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ABSTRACTS

GLoBAL NETWORKS AND DoMESTIC Poricy CONVERGENCE
A NETWORK EXPLANATION OF POLICY CHANGES
By XUN CAO

National economies are embedded in complex networks such as trade, capital flows, and
intergovernmental organizations (1G0s). These globalization forces impose differential impacts
on national economies depending on a country’s network positions. This article addresses the
policy convergence-divergence debate by focusing on how networks at the international level af-
fect domestic fiscal, monetary, and regulatory policies. The author presents two hypotheses: first,
similarity in network positions induces convergence in domestic economic policies as a result
of peer competitive pressure. Second, proximity in network positions facilitates policy learning
and emulation, which result in policy convergence. The empirical analysis applies a latent-space
model for relational/dyadic data and indicates that position similarity in the network of exports
induces convergence in fiscal and regulatory policies; position similarity in the network of trans-
national portfolio investments induces convergence in fiscal policies; and position proximity in
1GO networks is consistently associated with policy convergence in fiscal, monetary, and regula-
tory policies.

DisGuisED PROTECTIONISM AND LINKAGES TO THE GATT/WTO

By MOONHAWK KIM

Member states of the GATT/WTO have linked some issue-areas outside trade to the institution
and did so with varying depths. At the same time they have chosen not to link other issue-areas.
What accounts for this variation? The author argues that states establish a legalized linkage
between the GATT/WTO and an issue-area outside it when they are uncertain about the possibili-
ties of disguised protectionism. Such uncertainty exists under two conditions: when diversity
in regulations in an issue-area across states generates a large adverse impact on trade (negative
externalities) but that diversity can be justified at the international level for (1) having an inde-
pendent objective apart from hampering trade and (2) when there are few alternative policies to
achieve that objective (legitimacy). States establish a highly legalized linkage in these situations
to reduce the uncertainty and minimize disguised protectionism. By contrast, when regulatory
diversity exhibits low legitimacy, states establish only a weakly legalized linkage. In the absence
of meaningful externalities, they do not establish any linkages. The author evaluates this argu-
ment in two ways. He provides an overview of eleven issue-areas about which there have been
some debates or conflicts about linkages to the GATT/WTO. In addition, he carries out in-depth
case studies of three issue-areas—labor standards, environmental standards, and health safety
standards. The findings of this article contribute to a better understanding of international insti-
tutions and cooperation as well as of the evolution of the multilateral trade institution.

CoALITIONS AND LANGUAGE PoLITIiCS
POLICY SHIFTS IN SOUTHEAST ASIA
By AMY H. LIU and JACOB I. RICKS

Why is it that some governments recognize only one language while others espouse multi-
lingualism? Related, why are some governments able to shift language policies, and if there is
a shift, what explains the direction? In this article, the authors argue that these choices are the
product of coalitional constraints facing the government during critical junctures in history.
During times of political change in the state-building process, the effective threat of an alternate
linguistic group determines the emergent language policy. If the threat is low, the government
moves toward monolingual policies. As the threat increases, however, the government is forced
to co-opt the alternate linguistic group by shifting the policy toward a greater degree of multi-
lingualism. The authors test this argument by examining the language policies for government
services and the education system in three Southeast Asian countries (Singapore, Malaysia, and

Thailand).
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ASSOCIATIONAL NETWORKS AND WELFARE STATES IN ARGENTINA, BRAZIL, SOUTH
KorEeA, AND TATWAN
By CHEOL-SUNG LEE

This article investigates the structures of civic networks and their roles in steering the politi-
cal choices of party and union elites regarding the retrenchment or expansion of welfare states in
four recently democratized developing countries. Utilizing coaffiliation networks built upon two
waves of World Values Surveys and evidence from comparative case studies for Argentina, Brazil,
South Korea, and Taiwan, the study develops two explanatory factors that account for variations
in welfare politics: cohesiveness and embeddedness. In Argentina and, to a lesser degree, in
Taiwan, party and union leaders’ cohesive relationships, being disarticulated from the informal
civic sphere, allowed them to conduct elite-driven social policy reforms from above, by launch-
ing radical neoliberal reforms (Argentina) or by developing a generous transfer-centered welfare
state (Taiwan). In Brazil and South Korea, however, party and union leaders’ durable solidarity
embedded in wider civic communities enabled them to resist the retrenchment of welfare states
(Brazil) or implement universal social policies (South Korea) based on bottom-up mobilization
of welfare demands. This article demonstrates that elites in the formal sector make markedly
different political choices when confronting economic crisis and democratic competition de-
pending upon their organizational connections in formal and informal civic networks.

IN SEARCH OF SOFT POWER
DOES FOREIGN PUBLIC OPINION MATTER FOR US FOREIGN POLICY?
By BENJAMIN E. GOLDSMITH and YUSAKU HORIUCHI

Does “soft power” matter in international relations? Specifically, when the United States
seeks cooperation from countries around the world, do the views of their publics about US for-
eign policy affect the actual foreign policy behavior of these countries? The authors examine this
question using multinational surveys covering fifty-eight countries, combined with information
about their foreign policy decisions in 2003, a critical year for the US. They draw their basic
conceptual framework from Joseph Nye, who uses various indicators of opinion about the US
to assess US soft power. But the authors argue that his theory lacks the specificity needed for
falsifiable testing. They refine it by focusing on foreign public opinion about US foreign policy, an
underemphasized element of Nye’s approach. Their regression analysis shows that foreign public
opinion has a significant and large effect on troop commitments to the war in Iraq, even after
controlling for various hard power factors. It also has significant, albeit small, effects on policies
toward the International Criminal Court and on voting decisions in the UN General Assembly.
These results support the authors’ refined theoretical argument about soft power: public opinion
about US foreign policy in foreign countries does affect their policies toward the US, but this
effect is conditional on the salience of an issue for mass publics.
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