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Abstract

Does ownership in companies affect votes on trade? I argue legislators who own stakes in
productive firms in industries with substantial product differentiation are more likely to support
preferential trade agreements (PTAs), in line with modern trade theory. Though legislators
probably do not understand modern trade theory, they learn about the benefits of PTAs from
lobbying by firms they own. Using roll call votes on free trade agreements (FTAs) enacted from
2004 to 2011, I show that members of Congress who own firms that gain from FTAs are more
likely to support them. I offer evidence that owning firms that lobby drives financially self-
interested voting. By leveraging the two-member districts of the Senate, I show constituency
differences do not explain these results. I offer an extension of the prevailing macro explanation
of PTA formation and open up new avenues of inquiry into the role of money in politics, with
implications for representation.

1 Preliminary draft, do not cite without permission, please

2 Introduction

For 25 years John Kerry and Ted Kennedy together represented Massachusetts in the Senate.1 They

were similar in terms of age, gender, ideology, and political action committee (PAC) contributions.

Unsurprisingly, they usually voted together on preferential trade agreements (PTAs). Sometimes,

though, they split their votes on PTAs and PTA-related legislation, like the 2006 vote on the free

trade agreement (FTA) with Oman and the 2002 trade-promotion-authority vote.2 Why?

The dominant macro theory of PTA formation holds that electoral pressure increases PTA

support. Politicians commit to policies voters prefer by signing PTAs (e.g. Mansfield, Milner,

and Rosendorff 2002). Other scholarship highlights ideology, foreign policy, and campaign
1I am a Ph.D. candidate in the Department of Political Science, University of California, Los Angeles, CA

(cziolk01@ucla.edu). For feedback, I thank Margaret Peters, Jeff Lewis, Leslie Johns, Ron Rogowski, Art Stein,
Shawn Patterson, Tyler Reny, Ciara Sterbenz, Frank Wyer, Cody Giddings, and participants in IPES, MPSA, and
APSA conferences. The remaining errors are mine.

2The United States-Oman FTA (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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contributions—usually suggesting business (labor) contributions increase (decrease) support

(e.g. Baldwin and Magee 2000; Milner and Tingley 2011).

I contend legislators support PTAs when their financial self-interest aligns with the preferences

of pro-PTA firms. Recalling the Kerry-Kennedy example, existing explanations sometimes fail.

Kennedy and Kerry share the same party and voters, have similar ideologies, and receive similar

PAC contributions. Indeed, in 2006 Kennedy received more from corporate PACs and less from

labor PACs, suggesting he, not Kerry, should have supported the FTA. Both were wealthy, yet

only Kerry owned stock of firms that lobbied.3 I argue legislators’ perceived financial self-interest—

informed by signals from firms they own—influences PTA support.

Directly testing these ties is difficult since this behavior appears unethical. Instead, I test

several implications of my theory. Upcoming elections, which increases the value of future office,

should mitigate the impact of financial self-interest. Retirement removes electoral concerns, allow-

ing financial self-interest to dominate. When legislators represent pro-PTA constituents, financial

self-interest’s impact should be muted as most factors favor PTAs. Beyond lobbying, business

backgrounds should inform legislators’ self-interest and membership on PTA-related committees

should impact their perceptions of their constituents’ interests. As PTAs become more salient, the

effect of financial self-interest diminishes. Finally, firms should be more likely to lobby if owned by

legislators because the expected payoff is higher.

I leverage unique features of the Senate to rigorously test my theory. Exploiting the dual-

member districts controls for constituency characteristics and party. The staggered election cycle

provides a source of quasi-exogenous variation in the value of future office. Early retirement an-

nouncements allow us to probe retirement’s impact on financial self-interest.

Empirical evidence confirms my argument. For the main prediction, legislators who stand to

gain tend to support PTAs, with ownership of lobbying firms driving this behavior. This holds

in the House of Representatives and the Senate across a variety of model specifications and op-

erationalizations of the variables of interest. An interquartile range (IQR) shift in a measure of

legislators’ informed, financial self-interest increases the predicted probability a legislator supports

an FTA by 7 (10) percentage points in the House (Senate)—equivalent to roughly 15% (27%) of

the effect of switching parties. Democrats drive these results, for whom this IQR shift amounts to
3LobbyView.org, OpenSecrets.org.
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about 33% (nearly 50%) of the effect of switching parties in the House (Senate).

In the next section, I develop my theory and position it in the literature. I then describe my

research design and present results. I conclude by summarizing my argument and findings.

3 Why legislators support PTAs

3.1 Existing scholarship of PTAs

The dominant macro theory of PTA formation, developed by Mansfield, Milner, and Rosendorff

(2002) (MMR) and Mansfield and Milner (2012), argues politicians support PTAs to commit to

voters’ preferred policies. MMR assume that the typical voter, endowed with labor, desires mod-

erate protection, while firms prefer high levels of protection. Thus voters, relative to firms, favor

some liberalization. Conflicting goals motivate politicians: collecting rents from firms and retaining

office. In democracies, MMR argue the enforcement mechanisms of PTAs help politicians commit

by alerting voters of politicians’ PTA violations. In equilibrium, democratic politicians support

PTAs and voters reward them.

These preferences resemble those in Grossman and Helpman (1994) (GH). Firms seek pro-

tection. Rent collection and aggregate social welfare motivate politicians. Politicians collect rents

from firms in exchange for protection if these rents outweigh the social welfare costs. The more

politicians value aggregate social welfare, the more trade liberalization prevails. Legislators also

might support or oppose PTAs in exchange for campaign contributions (Baldwin and Magee 2000).

Ideology may affect their support of PTAs, as well (Greenaway and Nelson 2006; Milner and Tin-

gley 2011). In the US, co-partisanship with the president could mean foreign policy matters (Milner

and Tingley 2011, 2015).

While the trade literature focuses on campaign contributions, rents may consist of other things

(Przeworski, Stokes, and Manin 1999). Scholars have focused on how financial self-interest relates to

decisions to repeal the estate tax or intervene in/regulate the financial system (Griffin and Anewalt-

Remsburg 2013; Tahoun and Lent 2018; Peterson and Grose 2020). Others have considered if

legislators make out-sized returns on their investments (Ziobrowski et al. 2004, 2011; Eggers and

Hainmueller 2009, 2013, 2014; Querubin and Snyder Jr 2013).

Turning to firms, recent work finds trade enriches certain firms, who lobby accordingly. New
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new trade theory (NNTT) says productive firms in industries with higher levels of product differ-

entiation gain most from trade liberalization (Melitz 2003; Bernard et al. 2007; Bernard, Jensen,

and Schott 2009). Though PTAs do more than liberalize trade, firms that gain from various com-

ponents of PTAs share similar characteristics. Large, productive firms import intermediate goods

(Bernard et al. 2007; Bernard, Jensen, and Schott 2009; Baccini, Dür, and Elsig 2018). Produc-

tive MNCs with substantial product differentiation gain most from deeper integration (Helpman,

Melitz, and Yeaple 2004; Antras and Helpman 2004; Blanchard and Matschke 2015; Baccini, Dür,

and Elsig 2018; Kim and Osgood 2019). Productive firms producing internationally traded goods

in differentiated industries prefer PTAs (Melitz 2003; Kim 2017). Further, large, productive firms

seem to dominate trade-related lobbying (Kim 2017). Firms predicted to benefit most from liber-

alization make more positive public statements about trade (Kim and Osgood 2019). A collective

action argument (Olson 1965) suggests pro-PTA lobbying efforts by a few, large firms dominate

the interests of the populace and smaller firms opposed to PTAs (Kim and Osgood 2019).

Lobbying, in turn, may convey information, influencing sympathetic legislators who have sim-

ilar preferences to the lobbying entity (Milyo, Primo, and Groseclose 2000; Grossman and Helpman

2001). Older theories of overlapping interests between political and economic elites pursuing nar-

row policy goals over the interests of an unengaged public imply that lobbying serves as a way for

firms to communicate their interests to sympathetic legislators (Mills [1956] 2000; Schattschneider

1960; Olson 1965). There’s debate whether lobbying targets persuadable legislators (Austen-Smith

and Wright 1994, 1996) or offers allies a legislative subsidy (Rotemberg 2003; Hall and Deardorff

2006). In the case of PTAs in the US, legislative subsidies appear less relevant for Congress since

the executive negotiates and writes PTAs.

Legislators may represent voters that oppose PTAs. Trade—including that resulting from

PTAs—can cause geographically-concentrated harm (Autor, Dorn, and Hanson 2013, 2016;

Hakobyan and McLaren 2016). Voters from these areas appear motivated to vote for anti-PTA

policies and legislators—scholars point to, inter alia, the election of Donald Trump, Brexit, and

far-right support in Europe (Autor et al. 2016; Ballard-Rosa et al. 2017; Colantone and Stanig

2018b; Ballard-Rosa, Jensen, and Scheve 2018). Voters from these areas seem to engage in

sociotropic voting, consistent with the economic vote literature (Kinder and Kiewiet 1981; Duch

and Stevenson 2008; Mansfield and Mutz 2009). Importantly, sociotropic evaluations appear
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heavily influenced by local economic conditions (Ansolabehere, Meredith, and Snowberg 2014),

including negative evaluations of PTAs in areas harmed by international integration (Colantone

and Stanig 2018a). Many legislators behave as if voters will punish them for supporting PTAs.

Legislators talk in a more protectionist manner when representing districts whose laborers face

a high threat of off-shoring (Owen 2017). Legislators in districts impacted by the “China trade

shock” tend to vote against trade liberalization (Feigenbaum and Hall 2015). As a general rule,

legislators become less supportive of PTAs as elections draw near or become more competitive

(Conconi, Facchini, and Zanardi 2014).

3.2 The preferences and information of legislators, firms, and voters

I follow MMR and GH but relax several assumptions. Most importantly, I argue that financial

self-interest may motivate legislators—an incentive distinct from campaign contributions. Second,

firms’ preferences over PTAs vary and they can lobby accordingly. Finally, voters’ may oppose or

favor PTAs and vary in how much trade policy matters to them.

