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Abstract Studies of US trade policy legislation focus on the effect of constituents on trade
policy voting and give less weight to institutions such as political parties. To demonstrate
that political parties affect voting, I compare the votes of politicians who share constituency
characteristics but differ in political party affiliation. This approach requires less reliance
on assumptions about, or empirical measures of, constituents’ trade preferences. The results
demonstrate that political parties play a significant role in legislative voting on trade policy.
Theories of political economy therefore should incorporate how constituency interests and
partisan pressures affect legislative voting.

Keywords Trade policy · Congressional voting · Political party

Political scientists have long been concerned with the determinants of congressional trade
policy voting in the United States. Trade policy is one of a government’s primary foreign
economic policies, and it can have significant effects on both the total amount and the distri-
bution of income. At various times, trade policy has also played a significant role in national
political debates. The dominant explanations for U.S. trade policy focus on the role con-
stituents play in determining congressional policy outcomes and minimize the influence of
political parties on congressional voting.

The existing research does not allow us to conclude whether parties have an independent
effect on trade policy voting. In this paper I demonstrate how matching politicians based
on shared constituencies can help determine whether party affects congressional voting in
both the U.S. Senate and House. The empirical results demonstrate that partisan forces are
highly important to trade policy voting in both houses of Congress. Therefore, ignoring or
minimizing the role of political parties in the policy process may lead to an incomplete
picture of the political economy of trade policy.
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The paper proceeds as follows. In the next section I briefly outline the different arguments
about the determinants of congressional voting on trade policy. In Sect. 2 I discuss why the
existing literature does not allow us to conclude if partisan forces have an independent effect
on trade policy voting. Section 3 describes how I remedy these flaws to study trade policy
voting in the U.S. Senate and in Sect. 4 I present empirical results from the Senate analysis.
In Sect. 5 I describe the research design for the U.S. House and in Sect. 6 I present the results
from the corresponding analysis. In Sect. 7 I discuss and conclude.

1 Situating the debate about voting on trade policy

Two primary approaches have been used to explain legislative voting. The first approach
identifies the primary source of public policy as constituent interests that translate into the
ideology or preferences of the key policymakers (Schattschneider 1935; Mayhew 1974;
Fiorina 1977; Poole and Rosenthal 1997; Kalt and Zupan 1984; Peltzman 1983, 1984;
Mitchell and Munger 1991; Becker 1993; Meltzer and Richards 1981).1 Those who focus
specifically on trade voting typically build on economic theories that relate changes in eco-
nomic policy (such as tariff rates) to distributional effects on different sectors of the economy
and therefore to voters or businesses in those sectors (Grossman and Helpman 1994; His-
cox 2002a, 2002b; Gilligan 1997; Frieden 1997; Rogowski 1987, 1989; Schonhardt-Bailey
2003).2 Scholars working in this vein share a materialist view of the political process in
which the economic characteristics of voters translate into political preferences that then af-
fect the voting behavior of political representatives.3 This view of the political process does
not completely ignore the influence of non-material factors (such as political party or ideol-
ogy), but the overwhelming focus is on how economic factors translate into policy making
in Congress.

The second primary approach to understanding political outcomes has been termed New
Institutionalism for its focus on the institutions that structure the policy making process. One
branch of this paradigm includes scholars who focus on the role of political parties (Cox and
McCubbins 2001, 1993; Kiewiet and McCubbins 1991; Rohde 1991; Aldrich 1995; Sinclair
1983, 1995, 2002).4

Scholars of trade policy have also found evidence that political parties took distinct po-
sitions on trade policy and used the tools at their disposal to influence voting (Fetter 1933;
Taussig 1966; Sundquist 1983; Epstein and O’Halloran 1996; Lohmann and O’Halloran
1994; Bailey et al. 1997; McGillvary 1997). The mechanism by which partisan forces af-
fect trade policy differs, but political parties are seen to have an effect on policy outcomes
independent of constituency forces.5

1Scholars vary in the emphasis they place on interest groups versus overall constituent pressures, but the
primary determinant of congressional policy is constituency demand.
2Following Rogowski’s (1987) seminal work, scholars have used the Stolper-Samuelson theory to explain
the relationship between economic factors and foreign economic policy.
3The recent literature on constituency and U.S. foreign economic policy is a sophisticated version of pressure
group theory (i.e., Schattschneider 1935).
4Scholars also studied institutions such as congressional committees (Fenno 1973; Shepsle and Weingast
1984, 1987; Krehbiel 1991) and interaction between different branches of government (Krehbiel 1998; Cox
and McCubbins 2001; Tsebelis 2002).
5The institutional analysis of trade policy voting may begin with an economic explanation of constituent
preferences, but tariffs can serve other purposes such as generating government revenue for redistribution. For
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To better understand how partisan and constituent forces affect trade policy I utilize a
research design that allows me to determine whether partisan forces exert an independent
effect on trade policy voting. I do so by comparing senators and representatives to those who
share nearly identical observable constituents, but differ in the political party they represent.
This allows me to disentangle constituency and party pressures on trade policy voting. The
results may help us to refine theories of interests and institutions to account for the conditions
under which different explanations are more powerful.

