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Abstract

Do legislators’ investments influence their trade votes? I argue they do, either be-
cause legislators seek financial gain or because they have preexisting, pro-trade beliefs
that lead them to support trade and to invest in firms that gain from trade. Even if
legislators do not naturally understand how trade impacts firms, lobbying may inform
them. Analyzing roll call votes on preferential trade agreements (PTAs), I find that
members of Congress support PTAs more when they own shares in firms that gain
from PTAs. Owning firms that lobby on PTAs drives this relationship. I leverage the
two-member districts of the Senate to show partisan and geographic concerns do not
confound the results. I revise and extend the prevailing explanation of PTA forma-
tion, provide a fresh perspective on how lobbying influences legislators, and open new
avenues of inquiry into the role of money in politics.
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1 Introduction

Why do policymakers support trade liberalization?1 Existing answers focus mostly on con-

stituency interests as determined by trade theories, particularly Heckscher–Ohlin (HO) and

Ricardo-Viner (RV) (Hiscox 2002). Alternate approaches hold that special interest groups

(Grossman and Helpman 1994; Baldwin and Magee 2000), institutions (M. A. Bailey, Gold-

stein, and Weingast 1997; Mansfield, Milner, and Rosendorff 2002), and party politics (Milner

and Tingley 2011) pull the policymaker away from the constituency towards firm, national,

or party interests, respectively.

Yet, these theories do not fully explain trade support. For example, Democrats John

Kerry and Ted Kennedy together represented Massachusetts in the Senate for 25 years.

They were similar in sources of political action committee (PAC) contributions, age, gen-

der, and ideology. Nothing in the literature predicts they would take different positions

on preferential trade agreements (PTAs). Sometimes, though, they split votes on PTA

legislation—like the Oman PTA and trade promotion authority in 2002—with Kerry voting

for and Kennedy against.2 Likely some other individual characteristic matters—something

beyond constituency, party, institutions, campaign contributions, gender, age, and ideology.

Policymakers’ personal characteristics help explain their behavior—including Kennedy

and Kerry’s diverging votes. Legislators’ investment portfolios reveal their personal pref-

erences towards trade—either because legislators have preexisting dispositions (which drive

both their trade-related investments and their trade support) or because, in some sense, they

are self-dealing. New new trade theory (NNTT) allows me to measure how trade impacts

legislators’ investments. I posit a principal-agent relationship between legislators and con-

stituents, allowing space for these portfolio-revealed preferences to affect legislators’ support

of PTAs. A central implication of my theory is that legislators whose investment portfolios
1Often I write “trade (liberalization)” where “economic integration” could apply. This ambiguity stems

from the nature of modern trade liberalization, where things like non-tariff barriers, environmental standards,
etc. play a large role.

2The United States-Oman PTA (H.R. 5684) passed, 63 to 32, and the Trade Act of 2002 (H.R. 3009)
obtained cloture, 64 to 32.
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benefit from PTAs will support them more. I extend and modify the dominant theories of

PTA formation by incorporating legislators’ personal preferences, drawing on NNTT, and

accounting for firms’ and voters’ heterogeneous trade preferences.

I offer a fresh perspective of lobbying, suggesting firms may inform legislators how

complex policy maps onto legislators’ personal preferences. Legislators might not know how

trade legislation impacts the firms they own, particularly given trade’s heterogeneous effects

(Melitz 2003). Firms could lobby to inform legislators of these effects. Legislators owning

these firms should be sympathetic to this information due to personal preferences. Kennedy

and Kerry were both wealthy, yet only Kerry directly owned stock of firms that lobbied

Congress on trade. Thus, differing patterns of investment and lobbying by firms can explain

why Kerry supports PTAs more.

To test my theory, I collect data on legislators’ investments, merging it with business

databases to determine how PTAs should impact these investments. I incorporate lobbying

data to measure whether these firms informed Congress of their PTA preferences. I conduct

analysis on the roll call votes on all new PTAs voted on by Congress since 2004. I exploit

dual-member districts to compare how differences in financial self-interest explain diverging

PTA support between senators from the same state and party voting on the same PTA.

This controls for party-, geographic constituency-, and PTA-level confounders, as well as

interactions thereof. Addressing such confounders advances the empirical analysis of trade

votes in Congress.

I find that legislators whose investment portfolios gain from PTAs vote for them more.

Ownership of firms that lobby drives the relationship. An interquartile range (IQR) shift in

a senators’ informed financial self-interest increases the predicted probability of supporting a

PTA by 11.3 percentage points—equivalent to roughly 46% of the effect of switching parties.

The effect for Democrats, about 19.1 percentage points, roughly equals three quarters of the

effect of making them Republicans.
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2 From trade theory to preferences

Trade theory can elucidate the preferences of political actors, thereby explaining outcomes

of interest—including trade policy, national political cleavages, capital market integration,

exchange rates, and immigration policy (e.g. Stolper and Samuelson 1941; Rogowski 1987;

Frieden 1991, 2014; Peters 2015). Typically scholars ascribe trade theory-derived preferences

to constituents or special interests, not legislators. I argue economic interests—whether best

described by HO, RV, etc.—should shape policy indirectly—through constituent and special

interest group preferences—and directly—through legislators’ preferences.

Some hold that electoral incentives restrict legislators’ behavior, making personal pref-

erences irrelevant (e.g. Downs 1957; Mayhew 1974). Others consider both voters’ and special

interests’ preferences: the dominant theory of PTA formation argues constituents’ prefer-

ences and rents from firms motivate politicians (Mansfield, Milner, and Rosendorff 2002)

(MMR); Grossman and Helpman (1994) (GH) argue that import-competing firms dominate

campaign contributions and, reflecting RV, want protection while voters reward politicians

who liberalize trade; Kim (2017) models government as a unitary actor motivated by lobby-

ing rents and voter welfare. Such approaches assume that legislators’ personal preferences—

preferences not tied to constituents or special interests—do not matter.

If legislators have agency and personal preferences motivate them, accounting for these

preferences will help explain trade politics. Many studies of Congress show that personal

characteristics coincide with distinct legislative behavior, suggesting personal preferences

may do so as well. Legislators with military experience vote differently on some military

issues (Lupton 2017). Legislators who smoke tend to oppose bills restricting tobacco ad-

vertising and use; legislators with children in public school more often vote against school

voucher legislation; and legislators that belong to threatened, smaller religious denominations

are more supportive of bills protecting religious liberty (Burden 2007). Finally, legislators

with business backgrounds display more pro-business voting (Witko and Friedman 2008).
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2.1 Incorporating legislators’ personal preferences

I posit a principal-agent relationship between legislators and their electoral constituencies,

arguing reelection and personal preferences motivate legislators. Legislators’ investment

portfolios reveal their personal preferences, which may influence trade support. Firms’ and

voters’ preferences over PTAs vary and they can lobby or vote accordingly. Firm lobbying

makes legislators more certain of the mapping between their personal preferences and trade

policy.

Legislators’ investment portfolios may reveal their personal preferences because financial

self-interest—the impact of trade policy on a legislator’s personal finances—directly influ-

ences legislators’ PTA support. This is, in some sense, self-dealing. Alternately, legislators

may have prexisting beliefs that move them to support PTAs and direct their investments

toward firms that gain from trade. Both these reasons are plausible and will result in a

correlation between legislators’ financial self-interest and PTA support (c.f. Peterson and

Grose 2020).

Evidence suggests a relationship between financial self-interest and certain legislative

voting. Legislators with agriculture-related assets tend to cast roll call votes in favor of

agricultural policies that benefit these assets (Welch and Peters 1983). During the great

recession, legislators with investments in firms that would gain from government intervention

were more likely to support such intervention (Tahoun and Lent 2018; Peterson and Grose

2020).

Experiments also indicate a link between investments and political preferences/behavior.

Israeli citizens randomly assigned financial assets became more aware of the broader economic

risks of conflict between Palestine and Israel, more willing to offer concessions for peace, and

more likely to vote for parties more supportive of the peace process (Jha and Shayo 2019).

Those from a national sample in England assigned to receive £50 to invest in stocks became

substantially more opposed to regulation of financial markets (Margalit and Shayo 2021).
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2.2 Trade heterogeneously impacts firms

I use NNTT to measure legislators’ financial self-interest. NNTT arguably best describes

trade in recent decades (Krugman 1979; Melitz and Trefler 2012). Other trade theories have

drawbacks. HO implies trade benefits nearly all members of Congress given their endow-

ments. RV offers more varied predictions, but the high level of intra-industry trade makes

measuring whether the firms legislators own are exporting or import-competing difficult—in

its top 20 exporting industries the US now imports as much as it exports (Kim 2017).

NNTT implies that firms’ trade preferences vary within industries. In industries char-

acterized by substantial product differentiation, international market integration allows the

most productive firms to increase their market share and exports; less productive firms lose

market share and sometimes close (Melitz and Ottaviano 2008). Industries with high product

differentiation are characterized by some level of market power perhaps due to consumers’

brand loyalty or love of variety (Melitz and Trefler 2012). More productive firms produce

goods at lower marginal costs, enabling them to survive import competition and compete in

foreign markets (Melitz and Ottaviano 2008).

Using NNTT means relaxing MMR and GH’s assumption that firms desire protection.

Legislators owning productive firms in industries with high product differentiation should

favor PTAs. Legislators owning few or no firms impacted by PTAs should have weak,

relatively anti-PTA preferences. Legislators owning firms hurt by PTAs have strong, anti-

PTA preferences, but such legislators are rare in the data. The test most likely to find results

would involve comparing legislators strongly opposed to PTAs to legislators with strong

preferences in favor. The variation available affords a more challenging test: comparing

legislators with investments in firms not impacted by PTAs (or legislators without significant

investments) with those that should strongly favor PTAs.

Legislators may not have the time or desire to explore the complex impacts of PTAs

on the firms they own. I expect, therefore, that simply owning firms that gain from PTAs

might not increase legislators’ support. They may also need information.
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Firm lobbying offers one possibility for legislators to learn about the effects of PTAs.

Since lobbying is costly and firms maximize profits, lobbying informs legislators that own

the lobbying firms how PTAs impact their portfolios. Much of the literature on lobbying

in general (Bombardini and Trebbi 2020) and on trade specifically (e.g. Grossman and

Helpman 1994; Kim 2017) treats lobbying as a quid pro quo in which legislators sell policy for

lobbying rents. I argue lobbying conveys information—and thus is conceptually distinct from

an exchange of resources (De Figueiredo and Richter 2014). Extant informational theories

of lobbying argue that special interest groups inform legislators how a policy impacts the

nation or their constituents, helping them win reelection (Grossman and Helpman 2001).