I argue that reelection and financial self-interest motivate legislators, but much literature

focuses solely on the former (Schumpeter 1950; Downs 1957; Mayhew 1974; Gordon and Huber

2007; Bueno De Mesquita et al. 2005). I follow work which posits electoral concerns compete with

other interests (Przeworski, Stokes, and Manin 1999; Ferraz and Finan 2009, 2011; Ashworth 2012).

I focus on financial self-interest while recognizing campaign contributions may matter.

Legislators maximize their financial self-interest, subject to electoral constraints. PTAs can

benefit or harm legislators’ personal finances, doing so increasingly as legislators’ firm ownership

increases. Following NNTT, legislators owning productive firms in industries with high product

differentiation should gain. The opposite holds for those owning no firms, unproductive firms, or

firms in industries with low product differentiation. Those owning few or no firms—with labor

as their primary endowment—should have weak, relatively anti-PTA preferences. Legislators with

more capital in firms hurt by PTAs have strong, anti-PTA preferences, but such legislators are rare

in the data. Returning to the opening example, Kennedy owned between $250,00 and $500,000 in

an S&P 500 index tracking fund (line 5 in Figure 1). The firms that dominate this index are those

that tend to gain from PTAs. Table 1 shows the top 10 firms in 2006 and how they rank in terms

of labor productivity relative to all the firms owned by politicians in 2006. This table also shows
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Figure 1: Page 5 of Kennedy’s 2006 personal financial disclosure (OpenSecrets.org)
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Table 1: Top 10 firms in S&P 500 in 2006

Company Labor prod. Kerry’s stake (est.) Lobbied on trade Amt. spent

Exxon Mobil Top 1% $42k Yes $15m
General Electric Top 7% $3m Yes $26m
Microsoft Top 3% $7m Yes $12m
Citigroup Top 7% $1m Yes $7m
Bank of America Top 4% $7k No $0m

Procter & Gamble Top 7% $12m Yes $3m
Wal-Mart Top 42% $0 Yes $4m
Johnson & Johnson Top 5% $6m Yes $5m
Pfizer Top 2% $18k Yes $24m
AIG Top 22% $12m Yes $9m
a Source: Compustat, Open Secrets, LobbyView.

that Kerry owned stock in all of these firms except for Wal-Mart. Both Kennedy and Kerry owned

firms predicted to gain from PTAs, albeit Kennedy through index-tracking funds.

It’s unlikely legislators know how PTAs impact their financial self-interest. In 2006, Kennedy

probably did not understand that highly productive firms dominated his index fund (Table 1)

and gain most from PTAs. Likewise, Kerry probably doesn’t naturally know General Electric

(GE) ships aircraft engines to Oman (“GE Reports” 2005) or would make FTA-facilitated foreign

direct investments there (“GE Reports” 2010). Legislators must know their financial self-interest

to meaningfully act on it. Firms can provide legislators this information.

Firms look to maximize profits. PTAs can increase or decrease their profits and they largely

understand this. Their participation in committee hearings sees them signaling the anticipated

impact. For example, in the Senate Finance Committee’s public hearing on CAFTA, Mark Berlind,

executive vice president of Kraft Foods, argued that Kraft and the “entire U.S. Food industry would

benefit from access to CAFTA-DR markets” (United States - Central America - Dominican Republic

Free Trade Agreement 2005, 70). Companies care about PTAs, sometimes publically tracking roll

call votes for members of Congress. P&G—which Kerry owned—tracked on its website whether

legislators supported the Oman FTA as well as other FTAs (La Botz 2008).

Lobbying enables firms to inform legislators of the legislators’ financial self-interest in a PTA.

Again, looking at Kennedy, his investments are either unknown to him (in a blind trust) or con-

nected to index-tracking funds. Index tracking funds like this do not have lobbying operations.

Kerry, by contrast, owns firms that lobbied on this FTA, like GE and P&G. Table 1 shows how

much the largest firms spent on lobbying on trade in 2006, with the major caveat that this includes
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Figure 2: Page 21 of General Electric’s 2002 year-end lobby disclosure (soprweb.senate.gov)

spending on lobbying other issues reported on the same lobby disclosure forms. Figure 2 shows

part of GE’s 2002 lobbying disclosure form. The arrow points to the Trade Act of 2002, which

allowed George W. Bush to negotiate FTAs. As noted above, the bill faced a tight vote in the

Senate (it obtained cloture by a margin of 5 votes) and saw Kennedy and Kerry split their votes.

GE helpfully indicated their position on bill (Figure 2), something they stopped in later reports.

As NNTT would predict, they supported the Trade Act of 2002. Though anecdotal, GE’s then

status as the largest publicly listed firm makes this nontrivial.

Turning to the interaction between legislators and voters, I assume legislators are uncertain

how much voters will penalize them for PTA roll call votes since voters care about non-PTA things

but have only one vote (Przeworski, Stokes, and Manin 1999).4 More technically, we can say a

legislator, when voting on a PTA, knows the distribution of PTA salience but not its realization.

Perhaps she knows that if a factory in her district closes PTAs become more salient, but the

factory closes with probability less than 1. Salience represents how much voters respond to PTA-

policy choices relative to other factors—including potentially non-policy related factors such as

charisma—when deciding whether to support the incumbent (Persson and Tabellini 2016).5

Voters want PTA policy near their ideal point. This ideal point lies on a continuum, from

maximally opposed to maximally in favor. Since PTAs offer diffuse benefits for consumers and
4This assumption smooths legislators’ objective functions, meaning electoral competition need not eliminate rent

extraction from a legislator’s optimum strategy (Persson and Tabellini 2016).
5Here we can assume that the incumbent’s challenger in the election contest credibly offers the voters their ideal

PTA policy. The probabilistic nature of voters’ preferences means the incumbent has electoral space to deviate from
voters’ ideal point on PTAs—or on policy in general—and still possibly win (Persson and Tabellini 2016).
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diffuse costs for most labor, particularly in large economies like the US, it will not necessarily

influence many voters.6

Politicians’ valuation of future office impacts their decisions to support or oppose PTAs. The

more they value reelection, the less financial self-interest should influence these decisions. Though

many things could impact the value of retaining office, I focus largely on time horizons. The further

off reelection, the more a legislator discounts future office.7

3.3 Equilibrium behavior and empirical implications

Firms choose whether to lobby, a costly activity. Since they seek to maximize profits, this action

conveys information. Firms, knowing they have some chance to influence legislators, will be more

likely to lobby in favor or against a PTA as their expected gains or losses increase. Firms unaffected

by a PTA have no reason to lobby. Also, firms may be affected by a PTA but not have the

wherewithal to lobby—NNTT says the firms most likely to be hurt by PTAs are smaller, less

productive firms, and these firms have been found to lobby less (Kim 2017; Kim and Osgood 2019).

Legislators are lobbied and update their beliefs about their financial self-interest. If the firms

they own lobbied in favor of or against the PTA, they become more certain that they stand to

gain or lose. If firms they own do not lobby, legislators believe this is because PTAs do not affect

the firms or the firms find lobbying unnecessary or too costly. “Unlobbied” legislators remain

more uncertain about how their financial self-interest is effected. Legislators vote, considering their

information about their financial self-interest, voters’ PTA preferences, and the expected salience

of PTAs for voters. The salience of PTAs for voters is realized and voters choose the candidate

they prefer, based on PTA policy and other factors.

I now layout empirical implications. 1) The more a PTA benefits a legislator’s financial self-

interest, the more the legislator should support the PTA. This holds as their firms gain more and

as their investments in such firms increase. For example, say legislator A owns $1000 in a highly

productive firm involved in trade while B owns $1000 in a highly unproductive firm involved in
6The most common answers to ANES’s open-ended question about important problems facing the country do not

include trade, substantiating this claim (electionstudies.org). Recent survey work shows concerns about limiting
trade are of the least importance to most Americans (Vavreck, Sides, and Tausanovitch 2019).

7We could also motivate a role for time horizons with voter recency bias. While future discounting is rational,
recency bias appears to require a behavioral explanation—a challenger can easily raise an incumbent’s voting record
from any part of an incumbent’s term. Why should voters place more weight on recent votes?
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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.

As noted above, regarding financial self-interest, empirically we mostly see legislators with low-

intensity, relatively anti-PTA preferences—those who own few or no firms affected by PTAs—and

legislators with high-intensity preferences favoring PTAs—those who own firms that gain. There

exist only a few instances of legislators that should be strongly opposed to PTAs—legislators owning

firms predicted to be hurt by PTAs. As we move from the few legislators that own firms hurt by

PTAs to those legislators that do not own firms affected by PTAs and then on to those who own

firms that benefit from PTAs, levels of support for PTAs should increase, ceteris paribus.

2) The effect of financial self-interest on PTA support depends on legislators’ information

about their financial self-interest. Most obviously, lobbying should convey this information, leading

legislators to increasingly vote their financial self-interest. We can usefully compare this expectation

to “uninformed” legislators who have not been lobbied and yet own firms that we expect to gain

from PTAs. The effect of informed financial self-interest on PTA support should be larger than

uninformed financial self-interest. When unlobbied, legislators will be less certain about how PTAs

affect their financial self-interest. We can also imagine other means of getting information about

financial self-interest, such as through pre-congressional career experience.

3) The effect of financial self-interest should decrease as the value of future office increases.

When legislators care less about reelection–either because it is distant or because they have an-

nounced retirement, they should be more likely to vote their financial self-interest.

4) Financial self-interest will have a stronger impact on legislators representing anti-PTA

voters. As noted, MCs tend to either own firms that will gain from PTAs or do not own firms likely

to be affected. Thus, pressure from voters is the primary factor pushing against PTAs. If legislators

represent pro-PTA voters, we can’t separate financially self-interested voting from voting the way

voters prefer. Legislators that do not own firms impacted by PTAs, though they have relatively

anti-PTA financial self-interest, have little at stake and vote for PTAs. It is when voters are anti-

PTA and legislators have intense pro-PTA financial self-interest that financial self-interest should

have a discernible impact.

5) As the salience of a vote increases the effect of financial self-interest should decrease. We
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can imagine finding variation in salience across PTAs. We could also compare PTAs to different

issues that vary in salience. For instance, PTAs appears less salient than immigration, so the impact

of financial self-interest should be higher for PTA votes.