2 Research design: The Achilles heel of existing trade policy studies

The empirical literature on trade policy voting largely relies on cross-sectional regression
analyses of individual votes or analysis of the partisan divide on final passage votes. Re-
gardless of the specific covariates utilized in these regressions one cannot interpret the co-
efficients as causing the observed vote, because there may be other, unmeasured variables
that correlate with voting. For example, if different levels of factor mobility are the hypoth-
esized cause of a vote, then the existing empirical approaches often do not make sure that
the observed politicians are identical in other aspects that could affect voting (i.e. political
party or other constituency pressures). This is not simply a question about how to measure
different covariates, but rather about how to ensure suitable overlap within the data to draw
inferences about one’s key variable of interest.

The standard empirical approach has been to compare the voting decisions of senators
using a variety of economic control variables to make the senators comparable.6 Empiri-
cal analyses seek to make individuals comparable by using regression techniques to “hold
constant” lots of different factors that could affect voting, but this basic approach does not
account for whether the data itself contain the appropriate observations from which to draw
inferences about a key variable (Ho et al. 2007; Greiner 2006; Rosenbaum 1995).

To determine whether party affiliation has an impact on legislative voting, I need to ob-
serve senators who share constituency demands but differ in their partisan affiliation. If there
are no senators who share industry type but differ in party affiliation (that is have overlap
on one dimension but not the others), then I cannot make claims about how either vari-
able affects trade voting. To learn about the independent effect of party requires observing
politicians who share constituency but differ in their party affiliation.

2.1 Matching requires fewer assumptions about constituency influence

Empirical analyses of trade policy voting all begin with a model of how trade affects indi-
vidual preferences. One approach assumes that individual trade preferences relate to factor
endowment (Stolper-Samuelson) and another approach assumes preferences come from the
industry of employment (Ricardo-Viner). Hiscox (2002a, 2002b) shows that each model’s
explanatory power differs based on the time period under consideration, because of changes
in factor mobility over time. Furthermore, the existing literature suggests that many factors
affect individual trade preferences (Scheve and Slaughter 2001; Hainmueller and Hiscox

example, Bensel (2000) argues that 19th century Republicans advocated high tariffs as well as larger, more
active government spending. Therefore preferences over tariffs may also reflect constituents’ and parties’
preferences for the size of government in general.
6Throughout I assume that voting is driven by either constituent pressure or party pressure. These are the
primary approaches used in the trade policy literature.
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2006), which means that to understand constituent demands we would want to take account
of all these possible sources of preference. An empirical approach that attempts to measure
and “control for” these various factors seems unlikely to do an adequate job, because of-
ten times there is considerable difference between the theoretical construct and the actual
measure of that construct. For many historical periods we also lack data on constituency
characteristics so if we rely on measuring these factors we simply ignore these time periods.

Unlike much of the existing literature on the determinants of congressional voting, my
empirical approach does not require me to take a side (perhaps incorrectly) on the source
of trade policy preferences. Rather my approach requires me to assume that a politician’s
constituents are those in his or her geographic district, which is a common assumption in
congressional voting studies. My approach is agnostic about whether constituents affect
legislators’ preferences via materialist, ideological, educational or other mechanisms. This
means that my results are not driven by assumptions about which variables capture con-
stituents’ policy preferences. The flexibility of this approach also imposes a significant hur-
dle to finding partisan effects, because I do not limit my empirical results to a particular type
of constituency influence. As a result, my empirical analysis allows constituency influence
to flow through any number of channels and not just those typically identified in the politi-
cal economy literature, which should make it harder to find partisan influences and therefore
more compelling if I do find them.

2.2 The limits of matching

Although matching politicians on shared constituency and differing party affiliation allows
me to investigate the debate between constituency and party based theories of legislative vot-
ing, the approach may not be applicable to all research questions and datasets. For example,
there may be insufficient overlap between politicians with the same constituency but dif-
ferent political party to draw statistical inferences. The lack of overlap is likely to be more
problematic as the number of causal variables expands. For instance, if theory suggested
matching politicians who share constituency and seniority, but differ in political party, then
I would quickly determine that I could not find enough politicians with overlapping con-
stituency and seniority. It is clear that this problem will only become worse as theories
become less parsimonious and more variables are incorporated into politicians’ voting. The
key empirical contribution of this paper is to use one-to-one matching to investigate a core
debate in political economy about the source of trade votes.

3 Disentangling party and constituency in the U.S. Senate

For cross-sectional analyses a matching research design allows us to create the conditions
for causal inference by comparing politicians who are theorized to be comparable except
on the treatment variable under investigation (Rosenbaum 1995; Greiner 2006; Ho et al.
2007). In this section I examine the effect that partisan affiliation has on trade policy voting
in the U.S. Senate. A similar approach has been used by other scholars to analyze how
often politicians who share a constituency vote together (Glazer and Robbins 1985; Schiller
2000, 2002; Poole and Rosenthal 1984; Cox 1987; Bullock and Brady 1983). To disentangle
party and constituency I focus on states where senators face similar constituency forces but
different partisan forces—that is in states with split Senate delegations. The structure of
the U.S. Senate makes it possible to design a cross-sectional study that matches politicians
based on district factors while varying partisan affiliation.
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Each state elects two senators who share the same statewide district, and therefore also
face similar economic and social pressures from their geographic constituents as empha-
sized by preference-based explanations of policy outcomes.7 By matching senators who are
elected from the same state but differ in party affiliation, this research design allows us to
control for constituency factors that could affect trade policy and then investigate partisan ef-
fects. This amounts to one-to-one exact matching, which is one approach to pre-processing
data (Ho et al. 2007). This research design obviates the need to rely on measures of con-
stituent demands or interests. It is difficult to measure directly the interests of constituents
so there is some unspecified amount of error between the construct of constituency demands
and the actual measures used in empirical analysis.8 It is unknown how different possible
measures of constituents’ demands may affect the empirical results.

