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Introduction

• International trade is often a contentious issue in U.S. elections

• During the 2000s, the growing U.S. trade deficit with China received particular 
attention given the concomitant decline in U.S. manufacturing employment

• We examine the relationship between voters preferences for Democrats and a 
change in U.S. trade policy (PNTR) that substantially increased competition 
from Chinafrom China

• We also examine whether changes in voting can be rationalized by changes 
i l i l t ’ li iin legislators’ policies

• We find
– Greater exposure to change in trade policy is associated with larger 

increases in turnout, votes for Democrats and the probability of Democrat 
representationp

– Democrats are more likely to support anti-trade or pro-economic-
assistance legislation
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Related Research

• Voting behavior
– Many papers; Fair (1978) connects voting to economic conditionsy p p ; ( ) g
– Two closely related papers: Feigenbaum and Hall (2015); Autor et al. 

(2016)
– Mayda et al (2016): immigration and share of voters cast for RepublicansMayda et al. (2016): immigration and share of voters cast for Republicans
– Dippel et al. (2015): imports and share of voters for far right parties in the 

Germany
Bl i d Fi li (1998) C i t l (2012) J t l (2016)– Blonigen and Figlio (1998), Conconi et al. (2012), Jensen et al. (2016): 
trade/FDI and legislators’ voting behavior

• Consequences of U.S.-China integration
– Employment: Autor et al. (2013), Pierce and Schott (2015)
– Health: McManus and Schaur (2015a, 2015b), Pierce and Schott (2016)ea t c a us a d Sc au ( 0 5a, 0 5b), e ce a d Sc ott ( 0 6)
– Crime: Che and Xu (2015)
– Provision of public good: Che and Xu (2015), Feler and Senses (2015)
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China’s Rise as a U.S. Trading Partner

• China jumped from being an insignificant contributor to world GDP in the 
1980s to being the world’s 2nd-largest economy

• Between 1990 and 2007, China’s share of U.S. imports jumps from 3 to 17 
percent, with much of this growth occurring after 2000p , g g

1992-2008
U.S. Imports from China and ROW
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U.S. Manufacturing Employment
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NBER Recessions Shaded
U.S. Manufacturing Employment
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Wide Variation in Employment Outcomes Across Counties
4

Across U.S. Counties
Two-year Manufacturing Employment Growth Rates
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Notes: Figure displays the distribution of two-year manufacturing employment growth 
rates across U.S. counties. Distributions are censored at -50 percent and 50 percent to 
increase readability.  
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Wide Variation in Employment Outcomes Across Counties
4

Across U.S. Counties
Two-year Manufacturing Employment Growth Rates
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increase readability.  
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Unemployment Rate Across Counties
.3

Across U.S. Counties
Unemployment Rate
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1998-00

• Decline in manufacturing employment 
reflected in counties unemployment 

.2

2000-02

2002-04 rates

• To what extent do these trends affect 
voters’ preferences?

.1

2000 02

1996-98

voters  preferences?

0
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Unemployment Rate
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Notes: Figure displays the distribution of county unemployment rates at two-year 
intervals from 1998 to 2004. Distributions are censored at 15 percent to increase 
readability.  
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Data

• County-level voting and demographics

• Counties’ exposure to change in U.S. trade policy (PNTR)
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County-Level Data

• Data on votes received by party and Congressional election from 
1992-2010 are from Dave Leip's Atlas of U.S. Presidential Electionsp

– We examine voting across counties rather than Congressional 
di t i t i d t i h ithi hi itdistricts in order to examine changes within geographic units over 
time
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Democrat Vote Share Across Counties
Elections for the U S House of RepresentativesElections for the U.S. House of Representatives
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County-Level Data

• Data on votes received by party and Congressional election from 
1992-2010 are from Dave Leip's Atlas of U.S. Presidential Electionsp

• County attributes
– (Census) Population by race, age, household income, education 

and veteran status; available decennially
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County Demographic Attributes