6) Firms should be more likely to lobby when legislators own them since lobbying is costly and

legislators sympathize with firms’ when the firms’ interests and the legislators’ financial self-interest

align. The expected payoff of lobbying increases when legislators own the firm.

4 Research design

4.1 Background

Congress may not seem to matter for trade. FTAs run to thousands of pages, with the executive

branch spending years negotiating details. Congress holds an up-down vote. Then the executive

branch (and third-party arbitration) regulates the agreement. While seeming trivial, Congress has

constitutional authority—i.e. a veto—over FTAs (Krehbiel 1998; Tsebelis 1995, 2002) and it can

deny the President the power to meaningfully negotiate (Bailey, Goldstein, and Weingast 1997).

The public, structured nature of roll call votes provide a relatively clear measure of FTA

support. MCs do not offer amendments, reducing opportunities for strategic voting. Partisanship

does not dominate trade votes, so something like financial self-interest may explain intra-party

variation—about 90 (33) percent of Republicans (Democrats) support the FTAs analyzed here.

4.2 Measuring MCs’ interests

I measure MCs’ financial self-interest through expected returns to their assets, particularly focusing

on their investments in firms. Since 1978, MCs annually disclose their finances.8 US legislators

report, inter alia, earned and unearned income, assets, and liabilities. Table 2 has details on these

and other data collected.

Legislators must report assets worth more than $1000. These assets include securities, real

estate (except their primary residence), businesses, and bank accounts. They need not report federal

employment retirement accounts. MCs report into which of 10 “bins” each asset falls, as can be
8Ethics in Government Act of 1978.
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Table 2: Data collected, covering 2004 to 2011

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 free trade agreements (FTAs) 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.

seen in “Block B” of Figure 1. I take the midpoints of each bin to estimate the value.9 Though

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

(Eggers and Hainmueller 2014). The estimate of total assets varies greatly across legislators (the

standard deviation is $35m) and roughly half claim at least $1m in total assets. Arguably, those

hiding assets would more strongly vote their financial self-interest, downwardly biasing estimates.

I measure an MC’s financial self-interest by weighting the value of each asset by the firm’s

productivity and the industry’s product differentiation—discussed below—then summing these

weighted values. The “concordance” package in R, provided a NAICS 6-digit code,10 computes

product differentiation (Liao et al. 2020).11 Note this removes firms that do not deal in interna-

tionally traded goods. I use labor productivity to measure productivity, following Kim (2017).12

9The results hold when using the lower or upper bound. Approximately 11 percent of the time MCs reported
exact values. Consistent with previous work (Eggers and Hainmueller 2014), using these exact values for imputation
doesn’t substantively alter results.

10Firms can have several NAICS codes. I first attempt to match that designated as primary. If this was a non-traded
industry, I match any secondary or alternative codes available.

11The inverse of the mean elasticity of substitution for Harmonized System 10-digit products with an associated
NAICS 6-digit code (Broda and Weinstein 2006).

12Using 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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Senators' total assets, 2006

Figure 3: Given skewing both above and below 0 for some variables and values between -1 and 1, I
follow Gelman and Hill (2006). For x ≤ −1 I calculate − log(|x|), for x ≥ 1 I take the log, and for
−1 > x > 1 I set x = 0. All variables are then standardized to have mean 0 and standard deviation
of .5. “Unweighted” is simply the sum of the mid-point value of the senators’ assets. Other variables
are weighted by the variables noted. Productivity is measured as net income

employees . Differentiation follows
the definition from Broda and Weinstein (2006). Senators’ total “lobbied” assets are those that
lobbied Congress on trade in 2006, while “Productivity, differentiation, lobbied” are the sums of
the productivity-, differentiation-weighted values of stakes held in firms that lobbied.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of this variable for Senators in 2006.13 Constructing this

measure requires matching the assets listed on a personal financial disclosure (PFD) to firms in

the Orbis (Bureau van Dijk), Copmustat, and/or CRPS business databases. This involved a lot of

manual matching and checking to deal with mispellings etc. by MCs. I match 96.6 (57.4) percent of

MCs’ assets that opensecrets.org classifies as public (private) firms.14 Most private firms rarely

export, rendering this missingness negligible. Since this represents asset-level missingness, it seldom

means a legislator goes from owning significant capital to little.15 For mutual funds, I multiply

the portfolio proportion 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 imputed missing values since diversification leads to less variation in differentiation and

productivity compared to firms. Dropping mutual funds and/or private firms does not substantially

change the results (Appendix B.1). I use a logarithmic-type of transformation since I expect a move

from $0 to $1 million matters more than one from $25m to $26m (see note for Figure 3).

Lobbyists’ reports show if firms lobbied Congress on trade during an FTA vote, which I match
13Other ways of summarizing the data produce consistent findings (Appendix B.2).
14Data on public firms from Eggers and Hainmueller (2013), which I extended temporally and marginally improved

the match rate, aided the effort.
15The main results hold when summing up senators assets without weighting, which does not suffer this missingness.
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with legislators’ firms (Kim 2018). To measure lobbying, I sum the number of quarters a firm

lobbied Capitol Hill on trade in the year and year after an FTA since lobbying reports often report

lobbying for the previous year.16 I consider politicians more informed when their firms lobby. By

differentiating between lobbied and unlobbied financial self-interest before summing a legislators’

financial self-interest, I create measures of (un)informed financial self-interest.

4.3 Measuring confounders

Potential confounders included in at least some model specifications consist of personal, demo-

graphic, and FTA-specific characteristics. Personal characteristics include ideology, career back-

ground, and PAC contributions. Most of these are post-treatment, though the results largely hold

regardless of their inclusion. For ideology, I use DW-NOMINATE scores (Poole and Rosenthal

2000, 1985; McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2016; Lewis et al. 2018). Since certain career back-

grounds may dispose MCs to favor PTAs, I gather data on the proportion of MCs’ pre-congressional

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

working-class jobs—and sometimes I use more granular categories (Carnes 2013). Following Con-

coni, 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. Like simi-

lar studies (Milner and Tingley 2011; Conconi, Facchini, and Zanardi 2014), I collected data on the

margin of victory in the previous general election, age, party, copartisanship with the president,

and gender.

Scholars have long studied constituency characteristics’ connection to roll call votes (MacRae

1952; Froman 1963). Several variables identified by scholars as important for trade votes (Milner

and Tingley 2011; Conconi, Facchini, and Zanardi 2014; Mansfield and Mutz 2009): high skill

workers—the proportion of the populace over 25 with at least a bachelors degree (Milner and Tingley

2011), the foreign-born, black, and Hispanic proportion of the population;17 median household

income and unemployment; and the ratio of people employed in exporting industries over those

employed in import-competing industries (export ratio). For export ratio, I aggregate county data
16Measuring lobbying as a simple binary or weighted by dollars spent, and including or excluding the lagged year,

all produce similar results. Attempting to connect lobbying activity to FTAs specifically supports these results,
though, missing data presents serious issues since about 85% of trade-related lobbying during the years in question
are not matched to specific legislation (Kim 2018).

17I use the 2000 (2010) Census for votes before (following) 2010.
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to the state level for senators. For the House, I use the Geographic Correspondence Engine from

the Missouri Census Data Center to transform it to the congressional district level. I include state

fixed effects in the House. All models include some sort of vote fixed effect.

4.4 Analyzing votes in both chambers of Congress

I adopt different approaches for the two chambers. In the House I use predictive inference (Gelman

and Hill 2006; Gelman et al. 2013; Ward and Ahlquist 2018), building a model to capture the data

generating process as evidenced by goodness of fit and out-of-sample prediction. I model “yeas” and

“nays” using a logit link and maximum likelihood estimation (MLE). I include the control variables

discussed above and, through interaction and polynomial terms, allow for model flexibility. In

Appendix A.1 I discuss the cross-validation process. Selecting the best-fit model, I examine model

implications. Most of these results are in the appendix.

In the Senate, I attempt to control for selection into treatment by accounting for all pre-

treatment, observable confounders. I limit the comparisons to same-party, same-state senators

voting on the same FTA to control for confounders at the constituency level. This also controls

for partisanship, the varying impact of different trading partners for constituencies’ economies, the

international environment, current executive-legislative-branch-party relations, vote whipping, etc.

This only fails to control senator-level factors.

By default, I use MLE to fit a logistic model with pre-treatment, legislator-level covariates

(gender and age)18 and fixed effects for same-party, same-state, same-FTA pairs, resulting in a high

parameter-to-observation ratio. When MLE fails, I move to Bayesian estimation, putting votes in

same-party, same-state, same-FTA nests. This leaves 284 Republican votes and 252 Democratic

votes. I code non-votes as NAs. Of these matched votes, 13 (40) times Republican (Democrat) pairs

split. Any effect I find using MLE will be driven by these split votes. In Bayesian models, financial

self-interest could help predict when pairs vote together, though I choose priors over the variances

of the random intercepts to minimize this. Since observational data presents a challenge to causal

inference, I conduct a number of tests for the different empirical implication I derived from my

theory. I also discuss and present evidence on why many plausible alterate explanations fall short.
18Including arguably post-treatment DW-NOMINATE scores and/or PAC contributions does not substantially

alter results—e.g. Figure 10.
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5 Results

5.1 Support of PTAs increases as financial self-interest increases

My theory posits legislators will be more likely to support PTAs as their financial self-interest

increases, which analysis confirms. I estimate the effect of financial self-interest in explaining the

divergence of same-party, same-state senator-pairs. The left panel of Figure 4 shows the predicted

probabilities for the votes of two Montana senators, Max Baucus and John Tester, on the Colombia

FTA. To calculate the predicted probabilities, I move financial self-interest from the lowest to the

highest value in the data, stopping at 98 evenly spaced values in between, calculating a predicted

probability at each. I use simulation to calculate the 95 percent confidence intervals (c.f. Tomz,

Whittenberg, and King 2003).19 We see a strong, positive relationship between financial self-

interest and FTA support. For the minimum value of fiancial self-interest, the predictions for both

senators start at about 10 percent and rise steadily to over 80 percent by the end. Tester’s observed

financial self-interest has about a .3 probability of supporting the FTA—which he didn’t. Baucus

did support the FTA, which the model assigned about .75 probability.