I argue firm lobbying can inform legislators how complex policy relates to their personal

preferences—preferences distinct from reelection.3

Firm lobbying addresses concerns that PTAs might not affect firms enough for legislators

to consider their personal preferences when voting. After all, “[w]e know what groups care

about because of what they do, and especially because of what they spend money on”

(Hacker and Pierson 2010, 132). Firms spend time and money lobbying PTAs. I use publicly

listed and unlisted firms’ trade-related lobbying disclosures (Kim 2018) to produce Figure

1, showing the proportion of firms lobbying on PTA-related legislation out of the number

of firms that lobbied on trade (I remove firms that left blank the “Specific Lobbying issues”

field). Figure 1 also displays other major trade issues firms lobby. SI.1 discusses the data

and the regular expressions used. Apart from 2000—when Congress voted on China’s WTO

accession (itself essentially a PTA, though I did not code it as such)—the proportion of firms

lobbying on PTA-related legislation tends to hover between 30 and 50% percent, substantially

higher than other issues.
3We may wonder if legislators know what they own. If firms appeal to legislators’ underlying preferences—

their pro-trade beliefs—even if legislators are unaware of what they own, their investments in firms that lobby
will still predict PTA support. If self-dealing is at play, legislators must have some knowledge of what they
own. The likelihood they don’t know exactly what they own probably increases as they own more stock—
particularly if a broker manages their investments. Yet, legislators almost certainly know if they invest in
large companies and, if they hear several large companies support a PTA, they probably believes they own
some firms that want the PTA to pass.

7



Farm Bill
Japan
MTB
Regulations
Tariffs
China

PTAs

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

P
ro

po
rt

io
n 

of
 fi

rm
s 

lo
bb

yi
ng

Figure 1: Many firms engage in PTA-related lobbying. Shows proportion reporting
lobbying on PTA-related legislation in their LDA out of total number of firms reporting
lobbying specific trade-related legislation, by year, with comparisons to other major trade-
related issues.

Other evidence also suggest PTAs matter to firms. Firms aim to maximize profits, a

key driver of stock prices (Haugen and Baker 1996); NNTT, backed by substantial empirics,

leads to the conclusion that PTAs increase the profits of productive firms in industries

characterized by product differentiation. Event studies attest to the importance of PTAs,

finding they impact the valuation of stocks (e.g. Dür and Lechner 2018); these studies

likely understate the impact since investors anticipate many (political) events—many in the

business community stay abreast of the wending progress of PTA negotiations—and stock

prices incorporate most the value of anticipated events beforehand (Bhattacharya et al. 2000;

Borochin and Golec 2016). Firms participating in committee hearings overwhelmingly signal

that PTAs have a positive impact (Lee and Osgood 2019). While such firms might offer an

overly optimistic assessment of economy-wide effects, such signals indicate PTA support.

Proctor & Gamble, one of the largest firms in the US and one Kerry owned shares in 2006,

even publicly tracked whether legislators supported PTAs (La Botz 2008).

2.3 Voters have complex preferences

I argue that voters are not uniformly pro- or anti-trade. According to NNTT, trade lets

consumers enjoy more selection yet heterogenously affects the firms employing voters. Older
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trade theories—e.g. RV and HO—also have this possible tension; voters gain as consumers

but the labor effects may harm them. Many studies have done little to reconcile these

potentially offsetting effects of trade (M. Bailey and Brady (1998) is an exception). MMR

and GH assume that voters favor PTAs due to consumer benefits.

More recent studies suggest some legislators may represent voters that oppose PTAs.

Trade can cause geographically-concentrated harm (Autor, Dorn, and Hanson 2013;

Hakobyan and McLaren 2016). Voters in harmed areas appear motivated to vote for anti-

PTA policies and politicians—e.g. Donald Trump and the European far-right (Colantone

and Stanig 2018; Ballard-Rosa, Jensen, and Scheve 2018). Many legislators behave like

voters punish PTA support: legislators representing districts threatened by off-shoring talk

in a more protectionist manner (Owen 2017); legislators in districts impacted by the “China

shock” oppose trade liberalization (Feigenbaum and Hall 2015); and legislators support

PTAs less when elections loom (Conconi, Facchini, and Zanardi 2014).

Survey evidence suggests legislators may represent voters with preferences on PTAs that

vary from fairly supportive to quite opposed. The Cooperative Congressional Election Study

(CCES) occasionally includes a question about PTAs in its 50,000+ person national stratified

sample surveys. The size and composition of the survey provides reasonable estimates of

state-level respondent opinion. Figure 2 shows the proportion of respondents that opposed a

PTA with Colombia and Peru in 2008—a year after the Peruvian PTA went into effect and

three years before the Colombian PTA did. Opposition ranges from less than 40% to over

60%. This cautions against assuming voters uniformly oppose or support PTAs.

Another approach to accounting for constituents measures economic variables that

should predict labor market effects. Some, building off RV, measure industry-specific,

district-level production (Hiscox 2002) or employment in exporting versus import-competing

firms (Conconi, Facchini, and Zanardi 2014). Others measure factor endowments empha-

sized by HO (Milner and Tingley 2011). This relies on an assumption difficult to verify;

constituents’ preferences can be proxied by trade-theory derived measures of the effect of
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Figure 2: Map of anti-PTA sentiment. Shows the weighted proportion of CCES respon-
dents in each state that said they opposed a PTA with Peru and Colombia relative to those
that either supported or opposed the PTA.

PTAs on the labor market. There are, additionally, two potential measurement problems.

First, geographic constituencies are not the same as electoral constituencies (consider two

U.S. senators from the same state but different parties); using geographic constituencies to

measure constituents’ preferences results in measurement error (Fenno 1978). Second, this

approach has not accounted for the insights of NNTT—and may thus be measuring the

wrong things. Measuring NNTT’s implied effects at the constituency level seems empirically

challenging. My research design abstracts away from these measurement problems while

incorporating NNTT.

In my theory, voters may oppose or favor PTAs. Legislators are uncertain how much

voters will penalize them for PTA roll call votes since voters care about other issues, too

(Przeworski, Stokes, and Manin 1999). Voters want PTA policy near their ideal point.

The higher a PTA’s potential salience, the greater a legislator’s belief that voters may vote

on PTA policy. Legislators know the distribution of PTA salience but not its realization,

smoothing their objective functions and allowing personal preferences to affect their optimum

strategies (Persson and Tabellini 2016).
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2.4 Equilibrium behavior and empirical implications

Firms choose whether to lobby. Firms will be more likely to lobby as their PTA-related

gains or losses increase. Yet, firms may lack the wherewithal to lobby, especially smaller,

less productive firms hurt by PTAs (Kim 2017). Those unaffected have no reason to lobby.

Legislators update their beliefs about how legislation relates to their personal prefer-

ences. If the firms they own lobbied in favor of or against trade, legislators become more

certain that they personally favor or oppose PTAs. If firms they own do not lobby on

trade, legislators remain more uncertain and ambivalent. Legislators vote, considering their

personal preferences, voters’ PTA preferences, and expected PTA salience. The salience is

realized and voters choose the candidate they prefer, based on PTA policy and other factors.

Empirical implications: H1) the more a PTA aligns with a legislator’s financial self-

interest, the more the legislator supports the PTA, since legislators’ financial self-interest

should reveal their personal preferences. I anticipate legislators’ portfolios provide informa-

tion about the direction and intensity of their personal preferences. For example, legislator

A owns $1000 in a highly productive firm involved in trade while B owns $1000 in a highly

unproductive firm involved in trade. A has more financial self-interest in supporting the

PTA than B. If instead legislator B owns $1m in the same highly productive firm that A

owns, A and B’s preferences push them in the same direction, but B’s preferences are more

intense.

H2) The effect of financial self-interest on PTA support depends on legislators’ infor-

mation about how PTAs relate to their financial self-interest. Lobbying should convey this

information, leading legislators to increasingly vote their personal preferences as measured

by their financial self-interest, unlike uninformed legislators who own firms that should gain

from PTAs but do not lobby. We can also imagine other means of getting information about

financial self-interest, such as pre-congressional career experience—those with a background

in business may better understand how PTAs relate to their personal preferences.
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3 Empirical analysis

To test these empirical implications I gather data on legislators’ assets and combine it with

firm and legislator variables. US legislators annually disclose their assets.4 Opensecrets.org

has digitized these reports since 2004. I use business databases to get data on these assets’

productivity and differentiation. This involved manually checking company names reported

by legislators to deal with misspellings etc. in order to link these to unique firm IDs (like

Orbis’s BVDID). I match 96.6% (57.4%) of legislators’ assets that Opensecrets.org classifies

as public (private) firms.5 For mutual funds, I multiply the portfolio proportions of listed

shares held at the end of each year with corresponding firm-level data and sum, resulting in

average measures of productivity and differentiation for the mutual fund. I impute missing

values for mutual funds since diversification leads to less variation in differentiation and

productivity compared to firms. Table 1 has details on the data assembled.

I create my measure of legislators’ PTA-related Financial self-interest with this

data. Legislators must report assets over $1000, indicating into which of 10 “bins” each asset

falls (Figure 3). I take the midpoints of each bin to estimate the value.6 Though legislators

may disclose inaccurately, formal enforcement and potential punishment by voters limit this

(A. C. Eggers and Hainmueller 2014). The standard deviation of total assets is $35m and

the median is about $1m.

I rely on NNTT to determine how PTAs impact legislators’ assets. I weight the value

of each legislator’s investment by its productivity and product differentiation and sum by

legislator-year. Labor productivity
(

net income
employees

)
measures productivity, following Kim (2017).7

4Ethics in Government Act of 1978.
5Data on public firms from A. Eggers and Hainmueller (2013), covering 2004 to 2008, aided the effort.

Asset-level missingness seldom means a legislator goes from owning significant capital to little and the key
results hold when summing up senators’ assets without weighting by productivity or differentiation, which
does not suffer this missingness.

6The results change little when using the lower or upper bound. Consistent with previous work (A.
C. Eggers and Hainmueller 2014), using exact asset values reported by legislators for imputation doesn’t
substantively alter results.

