
Legislators as Lobbyists∗

Melinda N. Ritchie† Hye Young You‡

Abstract

Policy is produced by elected and unelected officials and through the interac-
tions of branches of government. We consider how such interactions affect policy
outcomes and representation. We argue that legislators try to influence bureaucratic
decisions through direct communication with federal agencies, and that such con-
tact is effective and has consequences for policy and electoral outcomes. We provide
empirical evidence of this argument using original data about direct communica-
tion between members of Congress and the US Department of Labor (DOL) along
with decisions made by the DOL regarding trade and redistributive policies. We
find that direct contacts influence DOL decisions, and the agency is more likely to
reverse previous decisions when requested to do so by legislators. By analyzing the
2016 US presidential election results, we also show that the effect of these informal
interactions on redistributive policy outcomes may mitigate support for Trump who
ran on an anti-globalization platform.

∗We are thankful for comments from Ben Bishin, Jason Coronel, Kevin Esterling, Indridi Indridason,
Brenton Kenkel, Sam Kernell, Pam McCann, Jenn Merolla, Bruce Oppenheimer, Kathryn Pearson, Mitch
Seligson, Liz Zechmeister, panelists at the 2016 American Political Science Association Annual Meeting,
and the seminar participants at the University of Southern California and the University of California,
San Diego.
†Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science, University of California, Riverside. Email:

melinda.ritchie@gmail.com
‡Assistant Professor, Wilf Family Department of Politics, New York University. Email: hyou@nyu.edu



“My constituents don’t need a go-between to get my attention. Why do you waste your

money on a lobbyist when I’m being paid to be your senator? I was for anything that

benefits West Virginia, and I was always going to be supportive.” (Senator Robert Byrd

(D-WV), 1989)

The conventional understanding of representation focuses on the relationship between

legislators and their constituents. Yet, public policy is made and implemented by both

elected and unelected officials and through the interactions of institutions and branches

of government. A particularly critical but overlooked question is how the interactions be-

tween branches of government affect policies and the quality of representation. Congress,

for example, is dependent on federal agencies to implement legislation (Dodd and Schott

1979; Eskridge and Ferejohn 1992; Lowi 1969), but agencies also have the incentive to build

support among the many diverse interests within Congress to safeguard their budgets and

programs (Arnold 1979; Carpenter 2001a; Fiorina 1977). Does this interdependent rela-

tionship influence policy outcomes and, consequently, the quality of representation?

The question of whether representatives in Congress are responsive to constituents also

depends on the responsiveness of bureaucrats to legislators. However, previous literature

has largely focused on a single institution in isolation, and less on how the interactions or

linkages between institutions effect representation.1 One critical reason for this oversight

is the difficulty of establishing the linkages between elected officials, federal agencies, and

output.

The ability to establish such linkages is important for evaluations of representation

and democratic accountability. The federal bureaucracy has a wide-reaching role and

discretion in the policymaking process. Policy is now overwhelmingly made through
1There are notable exceptions including Carpenter (2001b,a); Gasper and Reeves (2011); Kernell and

McDonald (1999); Kernell (2001); Mills, Kalaf-Hughes, and MacDonald (2016), as well as other important
work (e.g., Arnold 1979; Epstein and O’Halloran 1999; Huber and Shipan 2002; Mayhew 1991) that
considers the effects of divided government and inter-branch conflict on the amount or length of legislation
produced or the distribution of expenditures, but does not identify the mechanism of interaction.
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agency regulation more than through statute (Warren 2004). Moreover, policies are often

quite complex, requiring several agencies, levels of government, and programs in order to

be fully promulgated as intended. This presents a costly but critical challenge for our

understanding of how the interactions between institutions effect representation but also

the ability of citizens to hold elected officials accountable.

In this paper, we take a step toward advancing the study of these complex linkages

using novel data that allow us to study the links between elected officials, agency be-

havior, policy outcomes, and electoral implications. We examine, first, whether members

of Congress directly lobby the bureaucracy to represent their constituents. Second, we

evaluate agency responsiveness to legislators’ requests. Finally, we consider the electoral

impact of the policy outputs of this inter-branch governance. Examining these linkages

allow us to test theoretical arguments about inter-branch interactions and representation.

First, we theorize about the role of direct communication within the interdependent

relationship between legislators and agencies. Legislators act as lobbyists for their con-

stituencies by representing their district’s and state’s interests through direct communica-

tion with agencies. Agencies have an incentive to respond favorably to legislators because

they want support in Congress to protect their budgets and priorities. But, given limited

resources, agencies favor legislators who signal strong preferences over decisions made

by the agency via direct contact. Consequently, this interdependent relationship affects

policy outcomes, advantaging interests represented by legislators’ contact with agencies.

Second, we argue that the resulting policy outcomes can affect how citizens view poli-

cies and can have an electoral impact. We consider whether legislators’ efforts are as

electorally valuable as they seem to believe, but then examine the impact beyond legis-

lators’ own electoral fortunes. Focusing on trade policy, we examine how the electoral

repercussions of globalization can be mitigated by the US Department of Labor’s redis-

tributive programs that compensate citizens who bear the greatest costs of international

trade (Margalit 2011). We argue that the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program,
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which provides assistance to American workers harmed by trade, mitigates the negative

electoral backlash against trade agreements. Legislators’ support of redistributive assis-

tance makes the effects of trade policy more palatable to voters, and, thus, lessens the

impact of frustration with trade liberalization at the polls.

Using original data we obtained by submitting Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)

requests, we offer the first systematic evidence of legislators’ influence over agency deci-

sions through direct communication, consistent across both the House and Senate.2 These

data allow us to examine the linkage between the expressed preferences of legislators over

agency decisions in order to provide a direct test of legislator influence. We examine the

direct communication between members of Congress and the US Department of Labor

(DOL) along with the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) decisions made by the DOL

between 2005 and 2012.

TAA decisions are an appropriate case for testing legislators’ influence because the

outcomes are supposedly based on objective, evaluative criteria. The TAA program assists

US workers who have lost, or may lose, their jobs as a result of foreign trade. When a

business or plant closes, the company, a labor union, or a group of affected workers may

submit a petition to the DOL. The DOL then decides whether the workers lost their

jobs due to foreign trade and either certifies (i.e., approves) or denies the petition. If

the petition is certified, the workers are eligible to receive job training, job search or

relocation allowances, reemployment services (e.g., resume and interview workshops) and

other assistance. In our sample, a single TAA petition has the potential to affect over

5,000 workers.

We collected data on more than 17,300 petitions submitted regarding the TAA during

the time period, representing more than 1.1 million affected workers. We also obtained

and hand-coded the universe of the contact records (27,310) by members of Congress to
2Mills, Kalaf-Hughes, and MacDonald (2016) finds evidence that legislators’ letters have limited in-

fluence on decisions to close air traffic control towers, but only when consistent with agency preferences,
and they conclude that the influence of such letters is weak and conditional.
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the DOL. We identified whether a contact is associated with a specific TAA petition using

a unique petition number. In total, there are 1,277 TAA-related contacts.

Across different empirical specifications - including congressional district and product

type fixed effects to account for differences across geography and industry as well as using

propensity score matching - we find that legislators’ contacts in support of TAA petitions

has a positive impact on the petition approval rate. When a petition is associated with a

member’s contact, the approval for that petition is, on average, 8% higher than a petition

with no contact from a legislator. Substantively, this effect is particularly significant since

a single petition can affect thousands of workers.

Of critical importance, we confront possible issues of endogeneity using a unique re-

search design. We find that, among petitions that were initially denied, the DOL actually

reverses a negative decision at a higher rate when members of Congress contact the DOL

requesting a reconsideration. Legislators’ contact is associated with a 30% higher rate of

overturning a decision, from denial to approval of the petition.

Finally, we find that the inter-branch implementation of TAA has electoral conse-

quences and may influence the electorate’s view of globalization. Since the president is

often viewed as the dominant authority over international trade (Destler 2005; Schlesinger

1973) and economic conditions (Norpoth 2001) and is electorally vulnerable to trade-

related job loss (Jensen, Quinn, and Weymouth 2017; Margalit 2011), we examine the

2016 election, during which Donald Trump promoted a protectionist campaign and cap-

italized on anti-trade sentiments (Appelbaum 2016; Chandy and Seidel 2016; Davis and

Hilsenrath 2016). We find that TAA certifications are negatively associated with the vote

share Trump received in both the primary and general elections. This finding builds on

previous work (Margalit 2011) by suggesting that TAA has consequences for presidential

elections and trade politics beyond incumbency effects.

Taken together, our results demonstrate that legislators take advantage of the bureau-

cracy’s discretion by attempting to influence agency decisions and that they are often
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successful. This suggests that legislators use the bureaucracy as a backdoor for represent-

ing their constituencies (Ritchie Forthcoming). Moreover, recent empirical studies show

that interest groups target members of Congress to influence the bureaucratic rulemaking

process (Hall and Miler 2008; You 2017). Our paper offers one potential mechanism indi-

cating why contacting members of Congress may be an effective way for interest groups

and voters to influence bureaucratic decisions: Legislators can directly contact federal

agencies to influence their decision making.

Our findings also have important implications for evaluations of policymaking power

in Congress. While the structure and process literature has focused on the influence of

congressional leadership and members who serve on the committee with oversight of a fed-

eral agency (McCubbins, Noll, and Weingast 1987, 1989), our results suggest that serving

on the committees that oversee the DOL or holding a leadership position does not have

significant influence over decisions about petitions. Instead, agencies strategically respond

to legislators who make contact to support a specific petition. This suggests that a direct

contact to agencies could provide a way for legislators with less institutional authority

to overcome the unequal power distribution in Congress. Thus, our findings advance an

underappreciated approach to evaluating legislators and the quality of representation.

Finally, our research contributes to the literature on economic voting by suggesting

that inter-branch politics can have an impact on election results and the public backlash

against trade liberalization. Previous work (Margalit 2011) has found that job loss due to

trade has a particularly deleterious effect on support for incumbents, but that TAA lessens

anti-incumbent electoral results. Our results extend beyond findings of incumbency effects

of TAA to show reduced support for an anti-globalization and protectionist campaign,

suggesting that TAA can actually mitigate electoral backlash due to trade-related losses.

5



Inter-branch Interactions and Representation

An important and substantial literature explaining the relationship between Congress

and the federal bureaucracy has focused largely on the loss and preservation of legislative

control through delegation and oversight. Congress delegates authority to the bureaucracy

but tries to reign in the bureaucracy’s discretion over policy implementation through

various instruments of oversight ranging from committee hearings to statute. Congress

pursues a variety of tools to maintain control of the bureaucracy, including agency design

and procedure (Balla and Wright 2001; McCubbins, Noll, and Weingast 1987, 1989),

committee oversight (Aberbach 2001; Clinton, Lewis, and Selin 2014; Shipan 2004), fire

alarms (McCubbins and Schwartz 1984), and limitation riders (MacDonald 2010, 2013).

However, this dominant debate has overshadowed an important strategic behavior: in-

dividual legislators taking advantage of the bureaucracy’s discretion for their own personal

political gain. While some previous literature describes a mutually beneficial relationship

between legislators and agencies, generally focused on casework and grants, this work

has either not provided empirical evidence or has left the mechanism of influence un-

clear. For instance, Fiorina (1977)’s prominent work describes how members of Congress

benefit from the bureaucracy’s expansiveness and complexity by performing “unsticking

services” for constituents (e.g., expediting social security checks). On the supply side,

Arnold (1979) finds that agencies favor legislators who expand their coalitions of support

when allocating funds geographically, especially those legislators with influence over the

agency’s budget and programs. Likewise, research in American political development de-

scribes legislators’ involvement in the creation of free delivery of mail by the post office

to rural areas during the Progressive Era, and bureaucrats’ responsiveness to legislators,

whether as contracted agents of the majority party (Kernell and McDonald 1999; Ker-

nell 2001) or as a political strategy to gain autonomy by cultivating coalitions of support

(Carpenter 2001b,a).

However, this previous work uses measures such as party affiliation, ideology, and com-
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mittee membership as substitutes for explicit demand, leaving the mechanism of influence

unclear. Yet, some studies (e.g., Arnold 1979) argue that bureaucrats favor particular

legislators based on their statuses within the institution, not based on explicit signals

from legislators. Alternatively, while Fiorina (1977) argues that agencies are responsive

to legislators’ requests for grants and expedited casework, he does not test his theory

empirically.