One possible concern about this research design is that the geographic constituency (the
state) may not be the relevant constituency. Fiorina (1974) and Fenno (1978) point out that
a politician’s geographic constituency (all district members) may differ from his electoral
constituency (those who support him). It is empirically difficult to address this potential
problem, and the argument also implies that two Democratic senators elected from the same
state may not share the same constituency. If perceived constituencies are politician-specific
it will be nearly impossible to perform empirical analyses of constituency influence.9

Two theoretical arguments suggest the multiple constituency problem is not fatal to this
research design. First, the median voter model fits well with trade policy, because the policy
choices fall largely along a single dimension involving more or less protection for U.S.
industries. This may take the place of higher tariff levels for industries currently covered by
the tariff or expanding the coverage of tariffs to new industries. In a standard unidimensional
spatial model (Downs 1957; Black 1958) the median voter will determine policy choices.
The standard spatial model assumes that policy choices can be represented as points on a
line and that the actor occupying the position of the median voter will determine the policy
that is chosen because no winning coalition can be assembled without that voter. Voters are
likely to fall along a continuum of preferences regarding trade policy, because in most states
there will be voters that represent a variety of industries or different factors of production.
Therefore, if the same voters vote in both a state’s Senate elections, then the same voter
(or very similar) will be the median voter and should affect the elected senator’s choice of
trade policy. Even if a Republican senator draws his support from the right-leaning voters
and a Democratic senator from the left-leaning voters, the median voter for both senators
should be the same (or nearly the same) in terms of preferences for protection, and therefore

7Goff and Grier (1993) argue that there is no Condorcet winning platform in a district, because voters’
interests cannot be represented by a single dimension related to average policy/economic preferences and
therefore split voting will occur. This does not affect the analysis in this paper. First, I am concerned only
with voting differences on a single issue rather than across multiple issues. Therefore, there is likely to be a
winning policy from the point of view of the district. Second, there is no reason that the idiosyncratic reasons
should correlate with party across all of the states in a given analysis unless party has some effect on voting,
which is consistent with a partisan influence on voting.
8Scheve and Slaughter (2001) show that voters’ preferences respond to economic factors but also to a host
of other factors which theories and empirical analyses often do not utilize in predicting the preferences of a
politician’s constituents.
9Bailey and Brady (1997) break states into two groups based on homogeneity of constituent interests. They
argue that in heterogeneous states we will overstate the importance of political party. This may be true, but
for vast periods in American history there is essentially no non-partisan trade voting and therefore it is hard
to argue that this analytical technique leads to overstating party effects. Also, it’s not clear that a state will
be heterogeneous with respect to a specific issue, in this case trade policy, as opposed to across a variety of
issues.
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the constituency-based models would predict that the senators should have identical policy
preferences. This argument suggests that the concerns raised by Fiorina and Fenno should
be minimized in the case of trade policy.

Second, the staggered nature of Senate elections makes it difficult for candidates and
voters to successfully carve the electorate into multiple, non-overlapping constituencies. To
partition the electorate requires that politicians do not or cannot appeal to voters in the other
politician’s constituency. Politicians may also attempt to attract an oversized coalition of
voters so they can still win if a few voters defect from the group. Creating multiple, non-
overlapping pieces also requires that voters can credibly commit to not becoming a part
of another senator’s constituency. If voters receive some benefits (policy or otherwise) from
being a part of a senator’s constituents, then voters have an incentive to be in the constituency
of both senators, and there is no credible way for them to commit to only being in one
candidate’s constituency. For the empirical and theoretical reasons outlined here I continue
to adopt empirical approach that focuses on geographic constituency (see Aldrich et al. 2007
for another justification for focusing on statewide factors when comparing senators from the
same state).

4 Trade votes in the U.S. Senate

In Table 1 I list the trade policy votes that I analyze in the U.S. Senate and the states in which
there is a split delegation. Data on individual senator’s votes were drawn from Poole and
Rosenthal’s VoteView program. For the Senate analysis I utilized the list of important trade
votes in Hiscox (2002a, 2002b) that occurred between 1832 and 1994. I used this time period
because 1832 is generally when it is argued that political parties begin to have a national
identity and platform (McCormick 1966), and therefore this is when I can identify a party
with a consistent policy preference across regions. Between 1832 and 1970 the Republicans,
Whigs and Anti-Jacksonians are coded as the protectionist party and the Democrats and
Jacksonians are coded as the liberal party. After 1970, the Republican party is the liberal
trade party and the Democrats the protectionist party. I follow the coding of votes as used
by Hiscox (2002a, 2002b) so that a vote is coded 1 if it is a protectionist vote and 0 if it is
a liberal vote, and I code the votes in this analysis the same as done by Hiscox for Senate
votes.