7Using market capitalization, capital productivity, return on assets, return on equity, or total factor
productivity (İmrohoroğlu and Tüzel 2014) produces similar results.
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Table 1: Data collected

Data Original source Variables N

Personal
finances

Center for Responsive Politics
(Clerk of the House, Senate
Office of Public Records)

name of asset (as reported by filer), asset value,
asset type, type of income from asset, location
of asset, industry of asset (CRP coding)

311,595

Firm financials COMPUSTAT and Orbis
(Bureau van Dijk);
Imrohorouglu & Tuzel

net income, employees, cost of goods sold,
equity, total assets, industry codes (NAICS),
capital expenditure, property, plant, and
equipment; total factor productivity

314,778 and over 365
million; 29,213

Mutual fund
details

CRSP market capitalization of firms, the proportion of
mutual fund portfolios firms comprise

over 224 million

Industry details Broda & Weinstein; Census
Bureau

product differentiation; US imports and exports
by NAICS code

8,213

Lobbying LobbyView lobbying activity by year; lobbying activity by
bill; amount spent on lobbying

56,064

Bills voteview.com roll call votes on preferential trade agreements
(PTAs)

4,715

Campaign
contributions

Federal Election Commission labor PAC contributions, corporate PAC
contributions

311,222 (labor),
1,068,672 (corporate)

Constituency
characteristics

Foster-Molin and Social
Explorer; Census Bureau

percent foreign-born in a district, percent
recently arrived, percent Black, percent
Hispanic, percent with high school ed., percent
with bachelors degree, unemployment, median
income, population; number of people employed
in NAICS industries

33,077 (annual,
county-level for some
variables)

Other legislator
characteristics

Foster-Molin and The
Congressional Biographical
Directory; voteview.com; Nelson
& Stewart; Carnes

age, gender, race, Senate class; ideology scores
(DW-NOMINATE), party; committee
membership; pre-politics career/occupation

5,885

a Note: The primary dataset is a panel of legislator-votes with corresponding variables.
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Figure 3: Page 5 of Kennedy’s 2006 financial disclosure. OpenSecrets.org.
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The measure of differentiation—the inverse of the mean elasticity of substitution for Har-

monized System 10-digit products with an associated NAICS 6-digit code (Broda and We-

instein 2006)8—removes firms that do not produce internationally traded goods, including

those selling services. I expect diminishing marginal effects for Financial self-interest

so I use a logarithmic-type of transformation.9 I standardize continuous variables—including

Financial self-interest—to have mean 0 and standard deviation .5, aiding model con-

vergence and coefficient interpretation (Gelman and Hill 2006). Figure 4 shows the distri-

bution of Financial self-interest. Legislators who only own assets that do not produce

internationally traded goods produce the spike near 0 in the right panel.

Clearly my theory could encompass all trade votes, but PTAs present the best test.

PTAs, unlike most legislation, cannot be amended, cannot be combined with non-trade

legislation, and face a simple up-down vote. This limits strategic voting, allows a cleaner

measure of support of free trade, and makes the mapping between legislators’ portfolios

and their financial self-interest relatively straightforward. Though PTAs do more than re-

duce tariffs, firms that gain from the deeper economic integration facilitated by PTAs are

also distinguished by the firm characteristics NNTT highlights (Antras and Helpman 2004;

Bernard, Jensen, and Schott 2005; Baccini 2019). During the period of the study, PTAs

comprised the major trade legislation (c.f. Conconi, Facchini, and Zanardi 2014) that faced

final passage votes and can reasonably thought to reveal support of trade. Other trade

votes are messier. Vietnamese permanent normal trade relations (PNTR), considered by the

109th Senate, was combined with H.R. 6111—a tax and healthcare bill; legislators’ finan-

cial self-interest could be related to these issues, potentially confounding results. Russian

PNTR included the Magnitsky Act, leading to virtually unanimous Senate support. Other

trade legislation involved little firm lobbying (Kim 2017), suggesting little effect on most

legislators’ Financial self-interest. Miscellaneous tariff bills (MTBs) must pass with
8I first attempt to match firms’ primary NAICS codes. If this was a non-traded industry, I attempt

matching secondary or alternate codes available.
9When I multiply the value of assets by their productivity and differentiation—before summing by

legislator—it is possible to have negative values since net income can be negative.
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Unanimous Consent (Ludema, Mayda, and Mishra 2010), offering no variation in support.

Congress is central to PTAs. It has constitutional authority—i.e. a veto (Krehbiel

1998)—over them and can deny the president the power to negotiate (M. A. Bailey, Goldstein,

and Weingast 1997). Congress sets the negotiating objectives and active lobbying by MCs of

the United State Trade Representative indicates Congress matters even during negotiations

when Congress has no formal role (You 2020).

I examine all new PTAs voted on by the United States Congress since 2004—Morocco,

Australia, Central America (CAFTA), Oman, Bahrain,10 Peru, Colombia, Panama, and

South Korea.11 This amounts to a total of 458 same-party, same-state, same-PTA votes

for which personal financial disclosures are available and both senators voted on the FTA.

I code PTA support 1 for “yeas.” About 90% (33%) of Republicans (Democrats) support

these PTAs.
Total assets Financial self−interest

−1 0 1 −1 0 1
0

10

20

30

Value

Le
gi
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at
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s

Figure 4: Histogram of financial self-interest in 2006. Left-panel: senators’ total assets,
prior to weighting. Right panel: senators’ Financial self-interest.

3.1 Legislators vote their financial self-interest on PTAs

I expect that legislators will support PTAs more when PTAs align with their Financial

self-interest (H1 ). Using PTA votes to rigorously test this hypothesis requires account-
10The Senate passed the Bahrain PTA by voice vote.
11I don’t examine the United States-Mexico-Canada Trade Agreement (USMCA), a renegotiation of

NAFTA, because the substance and political dynamics departed from previous PTAs. USMCA seems more
protectionist than what it replaced, meaning firms that gain from freer trade might oppose it. The Trump
Administration’s heightened focus on trade arguably made USMCA more salient. Yet it was framed as a
populist redress for NAFTA. At the same time, the uncertainty created by the White House’s negotiat-
ing tactics, including threatening withdrawal from NAFTA, meant many firms likely supported USMCA
to remove uncertainty—despite the increase in protectionism. The White House’s inclusion of labor and
environmental standards in USMCA catered to (organized) labor, encouraging Democrat support.
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ing for the influence of constituencies—which may or may not be driven by economic char-

acteristics. Adequately measuring this is difficult. Even in the context of political economy

studies where trade theory can help infer constituents’ preferences, knowing which theory

and how to operationalize it is not straightforward. Measuring these factors at the electoral

rather than geographic constituency complicates the task. Even if we perfectly account for

trade theory-derived preferences, we may be missing other important constituency variables.

Adding district or legislator fixed effects—something not done by previous studies of

trade votes—likely fails to properly account for constituency-level confounders. Constituen-

cies can change overtime. For example, the temporal and spatial variation in the impact of

Chinese imports on local labor markets would not be addressed by a combination of legisla-

tor/district fixed effects and year fixed effects. Additionally, legislator/district fixed effects

fail to account for many other changes take place across time and PTAs—which party holds

the presidency, the economic importance of a PTA, the geopolitics of a PTA, etc. Even

if legislator or district fixed effects are combined with PTA fixed effects and interactions

with party, attempting to also control for constituency factors that interact with these time-

variant factors is complicated. Further, for this paper, legislator fixed effects could subsume

the theorized effect of Financial self-interest if Financial self-interest varies lit-

tle within legislators and/or if pre-existing beliefs drive investments and PTA support but

change little over time, even if individual investment portfolios change.

Comparing legislators’ roll call votes within the same district, party, and PTA—

something possible in the Senate—sidesteps these issues. To show that legislators’ trade

theory-inferred preferences teach us something about trade politics, accounting for legis-

lators’ party-specific, geographic constituency is crucial. My approach accounts for not

only constituency-level confounders but also a legislators’ party, the specific PTA, and

interactions between all three. This approach, for example, controls for the possibility that,

while Democrat senators feel pressure from the Obama White House to support the Panama

PTA, those from Michigan recognize that many of their primary voters are particularly
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leery of foreign trade. At the same time, it accounts for the fact Democrats feel considerably

less pressure to listen to the Bush White House’s pleas to support CAFTA but those from

California must consider that Silicon Valley backs the deal, organized labor opposes it,

and some of their constituents—sometimes dubious of PTAs—are sympathetic toward this

PTA due to ethnic ties to the region. Constituents’ preferences, partisan politics, and the

economic and security implications vary and interact across PTAs. My approach not only

controls for this but also is conservative, assuming legislators’ personal preferences don’t

influence the votes of senator pairs voting together. In particular, most Republican senator

pairs vote for PTAs—the GOP likely attracts legislators with pro-trade preferences. My

approach assumes personal preferences contribute nothing to such senators’ PTA support,

even if this is not the case.

3.1.1 Strong bivariate relationship within senator pairs

I start with a simple comparison of PTA support and financial self-interest within same-

party, same-state, same-PTA senator pairs (Figure 5). To determine which member of a

pair gains more, I compare their measures of Financial self-interest, coding as a “1”

the member with more. For instance, in 2005 Tom Carper’s (D-DE) measure of Financial

self-interest is 0.63 while Joe Biden’s (D-DE) is -0.31. Tom Carper should gain more—

denoted as “1.”

The first panel of Figure 5 shows the relationship between all same-party, same-state,

same-PTA observations for which neither member of the pair has missing values for these

two variables (e.g., if one senator didn’t vote, I remove the pair of votes). We see the average

level of support for those who own less than their senate partner is 68%, compared to 79%

for those that stand to gain more, a difference in means (DIM) of 11 percentage points.

The second panel in Figure 5 excludes “ties”—cases where both members of a senator

pair have the same Financial self-interest, which most frequently happens when neither

senator invests in firms producing internationally traded goods. Here I also remove all senator
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Figure 5: Bivariate analysis shows senators that gain from PTA tend to sup-
port them. CThe first panel includes all complete pairs, the second excludes pairs with
same value of Financial self-interest (“ties”) and pairs that voted together. LOESS
confidence intervals and smoothed lines.

pairs that did not split their votes. The research design restricts any possible effect of

Financial self-interest to these observations. If party, state, and PTA factors—as well

as interactions between them—explained senators’ PTA votes we would see no relationship,

instead of the DIM of 59 percentage points we actually find.

3.1.2 Accounting for individual-level confounders

Is this relationship robust to controlling for possible individual-level counfounders? Potential

confounders consist of personal, partisan, constituency, and PTA-specific characteristics; the

paired senator approach controls for the latter three categories. One concern in accounting for

individual level confounders is whether they are pre- or post-treatment (Aronow and Miller

2019). Gender at birth and age—included in previous analyses of PTA votes (Milner and

Tingley 2011; Conconi, Facchini, and Zanardi 2014)—seem to be safely categorized as pre-

treatment. These studies also include personal characteristics—ideology, PAC contributions,

and the margin of victory in previous elections—that may be post-treatment confounders.