The right panel of Figure 4 shows the average first difference (AFD) of an interquartile range

(IQR) shift in financial self-interest.20 Using MLE to estimate the model, the estimated effect

is about 7 percentage points—about 10% the average level of support of PTAs for these senator

pairs (72%). This quantity, which accounts for the fact that pair fixed effects preclude financial

self-interest from mattering when senators vote together, is sizeable.

The right panel of Figure 4 also shows the AFD of an IQR shift in financial self-interest when

its effect is allowed to vary across FTAs.21 The Bayesian model22 estimates this quantity at about
19An MC block-bootstrap ignores many dependencies and leads to much smaller confidence intervals. A parametric

bootstrap, though appropriate, results in perfect separation in some iterations.
20I first calculate the first difference for each observation given an IQR shift in financial self-interest. That is, I set

the value of financial self-interest to the third quartile for each observation and calculate predicted probabilities. I
do the same using the first quartile of financial self-interest. I subtract the second vector from the first and calculate
the mean. This minimizes extrapolation and—compared to choosing a single, possibly unrepresentative observation
or setting all variables to their means or medians—this quantity incorporates all observations (Ward and Ahlquist
2018).

21Using Bayesian estimation, I place each vote in same-state, same-party, same-FTA nests, while adding the FTA
interaction term to the model. The nests serve the role of the fixed effects in the MLE model, with the exception
being that Bayesian estimation involves shrinkage between nested-groups. I place uninformative priors over these
random intercepts to minimize shrinkage.

22For most terms in the Bayesian models in this 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 (FTA indicators, gender), the priors are
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Figure 4: Support for FTAs increases as financial self-interest increases. Left panel: Predicted
probabilities for Max Baucus and John Tester—Democrats from MT—supporting the Colombia
FTA (H.R. 3078, 112th) as financial self-interest increases. 95% confidence intervals for MLE
predicted probabilities are based on 1000 simulations. Tick marks show observed financial self-
interest and vote outcomes, with support (opposition) on the ceiling (floor). Right panel: The
change in the predicted probability of voting in favor of FTAs that results from moving from the
third quartile to the first quartile of financial self-interest, averaged across all observations in the
data. 1000 simulations produce the 95% confidence intervals for the MLE estimate (“All (MLE)”).
Bayesian estimation results in the other estimates, with 95% credible intervals based on 4000 draws
from the posterior distribution. FTA-specific estimates are ordered (descending) by the relative
size of each FTA according to a gravity model of trade.

10 percentage points. Oman, Morocco, Panama, and Colombia have the largest estimates, and

CAFTA and Korea the lowest. The effect size decreases as a gravity model estimate of the size

of the trading partner increases—a point I return to below. These results are consistent with the

main implication of my theory; increases in financial self-interest increase FTA support. This result

holds in the House, where the AFD of an IQR shift in financial self-interest is about 4 percentage

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. FTAs ×
financial self-interest). These priors serve to regularize estimates—which penalizes the effect of financial self-interest
protects against overfitting. I limit this regularization for the nests for pairs of votes. The purpose of these nests
is to focus on financial self-interest’s ability to explain diverging support for FTAs within these pairs of votes. The
intercepts for each nest 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 being 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. 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 more creates convergence problems. These priors create a high expected
sum of variances—5002 × 243, with 243 being the order of the covariance matrix. I will note that, in terms of overall
estimated effects, this choice matters little; financial self-interest is both good at predicting which pairs vote together
and, when pairs split votes, which senator will vote in favor. This specification of priors, does, however, allow us
to better estimate the effect across FTAs when we are interested in how financial self-interest explains within-pair
divergences in behavior.
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points (see Appendix B.3.1).

5.2 Informed legislators follow their financial self-interest

Does the effect of financial self-interest increase in legislators’ knowledge of their financial self-

interest? I first consider whether senators who own firms that lobby on trade are more likely

to vote their financial self-interest. I replace the original measure of financial self-interest in my

previous model with my measures for informed financial self-interest and uninformed financial

self-interest. The top-right panel of Figure 5 displays predicted probabilities for two Kentucky

Democrats voting on the Peru FTA. As informed financial self-interest increases—that is, the

value of shares a politician owns in firms that lobbied Congress increases—support for the FTA

increases. The predicted probabilities for uninformed financial self-interest move in the opposite

direction, though there is more uncertainty about this relationship.

The AFD of an IQR shift can again tell us how the model predicts (un)informed financial

self-interest matters across all votes. The MLE and Bayesian estimates for this quantity are shown

in the top-right panel of 5, being about 10 and 15 percentage points, respectively. The Bayesian

model once again includes an FTA-specific interaction as well as the same weak priors over the nest

intercepts. Of note is that the estimated AFD for informed financial self-interest does not show

the same decreasing trend as the gravity model estimate of the trade partners’ importance increase

as we saw in 4, while that for uninformed financial self-interest does. I revisit this below. Even

simpler ways of measuring the role of lobbying produce consistent results (Appendix B.2).

Legislators could learn of their financial self-interest in other ways, such as a pre-congressional

career in business. I use data on the previous careers of MCs from Carnes (2013) to classify which

politicians were previously business executives or “for-profit” professionals—such as lawyers.23 In-

teracting business career with financial self-interest has the expected effect.24 The bottom left

panel of Figure 5 shows the AFD of an IQR shift in financial self-interest, conditional on having

had a business career, resulting in a sharp distinction between those with a business career and
23The results hold for using only one category or the other by itself.
24I use a Bayesian model like that used to make most of the top-right panel of 4, changing out the FTA term for the

business background dummy. I made the prior for the sum of the variances of the nest intercept terms slightly more
informative, choosing a gamma distribution with a shape parameter of 20 and a scale parameter of 10, leading to an
average prior variance of 200. Larger parameters than this lead to model convergence problems, including divergent
transitions for the No-U-Turn sampler (Hoffman and Gelman 2014).
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Figure 5: The effect of financial self-interest increases with information. All panels: Unless oth-
erwise noted, all quantities are averages across all observations, with 95% Bayesian high density
credible intervals based on 4000 draws from the posterior distribution. Top-left panel: Predicted
probabilities for Robert Byrd and John D. Rockefeller IV—Democrats from KY—supporting the
the Peru FTA (H.R. 3688, 110th) as financial self-interest increases, conditional on whether the
firms owned lobbied. 95% MLE confidence intervals based on 1000 simulations. Top-right panel:
The average change in the predicted probability of voting in favor of FTAs that results from moving
from the third quartile to the first quartile in financial self-interest, conditional on firm lobbying,
for all observations in the data. 1000 simulations produce the 95% confidence intervals for the
MLE estimate of the effects across all bills (“All (MLE)”). FTA-specific estimates are ordered (de-
scending) by the number of “Nays” on a given FTA. Bottom-left panel: The average change in
predicted probability of supporting an FTA given an IQR shift in financial self-interest, conditional
having had a business career. Bottom-right panel: The average change in predicted probability of
supporting an FTA given an IQR shift in financial self-interest when the firms owned have lobbied,
conditional having had a business career.
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those without, with the difference being estimated at over 20 percentage points.

We can further consider what happens if a previous business career and “lobbied” (or in-

formed) financial self-interest interact. I argue legislators with a business background will be better

positioned to understand the messaging of lobbyists, so I expect an interaction term between the

two variables to result in a larger estimated effect of informed self-interest for those with a business

background. The bottom-right panel of Figure 4 supports this. Again, I use an AFD of an IQR

shift in informed financial self-interest, this time conditioning on business career.25

These results align with theoretical expectations. Financial self-interest matters when paired

with information. Appendix B.3.2 shows this empirical implication finds support in the House, too.

5.3 The effect of financial self-interest decreases as the value of future office

increases

The impact of financial self-interest should decrease as the present value of future office increases.

The first evidence I offer of this leverages the staggered elections of senators, the precise timing of

which for a given senator is arguably exogenous of the individual senators’ characteristics (Conconi,

Facchini, and Zanardi 2014). Senators up for reelection in a given term should value the prospect

of that future term more than those for whom election lies further off.

Again using the same-party, same-state, same-vote nests,26 I interact an election-this-term

indicator variable with financial self-interest. I calculate predicted probabilities for three senators.

The results are in the top-left panel of 6 First, I compare the estimated effect for Kent Conrad,

Democrat of ND, on two similar votes—the Morocco and Oman FTAs. At the time of the Morocco

vote, Conrad was not up for reelection, but he was during the Oman vote. Next, I compare

the predicted probabilities for Kirstin Gillibrand and Charles Schumer on the Panama FTA, the

former of which faced reelection. In both comparisons, the model only puts appreciable weight

on financial self-interest when a senator doesn’t face reelection. In the Oman vote, both Conrad

and his fellow North Dakotan, Byron Dorgan, voted against the FTA, which gives a sense how the

model uses the same-state, same-party, same-vote random intercept to push the estimate to the
25The model is like that described in the previous footnote, including the strengthening of the priors affecting the

trace of the correlation matrix for the nest intercepts.
26Though the results do not clear conventional levels of statistical significance, the direction of the findings presented

here hold when nesting votes in individual senators (Figure 19). Given how little the assets held by MCs vary across
years, this is strongly corroborating evidence.
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Figure 6: The effect of financial self-interest increases when politicians’ value retaining office less.
All panels: Unless otherwise noted, all quantities are averages across all observations, with 95%
Bayesian high density credible intervals based on 4000 draws from the posterior distribution. Top-
left panel: Predicted probabilities for Kent Conrad—Democrat from ND—supporting the Morocco
FTA (H.R.4842, 108th) and the Oman FTA (H.R.5684, 109th) and Kirsten Gillibrand and Charles
Schumer—Democrats from NY—supporting the Panama FTA (H.R. 3688, 110th) as financial self-
interest increases, conditional on facing elections. Top-right panel: Predicted probabilities for Jeff
Bingaman—Democrat from NM—supporting the Colombia FTA (H.R. 3078, 112th) as financial
self-interest increases, conditional on retirement. Bingaman was retiring and voted “Yea.” Bottom-
left panel: The average change in the predicted probability of voting in favor of FTAs that results
from moving from the third quartile to the first quartile in financial self-interest, conditional on
having announced retirement. Bottom-right panel: The average change in the predicted probability
of voting in favor of FTAs that results from moving from the third quartile to the first quartile in
financial self-interest, conditional on having announced retirement.
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floor. The predicted probabilities for Schumer and Gillibrand on Panama see the model using the

intercept to try to balance the fact that Schumer—who does not have much financial self-interest in

FTAs—voted yes while Gillibrand—who has more—voted no. The model finds that fit improves by

canceling out the effect financial self-interest for a senator facing reelection when that senator-pair

splits their votes, evidenced by the basically flat line for Gillibrand.

