


1 Introduction

As pointed out by Rodrik (1995), \no other area of economics displays such a gap between what

policymakers practice and what economists preach as does international trade." Why do poli-

cymakers often fail to support trade liberalization, favoring instead protectionist policies? This

paper shows that electoral incentives deter policymakers from supporting trade liberalization









legislator's performance.6

Finally, our analysis is related to the empirical literature examining the determinants of the

voting behavior of U.S. congressmen on speci�c economic policies. The pioneering contribution

by Peltzman (1985) linked senators' voting patterns on federal tax and spending with changes

in the economic interests of their constituencies. More recent contributions include Mian, Su�,

and Trebbi (2010), who investigate how constituencies' interests, lobbying, and politicians' ide-



We distinguish between the 50 U.S. states { electing each two representatives for the Senate {

and the 435 congressional districts { each electing one member of the House of Representatives.9

Overall, we consider 29 votes.10 For each of them, we collect the identity of the congressmen,

their state or district, and their decision (in favor or against) from roll call records. In our

benchmark analysis, we include all the trade bills in our sample, but we assess the robustness of





as being import-competing (export), if the U.S. as a whole is a net importer (exporter) in that

industry in a given year. We then collect information on employment in import-competing and

export industries for all constituencies. Such variables can be easily constructed for the Senate,

since state-level series are readily available. For the House of Representatives, on the other hand,



stituency, we have also constructed a proxy for the relative abundance of skilled labor. In



where � ( �) is the cumulative normal distribution (i.e., probit model) and House members are

the omitted category. The main variable of interest is theSenatedummy. X is a matrix of





liberalization. Including these variables does not alter our results on the comparison between

House members and di�erent generations of senators.





Figure 1: Predicted probabilities, di�erent Senate generations
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for the in
uence of organized pressure groups. In particular, we supplement our benchmark

speci�cation (reported in column (4)) by accounting separately for the amount of corporate

and labor contributions received by a given senator during each congressional cycle, i.e., when

belonging to di�erent \generations".24



using both a conditional logit model (columns (1)-(4)) and a linear probability model (columns

(5)-(8)). We consider the same speci�cations as in Table 5, but exclude theFemaleand
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Table 2: De�nition of variables and sources



Table 3: Descriptive statistics
House and Senate Senate

Variable Observations Mean Std. dev. Observations Mean Std. dev.
Votej

t 7,664 0.687 0.464 1,254 0.750 0.433

Senatej 7,664 0.174 0.379

Senate1jt 7,664 0.058 0.234 1,254 0.325 0.449

Senate2jt 7,664 0.059 0.235 1,254 0.337 0.473

Senate3jt 7,664 0.057 0.231 1,254 0.338 0.473

Democratjt 7,664 0.535 0.499 1,254 0.540 0.497

Femalej
t 7,664 0.098 0.297 1,254 0.085 0.279

Agej
t 7,664 54.48 10.159 1,254 58.89 9.958

Population j
t 7,664 1.429 3.030 1,254 5.066 5.656

Export ratio j
t 7,664 0.442 0.540 1,254 0.528 0.550

HHI exports j
t 7,664 0.506 0.279 1,254 0.503 0.292

HHI imports j
t 7,664 0.156 0.086 1,254 0.136 0.062

High skill jt 7,661 0.194 0.084 1,254 0.192 0.056

Labor contributions j
t 1,254 0.463 1.001

Corporate contributions j
t



Table 4: Trade Liberalization votes: House vs Senate

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Senatej 0.064*** 0.110*** 0.083*** 0.087*** 0.087*** 0.087***

(0.021) (0.019) (0.021) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027)



Table 5: Trade Liberalization votes: House vs generations of senators

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Senate3jt 0.015 0.063** 0.032 0.040 0.040 0.41

(0.028) (0.025) (0.028) (0.035) (0.035) (0.034)

Senate2jt 0.079*** 0.133*** 0.104*** 0.106*** 0.106*** 0.105***

(0.026) (0.022) (0.024) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027)

Senate1jt 0.095*** 0.124*** 0.107*** 0.105*** 0.104*** 0.105***

(0.023) (0.023) (0.024) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027)

Democratjt -0.326*** -0.327*** -0.316***

(0.026) (0.026) (0.027)

Femalej
t -0.035 -0.037 -0.054**

(0.023) (0.023) (0.023)

Agej
t -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Population j
t 0.004 0.004 0.003

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Export ratio j
t 0.049* 0.066**

(0.026) (0.027)

HHI exports j
t -0.106

(0.076)

HHI imports j
t 0.125

(0.105)

High skill jt 0.764***

(0.128)

Year e�ects included included included included included

State e�ects included included included included included



Table 6: Senator generations, di�erent legislators voting on the same bill

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Senate3jt -0.077*** -0.075*** -0.090*** -0.081*** -0.081*** -0.079*** -0.104***

(0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.029)

Senate2jt



Table 7: Senator generations, same legislator voting on di�erent bills

conditional logit model linear probability model

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)



Table 8: Senators generations, by constituency type and party a�liation
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Senate3jt



Table 9: The role of re-election incentives: senators with safe seats or retiring
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Senate3jt



Table 10: Additional political controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)



Table 11: Close vs lopsided votes

(1) (2) (3) (4)

small margin large margin small margin large margin