Arguably including these variables may understate the effect size: for instance, legislators

with personal preferences in favor of PTAs may receive more corporate PAC contributions
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due to their pro-PTA preferences. With this in mind, I still explore if the relationship between

PTA votes and Financial self-interest is robust to their inclusion. For ideology, I use

DW-NOMINATE scores (Poole and Rosenthal 1985; Lewis et al. 2018). Following Conconi,

Facchini, and Zanardi (2014), I measure campaign contributions as the log of the sum of

contributions made to a legislator by labor union (corporate) PACs per two-year cycle.

Though not considered previously, since certain career backgrounds may dispose legislators

to favor PTAs, I gather data on the proportion of legislators’ pre-congressional careers spent

in 3 broad categories—profit-oriented professions, service-oriented professions, and working-

class jobs (Carnes 2013), though the coverage of this career background data does not extend

to the whole period of my study, so their inclusion entails losing observations.

First, I run a logistic regression of PTA votes on Financial self-interest and Age

and Sex. I include a random intercept for each same-party, same-state, same-PTA pairs and

estimate the model using Bayesian analysis.12 I use weakly informative priors over population

parameters. I choose priors that allow the random intercepts to easily take on large values—

approaching the improper priors implicit in MLE and thereby mimicking the fixed effects of

MLE while still allowing for model convergence (SI.2). I then test if the effect remains when

including post-treatment controls: Ideology, Corporate PAC and Labor PAC contributions,

and a two-degree polynomial of Margin of victory—accounting for any diminishing effects

of Margin of victory. I allow all of these terms to vary by party, to account for potential

heterogeneous effects across parties. Lastly, I add Career background and estimate the

model. The missingness of these variables means losing 66 observations. See Table SI1,

columns (1)-(3) for regression output.

To interpret the models, I focus on a particular quantity of interest (QOI) that min-

imizes extrapolation: the average expected effect of a first difference (AFD) (Ward and

Ahlquist 2018). I specifically calculate how an interquartile range (IQR) shift in Financial

12Maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) generally overfits, leading to biased estimates (e.g. Ward and
Ahlquist 2018), which Bayesian analysis addresses (Gelman et al. 2013). With more complex models MLE
often results in perfect separation, compromising inference (Ward and Ahlquist 2018). Bayesian analysis, by
penalizing the size of effects, can provide valid estimates in this case (Gelman et al. 2008).

20



self-interest changes the predicted probability of voting for a PTA. That is, for all

observations I calculate the predicted probability of voting for a PTA when Financial

self-interest is set to the third quartile, subtract from this the predicted probability of

voting for a PTA when Financial self-interest is set to the first quartile, and then cal-

culate the mean. Doing this across draws of the posterior distribution produces the central

tendency and credible intervals of this QOI. I calculate this QOI for all observations, as in

the left panel of Figure ??, and for the senator pairs that split their votes, similar to the

right panel of Figure ??.

Figure 6 shows the AFD of an IQR shift in Financial self-interest. The estimated

effect when including pre-treatment controls is about 11 percentage points—about 15% of

the average level of support (72%). The observations driving this effect—senator pairs who

split their votes—have an AFD of 38 percentage points. Adding post-treatment controls

does not markedly change the results. When MLE does not result in perfect separation, the

results are similar (SI.3).

Pre−treatment
controls

Pre− and
post−treatment

controls

Pre− and post−treatment controls
including career background

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

Average effect

Change in predicted probability

split Overall
effect

Effect,
conditional on
splitting votes

Figure 6: Support for PTAs increases with financial self-interest after controlling
for confounders. The AFD of an IQR shift in Financial self-interest, for all obser-
vations and for senator pairs who split votes. Mode and 95% high density intervals based
on 10,000 posterior draws.

Do these results depend on case selection and the limited number of same-party, same-

state senators? While I noted at length the difficulty of controlling for constituency-level

variables when one cannot (or chooses not) to leverage dual-member districts, nevertheless I

test H1 on 3511 PTA votes in the House. Despite substantial institutional differences and a

different modeling approach, I find the AFD of an IQR shift in Financial self-interest
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is about 4 percentage points (SI.5). The somewhat smaller effect accords with the notion

that, facing reelection more frequently, House members do not have as much electoral slack

to vote their personal preferences.

My measurement choices—though informed by NNTT and following previous scholar-

ship where applicable—could affect the results. I show other ways of summarizing the data

produce consistent findings (Appendix SI.6). Simply classifying an asset as “productive” or

“unproductive” based on the median value of productivity, summing, and then comparing

the effect of owning “productive” versus “unproductive” firms finds that only the former

predicts increased support of PTAs in senator pairs. Similar results obtain for “differenti-

ated” versus “undifferentiated” assets. I also show that the trade orientation of legislators’

portfolios has a distinct and larger predictive effect on PTA support than wealth (Appendix

SI.7). Given the missingness for Productivity and Differentiation for private firms and

the complex measurement choices for mutual funds, I also show that dropping these classes

of assets does not change the results (Appendix SI.8).

I test if Financial self-interest predicts other House and Senate votes on eco-

nomic and non-economic issues: abortion, espionage, financial regulation, and taxes. I find

Financial self-interest is far more predictive of PTA votes (SI.9). This attests to the

vailidity and trade-specificity of Financial self-interest, as well as suggesting that the

measure captures something other than a general pro-business disposition.

Finally, I offer evidence that personal preferences drive the effect of Financial

self-interest. My theory suggests that as electoral pressure increases, legislators’

personal preferences should be crowded out by electoral concerns. I leverage the staggered

election cycles of the Senate to show that Financial self-interest has a smaller effect

on legislators in the final two years of their term (SI.10). I also show that increasing

PTA salience—whether measured through the size of the PTA or through CCES survey

responses—reduces the effect of Financial self-interest (SI.11).
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3.2 Firm lobbying as information

I now test whether the relationship between Financial self-interest and PTA support

depends on legislators having information about the mapping between their personal pref-

erences and PTAs (H2 ). Legislators might get such information from firm lobbying. The

Lobby Disclosure Act (LDA) requires firms to quarterly (biannually before 2007) report if

they lobbied Congress on trade. One way to use this data is to assume that firm lobby-

ing on trade legislation—PTAs or otherwise—informs legislators how trade effects the firms

they own. Thus, if legislators own firms that lobby on trade, they know how PTAs relate to

their personal preferences—and their PTA votes should be more influenced by their personal

preferences, measured by Financial self-interest.

Importantly, firms need not report which legislators or staff they contacted. Some evi-

dence suggests that lobbyists contact many legislators (about PTAs). Foreign governments

lobbying the US government, unlike firms, must disclose which who they contact. These

disclosures reveal that the Korean, Panamanian, and Colombian governments contacted 538

(out of 839) legislators over the course of the negotiations and ratification of these PTAs,

with many legislators contacted multiple times (You 2020). Lobbyists sometimes organize

events where they can interact with hundreds of legislators over the course of a few days

(Birnbaum 2015, 22). I assume LDA reports of firm lobbying offer a proxy of whether firm

lobbying might have informed legislators about firms’ trade preferences.

3.2.1 Owning firms that lobby increases PTA support

I create Informed financial self-interest by summing—by year—each legislator’

productivity, differentiation weighted assets conditional on the asset reporting lobbying

Congress on trade that year. I similarly create Uninformed financial self-interest

with assets that didn’t lobby, which offers a useful comparison analogous to a placebo.

To test if lobbying on trade leads to more PTA support, I use the models from Section

3.1.2, replacing Financial self-interest with Informed financial self-interest
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and Uninformed financial-self interest.

Pre−treatment controls Pre− and post−treatment controls Pre− and post−treatment controls
including career background

0.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.5

Difference

Firms
didn't lobby

Firms
lobbied

Change in predicted probability

QOI: Overall effect Effect, conditional on splitting votes

Figure 7: Support for PTAs increases with Informed financial self-interest.
The AFD of an IQR shift in Informed financial self-interest, Uninformed financial
self-interest, and the difference between the two for all observations and for senator pairs
who split votes. Mode and 95% high density intervals based on 10,000 posterior draws.

The results suggest that owning firms that lobbied on trade increase PTA support, while

owning firms that don’t lobby—but should gain from trade—has little or no effect. Figure 7

shows the AFD of an IQR shift in Informed financial self-interest is about 14 percent-

age points when pre-treatment controls are included. The inclusion of post-treatment con-

trols does not change the mode or the 95% high density intervals much. While not included

in the figure, the AFD of an IQR shift in Informed financial self-interest is largest

for Democrats—19.5 percentage points compared to 4.4 percentage points for Republicans—

based on the model that includes all pre-and post-treatment controls. The stronger effect

for Democrats results at least in part from the generally high PTA support among Re-

publicans. The overall difference with Uninformed financial self-interest—with an

AFD of roughly 0—is large and precisely estimated. The AFDs of Informed financial

self-interest for senators that split there votes is around 50 percentage points and roughly

that much larger than the effect of Uninformed financial self-interest. See Table SI1,

columns (4)-(6) for regression output.
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3.2.2 PTA-specific lobbying appears crucial

What if, unless firms specifically lobby on particular PTAs, legislators do not tend to in-

fer the firms’ PTA preferences? The measure of Informed financial self-interest

would be too broad. I construct a more precise measure of PTA-informed financial

self-interest—ownership of firms that lobby specifically on PTAs—that should still pre-

dict PTA support while owning firms that lobbied on something other than PTAs should

not. I use this more precise measure to probe the existence of a tighter link between PTA

support, legislators’ investments in firms, and PTA-specific lobbying by those firms.

Approximately 80% of reports on trade-related lobbying specify what legislation they

lobbied. I use regular expressions to determine which firms lobbied specific PTAs, either

at the time of the vote or in the years before (SI.1). I also determine which firms lob-

bied on other issues—but not PTAs—at the time of the PTA vote and in the three years

prior to create another placebo—Non-PTA-informed financial self-interest. Accord-

ing to NNTT, this placebo variable taps ownership of firms that gain from PTAs and these

firms lobby Congress about trade. The placebo only differs from PTA-informed financial

self-interest because the firms’ lobbying disclosures don’t mention PTAs. Figure 8 shows

the proportion of firms that mentioned a specific PTA out of those that reported lobbying

particular legislation—PTAs or otherwise. I remove firms that reported lobbying PTAs but

didn’t specify which ones.