Still, while many describe ways through which legislators can exercise influence over

bureaucratic outcomes, others question these findings. Mills, Kalaf-Hughes, and MacDon-

ald (2016), for instance, finds legislators’ letters have limited influence over the closing

of air traffic control towers. Other scholars (e.g., Stein and Bickers 1994, 1995; Grim-

mer, Westwood, and Messing 2015) have focused on electoral outcomes and how leg-

islators credit claim for distributive benefits awarded by federal agencies, arguing that

such claims are deceptive. While some (e.g., Anagnoson 1982; Grimmer, Westwood, and

Messing 2015) find evidence that agencies use the timing of grant announcements to ben-

efit legislators, such accommodation is not believed to extend to the actual outcome of

agency decisions. However, this work on credit-claiming behavior does not actually test

the question of whether informal, direct contact from members of Congress influences

agency decisions; it assumes that such contact is largely ineffective.

Thus, two important questions are left unaddressed: First, do legislators make specific

requests to agencies, and, second, how do agencies respond to such requests? We argue

that individual members of Congress directly communicate with agencies to influence

bureaucratic decisions. When legislators reach out to agencies with requests, it signals to

agencies both the legislator’s preference and that the request is a priority for the legislator.

Agencies have an incentive to respond favorably to legislators’ requests in order to build

coalitions of support for their budgets and programs, but also to avoid retribution in

the form of committee hearings and additional scrutiny if they are unresponsive. Even

legislators who are not members of committees with oversight can reprimand agencies by
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introducing legislation that is unfavorable to the agency, incurring negative press attention

for the agency, and with their votes. Agencies have a clear motivation to respond favorably

when legislators make requests in order to avoid these costs, perhaps even when such

requests contradict decisions agencies would make based on objective criteria.

In fact, strong systematic, empirical evidence of both the demand and supply side of

the strategic interactions between individual members of Congress and federal agencies

has yet to be presented. We offer the first such direct evidence by combining two unique

datasets related to the Trade Adjustment Assistance Program.

What are the consequences of these inter-branch exchanges for public policy and repre-

sentation? While the electoral value to legislators is often assumed, such interactions have

generally been written-off as inconsequential beyond a legislator’s own electoral benefit.

However, decisions made by federal agencies have important redistributive consequences

(Coleman and Kellough 1998; Wilson 1989). The informal interactions between legislators

and agencies can influence the creation of programs, the popularity of policies, and even

the public’s perception of the problems that policies are intended to solve (Carpenter

2001a). In the context of trade policy, scholars have argued that governments increase

spending in an attempt to soften the blow of domestic job losses and mitigate public

backlash towards trade liberalization (Burgoon 2001; Rodrik 1998). In fact, one of the

admitted purposes of TAA is to make trade agreements politically palatable (Hornbeck

2013b). While previous work (Margalit 2011) has found positive effects of favorable TAA

decisions for presidential incumbents, it is less clear if TAA actually mitigates negative

public reaction to trade liberalization. Whether TAA is effective at this political task

remains uncertain. We investigate whether agency decisions as outcomes from informal

interactions with Congress have any effect on support for a candidate who ran on an

anti-globalization platform that was unprecedented in recent history (Appelbaum 2016;

Chandy and Seidel 2016; Davis and Hilsenrath 2016).
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Data and Stylized Facts

Our analysis focuses on the effect of congressional contacts with federal agencies on those

agencies’ decisions. To provide empirical evidence of this relationship, we utilize two

main sets of data. First, we collect data on the direct communication between members

of Congress and federal agencies. We submitted Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)

requests to the US Department of Labor to obtain records of communication (e.g., records

of letters, faxes, emails, meetings) from members of Congress to the Labor Department.

The documents we received in response to our FOIA requests included details such as

dates, names of legislators, and summaries of their communications.

The documents contained records of over 28,000 contacts from members of Congress

to the DOL from 2005 to 2012. Legislators contact agencies like the DOL for a wide

variety of reasons, including to influence policy decisions (Ritchie Forthcoming), to assist

constituents with casework-related issues such as a worker compensation claims, or to

affect the distribution of grants or other federal expenditures (Fiorina 1977). At other

times, legislators contact cabinet secretaries to wish them a happy birthday, express their

condolences, or offer congratulations. Our records of communication include all of these

types of contacts. However, we are interested in measuring the effect of legislators’ con-

tacts on the DOL’s decisions regarding TAA petitions, and so we focus on TAA-related

contacts. Specifically, we focus on when members of Congress contact the DOL in support

of a particular TAA petition. Among the contacts to the DOL, 1,262 mention a specific

TAA petition number.

To measure the responsiveness of bureaucratic decision making, we examine the DOL’s

decisions on TAA petitions. We focus on the TAA program because TAA petition deci-

sions are supposedly based on a clear set of objective criteria following an investigation

by the DOL.3 Congress created the Trade Adjustment Assistance Program with the pas-
3The TAA eligibility criteria include that the group of workers must have become totally or partially

separated from their employment or have been threatened with total or partial separation, and the role of
foreign trade must be established. The role of foreign trade may be established in several ways, including
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sage of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 to help US workers and firms that have been

negatively affected by trade liberalization by providing job training, temporary income,

and other assistance. To be considered under this program, a petition must be filed with

the DOL by or on behalf of a group of workers who have lost or may lose their jobs or

experienced a reduction in wages as a result of foreign trade.4 A petition may be filed by

a group of workers, an employer, a union, a state workforce official, or an American Job

Center operator/partner. After the submission, the Office of Trade Adjustment Assis-

tance (OTAA) investigates the case to determine whether foreign trade was an important

cause of the job loss. If the OTAA certifies the case, petitioners may apply to their State

Workforce Agency for TAA benefits and services.5

We obtain all TAA petitions submitted between 2005 through 2012 from the DOL

website.6 TAA petitions include information about the name of the employer; location of

a firm; whether the petition is made by workers, the company, or a union; standard in-

dustrial classification (SIC); estimated number of affected workers; decision; and decision

date. In total, there were 17,309 petitions made during the period, and 75% of them were

approved. Figure 1 presents the total number of TAA petitions by county between 2005

and 2012.

The average estimated number of workers affected by foreign trade in each petition is

88 and over 1.13 million workers in total were represented in TAA petitions during the

period.7 Out of the total number of petitions, 40% were submitted by companies, 30%

by workers, 18% by state agencies, and 10% by various union organizations. Companies

that produce motor vehicle parts and accessories (SIC code 3714) are the most frequent

petitioners; they are followed by plastic products producers (SIC code 3089).8

an increase in competitive imports, a shift of production to a foreign country, a decrease in sales to a
TAA-certified firm, or through identification by the US International Trade Commission.

4Figures A1 and A2 in Appendix A show a sample of a TAA petition form.
5https://www.doleta.gov/tradeact/factsheet.cfm
6https://www.doleta.gov/tradeact/DownloadPetitions.cfm.
7Around 20% of the petitions do not have information for estimated number of workers.
8Table A3 in Appendix B provides the summary statistics on the total number of petitions and the

approval rate by year. Table A4 in Appendix B presents summary statistics on the total number of
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Figure 1: TAA Petitions By County, 2005 - 2012

Workers sometimes receive congressional help to accompany their petitions. Members

of Congress contact the DOL in support of petitions submitted by workers and companies

in their districts and states (for example, see Senator Kirsten Gillibrand’s letter, Figure

A3 in Appendix A). Legislators ask the DOL to certify petitions, citing various rationales.

Some legislators even ask the DOL to reconsider or overturn previous denials of petitions.

For example, on May 6, 2008, Senator Olympia Snowe (R-ME) wrote to the DOL

requesting that the agency “reconsider [the] decision not to give TAA benefits for 70

displaced workers,” at the Fraser Timber Limited Sawmill in Ashland, Maine. Senator

Snowe was referring to a petition (TAW Number: 62718) that the DOL denied on March

14, 2008. By May 13, 2008, the DOL had overturned their previous denial and certified

the petition for the workers of the Fraser Timber Limited Sawmill.9

Of course, members of Congress take credit for their efforts on behalf of workers,

particularly when petitions are successful. Congressional offices often disseminate press

releases, sometimes containing the text of the letter or quotes from their conversation

petitions made and the percentage of approved petitions by state. States where manufacturing industries
experienced significant competition with foreign producers, such as North Carolina, Pennsylvania, and
Michigan, comprised more than 20% of the petitions. Smaller states, such as South Dakota, North
Dakota, and Wyoming, had fewer petitions.

9Interestingly, while decisions on petitions are generally accompanied by some sort of announcement
for the decision, the DOL’s reversal of this petition decision came with no explanation and does not even
appear to have been announced in the Federal Register.
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with the DOL, in order to notify their constituents of their legislators’ work. Once the

congressional office is notified of a successfully certified petition, another press release

is sent out announcing the good news with headlines such as, “At Gillibrand Urging,

Department of Labor Will Provide Trade Adjustment Assistance for Laid-Off Electromark

Workers,” (Gillibrand 2014). Clearly, members of Congress want constituents to believe

that their legislators’ efforts are effective. We consider the validity of such claims by

conducting an empirical test of congressional influence that considers both the demand

from legislators and the response from agencies.

We read the summaries of the contacts to identify communication about the Trade

Adjustment Assistance program. We categorize the contact as TAA Contact if the contact

was specifically related to a TAA petition or the TAA program. For each member, we

measure the total number of DOL contacts and TAA Contact. In the Senate, a member

makes, on average, 31 contacts to the DOL and makes about 1.5 TAA-related contacts

in each Congress. In the House, a member makes an average of 8.6 contacts to the DOL

per Congress and 0.3 TAA-related contacts per Congress. There is significant variation

in the contact frequency across members in the Senate and the House.10

If such contacts have value and are not very costly, why don’t all legislators contact

the DOL? Members of Congress face limited time and resources and selectively allocate

resources across issue areas and representational activities (Bauer, de Sola Pool, and

Dexter 1963; Bernhard and Sulkin 2017; Sulkin 2005). For example, some legislators focus

on legislating while others devote staff and resources to constituency service. Moreover,

while nearly all members of Congress contact the federal bureaucracy, their contact with

particular agencies varies based on the issue area within the agency’s jurisdiction, the

issue priorities of the legislator, and constituency concerns (Ritchie 2015, Forthcoming).

Explaining the variation in TAA-related contact across legislators is important in our

efforts to understand the disparity in the degree to which constituencies are represented
10Tables A1 and A2 in Appendix B present the summary statistics on the DOL and TAA-specific

contacts, and the top 10 members in each Congress in terms of TAA-related DOL contacts, respectively.
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at the DOL. Tables A8 and A9 in Appendix C reveal some surprising relationships.

First, while previous work on Congress and the bureaucracy has assumed that inter-

branch interactions are primarily concentrated among the agency and the committees with

oversight, our results suggest otherwise. Across both the House and Senate, membership

on a committee with oversight is not positively associated with the frequency of contacts

to the DOL (in general or specifically about TAA), contrary to conventional wisdom.

Likewise, holding a leadership position is not associated with contact to the DOL.

Instead, district characteristics and voting against trade agreements predict the fre-

quency of contacts. For House members, demographic factors such as the ratio of white

population, educational attainment, and the manufacturing sector employment are posi-

tively related to the TAA-specific contacts. For senators, the density of the senior popu-

lation and public sector unions in the state are also positively associated with senators’

TAA specific contacts. Interestingly, although perhaps not surprisingly, House members

and senators who tend to vote against free trade bills contact the DOL more frequently

about TAA. Overall, these results suggest that members’ inter-branch advocacy is a sign

of responsiveness to constituency demand.

Congressional Contacts and TAA Decisions

In this section, we investigate whether contacts made by members of Congress to the

DOL are associated with the TAA decision made by the DOL. We match each member’s

contact regarding a petition with the DOL’s decision using a unique TAA petition number

assigned by the DOL. Therefore, we are able to identify whether each petition is associated

with a contact by a member of Congress or senator to the DOL. In cases in which a

specific petition number was not included in the contact summary, we use other identifying

information (e.g., the company name, town or city, the product produced, the plant

number, number of workers affected) in the contact summary to identify the specific
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petition described in the contact.11

We acknowledge that congressional contacts may not be random and this non-randomness

could bias our results, and we take several steps to address potential bias. It is possible

that constituents contact their member of Congress for help when they believe their pe-

tition will have difficulty getting approval based on eligibility criteria alone. This would

cause an underestimation of the effects of congressional contacts on TAA decisions and

offering a conservative test of our hypotheses. If constituents believe their petition is

strong and likely to be approved, they have less need to seek congressional support.