County Attribute Obs Mean SD Min MaxCounty Attribute Obs Mean SD Min Max
Median Household Income 3138 31.28 8.63 11.21 77.35
Percent Bachelor 3138 9.03 4.22 0.00 40.30
Percent Graduate 3138 4.48 2.74 0.00 29.70
Percent Non‐White 3138 12.85 15.85 0.00 94.90
Percent Veteran 3138 14.79 2.77 4.20 29.00
Percent 65+ 3138 14.86 4.46 0.70 37.70
Notes: Table summarizes the distribution of various county attributes in 1990 
according to the 1990 Decennial Census. 
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Counties’ Exposure to PNTR

• U.S. has two tariff schedules
– NTR: generally low; for WTO membersNTR: generally low; for WTO members
– Non-NTR: generally high, for non-market economies

• U.S. granted China access to NTR rates starting in 1980, but 
continued access depended on annual approval by Congress

Absent approval tariffs would spike to non NTR levels– Absent approval, tariffs would spike to non-NTR levels
– After PNTR in 2000, these low NTR rates were “locked in”

• Importantly, the “gap” between the non-NTR and NTR rates varied 
substantially across industries

M 0 33– Mean: 0.33
– SD: 0.15

16



Counties’ Exposure to PNTR
4
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Counties’ Exposure to PNTR

wherewhere
Ljcb base-year b employment of industry j in county c
Lcb base-year b in county ccb y y
b                         1990 
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Counties’ Exposure to PNTR
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Identification Strategy

• We focus on voting for the U.S. House of Representatives 
– They serve short (two-year) terms and are expected to maintainThey serve short (two year) terms and are expected to maintain 

close contact with their constituents

• We examine voting across counties rather than Congressional 
districts in order to examine changes within geographic units over time

• DD estimation
– Eleven elections between 1992 and 2010
– Cross section difference: counties with different NTR gaps
– Time difference: before and after the PNTR in 2000
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Identification Strategy

where 
Xc: initial period county demographic attributes
X ti i li i h U S i t t iffXct: time-varying policies, such as average U.S. import tariffs, 

expsoure to the phasing out of the MFA
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Baseline Results
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Voting Results
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Voting Results
Magnitude

• Moving from the 25th to the 75th percentile NTR gap
– A1.5 percentage point increase in the share of votes won by the p g p y

Democratic candidate, or 3.7 percent of the average in the 2000 
Congressional election

– A 1.9 percentage point increase in the probability of Democrat 
victory, or 5.4 percent of the average in 2000

– A 1.9 percentage point increase in the probability of switching to 
Democrats or 27 percent of the average in 2000Democrats, or 27 percent of the average in 2000

– A 2.2 percentage point decrease in the probability of switching to p g p p y g
Republicans, or 17 percent of the average in 2000

A 1 18 t i t i i t t 1 8 t f th– A 1.18 percentage point increase in turnout, or 1.8 percent of the 
average in 2000
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Voting Results
Neighboring Counties within Commuting Zones

27



Voting Results
via Unemployment Rate

• A large literature going back to Fair (1978) examines the relationship 
between voting and economic conditions

via Unemployment Rate

g

• A large literature in political science indicates that voters reward 
i b t h th i d i ll d t th t fincumbents when the economy is doing well and vote them out of 
office if it is not

• Recent research by Wright (2012) challenges this view. It finds a 
positive relationship between unemployment rates and voting for 
Democrats across 175 midterm gubernatorial elections and 4Democrats across 175 midterm gubernatorial elections and 4 
presidential elections between 1994 and 2010

• Here, we examine the relationship between voting for Democrats and 
the unemployment rate, using the change in trade policy as an 
instrument for the unemployment rateinstrument for the unemployment rate
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Voting Results
via Unemployment Ratevia Unemployment Rate