Legislators indeed seem to rely on PTA-specific lobbying for information on how

PTAs relate to their personal preferences. Figure 9 shows the average effect of an IQR

shift in PTA-informed financial self-interest is about 13 (10) percentage points

when pre-treatment (and post-treatment) controls are included. The difference with

Non-PTA-informed financial self-interest—with an AFD of roughly 0—is between

13 and 15 percentage points. These quantities are about 3 to 4 times as large for senator

pairs that split their votes. See Table SI2, columns (1)-(3) for regression output.
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Figure 8: Firm lobbying on specific PTAs. Includes all firms that reported lobbying
on trade and tariff issues except firms that didn’t report specific legislation or that reported
lobbying on PTAs but didn’t specify which ones. Firms that “didn’t mention” a specific
PTA are those that were active lobbying during the year of the PTA vote and/or within the
three years before and never mentioned the PTA.
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including career background
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Figure 9: Support for PTAs increases with PTA-informed financial
self-interest. The AFD of an IQR shift in PTA-informed financial self-interest,
Non-PTA-informed financial self-interest, and the difference between the two for all
observations and for senator pairs who split votes. Mode and 95% high density intervals
based on 10,000 posterior draws.
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3.2.3 Lobbying as firms revealed preferences

NNTT has strong theoretical and empirical credentials, yet using the firm characteristics

highlighted by NNTT to determine winners and losers—and thus the effect on legisla-

tors’ portfolios—requires numerous measurement decisions. While I’ve provided robustness

checks, firm lobbying offers a way to set aside NNTT—and its assumptions—in exchange for

a simple assumption that firms that lobby on PTAs tend to support them.

Assuming firms tend to lobby in favor of PTAs seems justified. About 5% of firms that

lobby on PTAs indicate whether they support or oppose the agreements. Figure 10 makes

clear that these firm overwhelmingly express support—roughly 91% of the time. My brief

analysis is consistent with more in depth investigations of the content of firm lobbying over

PTAs (Blanga-Gubbay, Conconi, and Parenti 2020). Such positivity towards trade shows

up in the congressional testimony of firms (Lee and Osgood 2019). Applying the logic of

collective action to the universe of firms suggests that it is precisely the large firms that gain

from economic integration that will be able to dominate lobbying, which is consistent with

their public statements (Kim and Osgood 2019).
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Figure 10: Most firms report supporting PTAs. Includes all firm-year observations
that reported supporting or opposing PTAs.

Using this assumption, instead of weighting legislators’ assets by their differentiation

and productivity, we can simply sum their investments in firms that lobby on PTAs—PTA

lobbied assets. Again, summing their assets that lobby on other trade-legislation—and
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not PTAs—provides a useful placebo (Non-PTA lobbied assets). Though still measures

of (un)informed financial self-interest, I choose these names to reflect the construction of

these variables. I log transform them as I anticipate diminishing returns. I fit models

like in Section 3.1.2, exchanging Financial self-interest for PTA lobbied assets and

Non-PTA lobbied assets. I make 20,000 draws from the posterior distribution to increase

the effective sample size for these models.

Pre−treatment controls Pre− and post−treatment controls Pre− and post−treatment controls
including career background

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.2 0.4

Mentioned
PTA − mentioned

other issue

Mentioned
other issue

Mentioned
PTA

Change in predicted probability

QOI: Overall effect Effect, conditional on splitting votes

Figure 11: Support for PTAs increases with PTA-lobbied assets. The AFD of an
IQR shift in PTA-lobbied assets, Non-PTA-lobbied assets, and the difference between
the two for all observations and for senator pairs who split votes. Mode and 95% high density
intervals based on 20,000 posterior draws.

Senators that have more investments in firms that lobbied on PTAs—firms that typically

support PTAs—are more likely to support PTAs than the other senator from the same state

and same party voting on the same PTA. Figure 11 shows the AFD of an IQR shift in PTA

lobbied assets to be about 10 percentage points, about 7 percentage points greater than

the estimated effect of Non-PTA lobbied assets—assets that lobbied on trade, just not on

PTAs. The AFDs conditional on senator pairs splitting their votes are about 3-4 times as

large. See Table SI2, columns (4)-(6) for regression output.
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3.3 Substantive effects

The magnitude of the effect of financial self-interest compares favorably with other important

variables. Here I focus in particular on Informed financial self-interest, using the

model from Section 3.2.1 that includes pre- and post-treatment variables, including Career

background. First, I estimate the effect of party, which tends to dominate all other variables

in contemporary US politics. I calculate the party AFD by setting all observations’ party

to Republican and DW-NOMINATE scores to the Republican median, calculating predicted

probabilities. I subtract from these predicted probabilities the predicted probabilities that

result from setting all observations to Democrat and giving them the Democratic median

DW-NOMINATE score. So calculated, switching from Democrat to Republican makes a

legislator 24.8 percentage points more likely to support PTAs (Figure 12). The AFD of an

IQR shift of PTA-informed financial self-interest of 11.3 percentage points (Figure

7) amounts to almost half the effect of party.

Overall effect Effect, conditional on splitting votes

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.4

Career background,
for−profit professional

Corporate PAC
contributions

Labor PAC
contributions

Age

Female

Previous margin
of victory

DW−NOMINATE

Informed financial
self−interest

Party

Change in predicted probability

QOI: Difference between AFD of financial
self−interest and other variables AFD

Figure 12: The impact of financial self-interest relative to other variables. The
AFDs of an IQR shift in Informed financial self-interest and continuous control vari-
ables, the AFD of moving from 0 to 1 for binary control variables, and the difference in
magnitude between the AFD for Informed financial self-interest and the other AFDs.
Mode and 95% high density intervals based on 10,000 posterior draws.

29



Having shown the importance of party, I next contextualize the size of the effect of

Informed financial self-interest relative to other control variables within parties. This

comparison is particularly important when the AFD of an IQR shift in variables, particu-

larly DW-NOMINATE, is bound up with the effect of changing parties. Figure 12 shows AFDs

(triangles) of within-party IQR shifts for Informed financial self-interest and contin-

uous control variables (i.e. DW-NOMINATE, Margin of victory, etc.).13 It also shows the

AFDs (circles) of a change from 0 to 1 for binary variables (i.e. Female) and the differ-

ence in magnitude between the AFD of Informed financial self-interests and other

AFDs. Party aside, Informed financial self-interest has a larger estimated AFD than

all other variables, including variables that receive much attention in the trade legislation

literature (i.e. PAC contributions) and the literature on Congress (i.e. DW-NOMINATE

scores).

The results for informed financial self-interest appear robust and cut against alternate

explanations. For the 3511 PTA votes in the House, the AFD of Informed financial

self-interest is 6 percentage points, 7 percentage points larger than that of Uninformed

financial self-interest (SI.5). Lobbying obviously need not be the only way legislators

could come to understand the more complex effects of PTAs; in SI.12 I show that legislators

with business backgrounds respond more to Financial self-interest. At the same time,

these results are not due to some legislators having broadly pro-business dispositions that

correlate with owning firms that lobby on trade; I find that in neither the House nor Sen-

ate does Informed financial self-interest predict support of financial deregulation or

tax cuts (SI.9), further confirmation that my measure captures conveyance of trade-specific

information. Finally, I address any further concerns that differing electoral constituencies

between same-state, same-party senators might drive these findings; retiring senators vote
13For example, when calculating the within-party DW-NOMINATE AFD, I set each Democrat (Republican)

observation’s DW-NOMINATE score to the third quartile value among Democrats (Republicans) and calculate
the predicted probability of supporting PTAs. I subtract from this vector the predicted probabilities when
setting DW-NOMINATE to the first quartile value among Democrats (Republicans) and take the mean of the
resulting vector. Doing this across posterior draws gives the posterior distributions of the AFD of a within-
party IQR shift in DW-NOMINATE.
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their Informed financial self-interest even more strongly SI.13.

4 Conclusion

Legislators voting on trade must weigh many factors: concentrated economic effects on

firms and some parts of the labor market; foreign policy; national economic effects; partisan

concerns; the wishes of the administration; and nativism or cosmopolitanism, which could

lead their constituents to oppose or favor increasing ties to other countries aside from the

economic effects. Could their personal preferences affect their calculus, too? With its varying

effects on firms, how might legislators know trade’s impact on their investments?

I argue that legislators personal preferences, reflected by their investment portfolios,

affect their support of trade. Assuming legislators have electoral space to pursue policies

they care about, I expect them to support trade more when it benefits their investments.

New new trade theory (NNTT)—which holds that trade heterogeneously affects firms—

informs my measure of trade’s impact on legislators’ investments. If legislators don’t know

these heterogenous effects, I expect lobbying by firms they own may inform them, which

constitutes a new theory of how lobbying influences legislators. My theory updates and

extends dominant theories of PTA formation by using NNTT to incorporate legislators’

personal preferences and accounting for firms’ and voters’ varying preferences.

I collect extensive data on legislators’ investments that predicts how trade should affect

legislators’ investments to test my theory. I account for the possibility that geographic con-

stituencies, partisan factors, and PTA-specific variables interact to confound the relationship

between legislators’ personal preferences and their support of trade by leveraging the dual-

member districts of the Senate, comparing same-party, same-state senators voting on the

same PTAs—in addition to a suite of individual-level controls. I find that legislators’ finan-

cial self-interest predicts their support of trade. Further, I show that ownership of firms that

lobby on PTAs—and not those that don’t lobby or that lobby on other legislation—drives
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the effect. This effect tends to outstrip all others except party.

My research may help explain why the Senate supports trade more than the House.

While numerous scholars posit the larger constituencies of the Senate as an explanation (e.g.

Magee et al. 1989), the argument does not seem born out by close scrutiny of the data (Karol

2007). Given that senators are systematically wealthier—and have more invested in firms

that should gain from and lobby on trade—my theory offers another reason why senators

should support trade more.

This study also opens up new avenues on public opinon. Most research assumes indi-

vidual trade preferences stem from factor endowments, industry employment, or consumer

benefit. Scheve and Slaughter (2001), a notable exception, find that home ownership in areas

hurt by trade decreases support of trade. My findings suggest that other assets—namely

investment portfolios—might be an important source of peoples’ trade preferences. This

could be particularly important in the US, where about 50% of households are invested in

the stock market (Federal Reserve 2019). A better understanding of individuals’ preferences

on trade policy could change our view of the domestic politics of international trade.