However, it is also plausible that unmeasured characteristics related to the quality of

petitions could cause an overestimation of the effects of legislator intervention. Perhaps,

for example, members of Congress are more likely to contact the DOL if they think the

petition from their constituents has a good chance to be approved. Another possibility is

that petitioners with greater resources and capabilities produce higher quality petitions

and also have the political connections and savvy to reach out to their legislator for

support. Combined, these factors make the direction of the bias in the estimate unclear.

To address these concerns, we adopt the following strategies. First, we include a year

fixed effect to control aggregate time trend. Second, we might imagine that particular

industries affected by international trade may be more likely to obtain legislator support

as well as preference from the DOL. For example, perhaps the steel industry benefits from

political support, but, also, the case for the steel industry is easier to make based on the

TAA evaluative criteria. To address this possibility, we include the Standard Industry

Classification (SIC) fixed effect. Third, some theories might suggest that petitions coming

from competitive districts and states are more likely to get preference from the DOL (or
11For example, Congressman Rick Boucher contacted the DOL in December of 2008 in support of a

petition. While the specific petition number is not included, the summary of the contact notes that the
TAA assistance was for workers from a Gildan Activewear plant in Hillsville, Virginia that was scheduled
to close on February 2, 2009, and that 180 displaced workers would be affected by the closing. The
summary also notes that the workers produce Kentucky Derby Hosiery. This information allowed us to
determine that the contact was referring to TAA petition, TA-W-64,705. We read, matched, and coded
each such contact and TAA petition by hand.
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via the controlling party in Congress). Their electorally vulnerable legislators might be

more motivated to actively support petition cases for purposes of claiming credit. To

capture time-invariant differences across petitioners’ districts, we include a district fixed

effect. To capture time-variant political characteristics of districts, we also include vote

shares of the district’s representatives and several other related controls including sharing

the president’s party affiliation and majority party in the House and Senate.

We take additional measures to address possible variation in the quality of petitions.

To be clear, however, the actual petition forms and procedure leave little room for variation

in terms of petitioners’ ability to build a convincing case. To the contrary, the application

process places the burden on the DOL to investigate the circumstances of each case rather

than on the petitioners’ ability to be persuasive.12 The application form petitioners must

use primarily asks only for contact information that the DOL then uses to collect relevant

information and evaluate the petitions based on the TAA criteria (Collins 2015). As

presented in the examples of the petition forms in Appendix A (Figures A1 and A2), the

petition forms are very short and do not allow petitioners much space or accommodations

to make elaborate arguments on their behalf.13 Consequently, while the circumstances

(e.g., reason for decline in production, number of workers affected, etc.) of various cases

may differ substantially, the actual petitions do not.

To measure the quality of petitions, we include three variables. First, we include a

dummy variable that indicates whether a petition mentioned competition with a specific

foreign country as a cause of layoffs on the petition form. Given that TAA is supposed

to help workers who lost their jobs due to international trade, a petition that clearly

indicated the country of competition could be an indication of the quality or strength
12According to the DOL, the investigation includes collecting information and data by contacting the

firm, contacting customers of the firm, state agencies, and other sources of information. A description of
the process can be found at the following link https://www.doleta.gov/tradeact/petitions.cfm.

13The petition form is only three pages long, including the first page which is entirely composed of
instructions. Most of the two pages include instructions and spaces where the petitioners fill in their
contact information. While petitioners are allowed to include attachments to the standard petition
forms, we had research assistants examine a sample of petitions submitted during 2011 and estimate that
less than one % of petitions (fewer than 10 out of 712) were over the standard three pages.
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of the petitioners’ case and have a higher likelihood to be approved by the DOL. Of all

petitions, 42.3% mentioned a specific foreign country as a cause of layoffs.

Second, petitioners with greater resources and capacity may be more likely to contact

their legislator and also produce higher quality petitions. One way of addressing this

issue is by controlling for the type of petitioner. Compared to groups of workers, it is

likely that companies have greater resources and information that improves the quality

of their petitions and facilitates legislator support. Given that the petition form is fixed,

it is difficult for petitioners to signal the quality of the petition by, for example, writing

a lengthy petition letter. However, companies may be more likely to take the time to

submit petitions only when the case for assistance is strong. Also, the DOL may view

petitions from companies as more legitimate than worker-initiated petitions.

Third, the estimated number of workers may indicate the quality of the petition and

this may affect the decision by the DOL. Legislators may also be more likely to intervene

in cases where a large number of workers face unemployment, perhaps due to more local

news coverage of a business closing. We have information about the estimated number of

workers affected by international trade in each petition for 80% of the cases.

We estimate the following model:14

TAA Approvalijst = αj + αs + αt + β ∗TAA Contactijt + ΓX′ijt + εijst (1)

, where i indicates each TAA petition, j indicates the congressional district where the

petitioner’s employer is located, s indicates the petitioner’s firm’s product type (Stan-

dard Industry Classification (SIC) 2 digit), and t indicates year. The outcome variable is

whether the DOL approved the TAA petition, and the variable TAA Contactijt indi-

cates TAA-related DOL contact by legislator(s) from a petitioner’s district and/or state.
14In the main analysis, we use the ordinary least square (OLS) for the estimation. Given that the

dependent variable is binary, OLS may not be proper. As a robustness check, we use a propensity score
matching use teffects psmatch command in Stata which uses logistic treatment model. The results are
robust to this estimation. For the results from propensity score matching, see Table A12 in Appendix D.
Figure A6 shows that the propensity scores are well balanced between treated and untreated observations.
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We use two measures for the TAA Contact variable. First, we use the total number of

members’ contacts on each petition (Direct TAA Contact). This captures a direct con-

tact on each petition. Second, we subtract the total number of TAA-related contacts

from House members from a petitioner’s district or senators from a petitioner’s state

from the total number of direct contacts on each petition in each year (Indirect TAA

Contact). Although those contacts may not address specific petitions, these indirect com-

munications also may affect the approval decision of petitions from a district where their

representatives were active in contacting the DOL regarding TAA.15

X′ includes time-varying district demographic variables, TAA case-specific variables

such as a petitioner type, and the total number of non-TAA related DOL contacts made

by House and Senate members who represent the district or state where petitioner i’s

district j is located in year t. It also includes characteristics of members of Congress,

such as committee assignment and majority party status.16 Table 1 presents the results.

First, Columns (1) and (2) show that direct TAA-related contact by legislators is

significantly associated with the likelihood of petition approval. One more contact from a

legislator regarding the petition is associated with a 2.5% higher approval rate. When we

use a dummy variable indicating whether there is any direct TAA contact for a petition,

as presented in Column (3), the approval rate for that petition is on average 7.8% higher

than for petitions with no contact from legislators. Column (4) presents the results when

we include the number of estimated workers as a control. The main results hold and the

number of affected workers is significantly and positively associated with the likelihood of

petition approval, suggesting that the DOL considers the extent of the impact of factory

closings when making TAA decisions.

However, the usual variables for policymaking power, such as leadership positions or
15Imagine there is a petitioner A. For A, legislators made 3 contacts on the petition submitted by A

and there are 10 total TAA-related contacts from a district where A’s firm is located. Among those 10
contacts, 3 contacts addressed A’s petition and the other 7 contacts addressed petitions that are submitted
by other firms or workers from the same district as A. Under this scenario, Direct TAA Contact for A is
coded as 3 and Indirect TAA Contact is coded as 7 (10 - 3).

16For a full set of controls included in the regression, see Table A7 in Appendix B.
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Table 1: DOL Contacts and TAA Approvals

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Direct TAA Contact 0.0323∗∗∗ 0.0247∗∗

(3.15) (1.99)
Direct TAA Contact Dummy 0.0780∗∗∗ 0.0498∗∗

(3.78) (2.29)
Indirect TAA Contact -0.000344 -0.000331 -0.00126

(-0.25) (-0.24) (-0.73)
House Non-TAA DOL Contact 0.000974 0.000984 0.0000553

(0.87) (0.87) (0.05)
Senate Non-TAA DOL Contact 0.0000446 0.0000463 -0.0000153

(0.23) (0.24) (-0.07)
Senate Leadershipa 0.0178 0.0182 -0.0186

(1.21) (1.24) (-1.08)
Senate HELP Committeeb -0.00595 -0.00651 -0.0212

(-0.32) (-0.35) (-0.97)
House Leadershipc -0.00609 -0.00597 0.00770

(-0.25) (-0.24) (0.29)
House EW Committeed -0.0105 -0.0112 -0.0121

(-0.44) (-0.47) (-0.37)
Foreign Country Mentioned 0.359∗∗∗ 0.359∗∗∗ 0.383∗∗∗

(42.90) (42.81) (39.65)
Petition by Workere -0.0468∗∗∗ -0.0467∗∗∗ -0.0519∗∗∗

(-6.08) (-6.09) (-6.28)
(ln) Estimated No. of Workers 0.0355∗∗∗

(11.17)

Demographic Controls N Y Y Y
Member Characteristics Controls N Y Y Y
Year FE N Y Y Y
District FE N Y Y Y
SIC FE N Y Y Y
N 17309 15601 15601 12746
adj. R2 0.001 0.305 0.305 0.368

Note: t statistics in parentheses. ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered
at the congressional district level. a: Whether senators who represented a petitioner’s state
were in leadership positions. b: Whether senators who represented a petitioner’s state were
assigned to the Senate Health, Environment, Labor, and Pension Committee, which oversees
the DOL. c: Whether a House member who represented a petitioner’s congressional district
was in a leadership position. d: Whether a House member who represented a petitioner’s
congressional district was assigned to the House Education andWorkforce Committee, which
oversees the DOL. e: 1 if a petition is submitted by workers. Other control variables are
included in the regression but the results are not fully reported here. For the full results,
see Table A10 in Appendix D.
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committee membership with oversight of the federal agency, are not associated with the

approval rate. Given that agencies want to protect their budgets (e.g., Arnold 1979;

Carpenter 2001a; Fiorina 1977), it is possible that legislators’ membership in the Appro-

priations or Budget Committee may affect the DOL’s decision. This is not the case and

Table A10 in Appendix D presents the results.

Interestingly, neither indirect TAA contact nor the total number of non-TAA related

contacts from members are significantly associated with TAA approval. This suggests

that the DOL is very precise in its response to a member’s direct request.17

Although we include year, House district, and product type fixed effects, the possibil-

ity of unmeasured characteristics associated with both legislator intervention and TAA

approval present a challenge for our ability to draw inferences from our results. To ad-

dress this issue, we use a research design that exploits the unique data, allowing us to

limit the confounding influence of unmeasured variables and offering greater confidence

in our findings. We present additional evidence that shows the effect of legislators’ direct

communication on agency decisions: DOL reversals of negative petition decisions. Work-

ers who are denied eligibility for TAA may request reconsideration of the determination.

Petitioners who were approved also sometimes may ask for reconsideration to expand the

coverage of TAA benefits. Among 17,309 cases in our sample, 2,334 cases were reconsid-

ered for various reasons. We analyzed each case that was reconsidered to determine how

the final decision had changed from the initial decision.18 Of the reconsidered petitions,

determinations in 22% of the cases confirmed the initial decision, determinations in 56%

of the cases granted more coverage than in the initial decision, and determinations in 14%
17Federal agencies also want to protect their programs (e.g., Arnold 1979; Carpenter 2001a; Fiorina

1977). In the case of TAA, the program requires reauthorization by Congress. It is possible that bureau-
crats at the DOL try to reward the petitions that come from the districts where members of Congress
supported the TAA program extension, or try to buy off legislators who opposed the TAA program by
approving petitions from their districts. We test this hypothesis in Appendix E.

18For each case reconsidered, there is a document attached showing the original decision and the final
decision. Please check the following link for an example: https://www.doleta.gov/tradeact/taa/taadecis
ions/taadecision.cfm?taw=81846.
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of the cases overturned the initial decision, from denial to approval.19

By examining reversals of negative DOL decisions, we are able to limit the confounding

influence of unmeasured characteristics, such as variation in petition quality, attributes

of petitioners, demographic and political characteristics of the district/state, and other

sources of endogeneity. We examine whether originally denied TAA petitions are more

likely to be overturned if legislators contact the DOL regarding the reconsideration of

the case. The DOL’s decision to deny these petitions offers a deterministic assignment

mechanism that we can use to reduce the influence of unmeasured characteristics (e.g.,

petition quality, intrinsic advantages of petitioners, district characteristics, etc.) when

examining which petitions’ decisions are reversed. Estimating the intervention effect on

the petitions that were originally denied allows us to mitigate the influence of unobserved

characteristics because all such petitions, following an investigation by the DOL, were

determined not to fulfill the standards of the stated criteria used to evaluate petitions.