To determine whether political party has an effect on voting I estimate the following
regression for the matched pairs of senators and discard the votes of senators for whom I
lack a match. This regression allows us to estimate the effect of party on trade policy voting
independent of state-specific factors which are accounted for using the matching design.

Pr(ProtectionVote = 1) = α + β1ProtectionParty + ε.

In Table 2 I present the overall results for the regression above when I include all of the
pieces of legislation, and in later tables I analyze different time periods within the overall
sample. The overall regression suggests that party has a significant effect on whether or not
a senator casts a protectionist vote. I estimate how a change in party from the liberal to the
protectionist party affects the probability of a protectionist trade policy vote using Clarify
(King et al. 2000). In the overall cross section a politician switching from the liberal to the
protectionist political party increases the probability of a protectionist vote by 0.48.
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Table 1 States with a split U.S. Senate delegation

Legislation States with two voting senators from different parties

1832 Tariff Indiana, New Jersey, New Hampshire

1842 Tariff Maine, New York, Connecticut, South Carolina

1846 Tariff Virginia, Michigan, Maine, Connecticut, Ohio, Georgia, New
Hampshire, Tennessee

1861 Morill Tariff Indiana, Maryland, Minnesota

1888 Mills Bill Ohio

1890 McKinley Tariff Delaware

1894 Gorman Tarifff Delaware, Illinois, Nebraska, North Dakota, California

1897 Dingley Tariff Indiana, Wisconsin, Kansas, Kentucky, West Virginia, Utah, California,

1913 Underwood Tariff New Hampshire, New York, Illinois, Kansas, Nebraska, Kentucky,
Maryland, Washington

1930 Smoot Hawley Tariff Massachusetts, Iowa, Missouri, Kentucky, Maryland, Oklahoma,
Nevada, Wyoming, Washington

1934 RTAA Connecticut, New Hampshire, Ohio, Wisconsin, Iowa, Kansas,
Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, South Dakota, Maryland, Idaho, New
Mexico, Wyoming

1937 RTA extension Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, Michigan, Kansas,
Nebraska,

1945 RTAA extension Massachusetts, Wisconsin, Missouri, Oklahoma, West Virginia,
Colorado, Wyoming

1955 RTAA Extension New York, Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, Arizona, Nevada, Wyoming,
Oregon

1974 Tariff Delaware, New Jersey, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, Virginia, Florida,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Colorado, Idaho, Utah, Wyoming,
Alaska, Hawaii

1994 NAFTA Maine, Rhode Island, Vermont, Delaware, New York, Pennsylvania,
Iowa, Minnesota, South Dakota, Virginia, Florida, Georgia, South
Carolina, Kentucky, Oklahoma, Arizona, Colorado, Montana, New
Mexico, Washington

1994 GATT Maine, Rhode Island, Vermont, Delaware, New York, Pennsylvania,
Iowa, Minnesota, South Dakota, Virginia, Florida, Georgia, South
Carolina, Kentucky, Arizona, Colorado, Montana, New Mexico,
Washington

I also analyzed the data after splitting it into two different time periods.10 The first time
period covers from the earliest vote in 1832 up to the votes in the 1970s. I group all of these
votes together because the political parties maintain a consistent position on trade policy
over this period. During the 1970s, however, partisan positions switch and the Democrats
become the party of protectionism and the Republicans the free trade party. Between 1832
and 1970 political party continues to be a significant factor in trade policy voting. During
this period the probability that a member of the protectionist party casts a protectionist vote
is 0.69 with a 95% confidence interval between 0.57 and 0.79. The results also show that
after 1970 there is no relationship between political party and protectionist voting. During
the post-1970 period I only analyze three votes, two of which take place in 1994 (the GATT
and NAFTA votes) so there is little opportunity to find that party is statistically significant.

10The substantive results do not change based on when the data are divided.
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Table 2 Party effect on
protectionist Voting 1832–1994

**= significant at 0.01 level

Coefficient (S.E.) Estimated change in
protectionist voting if
member switches
from liberal to
protectionist party
[95% C.I.]

Protectionist party 1.24 (0.17)** 0.44 (0.34, 0.54)

Constant −0.93 (0.12)**

Log likelihood −155.77

N 278

The votes analyzed in this time period may reflect a lack of partisan forces although party
forces have been argued to be important on trade policy during the last 30 years (see Ladewig
2005 for a discussion of partisan forces and trade policy).