Finally, scholars should explore this in other contexts. The US has enduring democratic

institutions, competitive elections, extensive disclosures of legislators’ personal finances, and

independent media inclined to publicize any legislative behavior that appears corrupt. If

such institutions are absent, as they are in most of the world, politicians likely have more

room to pursue their personal trade-related preferences. Conversely, during this study trade

was low-salience. More issue salience may limit legislators’ willingness to support policies

that align with their—but not their constituents’—preferences.
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SI Supporting information

SI.1 Content analysis of LDA reports

LDA disclosure forms have a field for lobbyists to list specific legislation. For trade-related

lobbying between 2000 and 2016, on roughly 80% of reports the lobbyists write something in

this field. Sometimes they write specific bill numbers, but often lobbyists will refer to PTAs

without reference to a bill number. In fact, much lobbying on PTAs takes place years before

a bill is introduced (You 2020). Instead of matching bill numbers, I use a set of regular ex-

pressions to find PTAs—I developed this set of regular expressions by reading through about

20,000 of the 65,159 reports and noting the different ways PTAs were referenced throughout.

While reading through, I also made note of other issues that came up frequently in reports

and how they were referenced, allowing for quantitative comparison of the frequency of lob-

bying on these issues relative to PTA lobbying. Following Conconi, Facchini, and Zanardi

(2014) I include legislation relating to Trade Promotion Authority, since Congress must grant

this to allow the president to meaningfully negotiate PTAs.

While permanent normal trade relations (PNTR) votes in Congress served essentially to

establish a PTA with the country in question under that country’s WTO accession agreement,

I have not tried to capture this lobbying, meaning if anything the count of firms lobbying

on PTA-related legislation should be higher that what I report. PTAs can be referred to by

a number of names whereas the number of terms mentioned for most other major issues is

far more restricted (that is, it’s hard to lobby on China without mentioning “China” or the

“PRC”). Below I list the regular expressions used for each topic in Figure ??.

PTAs: (?i)FTA, (?i)TPA, (?i)Trade Promotion, (?i)fast track, (?i)Trade

Negotiating Authority, (?i)Trade Facilitation Accord, (?i)Free.Trade Agreement,

(?i)Multilateral Trade Agreement, (?i)Bilateral Trade Agreement, (?i)Free

Trade Act, (?i)Columbia Free Trade, (?i)Free Trade of the Americas, (?i)TPP,

(?i)Trans-Pacific Partnership, (?i)TTIP, (?i)T-TIP, and (?i)Transatlantic
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Trade and Investment Partnership. China: (?i)China and (?i)PRC. MTBs:

(?i)MTB, (?i)Miscellaneous Tariff Bill, (?i)Miscellaneous Trade. Regulations:

(?i)regulation, (?i)standard. Tariffs: (?i)tariff. Farm Bill: (?i)Farm Bill. Japan:

(?i)Japan.

The regular expressions for specific PTA lobbying (see Figure 8) are a bit more complex,

since sometimes “FTA” or some version of it can be separated from the actual country name.

Firms sometimes report lobbying on “FTAs - Oman, Central America, Peru, Columbia,

Thailand, Australia, Panama, and Korea.” Colombia is often misspelled and clearly some

countries can be mentioned long after (or before) the “FTA” term. Again, based on reading

through about 1/3 of the 65,159 reports I generated the following regular expressions (using

Columbia as an example):

(?i)Trade Promotion Agreement[a-z]\*\\W+(?:\\w+\\W+){0,21}?(?i)Col.mbia,

(?i)Free Trade Agreement[a-z]\*\\W+(?:\\w+\\W+){0,21}?(?i)Col.mbia, (?i)FTA[a-z]

*\\W+(?:\\w+\\W+){0,21}?(?i)Col.mbia, (?i)Col.mbia FTA, (?i)Col.mbia TPA,

(?i)Col.mbia Trade Promotion, (?i)Col.mbia Trade Facilitation Accord, (?i)Col.mbia

Free.Trade Agreement, (?i)Col.mbia\\W+(?:\\w+\\W+){0,5}?(?i)FTA, (?i)Col.mbia

\\W+(?:\\w+\\W+){0,5}?(?i)Free Trade, and (?i)Col.mbia TPA.

SI.2 Notes on priors

For most terms in the Bayesian models in the paper I use weakly informative priors—

essentially ruling out unreasonably large estimates (be they positive or negative) (Gelman

et al. 2008). Having standardized all the variables, summarizing them is straightforward.

For binary coefficients (PTA indicators, gender, business background, etc.), the priors are

normal distributions with mean 0 and standard deviation of 2.5. For continuous variables—

age and financial self-interest—the standard deviation is approximately 5 and increases to

about 12.5 for the interaction terms (e.g. PTAs × financial self-interest).

The intercepts for each nest—each containing a same-party, same-state, same-PTA pair
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of votes—are modeled as a multivariate normal with mean 0 (Goodrich et al. 2020; Gelman

et al. 2013). The covariance matrix for this multivariate normal density is decomposed into

a correlation matrix and variances, with the variances decomposed into the product of a

simplex vector and the trace of the matrix. To get the trace, the square of a scale parameter

is multiplied by the order of the matrix. The trace equals the sum of the variances.

A large trace allows the parameter for each nest’s intercept to easily take on relatively

large values—as the trace approaches infinity these random intercepts become indistinguish-

able from MLE fixed effects. I increase the trace by increasing the scale parameter, the

prior over which is a gamma distribution. I set this gamma distribution’s shape parameter

to 50 and its scale parameter to 10 (the defaults are 1 and 1), resulting in a mean of 500.

Increasing the scale parameter much further creates convergence problems—recall perfect

separation is why MLE is not feasible in the first place. These priors create a high expected

sum of variances—5002 × 229, with 229 being the order of the covariance matrix (the order

is 196 for models including Career background).

In terms of overall estimated effects, these priors matter little; financial self-interest is

both good at predicting which pairs vote together (which a small trace weights more heavily

due to “borrowing strength” across nests) and, when pairs split votes, which senator will vote

in favor (which a larger trade weights more heavily). The priors chosen, however, allow us

to better estimate how financial self-interest explains senator-pair divergences in behavior.

SI.3 Main results similar when using with MLE

Figure SI1 shows the AFD of an IQR shift inf Financial self-interest based on a re-

gression of PTA support on Financial self-interest, Age, Female, and fixed effects for

each same-party, same-state, same-PTA senator pair, estimated with MLE. The results are

comparable to those in Figure 6. Using MLE on more complex models results in perfect

separation—though the results also depart little from those presented in the paper.
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Figure SI1: Support for PTAs increases with financial self-interest after controlling
for confounders, MLE. The AFD of an IQR shift in Financial self-interest, for all
observations and for senator pairs who split votes. Median and 95% confidence intervals
based on 1000 simulations.

SI.4 Crossvalidation for House models

I use information criteria and crossvalidation to select the statistical model I use when

analyzing PTA votes in the House. There are a huge number of models I could attempt

to run—particularly given all the potential constituency-level confounders in the House. In

some models my variable of interest may be statistically and substantively significant, but

inference is more reliable when models better capture the data generating process (Gelman

and Hill 2006; Gelman et al. 2013; Ward and Ahlquist 2018). I fit many models, testing

if each model (1) does well at explaining the variation in the outcome for data on which

the model was fit, (2) is not needlessly complex, and (3) is good at predicting out-of-sample

observations on which the model was not trained (Friedman, Hastie, and Tibshirani 2001).

I fit a logit model, with votes in support of an PTA coded as a 1, those against as 0,

and excluding those that were not “yea” or “nay.” I control for DW-NOMINATE scores, Career

background (Carnes 2013), Labor/Corporate PAC contributions, Margin of victory, Age,

Party, Presidential copartisanship, and Female. I also include several constituency-

level controls: Median hosehold income, Unemployment, the Ratio of employees in export-

ing over import-competing industries, and the proportions of Bachelors holders, Foreign

born, Black, and Hispanic (Table 1).

I used 5-fold cross validation and a large number of model specifications for different

variables representing different theories. For HO, I summed the legislator’s assets. For new

trade theory (NTT), which focuses on industries, I summed their differentiation-weighted
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assets. For NNTT, I weighted their assets with the different productivity measures and then

summed. Finally, I follow Melitz and Ottaviano (2008)—which I will refer to, in this section,

as (N)NTT but referred to as NNTT in the paper—weighting legislators’ assets both by their

differentiation and firm productivity, then summing. I test many different specifications of

the model, including interactions of important variables and squared terms of variables where

it seemed appropriate (Gelman and Hill, 2006). I selected the best performing models for

each measure based on Akaike information criterion (AIC), Bayesian information criterion

(BIC), and the logistic loss for the five-fold cross validation. AIC and BIC are calculated

without five-fold cross validation. They both punish complexity, with BIC applying stricter

penalties to additional terms than does AIC.

Selecting the best performing model for each measure, I then reran the five-fold cross

validation, this time calculating additional measures of model fit: accuracy, precision, F1,

and the area under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUC). These metrics are

calculated on the out-of-sample portion of the five-fold cross validation for each iteration. The

evidence points to the measures that combine the differentiation and productivity weights

as being the best, justifying their centrality in my measure of Financial self-interest;

results are shown in Figure SI2.

Since I have multiple variables to measure productivity, I denote the different NNTT

measures in Figure SI2 by referring to the individual measures of productivity. “NTT”

means the value of the asset was weighted by the product differentiation in that industry.

Looking at Figure SI2, if we think that modern trade theories should add something to

classic theories, the AIC, BIC and AUC—an excellent single number summary of predictive

performance—tell this story perfectly. The HO measure performs the worst in all these

categories. If we look at only differentiation or productivity by themselves, they do better

than HO. Yet the best performers, no matter how we measure productivity, are those where,

following (N)NTT, we combine productivity and differentiation.

The negative logistic loss and F1 measures are not dramatically different, but sometimes
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Figure SI2: Model fit and predictive power for different measures of (productive
and/or differentiated) capital.

the models using just differentiation or productivity outperform some of those that combine

the two. The precision results do not differentiate much between the models, though the

measures using labor productivity and ROA are laggards. The only metric where the HO

mechanism performs better than most is accuracy, where it is in the top three. It should be

noted, however, that accuracy is a blunter measure of model performance than AUC or the

negative logistic loss (a guess of 51% and 99% are treated the same—either right or wrong).