For instance, since the petitions were all initially denied, it suggests that they are all

of an insufficient quality, offering us greater confidence that our results are due to the

effect of congressional contact and not solely to petition quality. Any other advantages

these petitions might have possessed, such as a well-resourced petitioner, a representative

affiliated with the president’s party, or an electorally-important constituency, were also

insufficient for the petition to have been approved initially, suggesting that they alone do

not explain the subsequent decision reversal.

But do petitioners or members of Congress who contact the DOL on behalf of petition-

ers offer additional information to strengthen their cases? What reasons does the DOL

give for reversing its previous decision to deny a petition? TAA revised decision notices

generally offer vague statements such as “the Department received new information” or

that “the petitioner supplied additional information” as the rationale for overturning the

initial negative determination (e.g., TAW Numbers: 62864, 63981). To be clear, however,
19There are other categories, such as the reconsideration process was terminated before the final decision

was made or made corrections in information.
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the initial application process results in an investigation of the petition’s case by the DOL,

and involves the DOL contacting relevant actors in the investigation, so it is not clear why

such information was not discovered during the initial investigations. In other cases of

reversed decisions, the revised determination notice (with the rationale for the overturned

decision) is not available and, contrary to standard procedure, does not even seem to have

appeared in the Federal Register (e.g., TAW Number: 62718).

We exploit information on the timing of the contact and the DOL decision. We identify

whether a contact from a member occurred after the initial decision by the DOL on

the TAA petition. TAA-related contacts that take place after the initial DOL decisions

are requests for reconsideration of the petitions. Among all petitions reconsidered, we

compare the overturn rate of petitions with members’ contact to petitions with no such

contact. In the regression, for the reconsidered petitions, we also control the number

of direct contacts, if any, made prior to the initial decision. Among 2,334 reconsidered

petitions, members of Congress contacted the DOL regarding 116 petitions (5%) before

they were initial decided. Table 2 presents the results.

When the DOL received contacts about petitions from members of Congress after

an initial denial, petitions were about 30% more likely to be overturned and approved

than the reconsidered petitions without legislator contact to the DOL. Due to the non-

randomness of the agency contact, it is difficult to establish causality. However, the fact

that the relationships are robust even after controlling for petitioners’ product type, dis-

tricts characteristics, and time trend, and overturned decisions are not common suggests

that legislators’ direct communication with agencies may have a powerful influence on bu-

reaucratic decisions. Critically, our research design examining petitions the DOL denied

offers a deterministic assignment mechanism we use to reduce the influence of unmeasured

characteristics on our estimates of the effect of legislator intervention.

Petitions that are associated with contacts from members of Congress before the DOL’s

initial decision are less likely to be overturned from denial to approval. This intuitively
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Table 2: DOL Contacts and Overturn of TAA Initial Decisions
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Direct TAA Contact after Initial Decision 0.319∗∗∗ 0.320∗∗∗ 0.312∗∗∗ 0.253∗∗∗
(5.06) (5.15) (4.17) (3.09)

Direct TAA Contact before Initial Decision -0.104∗∗∗ -0.0779∗∗∗ -0.0802∗∗∗ -0.0966∗∗∗
(-5.17) (-3.59) (-2.77) (-2.74)

Indirect TAA Contact 0.00310 0.000810 0.00203
(1.26) (0.19) (0.45)

Senate Non-TAA DOL Contact 0.000674∗∗ 0.000756 0.0000372
(2.08) (1.44) (0.05)

House Non-TAA DOL Contact -0.00176 -0.00180 0.00204
(-0.91) (-0.73) (0.46)

Senate Leadership -0.0384 -0.0865
(-1.25) (-1.86)

Senate HELP Committee 0.0958 0.0588
(1.60) (0.67)

House Leadership 0.0643 -0.00949
(1.26) (-0.16)

House EW Committee 0.0913 0.106
(1.64) (1.43)

Foreign Country Mentioned -0.0922∗∗∗ -0.0877∗∗∗
(-5.19) (-4.17)

Petition by Worker 0.0615∗∗∗ 0.0223
(2.86) (0.87)

(ln) Estimated No. of Workers 0.00597
(0.98)

Demographic Controls N Y Y Y
Year FE N Y Y Y
District FE N N Y Y
SIC FE N N Y Y
N 2335 2335 2332 1613
adj. R2 0.027 0.073 0.120 0.117

Note: t statistics in parentheses. ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered at
the congressional district level. For a full set of controls included in the regression, see Table
A11 in Appendix B.
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makes sense. From the results presented in Table 1, we know that a member’s contact

increases the approval rate for petitions. These 116 petitions that were initially denied

despite contacts from legislators to the DOL may be of a lower quality of petition or

include less justifiable cases. Therefore, it is not surprising that these petitions have a

lower overturn rates in the reconsideration process. Similar to the results on the initial

decision, indirect contacts, non-TAA related DOL contacts, committee membership, or

leadership positions are not associated with the DOL’s decisions to overturn. This also

offers strong evidence that bureaucrats are responsive only to members who clearly reveal

their preferences through direct communication regarding agencies’ decisions.

Electoral Consequences of TAA Petitions

Are legislators’ efforts to intervene in DOL decisions as electorally valuable as they seem

to believe? Do these agency decisions have broader impacts beyond a legislator’s own

electoral fortunes? It is possible that the higher TAA approval rates, achieved with the

assistance of legislators’ intervention with the DOL, have political consequences. We

consider these political consequences in a number of ways, by examining the impact on

electoral outcomes for members of Congress as well as presidential candidates.

First, we consider whether favorable TAA decisions have an impact on House mem-

bers’ electoral outcomes. Do agency decisions that are favorable to a representative’s

constituency actually lead to electoral support? Legislators’ advocacy on behalf of pe-

titions would suggest that they believe it is electorally valuable. However, voters may

attribute responsibility for economic conditions, particularly related to trade, to the pres-

ident rather than a House member (Norpoth 2001).

We consider whether the favorable DOL decisions, measured by the ratio of TAA

petition approvals and the number of workers affected by approved petitions, are positively

associated with higher vote shares for House members. Our results are presented in Table
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A13 in the Appendix. We do not find a significant relationship between either measure of

TAA and House vote share. If the electoral rewards of TAA benefits are unclear, why do

legislators spend limited time and resources intervening with the DOL and credit claiming

for their efforts? Fenno’s explanation that members of Congress, “see electoral uncertainty

where outsiders would fail to unearth a single objective indicator of it” (Fenno 1978, 11)

help reconcile these results with legislators’ behavior. Legislators use a risk-averse strategy

with regard to their reelection prospects and do not want to appear unresponsive when

asked to intervene if there is even a chance it could cost them votes.

Could these agency decisions have broader political consequences beyond legislators’

electoral fortunes? As we note above, voters may attribute economic conditions and trade-

related issues to the president rather than a legislator (Norpoth 2001). Following this line

of reasoning, we also consider whether TAA decisions have broader political consequences

by examining the impact on electoral support for presidential candidates. In fact, there is

already evidence of the political consequences of TAA for presidential candidates. Trade-

related job loss tends to have smaller anti-incumbent effects in presidential elections in

areas where the government certified more TAA petitions Margalit (2011).

We extend Margalit (2011)’s findings by examining the impact of TAA on the electoral

outcomes of presidential candidates with strong protectionist platforms. We expect that

TAA affects more than voters’ retrospective evaluations of incumbent presidents and argue

that it may affect voters’ perceptions of trade liberalization. After all, a major purpose

of TAA is to make trade agreements politically palatable; it is now considered a political

reality that in order to pass trade agreements, Congress must also pass an extension of

TAA (Hornbeck 2013b). If TAA works as intended, we would expect to see an impact on

electoral support for the protectionist policies and rhetoric of presidential candidates.

This issue of government assistance to workers harmed by international trade and its

political consequences is particularly relevant to the dynamics of the most recent pres-

idential election during which trade-related job loss was one of the most salient issues
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(Appelbaum 2016; Chandy and Seidel 2016; Davis and Hilsenrath 2016). First, interna-

tional trade is generally viewed as the purview of the executive more so than the legislature

(Destler 2005; Jensen, Quinn, and Weymouth 2017; Schlesinger 1973), making presidential

elections a target for public backlash over trade-related job loss (Jensen, Quinn, and Wey-

mouth 2017; Margalit 2011). Moreover, the then-Republican candidate, Donald Trump,

capitalized on the anti-globalization sentiment among voters both in the Republican pri-

mary and the general election. Trump’s anti-trade rhetoric was unusual, depicted in the

press and by scholars as “challenging the last 200 years of economic orthodoxy that trade

among nations is good, and that more is better,” and he was noted for being “the first Re-

publican nominee in nearly a century who has called for higher tariffs, or import taxes, as

a broad defense against low-cost imports,” with more reservations regarding trade liberal-

ization than even his Democratic opponent (Appelbaum 2016). Given his unprecedented

protectionist campaign, the 2016 primary and general elections offer an appropriate test

of how TAA affects the electoral impact of international economic integration.

In this section, we examine whether TAA petition and approval rates are associated

with Trump’s vote share in the Republican primary and the general election. More specif-

ically, we test whether government compensation programs like TAA for workers who are

vulnerable to international trade competition have any mitigating effect between the trade

shock and the support for an anti-globalization candidate. Previous research suggests that

government intervention plays a risk-reducing role in economies exposed to shocks from

globalization (Rodrik 1998), and the size of welfare programs and government assistance

are important factors that influence public opinion that supports globalization (Rodrik

1997). We expect TAA to have such an effect on the public backlash against international

trade and globalization. TAA benefits resulting from approved petitions would take time

to be delivered and recognized, and so we expect that benefits from petition decisions

occurring during 2005 through 2012 to have an observable impact on public sentiment

by the 2016 election, particularly due to the salience of the issue during the entire cam-
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paign season.20 Following this logic, we expect that higher petition approval rates are

negatively associated with a shift in support for Trump from the Republican candidates

in 2008 and 2012. Figure 2 presents the changes in Republican vote share from the 2008

to the 2016 presidential election by county. It shows significant variation in terms of vote

share changes across counties.

Figure 2: Change in Republican Vote Share, 2008 - 2016, by County

To estimate the electoral impact associated with a petition and its approval rate, which

is assisted by members’ contact to the DOL, we create a dataset at the county level.21

For each county in the data, we calculate the total number of TAA petitions submitted

and approved during the period from 2005 to 2012. We estimate the following model:

Trump Supportis = β1 ∗ China Shockis + Θ ∗ TAAis + Γ ∗ Xis + αs + εis (2)

, where i indicates county and s indicates state. We use three variables to measure Trump

Support variable. First, we measure Trump’s vote share in the Republican primary.22
20Given that electoral results come from 2016, it is possible that petitions and approval rates between

2013 and 2015 could also influence electoral outcomes. Therefore, we also collect the petitions that were
decided between 2013 and 2015 at each county level. In total, there are 2,574 TAA petitions decided
between 2012 and 2017. The correlation between a number of petitions at the county level between
petitions submitted from 2005 to 2012 and the petitions submitted from 2013 and 2015 is 0.80. In Table
A14 in Appendix D, we present the regression analysis that documents the effect of all TAA decisions
from 2005 to 2015. The main results hold.

21Demographic data are from the American Community Survey 5-year average (2011-2015).
22A state fixed effect controls for the different numbers of candidates competed in different states during
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Second, we measure a change in Republican vote share (%) from 2008 to 2016 in the

general election. Third, we measure a change in Republican vote share from 2012 to 2016

in the general election.23 The variable China Shock captures the change in Chinese import

exposure per worker, 1990 - 2007 (Autor, Dorn, and Hanson 2013).24 The variable TAA

includes the total number of TAA petitions submitted and approved during the period

between 2005 and 2012, as well as the total number of workers affected by approved

TAA petitions. Xis includes demographic variables such as race and age composition,

education, income, unemployment rate, foreign-born ratio, health insurance coverage rate,

and manufacturing sector ratio in each county.

Columns (1) and (2) in Table 3 present the results for the Republican primary. Across

all specifications, counties with older and less-educated voters tend to show more support

for Trump. The results also show that while the total number of TAA petitions submitted

is not significantly associated with support for Trump during Republican primaries, higher

TAA approval (TAA Petition Approval Rate) and the number of workers who benefited

from the TAA program in a county ((ln) No. Affected Workers by Approved TAA) are

negatively related to Trump support, and the relationships are statistically significant.