VARIABLES Demovotect U‐Ratect Demovotect Demovotect Dem Winct Turnoutct

Post x NTR Gapc 0.1736*** 0.0366***
0.0476 0.0055

U‐Ratect ‐0.1406* 2.5470*** 3.2964** 3.4438***
0.0819 0.7362 1.5783 0.5675

Post x Median HHI in 1990c  0.0022 0.042 ‐0.1403** ‐0.3906** ‐0.4732***
0.0429 0.0418 0.0683 0.1582 0.0457

Post x Percent Bachelors in 1990 0 6147*** 0 4919*** 0 4280*** 1 4902*** 0 3226***Post x Percent Bachelors in 1990c  0.6147 0.4919 0.4280 1.4902 0.3226
0.102 0.095 0.1011 0.2444 0.067

Post x Percent Graduate in 1990c  0.0927 0.1267 0.1405 0.0475 ‐0.2181**
0.1309 0.1307 0.1388 0.3261 0.0968

Post x Percent Non‐White in 1990c  ‐0.0357 ‐0.0365 ‐0.0024 ‐0.0508 ‐0.0460***
0.0226 0.0226 0.0248 0.0469 0.0153

Post x Percent Over 65 in 1990c  ‐0.1988*** ‐0.1937** ‐0.4340*** ‐0.7780*** ‐0.4070***
0.0757 0.0755 0.1038 0.2244 0.0658

Post x Percent Veteran in 1990c  0.132 0.0517 0.3005** 0.2756 0.6409***
0.0985 0.0974 0.1254 0.2756 0.0877

NTRct  132.9724** 56.462 92.1864 199.2724 27.869
62.4819 61.5141 64.3923 157.2083 44.8198

MFA Exposure (China)ct  0.1098 0.2245 0.2492 1.1296 ‐0.0128
0.2839 0.2841 0.3178 0.7739 0.1654

MFA Exposure (ROW)ct  ‐0.2264 ‐0.3047 ‐0.4534 ‐2.5275 0.0022
0.6381 0.6392 0.7164 1.7065 0.3743

Observations 27,974 27,974 27,974 27,974 27,974 16,323
R‐squared 0.6489 0.7612 0.6486 0.6263 0.5887 0.7655
Estimation OLS OLS OLS 2SLS 2SLS 2SLS
Instrument . . . PostxNTR Gapc PostxNTR Gapc PostxNTR Gapc

Period 1992(2)2010 1992(2)2010 1992(2)2010 1992(2)2010 1992(2)2010 1992(2)2010
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FE c,t c,t c,t c,t c,t c,t
Clustering c c c c c c
First‐Stage F Test . . . 113 113 82



Voting Results
Other Offices
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Summary

• Counties exposed to the change in U.S. trade policy with China 
exhibited larger increases in turnout, the share of voters cast for g ,
Democrats and the probability that a Democrat represents the county 
in the mid-2000 elections 

• Do these votes make sense?

• Check to see if Democrats were more likely to vote against free-trade 
or economic assistance bills once in office
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Identification Strategy

• District-level analysis

• Examine “trade” and “economic assistance” bills considered by the 
103rd to 112th Congresses (1993-5 to 2011-13) as outlined in the 
R hd /PIPC H R ll C ll D t bRohde/PIPC House Roll Call Database 

• Rank each bill in terms of being “pro” vs “anti” trade or economicRank each bill in terms of being pro  vs anti  trade or economic 
assistance using the National Journal rankings of their sponsors’ 
“economic liberalness”

Th l i l lib l th th ti t d– The less economicly liberal the sponsor, the more anti-trade or 
pro-assistance the legislation
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Identification Strategy

• Simple, district-Congress level specification

where
ydh share of pro-trade or pro-assistance votes by the 

district d Representative during Congress h
Democrat =1 if DemocratDemocratdh =1 if Democrat

• Use regression discontinuity approach given potential endogeneityg y pp g p g y

• Basic idea: the probability of a Democrat winning a congressional 
l ti di ti t l i t th i t h h ielection disproportionately increases at the point where she receives a 

larger share of votes than the Republican competitor 
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Regression Discontinuity Intuition
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Regression Discontinuity Approach
(Lee 2008)(Lee 2008)