SI.5 Main results similar in the House

The main finding, that legislators should be more likely to support PTAs when their financial

self-interest increases, holds in the House. Using the cross-validated model (SI.4), estimating

the AFD of an IQR shift in Financial self-interest produces Figure SI3. The fact that

the estimate is smaller than that for the Senate (Figure 6) coheres with my theory. House

members, facing greater electoral pressure through more frequent elections, more closely vote

their constituents’ preferences.

Legislators can only act according to their trade-related preferences if they know how

policy relates to those preferences. As in the Senate, I find evidence of this in the House.

Using firm lobbying as a mechanism by which legislators gain information, I show it is
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Figure SI3: Main results replicate in the House. The AFD of an IQR
shift in Financial self-interest, Informed financial self-interest, Uninformed
financial self-interest, and the difference between the latter two. Calculated across
all observations of PTA votes in the House. Median and 95% confidence intervals based on
1000 simulations.

Informed financial self-interest that predicts support of PTAs. Using the crossval-

idated House model as the point of departure (Appendix SI.4), I switch out the original

Financial self-interest measure for both the Informed and Uninformed measures.

SI.6 Alternative operationalizations of financial self-interest

To show the relationship between financial self-interest and support of PTAs does not de-

pend on the particular way I constructed the measure, I show similar results using different

operationalizations. If I simply classify the firms politicians own as productive and part

of industries involved in international trade, the effect of financial self-interest still holds.

I classify a firm as “productive” if it its measure of labor productivity is greater than the

median in the data. I use the firm’s NAICS code to determine if it produces internationally

traded goods. All others are “unproductive.” I then sum up all the value of a senators’

shares in productive firms and in unproductive ones. I use a model like that in Section 6,

but with these changes: I use MLE—perfect separation does not happen in this model; I use

same-party, same-state, same-PTA fixed effects instead of random intercepts; I substitute

these Productive and Unproductive measures for Financial self-interest. Figure SI4

shows that the effect of this Productive measure of financial self-interest is large and signif-

icantly different from the Unproductive measure. I do the same with differentiation. Firms

in industries where differentiation is greater than the median observed and that make traded
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goods are labeled “differentiated” and those not are labeled “undifferentiated.” Replacing

the original measure of Financial self-interest with these two measures, once again we

see that the estimated effect for the measure NNTT predicts will matter for PTA support is

much larger than the complementary measure (Figure SI4).

Differentiated/
undifferentiated/

difference

Productive/
unproductive/

difference

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15

Change in predicted probability

Figure SI4: Support for PTAs increases when legislators own productive or dif-
ferentiated firms. MLE results in the point estimates of the effect of an AFD for an IQR
shift in (Un)Productive and (Un)Differentiated measures of financial self-interest. 1000
simulations produce the 95% confidence intervals.

SI.7 Trade-orrientation effect versus wealth effect

It makes sense to examine total assets drive the results, since my measurement choice to

weight the value of legislators’ assets by their productivity and differentiation combines

what might be considered a total assets or wealth effect—represented by the value of the

asset—with the trade orientation of their portfolio—determined by the productivity and

industry differentiation of the asset.

I create two new variables. The first measures a senators’ Total assets—I sum the esti-

mated value of a senators’ assets for each year. The second measures the Trade-orientation

of a senators’ portfolio; I multiply the productivity by the differentiation of each asset a

senator owns; I then divide the result by the value-weighted proportion of the senator’s

portfolio that the asset comprises; and I sum the results by senator-year. Again, because

I anticipate diminishing returns, I transform the variable to reduce skew and standarze it

to have mean 0 and standard deviation .5. I also include an interaction term between the

Trade-orientation and Total assets. I fit a model like that including pre-treatment con-
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Figure SI5: Senators’ total assets do not drive findings. The estimated AFD of an
increase in a standard deviation (+ .5) for given variables and differences in AFDs. “Trade-
oriented portfolio and total assets” increases both these variables by .5 and calculates the
AFD relative to the status quo. 95% Bayesian highest density credible intervals from 4000
posterior draws.

trols in Section 3.1.2, exchanging the measure of Financial self-interest for the three

variables introduced here.

Trade-orientation increase a senators’ probability of supporting PTAs. Further, the

interaction term with Total assets is positive, consistent with my argument that more

invested in firms that gain from trade reflects more intense trade-related preferences. The

coefficient for the trade-oriented portfolio is 8.2, that for total assets is 3.1, and the interaction

term is 12.8. The first two estimates are significant at the 95% level, while the interaction

is nearly so.

To aid with interpretation, Figure SI5 shows the AFD of a standard deviation increase

in these variables (+ .5). The estimated effect for Trade orrientation is 7.5 percentage

points, that for Total assets is about 2, and the estimated difference between these is

about 5 percentage points. Further, the impact of the positive interaction effect can be seen

in the estimated 12 percentage point effect of increasing both, which is larger than the effect

of Trade-orientation or Total assets alone.

SI.8 Robust to dropping all but public firms

Dropping assets that appear to be bank accounts, mutual funds, and private firms before

creating Financial self-interest does not change the results (Figure 6). Other combi-
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nations categories of assets do not change these basic results as long as publicly listed firms

are included (results available on request).

House

Senate

0.000 0.025 0.050 0.075 0.100

Change in predicted probability

Figure SI6: Results robust to dropping mutual funds, private firms. The AFD of an
IQR shift in Financial self-interest. The cross validated model for the House and the
same-state, same-party, same-vote fixed effects Senate model with pre-treatment covariates
produce estimates, using MLE. 1000 simulations produce the 95% confidence intervals.

SI.9 Trade specificity of (Informed) Financial self-interest

I download all final passage votes related to abortion, espionage/intelligence, finan-

cial regulation, and taxation (Issue codes “Abortion/Care of deformed newborns,”

“CIA/Spying/Intelligence,” “Banking and Finance,” and “Tax rates”) happening the

same years as the PTA votes (voteview.com). Coding votes in favor of restricting

abortion, supporting espionage, against financial regulation, and against taxes as 1,14 I

fit the Financial self-interest House model from Section SI.5 and Senate model with

pre-treatment controls from Section 3.1.2 with the new outcome variables. The left panel

of Figure SI7 shows the AFDs of an IQR shift in Financial self-interest—tailored to

capture legislators’ trade-related financial self-interest—bear out expectations (no espionage

votes happened in the Senate). The signs of the point estimates for abortion and financial

regulation switch across chambers and are not different from zero at conventional levels of

significance. Espionage votes do not achieve conventional significance either. The estimate

for tax legislation is consistent across chambers but only reaches conventional levels of

significance in the Senate. Many firms that would gain from trade would have an interest
14Though the models allow flexibility across bills, coding them all in a consistent direction allows coherent

estimates when aggregating.
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in tax policy, so perhaps this result is not surprising. Still, the point estimates for PTAs is

larger than for tax legislation in both chambers.
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Lobby status Difference Firms didn't lobby Firms lobbied

Figure SI7: Financial self-interest and the information from trade lobbying are
trade-specific. Left panel: House (Senate): AFD for an IQR shift in Financial self
interest across several issue areas during same years as votes on PTAs. 95% confidence
(credible) intervals based on 1000 simulations (4000 draws from posterior distributions).
Right panel: Same as left panel, except conditional on MCs being informed of their financial
self-interest—measured by firm lobbying on trade. 95% credible intervals based on 4000
draws from the posterior.

Further, if my theory about lobbying on trade conveying information about the

relationship between complicated trade-policy and legislators’ personal preferences, this

lobbying shouldn’t operate in the same way for non-trade issues. To test this, I take

the pre-treatment control Senate model from Section 3.2.1 and the Informed financial

self-interest House model from SI.5, exchanging the dependent variable for votes

on taxes and financial regulations—issues that seem potentially related to Financial

self-interest if pro-business behavior by legislators owning large firms drive my findings.

The right panel of Figure SI7 shows the only non-PTA instance of there being an appreciable

difference between Informed and Uninformed financial self-interest is in the House

for tax legislation, where the effect is in the opposite direction of what we find for PTAs.
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Figure SI8: The effect of Financial self-interest decreases with electoral pres-
sure. The AFD of Financial self-interest, conditional on Facing election. 95%
Bayesian high density credible intervals based on 4000 draws from the posterior distribution.

SI.10 Elections erode the effect

Senators facing reelection should expect more effective monitoring by voters, reducing the

effect of financial self-interest. Taking the pre-treatment controls model from Section 3.1.2,

I interact Facing election with Financial self-interest. Figure SI8 shows the AFD

of and IQR shift in Financial self-interest, conditional on facing an election. When

not facing election, Financial self-interest has a strong effect that disappears when

elections loom. The difference between these quantities is about 15 percentage points.

SI.11 Salience mitigates the effect

Financial self-interest should matter less when legislation matters more to voters. We

can look for evidence across PTAs. The more important an PTA, the more salient it is likely

to be. I use a gravity model of trade as one way of measuring the importance of PTAs.15

The widespread opposition to CAFTA (Irwin 2017)—which has the second-highest latent

salience score—and NAFTA (Irwin 2017)—which would have an even larger score—attests

to some degree of measurement validity.

I add an interaction term between gravity-model Salience and Financial

self-interest to the pre-treatment controls model from Section 3.1.2.16 I calculate
15I use the meta-analysis of gravity model estimations by Head and Mayer (2014). Across structural gravity

models, they report the median estimated distance coefficient is -1.14 and the median coefficient for the origin

country’s GDP is .86. I calculate a country’s predicted trade flows with the US as ∝ GDP.86

distance from US1.14 .
16To ensure convergence, I choose a shape parameter of 20 and a scale parameter of 10 for the gamma

distribution for the variance of the random intercepts (cf. Appendix SI.2).
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Figure SI9: The effect of financial self-interest decreases as salience increases. AFD
of IQR shifts in Financial self-interest conditional on Salience. 95% Bayesian highest
density credible intervals from 4000 posterior draws. Top panel: Gravity model estimates
measures Salience. FTA-specific effects (colored grey) from pre-treatment control model in
Section 3.1.2 with a PTA interaction term with Financial self-interest added. Bottom-
left panel: Salience is the inverse of the proportion of “Don’t know” CCES responses;
CAFTA is more salient. Bottom-right panel: Salience is the inverse of the proportion of
“Don’t know” CCES responses at the state-level—aggregating the 2006, 2007, and 2008
CCES FTA questions. “High” (“Low”) salience corresponds to setting Salience for all
observations a standard deviation above (below) the mean state-level Salience.