The bottom-left panels of Figure 6 shows the estimated AFD an IQR shift in financial self-

interest has on FTA support, conditional on facing an election. When not facing election in a term,

financial self-interest has a strong effect which disappears when elections loom. The difference

between these quantities is about 15 percentage points.

The value of future office dissapears with retirement. With electoral concerns removed, sena-

tors should be freer to vote their financial self-interest. I code a senator as retiring when they enter

the final Congress of the term after which they retire. This makes sense since senators tend to an-

nounce their retirements close to the beginning of these final two years (Karol 2015). I interact this

variable with financial self-interest and produce the predicted probabilities for Jeff Bingaman on

the Colombia FTA (top-right panel of Figure 6). While the model finds a positive effect of financial

self-interest when changing Bingaman’s status to “not retiring,” the relationship is weaker.

The point estimate of the AFD of an IQR shift in financial-self interest, shown in the bottom-

right panel of Figure 6, also suggests retirement frees senators. Given there are only 28 observations

for retiring members, we should not be surprised the estimates are noisy and the difference fails to

meet conventional levels of statistical significance. The size of the estimate for retiring legislators

is large at about 20 percentage points. The estimated effect for Democrats is massive, with the

difference easily attaining conventional levels of significance. This effect is only possible because

most of the retirees happen to be Democrats, most of the senator pairs with a retiring senator split

their votes, and financial self-interest is highly predictive of voting patterns in these pairs.27

The analysis of how retirement and reelection interact with financial self-interest comport with

the theoretical expectation that the effect of financial self-interest decreases in the value of future

office. Next, I turn to examine the partisan differences more thoroughly.
27When analyzing within-senator behavior, I find similar results (Figure 19).
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5.4 Financial self-interest has more effect when voters oppose PTAs

I expect that financial self-interest matters when voters oppose PTAs since absent this opposition

most factors push legislators towards supporting PTAs—this directionality, of course, dependent

on an international economy where the largest firms gain from trade and dominate lobbying as

discussed above. One way of testing this is by examining partisan differences.

Republican voters traditionally tend to support FTAs more than Democratic voters—though

Democrats and Republicans may have switched positions sometime during Obama’s presidency

(Jones 2017). Thus, if we think of voters as the primary means to secure reelection, Democratic

senators should face voters more opposed to FTAs.

“Voters”, though, is shorthand for actors important for reelection—actors whose interests

legislators facing reelection will consider. For the GOP, ties to the business community loom large

(Hacker and Pierson 2010), including efforts by pro-FTA activist groups to influence primaries

(Roth 2015). For instance, in 2004 the Club for Growth spent $2.3m trying to replace incumbent

Arlen Specter with Pat Toomey. In 2009 Specter switched parties to avoid a rematch (Hacker and

Pierson 2010, 235). Specter didn’t always support FTAs, which likely contributed to the Club for

Growth’s decision, illustrating how—beyond campaign contributions to incumbents—the pro-FTA

business wing of the GOP can leverage electoral pressure.

Republican senators wanting to support an FTA out of financial self-interest will find support

from the business community. Senators with intense financial self-interest in seeing FTAs fail

basically don’t exist. Thus Republican senators, in terms of financial self-interest, either weakly

oppose or strongly favor FTAs. Financial self-interest should not play a role, given a largely pro-

FTA voter base and the pro-business elements in the party.

Conversely, Democratic senators have ties to labor unions. Labor unions make campaign

contributions and, perhaps more important, turn out the vote in primaries and general elections

(Bawn et al. 2015; Patterson 2018). Usually, unions oppose FTAs—e.g. (“Opposition to the Central

American Free Trade Agreement” 2005). Democratic senators who depend on union support feel

pressure to oppose FTAs. Under these circumstances financial self-interest should manifest itself.

Statistical analysis shows Democrats drive the results. The top-left panel of Figure 7 shows

predicted probabilities for Lindsey Graham and Tom Carper voting on CAFTA. For Carper, there
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Figure 7: The effect of financial self-interest increases when constituents oppose PTAs. All
panels: Unless noted, quantities are calculated across all observations, with 95% Bayesian high
density credible intervals from posterior 4000. Top-left panel: Predicted probabilities for Lind-
sey Graham—Republican from SC—and Tom Carper—Democrat from DE—supporting CAFTA
(H.R.3045, 109th) as financial self-interest increases. MLE 95% confidence intervals based on 1000
simulations. Top-right panel: AFD of IQR shift in financial self-interest by FTA, calculated by
party. The “All (MLE)” 95% confidence intervals based on 1000 simulations. Bottom-left panel:
Predicted probability of supporting the Korea FTA (H.R. 3080, 112th) for four Democrats—Jeff
Merkley and Ron Wyden of OR and Bob Menendez and Frank Lautenberg of NJ—half of whom
are on the Finance Committee. Bottom-right panel: AFD of IQR shift in financial self-interest,
conditional on being on the Finance Committee.
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is a strong positive relationship and, for Graham, a negative relationship.

Democratic senators, on average, have an effect of about 17-20 percentage points across all

votes (top-right panel of Figure 7). The effect for the GOP is negative and noisy. We again see

what appears to be a negative relationship between the size of the effect and the importance of

a trading partner—the FTAs are again ordered in terms of ascending size according to a gravity

model of trade, which I discuss in the next section. The major exceptions to this basic trend appear

to be Colombia and CAFTA for the Democrats. The votes happen to be two of the three tightest

in terms of final vote counts (55-45 for CAFTA,28 66-33 for Colombia, and 60-34 Oman). Given the

tighter vote margins, the expected value—in terms of financial self-interest—of supporting FTAs

should increase. This may be behind the higher estimated effects in these votes.

The Senate Committee on Finance is the primary committee that coordinates with the execu-

tive branch on PTAs. Members of this committee should, like Republicans, respond less to financial

self-interest. Two factors contribute to this. First, they hear heavily slanted messages about the

benefits of FTAs. For example, during Congressional hearings on FTAs, pro-trade committee chairs

disproportionately choose pro-FTA witnesses, downplaying import competition and offshoring (Lee

and Osgood 2019). Members of the Finance Committee are more likely to think voters’ gain from

the passage of FTAs.

Second, members of committees like this one are expected to raise a lot of campaign contri-

butions (Powell and Grimmer 2016; Berry and Fowler 2018). Returning to the larger universe of

actors legislators appease to win reelection, senators getting these contributions feel compelled to

offer something in return, according to Bob Dole (Kaiser 2009, 148). I argue that members of this

committee will not be as influenced by financial self-interest as those off the committee, both due

to hearing more positive messages about FTAs and their need to raise campaign contributions from

pro-FTA firms. Like Republicans, these committee members should see most forces favoring FTAs,

leaving little room for financial self-interest to matter.

When I add an interaction term between financial self-interest and Finance Committee mem-

bership,29 predicted probabilities suggest a stronger relationship for senators off the committee

(bottom-left panel of Figure 7). In the bottom-right panel—though the difference does not at-
28As congressional-executive agreements, FTAs only need a simple majority in both chambers.
29This is another Bayesian model with a nest for same-state, same-party Senators with uninformative priors over

the size of the random intercepts.
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tain conventional statistical significance—we see that the estimated effect for all members off the

committee is about 11 percentage points compared to 4 percentage points on it.

5.5 The effect of financial self-interest should decrease in a vote’s salience

Financial self-interest should matter less when a vote is more salient. We can look for evidence

across FTA votes. Recall in the right panel of Figure 4 that as the importance of the trading partner

increased the effect decreased. I measure the expected or latent salience of an FTA by calculating

the relative size of the expected trade flows between the US and the various trade partners using a

gravity model of trade.30 The reasoning is simply the greater the expected or potential trade flows

of a trade partner, the more salience an FTA with this partner will potentially have. The realized

salience of CAFTA (Irwin 2017), which has the second-highest latent salience score, suggests this

measure has some validity. Further, the prominent contention over NAFTA (Irwin 2017), which

would have an even larger score, also makes sense.

I explicitly model the relationship between salience and financial self-interest by adding an

interaction term—I use a Bayesian model with same-state, same-party, same-vote intercepts.31 I

calculate 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 8). I add, for

comparison, the FTA-specific estimates from the right panel of Figure 4—colored red and labeled

by FTA. There is a clear downward trend in the effect of financial self-interest as salience increases.

The bottom panel of Figure 8 examines how this relationship changes when we account for

lobbying.32 Uninformed financial self-interest drives the decrease in the effect as salience increases.

This greater reaction to salience coheres with the theoretical model in this paper. Legislators more

certain of their financial gain will be less dissuaded from voting their financial self-interest when a

salience increases, relative to those less certain of their financial self-interest.
30I 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 .
31I again choose relatively weak priors to allow these intercepts to take on large values, subject to convergence

constraints. I set the shape parameter of the gamma distribution controlling the variance of these intercepts to 20
and the scale parameter to 10.