The GATT and NAFTA votes appear non-partisan, but in actuality the politics behind
both are highly partisan, but they are not partisan in a way that I can discover through re-
gression analysis. Democratic senators who voted against their party’s position in 1994 (by
voting for NAFTA and GATT) do not uniformly come from states where their constituents
were particularly likely to demand free trade. It does appear that the Democrats who voted
for NAFTA were often more senior Democrats who came from relatively safe seats (Khan
2005). This is not a surprise, as NAFTA was one of President Clinton’s major policy propos-
als (although it was originally negotiated by a Republican president) and there was tenuous
Democratic support for the legislation especially among marginal Democrats. In fact, the
passage of NAFTA is one of the significant examples of failed majority party agenda con-
trol discussed by Cox and McCubbins (2005). Cox and McCubbins (2005) describe the
bargain between President Clinton and Democratic Party leaders that led to the passage of
NAFTA despite the majority of the Democrats opposing its passage. The bargain involved
Democratic leaders delivering enough votes to garner NAFTA’s passage and support Pres-
ident Clinton despite the party membership’s opposition to free trade.11 Although the final
outcome suggests the vote was non-partisan, underlying the outcome was a distinctly party-
driven political story.12

There are also reasons to believe that the NAFTA and GATT votes are truly anomalous
rather than part of a larger pattern. First, as I mentioned earlier the NAFTA votes are an
unusual set of votes not just within trade policy but within all congressional final passage
votes over more than 100 years. Cox and McCubbins (2005) find that among the thousands
of votes they analyze the NAFTA vote sticks out as one of a few dozen times where the
majority party’s agenda control breaks down and a bill the majority opposes passes against

11Uslaner (1998) shows that contacts from President Clinton are correlated with support among Democrats
for NAFTA’s passage, which is further evidence about the role of the president in the passage of NAFTA.
Furthermore Uslaner shows that Clinton’s contacts were only helpful among members of his own party sug-
gesting some form of partisan influence.
12As suggested previously, re-election and electoral safety also both played a role in whether a legislator
supported NAFTA. Schoalrs have found that proximity to reelection and electoral vulnerability is correlated
with opposition to NAFTA and that pro-NAFTA Democrats were punished by labor PACs in the next election
cycle (Engel and Jackson 1998). This explanation does not detract from my claim in this paper, because it
can only confound my analysis if proximity to election was highly correlated with partisan affiliation of a
Senator.
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the majority’s wishes. Second, scholars of American politics have found that the political
parties have become more polarized in the last 30 years so the NAFTA vote appears unusual
in that context (McCarty et al. 2006). Third, the strength of partisan forces between 1832
and 1970 fits with the historical evidence about parties taking disparate positions on trade
policy (Taussig 1966; Fetter 1933; Stanwood 1903). These three reasons suggest that the
overall partisan findings do not reflect a buried constituency explanation.

4.1 Are there states with particularly protectionist/liberal constituents?

The addition of state-level economic variables can help determine whether there are states in
which constituency factors swamp party among pairs of matched senators. To perform this
analysis I utilize economic data collected by Hiscox (2002a, 2002b) in which he computes
the importance of import-competing industries and export industries in each state. Based on
standard economic theories the predictions for the import and export variables are:

Imports: increase the probability of a protectionist vote by a senator
Exports: decrease the probability of a protectionist vote by a senator

To estimate whether or not the economic variables have an effect on voting in the matched
group of senators I estimate the following regression:

Pr(ProtectionVote = 1) = α + β1ProtectionParty + β2Imports + β3Exports + ε.

I expect that even with the addition of the economic variables the coefficient on Protection
Party will remain positive and significant. I expect that the constituency characteristics, as
captured by the coefficients on Imports and Exports, will not be statistically significant in
the regression. The regression covering the period from 1832–1994 is reported below with
significant (0.01 level) coefficients in italics.

Pr(ProtectionVote = 1) = −0.99(0.16) + 1.19(0.17)ProtectionParty

+ 1.36(1.29)Imports − 0.14(0.45)Exports.

As expected, membership in the protectionist party is highly significant and the economic
variables are largely insignificant.13 Overall the results in this section confirm the previous
analysis that found political parties to be highly significant when senators are matched on
their constituency characteristics.

5 House of Representatives research design

Unlike the U.S. Senate, members elected to the House of Representatives in a given year
typically do not come from the same electoral district.14 However, the close temporal prox-
imity of elections in the House of Representatives makes it possible for us to match the
representative from a given district at time t to the representative from the same district at

13In unreported results I find that between 1970 and 1994 neither economic nor political variables are signif-
icant. This is consistent with the earlier findings, and suggests a substantial degree of parameter instability in
the regressions.
14With the exception of states where multiple Representatives are elected at-large in a given year. For now
we exclude these Representatives from our time-series analysis.
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time t + 1, and then investigate whether a change in party affiliation, holding the district
constant, correlates with a change in trade policy votes. This is equivalent to asking whether
the representative from Michigan’s 1st Congressional District votes the same whether he is
a Republican or Democrat.

To conduct this analysis I compare the voting decisions of representatives from the same
congressional district on votes that occur close in time to minimize changes in a district’s
economic characteristics.15 This approach does not require me to make any additional as-
sumptions about how to measure constituency interests other than the standard assumption
that geographic constituency is relevant to politicians. There are three possible ways that
party affiliation in a district can change.

• Districts where the partisan affiliation does not change.
• Districts where a Republican represents the district at time t and a Democrat at time t +1.
• Districts where a Democrat represents the district at time t and a Republican at time t +1.

If constituency characteristics dominate voting decisions, then I should observe that repre-
sentatives from a district vote the same on both pieces of legislation regardless of changes
in party affiliation. However, if partisan factors affect voting, then I expect that changes in
partisan affiliation, holding the district constant, will lead to changes in voting. Based on the
proposed relationship between political party and congressional votes I offer the following
hypotheses:

H1: If a district switches from Democratic to Republican it will increase the probability of
a vote switching from liberal to protectionist.