Next, we investigate whether TAA petition approval is associated with a shift in Re-

publican vote share in each county in the 2016 general election. Given that we use the dif-

ference in Republican candidates’ vote share in a county i from 2008 (∆RepublicanV Si,16−08)

and 2012 elections (∆RepublicanV Si,16−12), respectively, the model we estimate controls

time-invariant, county-level characteristics that are correlated with support for the Re-

publican candidate, a model specification that is very similar to Margalit (2011).

the primary season.
23Instead of using a vote share difference between elections, using a vote share in election t as a

dependent variable and including a lagged vote share from time t− 1 as an independent variable at the
county level produces similar results.

24Autor, Dorn, and Hanson (2013) generated the measure in the commuting zone level. Using a
relationship file between commuting zone and county fips code downloaded from David Dorn’s webpage
(http://www.ddorn.net/data.htm), we create a county-level “China shock” variable. Autor, Dorn, and
Hanson (2013)’s data do not include information for Alaska and Hawaii so counties in those two states
are not included in the analysis.
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Columns (3) through (6) in Table 3 present the results for changes in support for

Republican candidates in a general election. Across all specifications, areas with more

senior, white, less-educated, lower income, and lower foreign born populations are asso-

ciated with a positive shift toward Trump from previous Republican candidates. Areas

with higher import competition from China (China Shock) shifted more to Trump than

Romney in the 2012 election. The results on TAA-related variables are similar to those

of the Republican primary. The total number of TAA petitions is not necessarily related

to support for Trump. However, counties where more TAA petitions were approved and

more workers benefited from the TAA program are negatively associated with changes in

Republican vote share in 2016 both from 2008 and 2012.

Our results suggest that government programs such as TAA may discourage voters

from supporting a protectionist candidate. While building on Margalit (2011), this finding

offers a critical and novel contribution. We extend Margalit’s finding that TAA lessens

the anti-incumbency effect of trade-related losses by examining voters’ responses, not

simply to incumbents, but to the anti-trade campaign of a candidate who capitalized on

protectionist sentiment. Our results indicate that citizens’ responses to TAA benefits

go beyond evaluations of incumbents, indicating that TAA may influence perceptions

of trade policy. These results suggest that TAA works as intended by making trade

politically palatable, despite critiques that TAA is not effective.

Considered together, our findings demonstrate the importance of recognizing linkages

across branches of government and stages of policymaking. Given that contact from leg-

islators influences the TAA approval rate and, consequently, the number of workers who

are eligible for TAA benefits, our results suggest that representation via direct communi-

cation with agencies may mitigate the impact of job loss due to foreign competition on

attitudes toward globalization and vote choice. Our findings offer a promising outlook for

research on inter-branch governance and the importance of studying how the interactions

between institutions affects public policy and quality of representation.
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Table 3: TAA Petitions and Support for Trump

Republican Primary 16 General Election

DV (Vote percent) = ∆ Republican Vote 08-16 ∆ Republican Vote 12-16

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
China Shocka -0.00151 0.00333 0.0295 0.0322 0.0356∗ 0.0373∗

(-0.02) (0.05) (1.09) (1.19) (1.80) (1.88)
Total TAA Petition -0.00680 0.00242 -0.00766 -0.00334 -0.00600 -0.00281

(-0.63) (0.22) (-1.17) (-0.56) (-0.96) (-0.48)
TAA Petition Approval Rate -0.903∗∗∗ -0.360∗∗ -0.306∗

(-3.05) (-2.22) (-1.94)
(ln) Number of Affected Workers -0.210∗∗∗ -0.0966∗∗∗ -0.0719∗∗

by Approved TAA (-3.31) (-3.21) (-2.24)
(ln) Population 0.397 0.466 -0.0926 -0.0552 -0.223∗∗ -0.199∗

(1.33) (1.63) (-0.76) (-0.45) (-2.10) (-1.89)

Senior Ratiob 27.43∗∗∗ 27.60∗∗∗ 6.134∗∗ 6.216∗∗ 5.366∗∗ 5.421∗∗

(5.31) (5.40) (2.12) (2.16) (2.60) (2.65)
White Ratio 3.859∗ 3.824∗ 13.53∗∗∗ 13.52∗∗∗ 4.691∗∗∗ 4.679∗∗∗

(1.78) (1.78) (11.84) (11.71) (4.37) (4.33)
Lower Education Ratioc 34.27∗∗∗ 33.93∗∗∗ 24.70∗∗∗ 24.57∗∗∗ 21.40∗∗∗ 21.31∗∗∗

(8.95) (8.88) (10.34) (10.41) (10.66) (10.67)
(ln) Income -0.628 -0.772 -2.401∗∗∗ -2.454∗∗∗ -1.926∗∗ -1.962∗∗

(-0.35) (-0.42) (-3.20) (-3.31) (-2.08) (-2.14)
Unemployment Ratio 34.04∗∗∗ 33.77∗∗∗ 0.199 0.140 -4.000 -4.067

(2.88) (2.90) (0.03) (0.02) (-0.78) (-0.79)
White Employment Ratio 17.53∗ 17.36∗ 10.34 10.19 16.30∗∗∗ 16.22∗∗∗

(1.87) (1.88) (1.59) (1.57) (3.47) (3.42)
Manufacturing Employment Ratio -14.66∗∗∗ -14.09∗∗∗ 1.554 1.832 3.882∗ 4.051∗

(-3.05) (-2.90) (0.78) (0.92) (1.71) (1.76)
Foreign Born Ratio 0.260 0.0211 -12.31∗∗∗ -12.41∗∗∗ -17.25∗∗∗ -17.31∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.00) (-3.96) (-3.99) (-5.61) (-5.59)
No Health Insurance Ratio -0.948 -1.076 -2.793 -2.860 -1.294 -1.343

(-0.13) (-0.15) (-0.79) (-0.81) (-0.43) (-0.44)
Constant 17.29 18.28 9.577 9.843 11.40 11.60

(0.91) (0.96) (1.12) (1.16) (1.20) (1.24)

State FE Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 2886 2886 3116 3116 3116 3116
adj. R2 0.904 0.904 0.769 0.770 0.738 0.738

Note: t statistics in parentheses. ∗p < 0.1,∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered at state level. a: Change in
Chinese import exposure per worker, 1990-2007. b: Ratio of population over age 65. c: Ratio of population with high school or
less than high school education.
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Conclusion

In this paper, we use novel data to offer the first empirical evidence that members of

Congress can influence decisions made by federal agencies via direct communication. We

show that when members of Congress contact the DOL in support of TAA petitions, the

approval rate is higher than when petitions are adjudicated without legislators’ interven-

tion. Moreover, House members’ and senators’ contacts requesting the reconsideration

of a petition after the initial DOL decision are positively associated with the DOL over-

turning its initial TAA decision, from denial to approval. Finally, we offer evidence of the

electoral impact of this inter-branch implementation of TAA by examining the effect of

favorable TAA decisions on the communities that benefit from them. We find a significant

association between TAA and vote share, not for House members, but for presidential can-

didates. We find that approved TAA petitions are negatively associated with county-level

vote share for Donald Trump in both the 2016 primary and general elections, suggesting

that TAA mitigated public opposition to trade liberalization and cooled the protectionist

sentiment on which the Trump campaign capitalized.

These findings have implications for how we think about Congress, the bureaucracy,

and inter-branch interactions. When legislators claim credit for efforts to secure favorable

agency decisions, it is not just cheap talk. In fact, our findings suggest that direct com-

munication can be an effective strategy for legislators to exploit bureaucratic discretion.

Interestingly, we do not find evidence that agencies favor members of leadership or

committees with jurisdiction over the agency. This departs from literature that emphasizes

the institutional power of legislators to control the bureaucracy (e.g., Arnold 1979). Our

results suggest even legislators who lack power within the chambers of Congress can

improve outcomes for their constituencies through efforts in the bureaucratic venue.

Second, we identify a mechanism of responsiveness and illustrate a process by which

bureaucrats make efficient decisions: by responding to legislators’ explicit requests. Our

findings suggest that bureaucrats use explicit requests from members of Congress as a
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signal of a legislator’s preference intensity. Bureaucrats fulfill legislators’ requests to

build support in Congress and to avoid the negative repercussions of angering legislators

by not being responsive to their requests. While these findings suggest that unelected

bureaucrats are responsive to elected representatives, the normative implications are not

wholly positive; bureaucrats may consider legislators’ preferences over objective criteria.

Finally, our findings suggest that the actions of elected and unelected officials may

influence the public’s perception of policy. While the economic voting literature (e.g.,

Lewis-Beck 1986; Lewis-Beck and Elias 2008; Kramer 1971; Tufte 1975; Abramowitz and

Segal 1986) emphasizes the effect of economic conditions on voting, we show that poli-

tics can mitigate the relationship between economic conditions and voting by influencing

bureaucratic decisions that lessen the negative impact on voters. Much of this litera-

ture assumes that once GDP or the growth of income measures are established, there is

little that can be done to moderate political effects. However, our results suggest that

redistributive subsidies to workers who are negatively affected by trade or other economic

conditions can change this relationship.

Questions remain regarding the pervasiveness of inter-branch interactions across agen-

cies, issues, and agency decisions. While we limit the focus of this study to DOL decisions

on TAA, we suspect bureaucratic responsiveness to legislators’ communication extends

beyond TAA, even to other types of backdoor policymaking (Ritchie Forthcoming).

While previous literature has focused on formal means of legislative control, we offer

a different, underappreciated approach by illustrating the informal interactions between

members of Congress and the bureaucracy. We suggest that this mechanism has been

overshadowed by a focus on formal means of oversight and collective notions of congres-

sional intent. These inter-branch dynamics can inform and advance our understanding of

Congress, the bureaucracy, evaluations of representation, and the quality of governance.
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A Appendix: TAA Petition Form and A Letter to
DOL

Figure A1: TAA Petition Form
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Figure A2: TAA Petition Form (continued)
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Figure A3: Senator Gillibrand Letter
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B Appendix: Summary Statistics

Table A1: Summary Statistics of DOL Contacts

Variable N Mean S.D. Min Max
Senate
DOL Contact 412 31.0 30.0 0 225
TAA-Specific Contact 412 1.5 2.9 0 22
House
DOL Contact 1766 8.6 9.0 0 115
TAA-Specific Contact 1766 0.3 1.1 0 30

Note: Unit of observation is member × Congress (109th - 112th).
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Table A2: Top 10 Members on TAA-related DOL Contact by Congress

Rank 109th Congress 110th Congress 111th Congress 112th Congress

Senate
1 Collins (R-ME) 16 Snowe (R-ME) 18 Brown (D-OH) 22 Casey (D-PA) 20
2 Allen (R-VA) 14 Collins (R-ME) 17 Casey (D-PA) 20 Stabenow (D-MI) 7
3 Santorum (R-PA) 9 Brown (D-OH) 7 Snowe (R-ME) 16 Grassley (R-IA) 6
4 Byrd (D-WV) 9 Graham (R-SC) 7 Collins (R-ME) 14 Brown (D-OH) 6
5 Specter (R-PA) 7 Burr (R-NC) 6 Burr(R-NC) 8 Rockefeller (D-WV) 6
6 Reed (D-RI) 7 Obama (D-IL) 5 Webb (D-VA) 7 Cardin (D-MD) 5
7 Snowe (R-ME) 6 Specter (R-PA) 5 Byrd (D-WV) 6 Mikulski (D-MD) 5
8 Warner (D-VA) 5 Reed (D-RI) 5 Bingaman (D-NM) 5 Gillibrand (D-NY) 5
9 Obama (D-IL) 5 Warner (D-VA) 5 Warner (D-VA) 5 Hagan (D-NC) 5
10 Dodd (D-CT) 4 Casey (D-PA) 5 Specter (R-PA) Webb (D-VA) 5

House
1 Boucher (D-VA9) 10 Goode (R-VA5) 30 Michaud (D-ME2) 19 Critz (D-PA12) 3
2 McHugh (R-NY23) 6 Boucher (D-VA9) 11 Boucher (D-VA9) 9 Barletta (R-PA11) 3
3 Goode (R-VA9) 6 Michaud (D-ME2) 9 Murphy (D-PA8) 5 Dicks (D-WA6) 3
4 Hayes (R-NC8) 5 Foxx (R-NC5) 8 Platts (R-PA19) 5 Thompson (R-PA5) 3
5 Barrett (R-SC3) 5 McHugh (R-NY23) 6 Forbes (R-VA4) 5 Quigley (D-IL5) 3
6 Green (R-WI8) 4 Rogers (R-AL3) 3 Boehner (R-OH8) 4 Simpson (R-IN2) 2
7 Boehner (R-OH8) 4 Davis (D-CA53) 3 Obey (D-WI7) 3 Griffith (R-VA9) 2
8 Coble (R-NC6) 4 Murtha (D-PA12) 3 Cantor (R-VA7) 3 Baca (D-CA43) 2
9 Sanders (I-VA1) 3 Camp (R-MI4) 3 Baird (D-WA3) 3 Shuster (R-PA9) 2
10 Rangel (D-NY15) 3 Baird (D-WA3) 3 Wilson (D-OH6) 3 Visclosky (D-IN1) 2

Note: Numbers next to each name indicate the total number of TAA-related contacts in each Congress.
There are 17 additional House members who made two TAA-related contacts during the 112th Congress but
are not included in the Table due to space limitations. Those members are: Frank (D-MA4), Latham (R-
IA4), Brady (D-PA1), McDermott (D-WA7), Roe (R-TN1), Shimkus (R-IL19), Eshoo (D-CA14), Schwartz
(D-PA13), Larson (D-CT1), Burton (R-IN5), Michaud (D-ME2), Kissell (D-NC8), Carnahan (D-MO3),
Murphy (R-PA18), Clay (D-MO1), Cleaver (R-MO5), and Markey (D-MA7).