32The model is similar to that used to make the top panel in Figure 8, but I substitute the measures for informed
and uninformed financial self-interest for the original financial self-interest measure. I choose relatively weak priors
to allow the same-party, same-state, same-vote intercepts to take on large values. I set the shape parameter of the
gamma distribution controlling the variance of these intercepts to 50 and the scale parameter to 10.
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Figure 8: The effect of financial self-interest decreases as the salience of the FTA increases. All
panels: Quantities are calculated across all observations, with 95% Bayesian highest density credible
intervals from 4000 posterior draws. FTA salience is measured by the predicted trade flows from
a gravity model of trade. FTA-specific effects from Bayesian models above added (small grey
squares). Top panel: The AFD of an IQR in financial self-interest as the salience of an FTA
increases left-to-right. Bottom panel: The AFD of an IQR in (un)informed financial self-interest
as the salience of an FTA increases left-to-right.
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We could also imagine testing this implication across different issues that vary in salience.

For example, immigration legislation seems more salient than trade legislation—which aligns with

recent findings (Vavreck, Sides, and Tausanovitch 2019). Using a similar paired-senator design, I

find the effect of financial self-interest (expressed as an AFD of an IQR shift in financial self-interest)

of 3.5 percentage points across all immigration votes from 2004 to 2014 (Appendix B.4)—one-third

to one-half of the FTA estimates (right panel of Figure 4).

5.6 Firms lobby when legislators own them

Firms should tend to lobby more if their lobbying efforts will be successful. Though legislators may

buy stock because they are lobbied, this does not mean they do not care about financial self-interest.

Eggers and Hainmueller (2014) find that MCs’ “politically connected” investments—those in their

district or that have made campaign contributions—outperform their other investments. While

perhaps not surprising, an empirical relationship between firm lobbying and MC ownership should

exist if legislators seek financial gain, firms are rational, and firms have information legislators lack.

I model firms’ lobbying decisions as a function of whether legislators own the firm, including

all publically listed firms involved in trade from 2004 to 2014. Following Kim (2017), I use a

logistic regression of a binary indicator of lobbying on labor productivity, differentiation, number

of employees, cost of goods sold, market value, capital expenditure, and investments in property,

plants, and equipment. I include year and industry fixed effects (NAICS 2-digit).

I first add to this model a binary indicator for whether a member of Congress owned the

firm or not. The top-left panel of Figure 9 shows firms owned by MCs are about six times more

likely to lobby. The top-right panel of Figure 9 shows that the effect of MC ownership on firms’

lobbying decisions increases as more MCs own the firm. Here we exchange the binary indicator of

MC ownership for a four-degree polynomial for the number of MCs that owns the firm. We see a

sharp increase to nearly 65% from a baseline of about 2 percent over the first 15 MCs that own

a firm. The rate of increase decrease until picking up again about 25 MCs. When about 40 MCs

own a firm the predicted probability of lobbying nears 100%.

Since lobbying is costly, smaller firms should be more influenced by MC ownership. Lobbying’s

initial costs burden smaller firms; large firms can more easily pay the fixed costs. Smaller firms

should respond more strongly to an increased chance of lobbying success—which increases in MC
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Figure 9: Firms lobby more when legislators own them. All panels: Quantities are calculated
across all observations, with 95% confidence intervals from 1000 simulations and standard errors
clustered by firm. I include all publically listed firms in industries involved in trade from 2004 to
2014. Top-left panel: Predicted probabilities when conditional on legislator ownership (binary),
and the difference between these. Top-right panel: A four-degree polynomial term for the number
of MCs owning a given firm replaces the binary indicator, giving the predicted probabilities as the
number of MCs owning the firm increases from 0 to 80—higher numbers of ownership are excluded
given the scarcity of such observations. Bottom-left panel: Predicted probabilities of lobbying as
a function of the number of MCs that own a firm, conditional on membership in the S&P 500.
Bottom-right panel: Predicted probabilities of lobbying as the number of MCs that own a firm
increase, differentiating between senators and representatives. When increasing senator ownership,
house ownership is set to 0, and vice versa.
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ownership. To test this, I exchange the four-degree polynomial for an interaction between a dummy

variable for S&P 500 membership and the number of MCs owning a firm. The bottom-left panel of

Figure 9 confirms the relationship between lobbying by small firms and MC ownership is stronger.

Senator ownership should matter more to firms. With fewer of them, a senators’ vote is

relatively more valuable than a House member. I remove the S&P 500 variable and separate the

number of MCs that own a firm into senators and representatives, with an interaction between these.

The impact of senator ownership exceeds that for representatives (the bottom-right panel of Figure

9). In Appendix B.5, I show restricting firms to those owned by representatives or senators—not

by both—confirms the results.

5.7 Substantive effects

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

variables. Here I focus in particular on lobbied or informed financial self-interest. In the US,

partisanship predicts FTA support well. The estimated effect of party in the House (Senate) is

47.4 (37.4) percentage points.33 The AFD of an IQR shift for informed financial self-interest of 7

(10) percentage points amounts to 15% (27%) of this. The results here not only attest to the size

of the effect of financial self-interest but also shows its effects are robust to including what, as seen

in the literature above, may be important—albeit likely post-treatment—confounders.

I compare the variables’ effects within parties; large changes in ideology effectively represent

changing parties. Figure 10 shows AFDs of within-party IQR shifts for informed financial self-

interest, PAC contributions, and DW-NOMINATE scores. In the House, DW-NOMINATE dom-

inates overall and for Democrats. Informed financial self-interest and corporate PACs are about

equal. Labor union contributions have large negative (positive) effects for Republicans (Democrats).

In the Senate, PAC contribution results disappear. Informed financial self-interest’s estimate ex-

ceeds DW-NOMINATE’s in magnitude (and imprecision) and enjoys notable consistency across

chambers and parties.
33For these estimates—and others in this section—I use a model for the House described in Appendix A.1 and a

Bayesian model for the Senate that includes informed financial self-interest, labor and corporate PAC contributions,
and DW-NOMINATE scores, cross-nesting votes in same-party, same-state, same-FTA pairs, in parties, and in FTAs.
I also include the pretreatment covariates age and gender. I calculate party AFDs by setting all observations’ party
to Republican and DW-NOMINATE scores to the Republican chamber 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 for the appropriate chamber.
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Figure 10: Average change in predicted probability of supporting an FTA given a within-party IQR
shift in select variables. House (Senate) 95 percent confidence (credible) intervals based on 1000
simulations (4000 draws from the posterior distribution).

6 Alternate explanations

I offer evidence of the validity of the measure of financial self-interest and discuss some alternate

explanations, as well as ending with a brief discussion of implications for representation. One

test of measurement validity is whether it predicts votes on other issues. This measure, based

on research on economic integration, should be fairly FTA-specific. When I compare the effect

of financial self-interest on FTAs to votes on abortion, espionage/intelligence, financial regulation,

and taxation, I find the estimated effects for FTAs to be stronger and more precise across both

chambers, though there is some evidence that my measure predicts tax votes (Appendix B.6.1). I

demonstrate, however, that the informational role of trade lobbying does not replicate for financial

regulation- or taxation-related voting (Appendix B.6.2). This argues against an explanation being

“pro-business” types causes legislators to own firms (that lobby on trade) and vote for FTAs.

Perhaps “globalists”—distinct from a pro-business type—invest in firms that gain from and

lobby for FTAs and vote for FTAs because of type. Analyzing within-senator behavior produces

results that consistent with those above, though a lack of variation in the assets individual legislators

hold across years leads to imprecise estimates (Appendix B.6.3). When I test whether owning a

firm that lobbies on trade at the time of the vote—which should tap into financial self-interest—

increases support of FTAs more than ever owning a firm that lobbied on trade—which should

capture something more permanent like type—I find more evidence in favor of financial self-interest,

this time easily clearing conventional levels of statistical significance (Appendix B.6.4).
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Alternatively, MCs may invest in firms to signal their loyalty, presumably in exchange for

something. The obvious things motivating senators seem to be campaign contributions or a job

after they retire from Congress. The finding that, after announcing retirement, senators vote

their financial-self interest more strongly argues against campaign contribution quid pro quos as

the driver. It does not rule out the revolving door incentive, which deserves further study. Yet,

financial self-interest would still drive behavior, with the payoff including a job.

Maybe all legislators seek to faithfully represent voters, but investments in firms that lobby

on trade inform politicians about the state of the world. This information leads them to see FTAs

as beneficial to their constituents. There are a couple of problems with this argument. First, the

electoral mitigation of the effect of financial self-interest means many legislators do not show “true

leadership” but rather pander (Canes-Wrone, Herron, and Shotts 2001; Ashworth 2012). Second,

the lobbying results mean, even though lobbyists presumably try to inform everyone about the true

state of the world, only those with stock in the companies they represent absorb these messages.

While we could incorporate this in a complicated theory, it seems unlikely.

7 Conclusion

Recent scholarship on the pro-PTA preferences and lobbying efforts of firms (e.g. Melitz 2003; Kim

2017) and on the concentrated harmful effects of PTAs and the anti-PTA attitudes of localities

thereby affected (e.g. Hakobyan and McLaren 2016; Colantone and Stanig 2018a) encourage us

to rethink our macro theories of PTA formation. The recent success of anti-PTA candidates and

policies makes more sense if we relax some of our assumptions about the preferences of voters,

firms, and legislators over PTAs. I argue that, while many voters may be relatively opposed to

PTAs, firms and legislators that gain from PTAs support them. Firms lobby legislators on PTAs,

sending a costly signal that PTAs benefit the firms. Due to interest alignment, legislators who own

the firms prove sympathetic, voting for PTAs more frequently.

Evidence from Congress substantiates the theory. Owning firms that gain from trade predicts

support of FTAs, with lobbying acting as a mechanism. In the Senate, retirement frees MCs to vote

their financial self-interest even more strongly while nearing elections do the opposite. Limiting

the comparison to same-party, same-state senators rules out constituency and party explanations.
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Democrats drive most results, as expected given differences in constituencies. This finding

dovetails with work highlighting the crucial role of moderate Democrats, like Max Baucus and Ben

Nelson, who cross the aisle on important business and financial legislation (Hacker and Pierson

2010; McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2013). Though speculative, my work suggests financial self-

interest could play a role in motivating these pivotal legislators, helping firms achieve legislative

goals. This may contribute to an economy where the largest firms take most profits, adding to anti-

integration and anti-establishment sentiments prominent in mass publics of advanced democracies

(Kim and Osgood 2019).