H2: If a district switches from Republican to Democratic it will increase the probability of
a vote switching from protectionist to liberal.

In each district where the partisan affiliation of the district changed either a politician
lost an election to a candidate from a different party, chose not to run and a politician from a
different party won, or the politician switched parties. There are two possible ways that the
results could indicate partisan influence. First, a politician (say a Democrat) may vote with
his district’s liberal preferences on trade policy, and then lose to a Republican in the next
election who votes against the district’s trade policy preferences (by voting protectionist)
but with his party. The second vote suggests partisan forces trumped district constituency
forces. Second, a politician (again, presume a Democrat) may vote against the district’s
protectionist preferences on trade policy and then lose to a Republican who votes with the
district’s protectionist preferences on trade policy. In this second example the partisan effect
reveals itself when the Democrat votes with his party but against his constituency in the
initial vote. The methodology I utilize does not discriminate between the two ways that
partisan influence could operate, but either explanation is consistent with partisan influence
on trade policy voting.

In the analysis of voting in the U.S. House of Representatives I focus on votes regarding
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act (RTAA) and its subsequent extensions. The RTAA
constituted a delegation from Congress to the President of the authority to negotiate recip-
rocal trade agreements (see O’Halloran 1994 for a discussion). I examine six votes on the
RTAA that occur between 1934 and 1945. I compare the following pairs of votes: the RTAA
authorization in 1933–35 and the reauthorization in 1937–39; the 1937–39 reauthorization

15One possible advantage to analyzing votes in the House is that the smaller size of congressional districts
makes it less likely that there is a considerable difference between a politician’s geographic and electoral
constituency.
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and the 1939–41 reauthorization; and the 1943–45 reauthorization and the 1945–47 reautho-
rization. Any pair of votes is separated by no more than four years, which is close enough
that I do not expect major demographic, economic or social changes within a congressional
district. Standard empirical measures of economic factors are collected every few years;
therefore, this technique is at least as sensitive to temporal changes as the approach used in
other empirical scholarship. The votes I compare do not involve any changes in the party of
the U.S. president, which could affect voting on the RTAA because it is an issue of congres-
sional delegation to the president. These comparisons are also not affected by redistricting
or reapportionment because neither action occurs between the first and second vote within
any given pair of votes.

6 Trade policy voting in the House of Representatives

To determine the effect of partisan and constituent factors I estimate two probit regressions
for each vote comparison to estimate how changes in the partisan affiliation of a given district
correlate with voting.16 Voting for the RTAA or one of its extensions is coded as a liberal
vote and voting against it is coded as a protectionist vote.

To test these hypotheses I estimate the following two regressions for each of the paired
vote comparisons.

Pr(Liberal votet | Protectionist votet+1) = α + β1DemToRept+1 + β2RepToDemt+1 + ε,

Pr(Protectionist votet | Liberal votet+1) = α + β1DemToRept+1 + β2RepToDemt+1 + ε.

In each regression the excluded category is districts where there is no change in the partisan
affiliation of the district’s representative. This allows us to interpret the coefficients relative
to a baseline probability of a vote switching.

Rather than presenting the regression coefficients I utilized Clarify (King et al. 2000) to
generate predicted probabilities of a vote change based on the regressions described above.
The results are presented in Figs. 1 and 2. Figure 1 presents the predicted effect of a district
switching from Democratic to Republican on voting outcomes. Figure 2 displays the pre-
dicted effects of a district switching from Republican to Democratic on voting outcomes.
As expected when districts change from Democratic to Republican the probability of a vote
switching from liberal to protectionist increases significantly.

Changes in the party affiliation of a congressional district are highly significant predic-
tors of changes in voting behavior. The effect of a partisan switch varies considerably from
vote to vote, but the magnitude of the effect is often quite large. For instance, a switch in
party affiliation from Democrat to Republican increases the probability of a vote switch-
ing from liberal to protectionist by 0.89 when comparing the vote congressional session of
1937–39 and the vote from the 1939–41 session. Substantively this is very important as it
means that in almost all of districts in which the representative switched from a Democrat
to Republican the vote switched from liberal to protectionist, as predicted by a party-based
explanation. Figure 2 shows that a change from Republican to Democrat likewise increases

16The empirical literature on constituents and economic factors such as that by Hiscox (2002a, 2002b) and
Gilligan (1997) only has economic data at five year intervals. Therefore, these scholars also implicitly assume
that the relevant economic factors do not change significantly during the five year intervals between obser-
vations. This is essentially the same as the assumption we make about the changes in constituency factors
between votes.
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Fig. 1 Probability of a vote switching from liberal to protectionist when the district representative switches
from democrat to republican

the probability of a vote switching from protectionist to liberal by 0.89. These are the largest
effects, but among the votes in this analysis the results were always significant and in the
predicted direction.

The analysis presented in these figures shows that by and large when district party affil-
iation changes votes change as well, which is consistent with the partisan explanation for
voting and inconsistent with constituency-determined voting.