• Can estimate the RD non-parametrically or parametrically (Lee and 
Lemieux 2010):)

First stage: 
Second stage:
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Formal Estimation
103rd to 112th Congresses103 to 112 Congresses

Pro-Trade Vote SharePro Trade Vote Share

• Democrat is 16 percent more likely to 
support anti-trade legislation than a 
Republican

Pro-Economic Assistance Vote Share

• Democrat is 27 percent more likely to 
support pro-assistance legislation 
th R blithan a Republican
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Formal Estimation
Pre- vs Post-2001 Congresses; Parametric 2SLS estimationsPre vs Post 2001 Congresses; Parametric 2SLS estimations

Pro Trade Pro Assistance
Before 2001 After 2001 Before 2001 After 2001

Democrat ‐0.032 ‐0.336*** 0.195*** 0.425***
0.026 0.034 0.031 0.043

Observations 4,197 4,197 4,197 4,197

Pro‐Trade Pro‐Assistance

R2 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54
Estimation Parametric Parametric Parametric Parametric
Covariates Yes Yes Yes Yes
Fixed effects State, Congress State, Congress State, Congress State, Congress
Control Function Cubic Cubic Cubic Cubic

Support for anti-trade and pro-assistance 
bills among Democrats is stronger after 

the 2001 j mp in Chinese imports

Control Function Cubic Cubic Cubic Cubic

the 2001 jump in Chinese imports 
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Conclusion

• We examine the influence of U.S. trade liberalization with China on 
U.S. politicsp

• We find that voters in U.S. counties with greater exposure to the 
h f U S t d li ith Chi lik l t tchange of U.S. trade policy with China were more likely to vote 

Democrat and more likely to experience a switch in representation 
from Republican to Democrat

• We find that Democrats are more likely to support anti-trade and pro-
economic assistance legislation especially after the 2001 surge ineconomic-assistance legislation, especially after the 2001 surge in 
U.S. imports from China and decline in manufacturing employment
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Thanks!
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Additional Slides
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U.S. Imports from China vs ROW
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U.S. Manufacturing Employment
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U.S. Manufacturing Employment
20

NBER Recessions Shaded
U.S. Manufacturing Employment

• Jump in Chinese imports coincides with 
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U.S. Manufacturing Employment and Unemployment Rate
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The NTR Gap and U.S. Imports
Public Census Trade DataPublic Census Trade Data

• Imports from China in products 

3

U.S. Census Bureau Foreign Trade Data
U.S. Imports Excluding Natural Resources
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Policy Background

2001 (December)2001 (December)
China enters WTO

Annual renewals of MFN status were uncertain and 
liti ll t ti i ll ft th Ti

1980 (F b )

politically contentious, especially after the Tiananmen 
protests in 1989

1980 (February)
China was granted temporary 
NTR status by the US 
Congress 2000 (October)

U S Congress grants
Temporary NTR requires 
annual re-approval by 
Congress

U.S. Congress grants 
China PNTR, eliminating 
the risk that a failed vote 
might lead to a jump in 

tariffstariffs
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Data – Instrument #2 (NTR Gap)
4
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Change in Democrat Vote Share (DVS), 1996-2004
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Change in Democrat Vote Share, 1996-2004
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Summary Statistics
1996-2004 Change in Democrat Vote Share (DVS)1996 2004 Change in Democrat Vote Share (DVS)
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Summary Statistics
1996-2004 Change in Democrat Vote Share (DVS)1996 2004 Change in Democrat Vote Share (DVS)
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Summary Statistics
1998-2006 Change in Democrat Vote Share (DVS)1998 2006 Change in Democrat Vote Share (DVS)
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McCrary (2008) Manipulation Test
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McCrary (2008) Manipulation Test
Distribution of Democrat Victory Margins
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McCrary (2008) Manipulation Test

• Also no evidence of discontinuities 
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Across Districts, 1992-2010
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