This matters for representation. Schiller (2000)’s detailed study of same-party, same-state

senators finds numerous ways in which their behavior can diverge. This can be beneficial for rep-

resentation, since each specialize in offering services to different parts of their constituencies. Yet

she neither expects nor finds this extends to roll call votes. If we think they are motivated pri-

marily be reelection, which is in the hands of the same voters, the positions Senators take on the

same legislation seemingly should not diverge. Some results–specifically the electoral mitigation

of the effect of financial self-interest, its amplification with retirement, and its conditonality on

lobbying—compound the problem of interpretting my results as stemming from faithful represen-

tation. Movements like Occupy Wall Street and the Tea Party’s calls to “drain the swamp” echo the

muckraking journalism of the Gilded Age and the widespread belief that politicians—particularly

Senators—were in it for personal gain.

Any such broad conclusions, however, demand more study. I’ve examined a single issue in a

single country at a particular time. Probing if these results replicate across issues, countries, vastly

different institutions, and in other periods—with different international economic backgrounds—

offer obvious exentions.
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A Appendix A

A.1 Crossvalidation

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

FTA votes in the House. There are a huge number of models I could attempt to run. In some of

them my variable of interest may be statistically and substantively significant. Selecting a model

based on statistical significance may not be ideal. Instead, without looking at how my variable

of interest performs, I look to test a lot of models that I think might explain the data well. By

“explain the data well,” I mean a 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). As Ward and Alquist (2018, p. 84) write,

If our favored model is no better than feasible and simpler alternatives at predicting new data
then we have little reason to prefer that model, regardless of whether our theoretically-inspired
specification has ’significant’ coefficients for special covariates. If we have little reason to believe
that the favored covariate is an important part of the underlying data-generating process then
it makes little difference that its regression coefficient conforms to theoretical expectations in
an overfit model.

The purpose of this section is to show, before looking at how the personal finances of legislators

do or do not affect their support of free trade, that the model I am going to use to examine this

question does the best job of capturing the data generating process. The results suggest that

firm-centered inspired measures perform best, justifying their centrality in my argument.

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

excluding those that were not “aye” or “no.” I include all of the confounding variables above.

Not only that, but I tested out many different specifications of the model, including interactions

of important variables (Gelman and Hill, 2006) and squared terms of variables where it seemed

appropriate. I allowed several interactions of the variable of interest with DW-NOMINATE, party

affiliation, vote fixed effects, and campaign contributions. I tested out others, but interaction

terms of the variables just noted were the ones that usually improved model fit and out-of-sample

prediction.

In an effort to adjudicate whether productivity and differentiation represented an improvement

over Heckscher–Ohlin (H-O)—that is, does weighting an asset by productivity and differentiation
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improve model performance when compared to simply summing a legislator’s assets—I used 5-

fold cross validation and a large number of model specifications for different variables representing

different theories. For H-O this was the sum of the legislator’s assets. For NTT this was the

sum of their differentiation-weighted assets. For NNTT, I tried weighting their assets with the

different productivity measures and then summing. Finally, rather than assuming they must be

mutually exclusive, I followed Melitz and Ottaviano (2008) and weighted MCs’ assets both by

their differentiation and firm productivity, then summed. I fit dozens of models for each of these

different measures, changing and removing interaction terms and including polynomial terms. I

then 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.

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

validation, this time calculating additional measures of predictive power: 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 combines the differentiation and productivity weights as being the best. New

and new new trade theory ((N)NTT) best capture the data generating process. The goodness of

fit and cross validation results are shown in Figure 11.34

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

in Figure 11 by referring to the individual measures discussed above. “NTT”" means the value of

the asset was weighted by the product differentiation in that industry. Looking at Figure 11, if

we think that modern trade theories should add something to classic theories, the AIC and BIC

measurements of goodness of fit tell this story perfectly. Likewise, the AUC, which is perhaps

the best single number summary of the out-of-sample predictive performance of a model, supports

the same story. The H-O measure performs the worst in all these categories. If we look at only

differentiation or productivity by themselves, they do better than H-O. Yet the best performers, no

matter how we measure productivity, are those where, following (N)NTT, we combine productivity
34For reference, the results of a model that includes only an intercept results in the following: an AIC of 4601, a

BIC of 4607, a negative logistic loss of -.649, and an accuracy of .647.
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Figure 11: Model fit and predictive power for different measures of (productive and/or differenti-
ated) capital.

and differentiation in weighting capital.

The negative logistic loss and F1 measures are not dramatically different, but sometimes 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 simple H-O mechanism

(simply summing capital) 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. In calculating a model’s accuracy predictions are made based on a 50

percent predicted probability threshold and those that are wrong are penalized. That is, accuracy

does not account for how confident or uncertain a prediction was (a guess of 51 percent and 99

percent are treated the same–either right or wrong).

This cross validation exercise provides evidence that weighting a legislator’s capital holdings

by the firm’s productivity and its industry’s product differentiation better captures the data gen-

erating process. Further, we can be confident that the implications for the measure of interest that

come from this model are being derived from a model that performed well in terms of predicting

observations it was not trained on.
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Figure 12: Support for FTAs increases as financial self-interest increases. These results do not
change if we only use assets categorized as “public” firms by OpenSecrets.org to construct the
measure of financial self-interest, dropping all else, including mutual funds and private firms. The
cross validated model for the House and the same-state, same-party, same-vote fixed effects Senate
model with pre-treatment covariates produce the estimates in this figure. MLE results in the point
estimates of the effect of an AFD for an IQR shift in financial self-interest and 1000 simulations
produce the 95% confidence intervals.

B Appendix B

B.1 Robust to dropping all classes of assets but public firms

Dropping anything that looks like a bank account, mutual funds, and private banks before creating

the measure of financial self-interest for each legislator does not change the results of the analysis

above (see Figure 12). Other combinations of which OpenSecrets.org categories of assets that

are included do not change these basic results as long as publicly listed firms are included (results

available on request).

B.2 Robust to alternative operationalizations of financial self-interest

To show the relationship between financial self-interest and support of FTAs does not depend on the

particular way I constructed the measure, I show similar results using different operationalizations.

I first show that if I simply classify the firms politicians own as productive and engaged in making

products that are traded or not, 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 for firms in the

data. I use the firms NAICS code to determine if it produces internationally traded goods. Any

firm that is above median labor-productivity and traded I classify as “productive.” All others I

label “unproductive.” While clearly some of these “unproductive” firms may be productive but

not traded, if they are not involved in trade NNTT does not predict they will have an interest in
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Figure 13: Support for FTAs increases as financial self-interest increases. These results do not
change if we change the way we operationalize the variables. Instead of weighting, I simply bin
assets according to 1) if the firms were above median productivity and produce traded goods or not,
2) whether the firms lobbied on trade, and 3) if the firms industries were above the median level
of differentiation and they produce traded goods or not. I then estimate the effect of financial self-
interest using the same-state, same-party, same-vote fixed effects Senate model with pre-treatment
covariates. MLE results in the point estimates of the effect of an AFD for an IQR shift in financial
self-interest and 1000 simulations produce the 95% confidence intervals.

trade liberalizing policies. I then sum up all the value of a senators’ shares in productive firms

and in unproductive ones. I use the same baseline model for same-party, same-state, same-vote

senator pairs that produced the MLE estimates in Figure 4, substituting these two measures for my

original financial self-interest measure. Figure 13 shows that the effect of this alternative measure

of financial self-interest is large and significantly different from the unproductive firm measure.

I do a similar exercise for lobbying. I categorize whether each firm lobbied or not, and sum

up the value of their shares in firms that lobbied and those that didn’t. I put them in the baseline

model in place of the original financial self-interest measure. The estimate for financial self-interest,

when lobbied, is large and significantly different from when firms didn’t lobby, as shown in Figure

13.

I also do the same with differentiation. Like with productivity, firms in industries where

differentiation is greater than the median observed and that make traded goods are labeled “differ-

entiated” and those no are labeled “undifferentiated.” Substituting the original measure of financial

self-interest with these two measures, once again we see that the estimated effect for the measure

my theory expects to matter for FTA support is much larger than the complementary measure

(Figure 13).
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Figure 14: In the House, support for FTAs increases as financial self-interest increases. MLE pro-
duces point estimates and 1000 simulations produce 95% confidence intervals. Left-panel: predicted
probabilities of Adam Schiff supporting FTAs across the range of financial self-interest. Right-panel:
AFD of IQR shift in financial self-interest for all observations in the House.

B.3 Main findings reproduced in the House

B.3.1 Financial self-interest increases FTA support

The main finding, that legislators should be more likely to support FTAs when their financial self-

interest increases holds in the House. Using the cross-validated model (see Appendix A), I estimate

predicted probabilities for Adam Schiff (D-CA) supporting the nine FTAs Democrats voted on

(see Figure 14, left panel). Using this model to estimate the AFD of an IQR shift in financial

self-interest produces the right panel of Figure 14. The House confirms the main implication of the

theory. The fact that the estimate of the overall effect (top estimate in the right panel of Figure

14; c.f. the top estimate in the right panel of Figure 4) is smaller than that for the Senate coheres

with the idea that, facing reelection every two years, House members feel more pressure to hold on

to office and financial self-interest has less influence in general.

B.3.2 Informed financial self-interest drives FTA support

Legislators can only act in their financial self-interest if they know what that is. As in the Senate,

I find evidence of this in the House. Using firm lobbying as a mechanism by which MCs gain

information about their financial self-interest, I show it is informed financial self-interest that

influences support of FTAs. Using the crossvalidated House model as the point of departure
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Figure 15: In the House, support for FTAs increases when MCs are informed of their financial self-
interest increases. MLE produces point estimates and 1000 simulations produce 95% confidence
intervals. Left-panel: predicted probabilities of Adam Schiff supporting FTAs across the range of
financial self-interest, conditional on firm lobbying. Right-panel: AFD of IQR shift in financial
self-interest for all observations in the House, conditional on firm lobbying.

(Appendix A.1), I switch out the original financial self-interest measure for both the informed and

uninformed measures.