7 Conclusion

In this paper I identified the effect of political parties on trade policy voting in the U.S. Sen-
ate and House. My empirical methods make relatively few assumptions about the nature of
constituency demands and do not require measuring the various constructs that constituency-
based theories predict influence congressional voting. This approach also does not presup-
pose a particular pathway by which constituents influence legislative voting. The empirical
results suggest that in the U.S. Senate party has been a significant factor in trade policy vot-
ing for most of U.S. history. Only in the last 30 years does the influence of party appear to
have waned, but closer analysis of the votes taken during that period suggest that partisan
forces may still influence trade policy votes. The analysis of the votes in the House of Repre-
sentatives on the RTAA also suggests that political parties played a large role in determining
the voting decisions of representatives.

The empirical results in the paper should give us pause in theorizing about the deter-
minants of trade policy, because these results suggest that political parties are highly im-
portant to legislative voting in both the House and Senate. Therefore, the dominant focus
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Fig. 2 Probability of a vote switching from protectionist to liberal when the district representative switches
from republican to democrat

on demand-side explanations may miss a considerable aspect of trade policy, because these
theories ignore the highly influential role of U.S. political parties and fail to account for the
interaction between parties and constituents.

Acknowledgements The author thanks Peter Cowhey, Thad Kousser, David Lake, and Mathew McCub-
bins for their helpful comments and advice. Thanks also go to Michael Hiscox for sharing his data with me.
The author also thanks the Institute for Global Conflict and Cooperation for financial support.

References

Aldrich, J. H. (1995). Why parties? The origin and transformation of party politics in America. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Aldrich, J., Brinegar, A., Kramer, C., & Merolla, J. (2007). The political consequences of economic global-
ization. Presented at the 2007 meeting of the Annual Political Science Association. Chicago, IL.

Bailey, M. A., Goldstein, J., & Weingast, B. R. (1997). The institutional foundation of American trade policy:
Politics, coalitions, and international trade. World Politics, 49(3), 309–338.

Bailey, M., & Brady, D. W. (1997). Heterogeneity and representation: The Senate and free trade. American
Journal of Political Science, 42(2), 524–544.

Becker, G. S. (1993). A theory of competition among pressure groups for political influence. The Quarterly
Journal of Economics, 98(3), 371–400.

Bensel, R. F. (2000). The political economy of American industrialization, 1877–1900. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Black, D. (1958). The theory of committee and elections. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Bullock III, C. S., & Brady, D. W. (1983). Party, constituency, and roll-call voting in the U.S. Senate. Leg-

islative Studies Quarterly, 8(1), 29–43.
Cox, G. W. (1987). The efficient secret: the cabinet and the development of political parties in Victorian

England. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



100 Public Choice (2009) 141: 87–101

Cox, G. W., & McCubbins, M. D. (1993). Legislative leviathan: Party government in the House. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Cox, G. W., & McCubbins, M. D. (2001). The institutional determinants of economic policy outcomes. In
M. D. McCubbins & S. Haggard (Eds.), Presidents, parliaments and policy. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Cox, G. W., & McCubbins, M. D. (2005). Setting the agenda. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Downs, A. (1957). An economic theory of democracy. New York: Harper.
Engel, S. T., & Jackson, D. J. (1998). Wielding the stick instead of the carrot: Labor PAC punishment of

Pro-NAFTA democrats. Political Research Quarterly, 51(3), 813–828.
Epstein, D., & O’Halloran, S. (1996). The partisan paradox and the U.S. tariff, 1877 to 1934. International

Organization, 50, 301–324.
Fenno, R. F. (1973). Congressmen in committees. Boston: Little, Brown.
Fenno, R. F. (1978). Home style: House members in their districts. Glenview: Scott, Foresman and Company.
Fetter, F. (1933). Congressional tariff policy. American Economic Review, 23, 416.
Fiorina, M. P. (1974). Representatives, roll calls and constituencies. Lexington: D.C. Heath.
Fiorina, M. P. (1977). Congress: Keystone of the Washington establishment. New Haven: Yale University

Press.
Frieden, J. A. (1997). Monetary populism in nineteenth-century America: An open economy interpretation.

Journal of Economic History, 57(June), 367–395.
Gilligan, M. (1997). Empowering exporters reciprocity, delegation, and collective action in American trade

policy. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Glazer, A., & Robbins, M. (1985). How elections matter: A study of U.S. Senators. Public Choice, 46(2),

163–172.
Goff, B. L., & Grier, K. B. (1993). On the (mis)measurement of legislator ideology and shirking. Public

Choice, 76(1–2), 5–20.
Greiner, J. (2006). Causal inference in civil rights legislation. Working Paper. Harvard University Department

of Statistics.
Grossman, G. M., & Helpman, E. (1994). Protection for sale. The American Economic Review, 84(4), 833–

850.
Hainmueller, J., & Hiscox, M. J. (2006). Learning to love globalization: Education and individual attitudes to-

ward international trade. International Organization, Cambridge University Press, vol. 60(02), pp. 469–
498.

Hiscox, M. J. (2002a). Commerce, coalitions, and factor mobility: Evidence from congressional votes on
trade legislation. American Political Science Review, 96(3), 593–608.

Hiscox, M. J. (2002b). International trade and political conflict: Commerce, coalitions, and mobility. Prince-
ton: Princeton University Press.

Ho, D., Imai, K., King, G., & Stuart, E. (2007). Matching as nonparametric preprocessing for reducing model
dependence in parametric causal inference. Political Analysis.

