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Figures 8.1-8.5 are explaining Mexico’s statistically significant control variables; those 

with the highest level of education are 24 percent more likely to approve of NAFTA than those 

with no formal education; those that make more than 65,701 pesos annually are 17 percent more 

likely to approve of NAFTA than those that make less than 1,095 pesos annually; those who have 

a very favorable opinion of the U.S. are 20 percent more likely to have a favorable opinion of 

NAFTA than those with a very unfavorable opinion of the U.S.; those with a very favorable 

opinion of the PRI are 16 percent more likely to approve of NAFTA than those who have a very 

unfavorable opinion of the PRI; those who believe Obama was a very good president are 47 percent 

more likely to approve of NAFTA than those who believe Obama was a very bad president. 
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I observe a negative and not statistically significant relationship (p>.05) between U.S. 

global movement favorability and NAFTA favorability. This observation means that in increase 

in the predictor, global movement favorability (the x value moves closer to “bad”), results in a 

decrease in the predicted probability of NAFTA approval. Figure 9.1 illustrates this point that U.S. 

citizens who believe sending their citizens globally to live and work is a good thing are 9 percent 

more likely to approve of NAFTA. However, this was not statistically significant, which is shown 

in table 1. Figure 9.3 illustrates that Mexican citizens who have a favorable view of sending their 

citizens to live and work abroad are 16 percent more likely to approve of NAFTA than those who 

see this global movement as a negative. The coefficient for Mexican global movement favorability 

is also negative but unlike the U.S. coefficient, it is statistically significant.  

Figures 9.2 illustrates that those who believe diversity makes their country worse are 1 

percent more likely to approve of NAFTA than those who believe diversity makes their country a 

better place to live in. Table 1 shows that the finding illustrated in figure 9.2 is not statistically 

significant and is positive. On the other hand, the coefficient for Mexico’s diversity regression is 

statistically significant and negative. Figure 9.4 illustrates this finding that Mexican citizens who 

have a favorable opinion of diversity are 10 percent more likely to approve of NAFTA than citizens 

who have an unfavorable view of diversity. 
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I ran the models a previous time with fewer covariates than the models have in their current 

form and when I did this, I saw statistical significance for both independent variables for both 

countries. Once I introduced more covariates into the model and increased my pseudo R squared 

the statistical significance for both models fell and in the U.S. case, they fell to a point below 

statistical significance. I mention this because I cannot help but perceive that had my pseudo R 

squared for Mexico’s models been as high as the U.S., then it is possible that the statistical 

significance of the dependent variables would have similarly fell away. However, in their current 

form and using the best data analysis that I have access to, the dependent variables in Mexico’s 

models do have statistical significance.  

Discussion 

The statistical significance means that Mexicans who believe sending your citizens to live 

and work around the world is a good thing then you are 16 percent more likely to believe that 

NAFTA is a good thing. Additionally, in reference to figure 9.4, Mexicans who believe diversity 

makes their country a better place are 10 percent more likely to also believe that NAFTA is a good 

thing for Mexico. Both of the models ran for Mexico are statistically significant which means we 

fail to reject hypothesis 1 and 2 for Mexico. 

Similar trends are seen in figure 9.1 as are seen in figure 9.3 which means that U.S. citizens 

who believe global movement of their citizens to live and work is a good thing for the U.S. are 9 

percent more likely to believe that NAFTA is a good thing. Again, this was not a statistically 

significant finding so this result should be taken with a huge grain of salt, but the trend is the same 

as Mexico’s seen in figure 9.3. On the other hand, figure 9.2 shows a different trend than Mexico’s 

corresponding 9.4 figure. The U.S. model would be interpreted as those who believe diversity 

makes their country worse off are 1 percent more likely to believe NAFTA is good for the U.S. 
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The models for the U.S. are not statistically significant which means that for the U.S. we would 

reject hypothesis 1 and 2.  

During the pursuit of understanding the attitudes of U.S. and Mexican citizens towards 

trade liberalization and labor mobility, I hypothesized that people from both the United States and 

Mexico who have a favorable opinion of moving globally to live and work will also be more likely 

to approve of NAFTA. Of course, the wording of the survey question means that a “good” response 

translates into believing that citizens leaving the survey country to live and work in other countries 

is good for the survey country. This does not specifically mean other North American countries, 

but it does of course include North American countries. This finding means that citizens of both 

the U.S. and Mexico who support NAFTA also support a globally integrated workforce. The 

finding has significant policy implications as this means it is likely that citizens of both countries 

who support NAFTA (57 percent of U.S. citizens and 65 percent of Mexican citizens) would 

support sending their citizens to the other’s country. Further, more specific research, is needed to 

verify this finding that Mexican citizens support a regionally integrated workforce and not just a 

globally integrated workforce as these results show.  

The second hypothesis, that people from both the United States and Mexico who have a 

favorable opinion of NAFTA will also be more likely to believe that diversity is good for their 

country, was also tested and proven to be true. This means that citizens in both countries who 

support NAFTA also support diversity in their country which translates into accepting the globally 

integrated workforce that was previously mentioned. This is significant as hypothesis 1 is a proxy 

for sending a globally integrated workforce and hypothesis 2 is a proxy for receiving that globally 

integrated workforce. In both countries, supporters of the NAFTA trade liberalization are also 

supporters of this globally integrated workforce. Policy makers and scholars should redirect their 
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attention towards understanding what the public wants so a more definite relationship can be 

understood. If the relationship between regional capital integration and regional labor integration 

proves to be positive and strong, then the idea of a regionally integrated political union can and 

should be entertained (Pastor 2012). 

