)**
-.09(.05)*
.06(.02)*
.03(.01)**
-.01(.02)
.10(.01)***
.07(.03)**
.01(.02)
-.10(.02)***
-.05(.01)***
-.02(.01)*
-.01(.01)
-1.84(.29)***
-.80(.37)*

Model3
.86(.02)***
.08(.02)**
-.09.05)*
.06(.02)*
.03(.01)**
-.01(.02)
.10(.01)***
.07(.03)**
.01(.02)
-.10(.02)***
-.05(.01)***
-.02(.01)*
-.01(.01)
-1.84(.29)***
-.80(.37)*

-

.327

.334

.341
-25447.36
.000

.327
-25443.25
.000

.327
-.0037
-25443.25
.000

Table 6 Random Coefficients on A Subset of Freedom House Dummies (Prospective National Economic Evaluation)

44

Individual-Level
Pocketbook Prospective
Political Interest
Talk about Politics
Interest X Talk
Follow News
Social Media
Party Identification
Gender
Age
Education
Income
Pocketbook X Social Media
Follow News X Social Media
Free
Part free
Country-Level
Free
Random Effect (N=20,677)
Variance Component
Covariance
Log Likelihood
Prob
*≦.05 **≦.01 ***≦.001

Model 1
1.14(.02)***
.11(.02)***
-.08(.05)
.05(.03)
.04(.01)**
.01(.02)
.14(.01)***
.04(.03)
.07(.02)**
.01(.02)
-.05(.01)***
-.01(.01)
-.02(.01)**
-1.4(.32)***
-.89(.29)**

Model 2
1.14(.02)***
.11(.02)***
-.08(.05)
.05(.03)
.04(.01)**
.01(.02)
.14(.01)***
.04(.03)
.07(.02)**
.01(.02)
-.05(.01)***
-.01(.01)
-.02(.01)**
-1.4(.30)***
-.89(.30)**

Model3
1.14(.02)***
.11(.02)***
-.08(.05)
.05(.03)
.04(.01)**
.01(.02)
.14(.01)***
.04(.03)
.07(.02)**
.01(.02)
-.05(.01)***
-.01(.01)
-.02(.01)**
-1.4(.30)***
-.89(.30)**

-

.696

.622

.195
-23805.65
.000

.220
-23797.71
.000

.220
.034
-23797.71
.000
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