Kalt, J. P., & Zupan, M. A. (1984). Capture and ideology in the economic theory of politics. American
Economic Review, 74, 279–300.

Khan, H. A. (2005). Determinants of congressional support for NAFTA and Clinton’s economic package. The
Journal of Developing Areas, 38(2), 143–154.

Kiewiet, D. R., & McCubbins, M. D. (1991). The logic of delegation: Congressional parties and the appro-
priations process. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

King, G., Tomz, M., & Wittenberg, J. (2000). Making the most of statistical analyses: Improving interpreta-
tion and presentation. American Journal of Political Science, 44(2) (April), 347–361.

Krehbiel, K. (1991). Information and legislative organization. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Krehbiel, K. (1998). Pivotal politics: A theory of U.S. lawmaking. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Ladewig, J. (2005). Conditional party government and the homogeneity of constituent interests. The Journal

of Politics, 67(4), 1006–1029.
Lohmann, S., & O’Halloran, S. (1994). Divided government and U.S. trade policy: Theory and evidence.

International Organization, 48, 595–632.
Mayhew, D. R. (1974). Congress: The electoral connection. New Haven: Yale University Press.
McCarty, N., Poole, K., & Rosenthal, H. (2006). Polarized America. Boston: MIT.
McCormick, R. P. (1966). The second American party system: Party formations in the Jacksonian era. Chapel

Hill: University of North Carolina Press.
McGillvary, F. (1997). Party discipline as a determinant of the endogenous formation of tariffs. American

Journal of Political Science, 41, 2.
Meltzer, A., & Richards, S. (1981). A rational theory of the size of government. Journal of Political Economy,

89, 914–927.



Public Choice (2009) 141: 87–101 101

Mitchell, W., & Munger, M. (1991). Economic models of interest groups: An introductory survey. American
Journal of Political Science, 35, 512–546.

O’Halloran, S. (1994). Politics, process and American trade politics. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press.

Peltzman, S. (1983). Economic interpretation of the history of congressional voting in the twentieth century.
Chicago—Center for Study of Economy and State, University of.

Peltzman, S. (1984). Constituent interest and congressional voting. Journal of Law and Economics, 27(1),
181–210.

Poole, K. T., & Rosenthal, H. (1984). The polarization of American politics. The Journal of Politics, 46(4),
1061–1079.

Poole, K. T., & Rosenthal, H. (1997). Congress: A political economic history of roll call voting. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Rogowski, R. (1987). Political cleavages and changing exposure to trade. American Political Science Review,
81(4), 1121–1137.

Rogowski, R. (1989). Commerce and coalitions. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Rohde, D. (1991). Parties and leaders in the postreform House. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Rosenbaum, P. R. (1995). Observational studies. New York: Springer.
Schattschneider, E. E. (1935). Politics, pressures and the tariff. New York: Prentice-Hall.
Scheve, K. F., & Slaughter, M. J. (2001). What determines individual trade-policy preferences? Journal of

International Economics, 54(3), 267–292.
Schiller, W. J. (2000). Partners and rivals: Representation in U.S. Senate delegations. Princeton: Princeton

University Press.
Schiller, W. J. (2002). Sharing the same home turf: How senators from the same state compete for geographic

electoral support. In B. I. Oppenheimer (Ed.), U.S. Senate exceptionalism (pp. 109–131). Columbus:
Ohio State University Press.

Schonhardt-Bailey, C. (2003). Ideology, party, and interests in the British parliament of 1841–1847. British
Journal of Political Science, 33 (October), 581–605.

Shepsle, K. A., & Weingast, B. R. (1984). When do rules of procedure matter? Journal of Politics, 46, 206–
221.

Shepsle, K. A., & Weingast, B. R. (1987). The institutional foundations of committee power. American Po-
litical Science Review, 81, 85–104.

Sinclair, B. (1983). Majority leadership in the U.S. House. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.
Sinclair, B. (1995). Legislators, leaders and lawmaking: The U.S. House of representatives in the postreform

era. DC: CQ Press.
Sinclair, B. (2002). Do parties matter? In D. Brady & M. D. McCubbins (Eds.), Party, process and political

change: New perspective on the history of Congress (pp. 36–63). Stanford: Stanford University Press.
Stanwood, E. (1903). American tariff controversies in the nineteenth century (Vol. 1). New York: Russell and

Russell.
Sundquist, J. L. (1983). Dynamics of the party system: Alignment and realignment of political parties in the

United States. Washington: The Brookings Institution.
Taussig, F. (1966). The tariff history of the United States. New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons.
Tsebelis, G. (2002). Veto players: How political institutions work. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Uslaner, E. (1998). Let the chits fall where they may? Executive and constituency influences on Congressional

voting on NAFTA. Legislative Studies Quarterly, 23, 347–371.


	Trading policy: Constituents and party in U.S. trade policy
	Abstract
	Situating the debate about voting on trade policy
	Research design: The Achilles heel of existing trade policy studies
	Matching requires fewer assumptions about constituency influence
	The limits of matching

	Disentangling party and constituency in the U.S. Senate
	Trade votes in the U.S. Senate
	Are there states with particularly protectionist/liberal constituents?

	House of Representatives research design
	Trade policy voting in the House of Representatives
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