Conclusion 

 Strong support for trade liberalization and a globally integrated workforce from North 

American citizens has the potential to encourage voters and legislators to incorporate language 

about labor mobility into free trade agreements or engage in negotiations separate but in relation 

to free trade agreements. This has the potential to alter the relationship between the U.S. and 

Mexican work forces in a way that creates a limited but similar model to what the EU has created 

(Pastor 2012). 

We need to continue to deepen our understanding of what U.S. and Mexican citizens 

anticipate and want their future to look like. This study introduces new data and an interpretation 

of what U.S. and Mexican citizens are looking for in this increasingly globalized world. Free flow 

of labor allows for the more efficient allocation of the resource. Increased allocative efficiency 

leads to an increase in economic welfare. Moving towards a world with increased labor market 

integration would also allow for a more equal distribution of resources between North and South 

Mexico and the U.S. and Mexico. According to Robertson (2005) this would lead to greater 

Mexican wage growth. Greater Mexican wage growth and increased labor market integration 

would reduce remittances sent to Mexico from the U.S. which is a loss of U.S. economic welfare 

and it would reduce the asymmetries of socioeconomic status between the two countries in a win-

win situation. 
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 The aforementioned studies on perceptions have shown that U.S. citizens are generally 

very dissatisfied with current U.S. immigration policies. Scholars should continue to expand the 

literature related to the public’s perception of this North American idea and what citizens expect 

the future to look like. Pastor (2012) and Castañeda (2014) specifically state that NAFTA does not 

go far enough to have a significantly positive effect on North American economies and integration. 

The analysis provided in this paper of labor market integration, Mexico’s poverty levels, Mexico’s 

GDP growth, U.S. reliance on undocumented Mexican migrant workers and Mexican opinion 

support this idea that NAFTA has not been a bold enough policy. It is the opinion of the author 

that Castañeda and Pastor are correct. NAFTA has not been successful at reducing undocumented 

migration flow into the U.S., developing Mexico’s economy nor increasing labor market 

integration. NAFTA has been successful at increasing the flow of goods between the borders. 

“Coleman (2005) sees the border as a trickster figure, at once being opened to the passage of capital 

and commodities under the sign of neoliberalism and closed to the movement of migrants who are 

often themselves victims of neoliberalism” (Gregory 2011). 

There needs to be more survey data that asks questions specifically related to North 

American integration. One of the major issues is that the survey data taken did not include enough 

geographical information for the Mexican respondents which reduced the accuracy and efficacy 

of the data analysis as geography and context matters.  

I set out to answer why economic and migration policy are not more frequently talked about 

concurrently and, fortunately for other researchers, did not answer the question. However, I have 

made a contribution to the puzzle and have contributed to the research about what may influence 

the two in the future.  
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Appendix 

Table 1: Probit Regression Coefficients and T-Test Statistics 

 
U.S. Global 

Movement 
U.S. Diversity 

Mexico Global 

Movement 

Mexico 

Diversity 

nafta2     

move_global2 -0.219  -0.417**  

 (-1.89)  (-2.97)  

     

age -0.00832*** -0.00898*** 0.00640 0.00298 

 (-3.48) (-3.76) (1.51) (0.71) 

     

us_educ 0.0277 0.0320   

 (1.07) (1.24)   

     

politicalviewus -0.0914 -0.0979*   

 (-1.92) (-2.05)   

     

us_income -0.0335 -0.0296   

 (-1.75) (-1.55)   

     

male -0.161 -0.189* 0.160 0.217 

 (-1.90) (-2.25) (1.39) (1.87) 

     

latino 0.377** 0.328*   

 (2.91) (2.56)   

     

borderwall 0.205 0.284* 0.118 0.116 

 (1.58) (2.18) (0.43) (0.42) 

     

usurban 0.0419 0.0431   

 (0.66) (0.67)   

     

bordermexusa -0.0116 0.00797   

 (-0.11) (0.07)   

     

favorobama 0.368*** 0.367*** 0.392*** 0.436*** 

 (6.16) (6.21) (3.98) (4.48) 

     

favortrump -0.113* -0.117* 0.0713 0.0825 

 (-2.15) (-2.22) (0.83) (0.96) 

     

mexfavor 0.187*** 0.186***   
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 (3.48) (3.48)   

     

diversity  0.0314  -0.267* 

  (0.20)  (-1.99) 

     

mex_educ   0.0675** 0.0510* 

   (2.72) (2.02) 

     

politicalscale   -0.0149 0.000856 

   (-0.65) (0.04) 

     

mex_income   0.0399 0.0506* 

   (1.87) (2.29) 

     

mexurban   -0.195 -0.182 

   (-1.46) (-1.36) 

     

amerfavor   0.190** 0.163* 

   (2.84) (2.44) 

     

favorEPN   0.0228 0.0419 

   (0.31) (0.57) 

     

favorPAN   0.0169 0.0318 

   (0.24) (0.44) 

     

favorPRD   0.0293 0.0588 

   (0.36) (0.73) 

     

favorPRI   0.193* 0.177* 

   (2.55) (2.34) 

     

favorMORENA   0.107 0.123 

   (1.49) (1.71) 

     

_cons -0.243 -0.304 -1.798*** -1.900*** 

 (-0.78) (-0.96) (-3.81) (-3.93) 

N 1176 1179 610 596 

t statistics in parentheses 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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