I calculate predicted probabilities for Adam Schiff across the 9 FTAs considered by the House

(see the left panel of Figure 15). When firms lobby, and thus Adam Schiff should be informed

of his financial self-interest, increasing the measure of financial self-interest corresponds to higher

predicted levels of FTA support. The corresponding effect for uninformed financial self-interest is

absent.

The right panel of Figure 15 shows that this effect is not unique to the estimates for Schiff.

While the AFD of and IQR shift in informed financial self-interest across all votes is large, about

7 percentage points, the corresponding effect for uninformed financial self-interest is not. The esti-

mated difference between these two quantities is about 8 percentage points and attains conventional

levels of statistical signficance.

B.4 Financial self-interest effects are smaller for more salient immigration bills

Immigration policy, as opposed to trade, has simple implications for firms, all of which should

gain from more immigration (Freeman 1995; Joppke 1998; Milner and Tingley 2015). To measure
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Figure 16: The change in the predicted probability of voting in favor of more liberal imigration
that results from moving from the third quartile to the first quartile in assets for all observations
in the data. The 95 percent confidence intervals are calculated through 1000 simulations.

a legislator’s financial self-interest in more open immigration, I sum up the value of the firms

they own. Using the same type of same-state, same-party, same-vote model for the Senate that

I have throughout the paper—and including pre-treatment covariates—I estimate the effect of

financial self-interest on immigration votes cast in the Senate from 2004 to 2014. I used the

Comparative Agendas Project (comparativeagndas.net) to determine which were immigration

votes. I categorized as pro- or anti-immigration each immigration roll call vote—of which there were

87—using the bill’s text as well as resources like GovTrack.us, congress.gov, voteview.com, CQ,

and the Comparative Agendas Project (comparativeagndas.net).35 The estimates of the AFD of

an IQR shift in financial self-interest are displayed in Figure 16. While positive and statistically

significant, the effect size is about half that for FTAs. We also see corroboration that the effects are

stronger when senators face constituents that oppose a policy that a senator’s financial self-interest

supports, if we accept that Democratic voters were more pro-immigration than Republican voters.

B.5 Senator’s votes matter more on restricted sample

In the bottom-right panel of 9 I showed that the effect of a senator owning a firm mattered more

than a represenative for that firm’s lobbying decision. Here I show this finding is robust to severely

restricting the firms used to estimate this relationship. We may think, after all, that when a

senator owns a firm this necessarily means many representatives already do, leading to a stronger

relationship for the former even with the inclusion of an interaction term. Dropping all firms except
35There were 5 votes I did not feel confident enough to classify as either pro- or anti-immigration.
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Figure 17: Firms lobby more when senators own them. All panels: Quantities are calculated
across all observations on, with 95% confidence intervals from 1000 simulations and standard errors
clustered by firm. Left panel: Predicted probabilities of lobbying as the number of MCs that own
a firm increase, differentiating betwen senators and members of the House. Firms are restricted to
those publically listed between 2004 to 2014 and where only members of the House or Senate (or
neither) owned the firm. Right panel: Predicted probabilities of lobbying as the number of MCs
that own a firm increase, differentiating betwen senators and members of the House. Firms are
restricted to those publically listed between 2004 to 2014 and where only members of the House or
Senate (or neither) owned the firm and where fewer than 5 MCs owned the firm. Note the y-axis
range.

those where only senators or representatives—or no MCs—own the firm produces the left panel

of Figure 17. The pattern of a greater impact for senator ownership remains. Again, we may be

concerned about extrapolation, as the number of times more than no more than 4 senators own

firms when no House member own the firm. Further resticting the sample to cases where less than 5

senators or House members own the firm produces the right panel of Figure 17. The result remains.

B.6 Alternative explanations and measurment validity

Here I present evidence against alternative explations and in favor of the validity of my measure of

financial self-interest.

B.6.1 (Trade-specific) financial self-interest predicts FTA votes best

I download all final passage votes related to abortion, espionage/intelligence, financial regulation,

and taxation (Issue codes “Abortion/Care of deformed newborns”, “CIA/Spying/Intelligence”,
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Figure 18: Evidence of the validity of the financial self-interest measure and the information from
lobbying for FTAs. Left panel: House (Senate): AFD for an IQR shift in financial self interest
across several issue areas during same years as votes on FTAs. 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.

“Banking and Finance”, and “Tax rates”) happening the same years as the FTA votes

(voteview.com). Coding votes in favor of restricting abortion, supporting espionage, against

financial regulation, and against taxes as 1,36 I fit the initial House and Senate models with the

new outcome variables. The left panel of Figure 18 shows the AFDs of an IQR shift in financial

self-interest bear out expectations (no “espionage” votes happened in the Senate). The sign of the

point estimate for the estimate 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

doesn’t quite reach conventional levels of significance. We might think, however, that many of the

firms that would gain from trade would have an interest in tax policy, so we should perhaps not

be too surprised by this result.

B.6.2 (Trade-specific,) informed financial self-interest predicts FTA votes best

I also argue that we should not see lobbying on trade operating in the same way for non-trade

issues. To test this, I run similar as those that produced the left-panel of Figure 18, exchangning
36Though the models allow flexibility across bills, coding them all in a consistent direction allows coherent estimates

when aggregating.
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financial self-interest for informed and uninformed financial self-interest. I focus on the issues that

seem most related to financial self-interest—taxes and financial regulation. If the information being

conveyed by firms lobbying on FTAs is working as I’ve theorized, this information should not impact

non-trade-related legislation in the same way, even if some financial self-interest is involved. The

left panel of Figure 18 offers evidence that this is the case. The only non-FTA instance of there

being an appreciable difference between informed and uninformed financial self-interest is in the

House for tax legislation, and the effect is in the opposite direction of what we find for FTAs.

The results in Figure 18 also suggest a broadly “pro-business type” of MC is not a compelling

alternative explanation. We would expect such a pro-business type to likely support weakening

financial regulations and surely we would expect them to support lower taxes. Further, we would

not anticipate the FTA-specific, lobbying-related findings.

B.6.3 Within-senator analysis largely supports results

I now offer some evidence against such a “globalist”-type explanation. Analysis of the relation-

ship between support of FTAs and financial self-interest within senators reveals that many of the

findings above hold. For computational reasons, again I use Bayesian analysis. I include many

individual-level variables discussed in the “Measuring confounders” section above: labor union and

corporate PAC constributions, margin of victory in the previous election, and copartisanship with

the president. While most controls for constituents are relatively constant for individuals, I do

include the ratio of a state’s workers employed in import-competing versus exporting industries

as this is during the period of the China shock and the proportions employed in these different

types of industries may have changed significantly from 2004 to 2011. I control for the differences

in effects between FTAs—in line with results above—by adding an interaction between the grav-

ity model-based measure of FTA importance and financial self-interest. I choose priors over the

individual senator intercepts that reduce shrinkage of the individual senator intercept estimates.37

It is important to note that there is not much variance of financial self-interest within sen-

ators.38 That makes this a difficult test for finding an impact of financial self-interest on FTA
37As in the Bayesian models to this point, for most terms in the model I use weakly informative priors. The

intercepts for each senator-nest are the exception. I again allow them to easily take on large values. I set the shape
parameter of the gamma distribution controlling the variance of these intercepts to 20 and the scale parameter to 20.

38Recalling that the financial self-interest variables were rescaled to have mean = 0 and standard deviation = .5,
the means of the within-senator variance of financial self-interest, informed financial self-interest, and uninformed
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Figure 19: The first four results show that the main findings from above largely hold when we
restrict the analysis to within-senator behavior. For these four results, priors over the covariance
matrix for the individual senators are chosen to minimize “shrinkage,” as was done in the senator-
pair models. These are estimates of the AFD of an IQR shift in financial self-interest, with the
y-axis showing what variable is being conditioned upon. 95% Bayesian highest density credible
intervals from 4000 posterior draws. The fifth and final result compares the impact of owning at
least one firm that lobbied on a FTA at the time of the vote with having ever owned a firm that
lobbied on a FTA. The quantity estimated is the average change in predicted probability when
setting each observation to “owning a firm that lobbied at the time of the vote” minus setting each
observation to “ever having owned a firm that lobbied on trade.” This model includes same-state,
same-party, same-vote fixed effects and is estimated with MLE. 95% confidence intervals based on
1000 simulations.

support. Imprecise estimates are to be expected. Finding that the limited variation we see in

within-senator financial self-interest predicts FTA support in ways consistent with the models

above—where there was substantially more variation in financial self-interest to exploit—constitutes

strong validation of the theory, noisy estimates not withstanding.

B.6.4 Owning a lobbying firm at the time of the FTA vote is highly predictive of

FTA support

The first 4 results in Figure 19 show the AFD of and IQR shift in financial self-interest. Though

signed in the right direction, the estimate for financial self-interest is small and noisy. When we

condition on whether firms lobbied, however, we see larger estimates and the difference between

financial self-interest are .11, .09, and .17, respectively. There is no variation for the median senator on any of these
measures and, at the third quartile, the standard deviation is .08, .06, and .33 respectively.
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informed financial self-interest and uninformed financial of 11 percentage points almost reaches

conventional statistical signficance. Likewise, the credible intervals for the difference between the

effect of financial self-interest when senators do not face election compared with when they do

only just contain zero. The estimates when conditioning on retirement are also in the right di-

rection, though there is a considerable lack of power. The direction of all these within-senator

estimates suggests that changes in financial self-interest explain changes in individual senators’

voting behavior—something we would not expect under a “globalist”-type explanation.

I return to the same-state, same-party, same-vote design in another attempt to adjudicate

between a “globalist”-type explanation and the theory advanced in this paper. I create a simple

binary variable for whether a senator owned a firm that lobbied on trade at the time of the vote

and another that indicates if a senator ever owned a firm that ever lobbied on trade. The reasoning

is that the first—owning a firm that lobbied at the time of the vote—should tap into financial

self-interest, while the latter—ever owning a firm lobbying on trade—should tap into the more

intransigent notion of type. Using MLE to estimate the model, I find that owning a firm that

lobbied on trade at the time of the FTA vote is statistically and substantively more predictive

of FTA support, shown in the last result in Figure 19. This evidence also points to financial

self-interest, rather than type, as the better explanation for the results in this paper.
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