Table A3: Summary Statistics of Petitions by Year

Year Total TAA Petition Approved (%)
2005 2,440 63.8
2006 2,133 67.8
2007 2,077 68.8
2008 2,163 74.9
2009 2,687 81.6
2010 3,158 76.4
2011 1,268 80.4
2012 1,410 84.8
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Table A4: Summary Statistics of Petitions by State

State Total Petition Approved (%) State Total Petition Approved (%)

AK 25 28 MT 71 77
AL 265 80 NC 1,463 76
AR 281 73 ND 10 60
AZ 174 75 NE 50 86
CA 1,260 75 NH 98 73
CO 280 75 NJ 393 76
CT 352 80 NM 45 75
DE 23 56 NV 38 73
FL 252 74 NY 742 76
GA 381 78 OH 968 74
HI 12 58 OK 118 72
IA 161 81 OR 460 61
ID 114 78 PA 1,325 68
IL 638 71 RI 115 80
IN 499 77 SC 461 75
KS 60 80 SD 14 100
KY 314 80 TN 562 77
LA 102 72 TX 699 74
MA 501 76 UT 71 76
MD 131 75 VA 350 79
ME 201 76 VT 49 89
MI 1,207 73 WA 367 72
MN 351 66 WI 600 69
MO 353 68 WV 120 75
MS 182 74 WY 1 100
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Table A5: List of Trade-related Bills, 2003-2012

Congress Year Description Congress Year Description

108 2003 Burma Import Sanctions 109 2006 Miscellaneous Tariff Cuts
108 2003 Singapore FTA 109 2006 Approve Dubai Ports World Deal
108 2003 Chile FTA 109 2006 Reject Raising Airline Investment Cap
108 2003 Cuba Travel Ban 109 2006 Internet Gambling Payments
108 2003 Country of Origin Labeling 109 2006 Vietnam PNTR
108 2003 Computer Export Controls 109 2006 AGO, ATPA Extension
108 2003 Oppose EU GMO Ban 110 2007 Eliminate Worker Visas
108 2004 Restrict Federal Outsourcing 110 2007 Ban Mexican Trucks
108 2004 Australia FTA 110 2007 Peru FTA
108 2004 Morocco FTA 110 2007 Farm Bill
108 2004 Miscellaneous Tariff Cuts 110 2007 Defund Visa Waiver Program
108 2004 Increase Foreign Doctors 110 2007 Andean Trade Preference Act
108 2004 Cut Market Access Program 110 2007 Expand Fam Exports to Cuba
109 2005 China Currency Sanctions 110 2007 Reduce Sugar Protection
109 2005 Cuba Travel Ban 110 2008 Suspend TPA
109 2005 DR-CAFTA 110 2008 Reduce Cotton Subsidies
109 2005 Protect US Trade Laws 111 2009 Ending Offshoring Act
109 2005 Withdrawn US from WTO 111 2010 Currency Reform for Fair Trade
109 2005 Restrict Contract w/ Offshoring Firms 111 2010 US Manufacturing Act
109 2005 Defund Approval of CNOOC 112 2011 Currency Exchange Rate Reform
109 2005 Bahrain FTA 112 2012 Export-Import Bank Reauthorization
109 2005 Maintain “Byrd Law” 112 2012 Eliminated Sugar Program
109 2006 Study of Foreign Debt 112 2012 Russia and Moldova PNTR
109 2006 100% Container Scanning 112 2012 Farm Bill
109 2006 Orman FTA 112 2012 Applying Countervailing Duly Law
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Figure A4: Trade Ideal Point Estimates

Figure A5: China Import Exposure per Worker by County, 1990-2007

Data from Autor, Dorn, and Hanson (2013).
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Table A6: Summary Statistics on Variables in Members’ Contact Regressions

Variable N Mean S.D. Min. Max.

House
Contact 1767 8.6 9.0 0 115
Democrat 1767 0.51 0.50 0 1
Vote Share 1767 0.67 0.12 0.30 1
Committee Chair 1767 0.23 0.58 0 1
Education and Workforce Committee 1767 0.05 0.23 0 1
Leadership 1767 0.06 0.24 0 1
Trade Ideal Point 1764 -0.09 0.97 -2.52 2.48
Senior 1767 0.12 0.02 0.05 0.28
White 1767 0.73 0.17 0.11 0.97
Low Education 1767 0.44 0.09 0.16 0.75
Gini 1767 0.44 0.03 0.36 0.60
(ln) Median Income 1767 10.8 0.2 10.0 11.5
Unemployment 1767 0.08 0.03 0.02 0.25
Dem. Presidential Vote Share 08 1758 0.54 0.14 0.23 0.95
Change in China Exposure 1754 3.43 1.86 0.64 13.50
Manufacturing Share 1754 0.20 0.07 0.03 0.52
Public Sector Union Ratio 1767 0.31 0.21 0 1

Senate
Contact 414 31.2 31.0. 0 225
Democrat 414 0.50 0.50 0 1
Vote Share 409 0.61 0.09 0.39 1
Committee Chair 414 0.65 0.81 0 1
HELP Committee 414 0.20 0.40 0 1
Leadership 414 0.28 0.45 0 1
Trade Ideal Point 407 0.02 0.72 -1.87 1.73
Senior 414 0.13 0.01 0.06 0.18
White 414 0.78 0.12 0.24 0.96
Low Education 414 0.43 0.05 0.31 0.61
Gini 414 0.45 0.01 0.40 0.50
(ln) Median Income 414 10.8 0.1 10.4 11.1
Unemployment 414 0.07 0.02 0.03 0.15
Dem. Presidential Vote Share 414 0.52 0.10 0.34 0.93
Change in China Exposure 398 3.48 2.01 0.67 8.6
Manufacturing Share 398 0.21 0.08 0.07 0.38
Public Sector Union Ratio 414 0.14 0.13 0.02 0.70
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Table A7: Summary Statistics on Variables in TAA Petition Regressions

Variable N Mean S.D. Min. Max.

Certified 17,309 0.74 0.43 0 1
Direct TAA Contact 17,309 0.04 0.36 0 24
Indirect TAA Contact 17,309 2.7 4.1 0 34
House Non-TAA DOL Contact 17,309 4.2 5.5 0 72
Senate Non-TAA DOL Contact 17,309 37.3 31.9 0 176
Senate Leadership 17,309 0.62 0.61 0 2
Senate HELP Committee 17,309 0.07 0.29 0 2
Senate Appropriations (Budget) Committee 17,309 0.16 0.42 0 2
House Leadership 17,309 0.06 0.25 0 1
House EW Committee 17,309 0.04 0.21 0 1
House Appropriations (Budget) Committee 17,309 0.18 0.39 0 1
Senate Democrat 17,309 1.12 0.85 0 2
House Democrat 17,309 0.49 0.49 0 1
House Majority Party 17,309 0.54 0.49 0 1
Senate Majority Party 17,309 0.72 0.44 0 1
House President’s Party 17,309 0.52 0.49 0 1
Senate President’s Party 17,309 0.68 0.46 0 1
Estimated No. Workers 12,801 88.8 180.5 0 5224
Petition by Worker 17,309 0.29 0.45 0 1
(ln) Manufacturing Employment 17,270 0.24 0.08 0.03 0.52
Change in Manufacturing Employment 17,270 -4.91 2.81 -16.70 2.28
Senior Ratio 17,309 0.13 0.02 0.05 0.28
White Ratio 17,309 0.79 0.15 0.12 0.97
High School or Less Education Ratio 17,309 0.45 0.10 0.16 0.75
Unemployment 17,309 8.3 2.8 2.9 25.9
Public Sector Union Membership 17,309 0.33 0.22 0 1

A10



C Appendix: Congressional Contacts to Bureaucracy
In this section, we examine which members of Congress contact the DOL. We model a
member i’s contact to the DOL in the following way:

Contactit = αs + αt + β1 ∗ Iit + β2 ∗ Lit + β3 ∗Dit + εit (3)

, where i indicates a member and t indicates a Congress. Iit includes a member i’s party
affiliation and ideology, Lit includes a member i’s legislative positions and activities in
Congress such as committee assignment and bill sponsorship, and Dit proxies district
specific characteristics such as demographics, income, unemployment, and union density.1
Finally, αs and αt indicate state and congress fixed effect, respectively.2

Previous work on Congress and the bureaucracy has assumed that inter-branch inter-
actions are primarily concentrated among the agency and the committees with oversight.
Members who serve on committees with direct oversight jurisdiction over DOL - the Ed-
ucation and the Workforce Committee in the House and the Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions Committee in the Senate - may contact the appropriate federal agency more
often because they are familiar with the issues and possibly because they believe their
committee assignment offers them greater influence over the DOL, making their contact
more likely to be effective.3 The same rationale could apply to members who serve on
the Appropriations Committee that controls agency budgets or members of congressional
leadership, who may contact the DOL more frequently believing that their requests carry
more weight and are likely to succeed.

Additionally, a member’s party affiliation and DW-NOMINATE score could also affect
the frequency of DOL contacts. Given that the DOL covers labor-related issues such as
workplace discrimination, labor market regulations, and worker compensation, members
who are more sympathetic towards those issues may contact the DOL more often. Re-
garding TAA-specific contacts, members’ own positions on free trade could be related
to the frequency of their direct DOL contacts. To measure a member’s position on free
trade, we collected voting records for 74 trade-related bills from the 108th through 112th
Congresses. Drawn from voting records on these 74 measures, we constructed ideal points
for each legislator that capture their ideological preferences on free trade (Trade Ideal
Point).4

Table A8 presents the results for the House.5 Columns (1) and (2) present the results
1Sources of data: Demographics from the American Community Survey and the union data from

unionstats.com (which constructs union membership and coverage measures from the monthly household
Current Population Survey). Union density data are not provided at the congressional district level.
Using the relationship file between congressional district and the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA),
we match union density at the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) into each congressional district level.
unionstats.com provides a state-level union density. Committee membership, leadership, party affiliation,
and other member characteristics are from the Almanac of American Politics.

2We include a state-fixed effect only for the House.
3We also examine subcommittee memberships.
4Table A5 in Appendix B presents the list of trade-related bills that are used to generate Trade Ideal

Point. Figure A5 in Appendix B shows the distribution of Trade Ideal Point and the relationship with
the DW-NOMINATE scores.