13



the AFD of an IQR shift in Financial self-interest for 15 evenly-spaced levels of

Salience ranging from the minimum to the maximum value observed (top panel of Figure

SI9). There is a clear downward trend in the effect of Financial self-interest as

Salience increases.

While encouraging, this measure elides increases in salience with increases in financial

self-interest across PTAs—while larger PTAs may matter more to voters, they may also have

larger impacts on legislators’ financial self-interest. CCES data offers an alternate measure

of Salience for some PTAs.17 When asked about CAFTA in 2006 and 2007 and Colombia

and Peru in 2008 respondents could choose “support,” “oppose,” or “don’t know.” I use the

inverse of the proportion of respondents choosing “don’t know” as a measure of salience; if

an PTA is salient, voters seemingly should have an opinion.

Comparing CAFTA and Colombia holds the gravity estimates constant since these PTAs

have nearly identical gravity estimate. 25% of respondents had no opinion on CAFTA, while

39% had no opinion on Colombia and Peru. Modeling the relationship between Financial

self-interest and CCES Salience results in a statistically significant change in the effect

of Financial self-interest, conditional on Salience. Taking the pre-treatment controls

model from Section 3.1.2, I add an interaction between the CCES Salience and Financial

self-interest—which can vary by party. I control for the gravity estimates by adding

an interaction with Financial self-interest. The bottom-left panel of Figure SI9 shows

that Financial self-interest was significantly smaller for the more salient CAFTA.

I use the CCES data to show the effect of Financial self-interest decreases as

salience increases across states; I estimate state-level Salience by combining the 2006,

2007, and 2008 PTA responses—weighting by the number of respondents per survey—to

construct the measure. I take the pre-treatment controls model from Section 3.1.2 and

interact Financial self-interest with state-level Salience and with Party, to ensure

the findings hold within parties. The bottom right panel of Figure SI9 shows that the AFD
17I use the CCES postratification weights throught this section.
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of an IQR shift in Financial self-interest in “low” salience states is about 17 percentage

points greater than for “high” salience states.

SI.12 Business background as information

Legislators that have more information about the interests of firms due to their experience

before joining Congress might better know how PTAs impact firms. I take the models from

Section 3.1.2 and add an interaction between Financial self-interest and Business

background—defined as having worked as an executive or employee for a business (Carnes

2013). As anticipated, Financial self-interest has a strong impact on legislators with

a business background and not on those that don’t (Figure SI10).

Pre−treatment controls Pre− and post−treatment controls Pre− and post−treatment controls
including career background

−0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

Difference

No business background

Business background

Change in predicted probability

QOI: Overall effect Effect, conditional on splitting votes

Figure SI10: Effect of Financial self-interest conditional on business back-
ground. The AFD of an IQR shift in Financial self-interest, conditional on Business
background, for all observations and for senator pairs who split votes. Mode and 95% high
density intervals based on 10,000 posterior draws.

SI.13 Retirement and informed financial self-interest

If personal preferences drive legislators’ support of PTAs, then legislators should vote these

personal preferences even more strongly when the electoral connection is severed. Thus,

Informed financial self-interest—ownership of firms lobbying on trade—should lead

to increased support when senators are Retiring. Retiring takes on a value of 1 when

15



senators are in the last two years of the term in which they retire—they tend to announce

retirement early in their final Congress. Using the models from Section 3.1.2, I exchanges

Financial self-interest for Informed financial self-interest, Retiring, and an

interaction between the two. The overall AFD of and IQR shift in Informed financial

self-interest for Retiring senators is significantly larger than for those that are not,

regardless of controls.

Pre−treatment controls Pre− and post−treatment controls Pre− and post−treatment controls
including career background

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00

Difference

Effect when
not retiring

Effect when
retiring

Change in predicted probability

QOI: Overall effect Effect, conditional on splitting votes

Figure SI11: Effect of Financial self-interest increases in retirement. The AFD
of an IQR shift in Informed financial self-interest, conditional on Retirement, for
all observations and for senator pairs who split votes. Mode and 95% high density intervals
based on 10,000 posterior draws.

SI.14 Regression tables

This section provides tables of the regression output of the key models in the paper. The

numerous interaction terms highlight the value of the QOIs presented throughout the paper.
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Table SI1: Output for "(Informed) Financial self-interest" models

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

Financial self-interest (FSI) 3.53 (0.85) 0.89 (2.17) 0.50 (2.48)

Democrat x FSI 7.45 (2.81) 10.10 (3.33)

Inf. FSI 7.57 (1.65) 2.83 (3.06) 2.37 (3.10)

Dem x Inf. FSI 18.48 (5.09) 19.52 (5.05)

Inf. x uninf. FSI 7.71 (2.03) 11.05 (4.34) 11.72 (4.41)

Dem x inf. x uninf. FSI 5.65 (5.90) 6.15 (6.03)

Uninf. FSI -0.67 (1.33) -4.73 (2.87) -5.54 (2.96)

Dem x uninf. FSI 8.42 (3.96) 8.92 (4.09)

Democrat -2.61 (4.46) -4.84 (4.78) -5.56 (4.60) -4.81 (5.01)

Female 1.45 (1.25) -2.00 (4.50) -0.17 (4.83) 2.30 (1.45) 0.03 (4.69) 1.24 (4.90)

Age 2.15 (0.97) 0.08 (1.78) -0.13 (1.96) 2.29 (1.22) 2.22 (2.07) 2.14 (2.26)

DW-NOMINATE 14.75 (4.68) 19.92 (5.13) 15.82 (4.83) 16.96 (5.29)

Corporate PAC 1.88 (2.99) 3.48 (3.85) 1.92 (3.14) 2.68 (3.92)

Labor PAC 3.54 (3.81) 3.99 (4.82) 2.86 (4.33) 3.57 (5.01)

Margin of victory -4.56 (2.85) -4.66 (3.41) -5.17 (3.31) -5.70 (3.85)

Margin of victory^2 -4.26 (6.16) -8.58 (7.59) 1.77 (6.95) -0.95 (7.71)

Democrat x female 4.90 (4.57) 2.68 (4.88) 5.24 (4.89) 3.54 (5.01)

Democrat x age 4.67 (2.94) 6.57 (3.33) 3.36 (3.52) 4.67 (3.69)

Democrat x DW-NOMINATE 36.12 (8.12) 30.57 (8.56) 27.94 (8.80) 21.11 (9.05)

Democrat x cor PAC 2.31 (3.27) -1.54 (4.96) -0.20 (3.87) -3.78 (5.73)

Democrat x lab PAC -3.44 (4.42) -1.35 (5.54) 0.63 (5.15) 4.31 (5.94)

Democrat x margin 6.98 (4.18) 5.54 (5.16) 12.12 (5.25) 9.88 (5.75)

Democrat x margin^2 -8.14 (8.58) -11.43 (11.01) -17.08 (9.94) -23.21 (11.33)

For-profit career -2.11 (3.78) -1.12 (3.78)

NFP career 2.95 (3.80) 1.88 (3.73)

Working career -14.10 (8.26) -17.77 (8.71)

N 458 458 392 458 458 392

Median and median absolute deviation from 10,000 posterior draws.
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Table SI2: Output for "PTA-informed financial self-interest" and "PTA-lobbied assets" models

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

PTA-informed FSI 9.54 (2.10) 4.34 (3.51) 4.96 (4.01)

Dem x PTA-informed FSI 9.17 (4.31) 9.39 (5.00)

PTA x Non-PTA inf. FSI -8.07 (3.08) -11.01 (3.80) -11.32 (4.05)

Dem x PTA x Non-PTA inf. FSI 0.44 (6.97) -2.17 (7.59)

Non-PTA inf. FSI -2.27 (1.19) 3.67 (2.57) 3.15 (2.63)

Dem x non-PTA inf. FSI -9.51 (4.14) -10.37 (4.54)

PTA-lobbied assets 6.24 (1.48) 2.75 (3.47) 3.37 (3.94)

Dem x PTA-lobbied assets 5.90 (3.90) 6.07 (4.46)

PTA x Non-PTA lobbied assets 3.07 (2.32) 1.00 (4.42) 2.10 (5.01)

Dem x PTA x Non-PTA lobbied assets 0.86 (5.53) 2.55 (6.21)

Non-PTA lobbied assets 2.24 (1.05) 4.26 (2.15) 4.98 (2.41)

Dem x non-PTA lobbied assets -2.77 (2.65) -3.27 (3.02)

Democrat -4.29 (4.44) -5.02 (4.82) -2.98 (4.47) -4.92 (4.83)

Female 3.18 (1.65) -0.21 (4.65) 1.13 (4.78) 2.15 (1.38) -2.10 (4.46) -0.39 (4.87)

Age 1.80 (1.09) 1.10 (2.13) 0.87 (2.28) 2.23 (1.06) -0.27 (1.91) -0.38 (2.06)

DW-NOMINATE 14.86 (4.81) 18.03 (5.10) 15.65 (4.83) 20.81 (5.06)

Corporate PAC 2.17 (3.04) 2.86 (3.85) 1.67 (2.95) 2.77 (3.86)

Labor PAC 1.30 (4.07) 1.80 (4.80) 2.61 (3.97) 3.12 (4.88)

Margin of victory -4.87 (3.14) -5.58 (3.67) -4.83 (2.93) -5.44 (3.64)

Margin of victory^2 -2.26 (6.65) -5.93 (7.96) -2.92 (6.19) -6.35 (7.61)

Democrat x female 5.41 (4.68) 3.89 (4.96) 4.76 (4.61) 2.32 (4.98)

Democrat x age 1.94 (3.06) 3.53 (3.37) 3.52 (2.91) 5.06 (3.24)

Democrat x DW-NOMINATE 32.94 (8.08) 27.88 (8.70) 35.58 (7.97) 30.84 (8.37)

Democrat x cor PAC 0.99 (3.47) -3.01 (5.16) 1.76 (3.32) -3.33 (4.96)

Democrat x lab PAC -1.31 (4.75) 0.97 (5.54) -1.19 (4.51) 2.17 (5.62)

Democrat x margin 7.96 (4.26) 4.93 (4.99) 6.55 (4.19) 2.90 (4.99)

Democrat x margin^2 -19.02 (9.18) -27.31 (11.19) -13.45 (8.49) -20.48 (10.93)

For-profit career -1.41 (3.70) -2.04 (3.63)

NFP career 2.25 (3.72) 2.93 (3.72)

Working career -19.40 (8.06) -18.88 (8.19)

N 458 458 392 458 458 392

Median and median absolute deviation from 10,000 (20,000) posterior draws for models 1-3 (4-6).
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