5For brevity, we include the results for a subset of variables. For the summary statistics of the variables
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Table A8: Which House Members Contact the DOL?
Total DOL Contacts TAA Specific Contacts

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

House Labor Comm. 1.136 2.005 -0.0772 0.0321
(0.57) (1.15) (-0.75) (0.29)

W.M. Trade Subcom. -0.955 -0.381 -0.237∗∗ -0.0803
(-0.72) (-0.32) (-1.97) (-0.74)

Approp. Labor Subcom. -0.489 -0.119 -0.282∗∗ -0.217∗
(-0.47) (-0.11) (-2.06) (-1.81)

Wrkfrce. Protec. Subcom. 2.634 2.209 -0.186 -0.239∗
(1.47) (1.18) (-1.63) (-1.73)

Leadership -0.200 -0.512 -0.0191 0.00811
(-0.18) (-0.54) (-0.19) (0.07)

Trade Ideal Pointb -0.684 -0.377 -0.198∗∗ -0.189∗∗
(-1.27) (-0.74) (-2.21) (-2.23)

White Ratio 3.360 7.632∗ 0.972∗∗ 0.885
(0.93) (1.84) (2.21) (1.62)

Lower Educationc 18.34∗∗ 0.00959 1.478∗∗∗ 0.844
(2.47) (0.00) (3.54) (1.28)

Gini -17.09 -21.76∗ -1.722∗ 1.446
(-1.57) (-1.83) (-1.93) (1.07)

Median Income 9.822∗∗∗ 0.967 0.0298 -0.425
(2.90) (0.27) (0.13) (-1.07)

Unemployment 7.451 9.988 -2.961 0.0219
(0.46) (0.66) (-1.49) (0.01)

Dem Vote Share 08 7.029 3.335 1.469∗∗∗ -0.489
(1.43) (0.65) (2.65) (-0.69)

∆ China Exposured -0.0629 0.249 -0.0106 0.0337
(-0.31) (1.00) (-0.45) (0.91)

(ln) Manufacturing Employmente -1.107 -10.19 2.914∗∗∗ 2.408
(-0.16) (-0.83) (2.82) (1.43)

Public Sector Unionf -4.049∗ -0.765 -0.177 0.0725
(-1.79) (-0.44) (-0.99) (0.38)

Congress FE N Y N Y
State FE N Y N Y
N 1751 1751 1751 1751
adj. R2 0.049 0.142 0.065 0.153

Note: Unit of observation = member × Congress. Standard errors are clustered at each
member level. t statistics in parentheses. ∗∗p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01. a. 1 if a member
serves on the House Education and the Workforce Committee. b. Negative trade ideal
point means voting against the free trade legislation. c. Ratio of adult population in
a district with high school or less than high school education. d. Change in Chinese
import exposure per worker, 1990-2007 (Autor, Dorn, and Hanson 2013). e: Ratio of
manufacturing employment share in district. f. Ratio of public sector workers who are
union members.
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for total DOL contacts and columns (3) and (4) present the results when we examine
TAA-specific DOL contacts. Columns (2) and (4) show the results when we include state
fixed effects. First, members who come from a electorally less competitive district are
more likely to contact the DOL. Second, members who represent a district with a higher
ratio of senior, white, and lower education populations tend to contact the DOL more
often. Committee assignment, leadership position, and bill sponsorship on labor or foreign
trade issues are not associated with the frequency of contacts to DOL.

Regarding TAA-specific DOL contacts, leadership position or legislative activities have
no significant relationship with the frequency of direct communication with the DOL on
TAA, although members who sponsor bills on foreign trade are more likely to contact
DOL regarding TAA. Subcommittee membership shows an interesting pattern. Member-
ship in subcommittees that have direct jurisdiction over foreign trade and labor issues
are related to lower frequency of direct contacts to DOL regarding TAA. This might
be related to the fact that these members have a formal channel to communicate with
bureaucrats in DOL through their subcommittee membership; therefore, they have less
incentive to individually contact DOL regarding TAA. Members who tend to vote against
free trade bills tend to contact the DOL more often about the TAA program. Interest-
ingly, female and Latino members of Congress are less likely to contact the DOL regarding
TAA. Demographic factors such as ratio of white population, educational attainment, and
manufacturing sector employment are positively related to the frequency of TAA specific
contacts. Interestingly, the degree of china shock (∆ China Exposure) is not correlated
with members’ contact to DOL regarding TAA.

Table A9 presents the regression results for the Senate. Similar to the results for the
House, committee membership, leadership, and bill sponsorship are not associated with
the frequency of direct communication with the DOL. Instead, Senators who more often
oppose free trade tend to contact the DOL regarding TAA more frequently. The density
of seniors in the population and of public sector unions in the state are also positively
associated with senators’ TAA specific contacts. Members who served on the Health,
Education, Labor, and Pension Committee are less likely to contact the DOL regarding
TAA. Overall, these results show that constituency characteristics and members’ positions
on trade-related bills affect how frequently legislators contact the DOL to address the TAA
program. This finding is a departure from the previous literature that frequently cites
committee assignment or leadership as factors that dominating the interaction among
legislators and federal agencies.

that are included in the regression (including all demographic variables), see Table A6 in Appendix B.
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Table A9: Which Senators Contact the DOL?
Total DOL Contacts TAA Specific Contacts

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

Leadership -2.263 -0.202 -0.504 -0.314
(-0.43) (-0.04) (-1.46) (-1.14)

Senate Labor Comm. 13.01 13.22 -1.282∗∗∗ -0.601
(1.63) (1.51) (-2.75) (-1.33)

Trade Ideal Pointb -9.671 -10.61 -3.287∗∗ -1.943∗
(-0.61) (-0.81) (-2.52) (-1.83)

Finance Trade Subcom. -9.684∗∗ -12.81∗∗ -0.180 -0.276
(-2.20) (-2.15) (-0.24) (-0.57)

Approp Labor Subcom. -1.995 -2.409 -0.648 -0.917∗
(-0.33) (-0.42) (-1.58) (-1.86)

Emply. Wrk. Safe Subcom. -0.358 -1.233 0.428 0.314
(-0.07) (-0.38) (0.74) (0.71)

White Ratio -50.61 -30.02 0.692 0.524
(-1.21) (-0.24) (0.28) (0.04)

Lower Educationc 114.7 34.33 5.652 -16.55
(1.30) (0.18) (1.08) (-0.72)

Gini 45.84 -149.5 -25.84∗ -2.674
(0.27) (-0.84) (-1.90) (-0.13)

Median Income 33.49 13.45 0.722 -9.487
(1.62) (0.14) (0.52) (-1.31)

Unemployment -70.39 -167.3 -1.404 1.323
(-0.37) (-0.61) (-0.12) (0.07)

Dem Vote Share 08 28.43 0 2.482 0
(1.24) (.) (1.33) (.)

∆ China Exposured -1.625 0 0.134 0
(-0.80) (.) (0.87) (.)

(ln) Manufacturing Employmente 72.59 0 3.908 0
(1.46) (.) (1.04) (.)

Public Sector Unionf 0.194 0.154 0.0192∗ 0.0187
(1.27) (1.49) (1.67) (1.29)

Congress FE N Y N Y
N 387 387 387 387
adj. R2 0.147 0.150 0.166 0.161

Note: Unit of observation = member × Congress. Standard errors are clustered at each
member level. t statistics in parentheses. ∗∗p < 0.05,∗∗∗ p < 0.01. a. 1 if a member
serves on the Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee. b. Negative trade
ideal point means voting against the free trade legislation. c. Ratio of adult population
in a district with high school or less than high school education. d. Change in Chinese
import exposure per worker, 1990-2007 (Autor, Dorn, and Hanson 2013). e: Ratio of
manufacturing employment share in district. f. Ratio of public sector workers who are
union members.
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D Appendix: Full Regression Results and Robust-
ness Checks

A15



Table A10: DOL Contacts and TAA Approvals

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Direct TAA Contact 0.0323∗∗∗ 0.0247∗∗

(3.15) (1.99)
Direct TAA Contact Dummy 0.0780∗∗∗ 0.0498∗∗

(3.78) (2.29)
Indirect TAA Contact -0.000344 -0.000331 -0.00126

(-0.25) (-0.24) (-0.73)
House non-TAA DOL Contact 0.000974 0.000984 0.0000553

(0.87) (0.87) (0.05)
Senate non-TAA DOL Contact 0.0000446 0.0000463 -0.0000153

(0.23) (0.24) (-0.07)
Senate Leadership 0.0178 0.0182 -0.0186

(1.21) (1.24) (-1.08)
Senate HELP Committee -0.00595 -0.00651 -0.0212

(-0.32) (-0.35) (-0.97)
House Leadership -0.00609 -0.00597 0.00770

(-0.25) (-0.24) (0.29)
House EW Committee -0.0105 -0.0112 -0.0121

(-0.44) (-0.47) (-0.37)
House Appropriations Comm. -0.00413 -0.00366 0.00349

(-0.25) (-0.23) (0.21)
Senate Appropriations Comm. 0.00388 0.00427 0.00398

(0.26) (0.29) (0.21)
Senate Democrat 0.0128 0.0128 -0.00147

(1.24) (1.24) (-0.11)
House Democrat -0.0152 -0.0151 -0.0144

(-0.86) (-0.86) (-0.66)
House Majority Party -0.00324 -0.00361 0.00638

(-0.41) (-0.46) (0.78)
Senate Majority Party 0.00304 0.00296 0.00391

(0.30) (0.29) (0.43)
House President’s Party 0.00408 0.00424 -0.00547

(0.50) (0.52) (-0.59)
Senate President’s Party -0.00884 -0.00879 -0.00411

(-0.83) (-0.83) (-0.38)
Foreign Country Mentioned 0.359∗∗∗ 0.359∗∗∗ 0.383∗∗∗

(42.90) (42.81) (39.65)
Petition by Worker -0.0468∗∗∗ -0.0467∗∗∗ -0.0519∗∗∗

(-6.08) (-6.09) (-6.28)
(ln) Manufacturing Employment 0.835∗∗ 0.830∗∗ 0.528

(2.30) (2.29) (1.22)
Change in Manufacturing Employment 90-07 0.0414∗∗∗ 0.0414∗∗∗ 0.0379∗∗∗

(3.83) (3.82) (2.99)
Ratio of Population over 65 0.333 0.347 0.820

(0.30) (0.31) (0.63)
White Ratio 0.165 0.163 0.0333

(0.72) (0.71) (0.11)
Population with Lower Educationa 0.221 0.221 -0.164

(0.66) (0.66) (-0.44)
Unemployment 0.475 0.480 0.782

(1.21) (1.22) (1.59)
Public Sector Union Membershipb 0.0196 0.0201 0.0165

(0.72) (0.73) (0.55)
(ln) Estimated No. Workers 0.0355∗∗∗

(11.17)
Year FE N Y Y Y
District FE N Y Y Y
SIC FE N N Y Y
N 17309 15601 15601 12746
adj. R2 0.001 0.305 0.305 0.368

Note: t statistics in parentheses. ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered at the
congressional district level. a: Ratio of adult population with high school or less than high school
education. b: Ratio of public sector workers who are union members.
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Table A11: DOL Contacts and Overturn of TAA Initial Decisions
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Direct TAA Contact after Initial Decision 0.319∗∗∗ 0.320∗∗∗ 0.312∗∗∗ 0.253∗∗∗

(5.06) (5.15) (4.17) (3.09)
Direct TAA Contact before Initial Decision -0.104∗∗∗ -0.0779∗∗∗ -0.0802∗∗∗ -0.0966∗∗∗

(-5.17) (-3.59) (-2.77) (-2.74)
Indirect TAA Contact 0.00310 0.000810 0.00203

(1.26) (0.19) (0.45)
House non-TAA DOL Contact -0.00176 -0.00180 0.00204

(-0.91) (-0.73) (0.46)
Senate non-TAA DOL Contact 0.000674∗∗ 0.000756 0.0000372

(2.08) (1.44) (0.05)
Senate Leadership -0.0384 -0.0865

(-1.25) (-1.86)
Senate HELP Committee 0.0958 0.0588

(1.60) (0.67)
House Leadership 0.0643 -0.00949

(1.26) (-0.16)
House EW Committee 0.0913 0.106

(1.64) (1.43)
House Appropriations Comm. 0.0486 0.0924∗∗

(1.26) (1.97)
Senate Appropriations Comm. 0.0288 0.0342

(0.96) (0.77)
Senate Democrat -0.00163 -0.0811∗∗

(-0.05) (-2.01)
House Democrat 0.0473 0.00231

(1.32) (0.04)
House Majority Party 0.00244 0.0380

(0.13) (1.28)
Senate Majority Party 0.0240 -0.00403

(0.88) (-0.14)
House President’s Party 0.0266 -0.00213

(1.44) (-0.09)
Senate President’s Party 0.00957 0.0126

(0.37) (0.42)
Foreign Country Mentioned -0.0922∗∗∗ -0.0877∗∗∗

(-5.19) (-4.17)
Petition by Worker 0.0615∗∗∗ 0.0223

(2.86) (0.87)
(ln) Manufacturing Employment 1.446 1.581

(1.66) (1.20)
Change in Manufacturing Employment 90-07 -0.00306 0.0136

(-0.13) (0.37)
Ratio of Population over 65 1.046 3.044

(0.39) (0.75)
White Ratio -0.719 -0.217

(-1.27) (-0.26)
Population with Lower Educationa -0.475 -0.904

(-0.61) (-0.89)
Unemployment 0.0332 -1.002

(0.03) (-0.75)
Public Sector Union Membershipb -0.0975 -0.0911

(-1.24) (-1.02)
(ln) Estimated No. Workers 0.00597

(0.98)
Year FE N Y Y Y
District FE N N Y Y
SIC FE N N Y Y
N 2335 2335 2332 1613
adj. R2 0.027 0.073 0.120 0.117

Note: t statistics in parentheses. ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered at the
congressional district level. a: Ratio of adult population with high school or less than high school
education. b: Ratio of public sector workers who are union members.
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Table A12: DOL Contacts and TAA Approval: Propensity Score Matching Estimates

AI Robust
DV = Certified Coef. Std. Err. z P > |z| [95% Conf. Interval]

ATE
Direct TAA Contact Dummy .1040019 .0291982 3.56 0.000 [.0467746 .1612292]

Note: The same set of variables used to produce Table A10 is used for matching.

Figure A6: Propensity Score Histogram by Treatment Status
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Table A13: TAA Petitions and House Election Results
DV = Incumbent Vote Share (t) (1) (2) (3) (4)

Lagged Vote Share (t-1) 0.518∗∗∗ 0.365∗∗∗ 0.515∗∗∗ 0.363∗∗∗

(17.66) (10.69) (15.20) (8.97)
TAA Variables
(ln) Total TAA Petitions -0.00869∗∗ -0.00518

(-2.45) (-1.13)
Ratio of TAA Petitions Covered by Member’s Contacta -0.00785 -0.000817

(-0.75) (-0.08)
(ln) Affected Number of Workers by TAA -0.00168 -0.000213

(-0.79) (-0.08)
Ratio of Affected Workers Covered by Member’s Contactb -0.0139 -0.0129

(-1.26) (-1.11)
Demopgrahic Variables
(ln) Population -0.000733 -0.0554

(-0.01) (-0.50)
Senior Ratio 0.177 0.0526

(1.18) (0.29)
White Ratio -0.181∗∗∗ -0.153∗∗∗

(-5.59) (-4.22)
Lower Education Ratio 0.0862 0.149

(1.08) (1.62)
Unemployment Ratio -0.500∗∗ -0.182

(-2.41) (-0.72)
(ln) Per Capita Income -0.0317 0.00589

(-0.88) (0.15)
Gini 0.402∗∗∗ 0.339∗∗∗

(3.51) (2.60)
Change in Chinese Import Exposure per worker -0.0000211 -0.000726

(-0.01) (-0.30)
Manufacturing Employment Share 0.0140 -0.0191

(0.16) (-0.19)
Member-level Variables
Female -0.0101 -0.00814

(-1.47) (-1.10)
Majority Party -0.0472∗∗∗ -0.0270∗∗∗

(-8.10) (-3.35)
Year First Elected -0.0000494 0.0000661

(-0.14) (0.16)
Speaker 0.123 0.0197

(1.52) (0.75)
Committee Chair 0.0188 0.0246

(1.25) (1.43)
Powerful Committees Member 0.00366 -0.00524

(0.57) (-0.76)
Leadership 0.00932 0.00974

(1.06) (0.85)
Legislative Effectiveness Score -0.00296 -0.00170

(-1.62) (-0.80)
Democrat -0.0317 -0.0455∗∗

(-1.89) (-2.29)
DW-NOMINATE -0.0405 -0.0189

(-1.94) (-0.76)
Trade Ideal Point -0.00124 -0.00649

(-0.23) (-1.08)
President’s Party -0.0586∗∗∗ -0.0806∗∗∗

(-12.65) (-12.41)

Congress FE Y Y Y Y
State FE Y Y Y Y
N 1397 1378 1039 1023
adj. R2 0.290 0.458 0.286 0.491

Note: t statistics in parentheses. ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered at the congressional
district level. The unit of observation is District × Congress and we created TAA-related variables at the district
level for a given Congress. a. Ratio of TAA petitions that a member made a contact to DOL regarding TAA
petitions out of total TAA petitions. b. Ratio of affected workers in the TAA petitions that a member made a
contact to DOL regarding TAA petitions out of total affected workers by TAA petitions.
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Table A14: TAA Petitions and Support for Trump in 2016 (Including all TAA Petitions
from 2005 to 2015)

Republican Primary General Election

DV (Vote percent) = ∆ Republican Vote 08-16 ∆ Republican Vote 12-16

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Total TAA Petition -0.00618 0.00161 -0.00790 -0.00440 -0.00647 -0.00417

(-0.67) (0.18) (-1.30) (-0.78) (-1.11) (-0.75)

TAA Petition Approval Rate -0.963∗∗∗ -0.353∗ -0.214
(-3.14) (-1.89) (-1.24)

(ln) Number of Affected Workers -0.216∗∗∗ -0.0966∗∗∗ -0.0638∗

(-3.70) (-2.89) (-1.94)

(ln) Population 0.418 0.498∗ -0.0836 -0.0386 -0.224∗∗ -0.192∗

(1.37) (1.68) (-0.68) (-0.31) (-2.05) (-1.78)

Senior Ratio 27.49∗∗∗ 27.64∗∗∗ 6.176∗∗ 6.257∗∗ 5.372∗∗ 5.429∗∗

(5.32) (5.40) (2.12) (2.16) (2.58) (2.63)

White Ratio 3.823∗ 3.783∗ 13.51∗∗∗ 13.50∗∗∗ 4.684∗∗∗ 4.676∗∗∗

(1.75) (1.76) (11.79) (11.64) (4.35) (4.31)

Lower Education Ratio 34.31∗∗∗ 33.90∗∗∗ 24.70∗∗∗ 24.54∗∗∗ 21.38∗∗∗ 21.27∗∗∗

(8.95) (8.89) (10.37) (10.46) (10.71) (10.74)

(ln) Per capita Income -0.574 -0.713 -2.404∗∗∗ -2.455∗∗∗ -1.957∗∗ -1.992∗∗

(-0.32) (-0.39) (-3.23) (-3.33) (-2.10) (-2.17)

Unemployment Ratio 34.17∗∗∗ 33.92∗∗∗ 0.181 0.153 -4.122 -4.130
(2.89) (2.90) (0.03) (0.02) (-0.80) (-0.80)

White Unemployment Ratio 17.54∗ 17.32∗ 10.38 10.17 16.48∗∗∗ 16.33∗∗∗

(1.87) (1.87) (1.60) (1.57) (3.49) (3.43)

Manufacturing Employment -14.68∗∗∗ -14.00∗∗∗ 1.545 1.885 3.826∗ 4.069∗

(-3.05) (-2.89) (0.78) (0.95) (1.70) (1.78)

Foreign Born Ratio 0.237 -0.0543 -12.33∗∗∗ -12.45∗∗∗ -17.31∗∗∗ -17.40∗∗∗

(0.03) (-0.01) (-4.00) (-4.03) (-5.67) (-5.64)

No. Health Insurance Ratio -0.935 -0.958 -2.787 -2.815 -1.278 -1.298
(-0.13) (-0.14) (-0.79) (-0.79) (-0.42) (-0.43)

Constant 16.61 17.47 9.535 9.718 11.72 11.84
(0.87) (0.91) (1.12) (1.16) (1.24) (1.26)

County FE Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 2892 2892 3123 3123 3123 3123
adj. R2 0.904 0.904 0.770 0.771 0.738 0.739

Note: t statistics in parentheses. ∗p < 0.1,∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered at state level.

A20



Table A15: TAA Petitions and Support for Trump in 2016 (Commuting Zone FE)

Republican Primary General Election

DV (Vote percent) = ∆ Republican Vote 08-16 ∆ Republican Vote 12-16

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Total TAA Petition -0.0102 -0.00523 -0.0102∗ -0.00705 -0.00528 -0.00249

(-0.73) (-0.38) (-1.78) (-1.32) (-1.04) (-0.51)

TAA Petition Approval Rate -0.566 -0.209 -0.265∗

(-1.25) (-1.18) (-1.80)

(ln) Number of Affected Workers -0.132∗ -0.0826∗∗∗ -0.0725∗∗∗

by Approved TAA (-1.79) (-2.66) (-2.73)

(ln) Population 0.116 0.168 -0.209 -0.158 -0.197∗∗ -0.163∗

(0.37) (0.54) (-1.64) (-1.23) (-2.01) (-1.68)

Senior Ratio 16.30∗∗∗ 16.43∗∗∗ 2.217 2.317 2.486 2.570
(3.12) (3.15) (1.04) (1.08) (1.41) (1.47)

White Ratio 2.747 2.678 11.60∗∗∗ 11.57∗∗∗ 4.515∗∗∗ 4.479∗∗∗

(1.17) (1.15) (10.55) (10.51) (5.11) (5.06)

Lower Education Ratio 33.61∗∗∗ 33.42∗∗∗ 26.46∗∗∗ 26.31∗∗∗ 24.48∗∗∗ 24.37∗∗∗

(7.19) (7.16) (14.52) (14.49) (14.02) (14.00)

(ln) Income -0.881 -0.932 -1.037 -1.073 -1.062 -1.085
(-0.37) (-0.39) (-1.14) (-1.18) (-1.11) (-1.13)

Unemployment Ratio 16.67 16.61 5.960 6.030 0.657 0.659
(0.71) (0.71) (0.99) (1.00) (0.13) (0.13)

White Unemployment Ratio 19.21 18.96 2.209 1.909 10.40∗∗ 10.23∗∗

(0.88) (0.87) (0.37) (0.32) (2.21) (2.17)

Manufacturing Employment Ratio -4.393 -4.111 1.018 1.330 1.044 1.222
(-0.88) (-0.82) (0.48) (0.63) (0.59) (0.69)

Foreign Born Ratio -16.44∗∗ -16.50∗∗ -18.08∗∗∗ -18.17∗∗∗ -21.09∗∗∗ -21.14∗∗∗

(-2.34) (-2.35) (-6.32) (-6.34) (-7.24) (-7.22)

No Health Insurance Ratio -3.703 -3.889 -5.811∗ -5.897∗ -3.868 -3.968
(-0.33) (-0.35) (-1.76) (-1.79) (-1.29) (-1.32)

Constant 28.36 28.55 -0.221 -0.213 2.946 2.959
(1.15) (1.15) (-0.02) (-0.02) (0.29) (0.29)

Commuting Zone FE Y Y Y Y Y Y
N 2886 2886 3116 3116 3116 3116
adj. R2 0.859 0.859 0.841 0.842 0.819 0.819

Note: t statistics in parentheses. ∗p < 0.1,∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered at commuting zone level. “Com-
muting zones and Labor Market Areas combine counties into units intended to more closely reflect the geographic interrelationship
between employers and labor supply” (https://catalog.data.gov/dataset/commuting-zones-and-labor-market-areas). In the US,
there are 740 commuting zones. China Shock variable is not identified when we use a commuting zone fixed effect because the
variable is originally constructed at the commuting zone level.
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E Appendix: TAA Reauthorization Voting and Pe-
tition Approvals

Since the creation of the Trade Adjustment Assistant program (TAA) as a part of the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962, Congress has irregularly reauthorized the TAA program.
There have been 18 votes to reauthorize the TAA program and the most recent reau-
thorization took place in January 2015 when President Obama signed the bill, “Trade
Preferences Extension Act of 2015” (H.R.1295), into law. During the time period of our
study (2005 - 2012), there were six reauthorization votes on the TAA program (Hornbeck
2013a). Table A16 shows the list of reauthorization activities between 2005 and 2012.

Table A16: TAA Reauthorization, 2005-2012

Year Bill Title Public Law Extension Datea Lengthb

2007 TAA Extension Act P.L.110-89 Dec.31, 2007 3 months
2008 Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2008 P.L.110-161 Dec. 31, 2008 1 year
2009 Consolidated Security, Disaster Assistance, P.L.110-329 Feb. 2009 2 months

and Continuing Appropriations Act of 2009
2009 American Recovery & Reinvestment Act of 2009 P.L.111-5 Dec.31, 2010 2 year
2010 Omnibus Trade Act of 2010 P.L.111-344 Feb. 12, 2010 13 month
2011 The Trade Adjustment Assistance Act of 2011 P.L.112-40 Dec.31, 2013 34 months

Note: This table is reproduced from page 16 in Hornbeck (2013a). a: The date that the reauthorization
allowed the extension of the TAA program. b: The length of the TAA program extension between the
reauthorizations.

Our goal is to examine whether a member’s voting record on the TAA program has
any influence on the DOL’s TAA approval decision. To do that, we must identify voting
records for each reauthorization act, which entails some issues. First, among the six
TAA reauthorization acts, four of them are omnibus or appropriations bills. Given that
omnibus or appropriations bills are large and include many different measures and diverse
subjects other than the TAA program extension, it is difficult to use the voting records
on those bills as a proxy for legislators’ positions on the extension of the TAA program.

There are two bills that specifically addressed the TAA program. However, the TAA
Extension Act of 2007 does not include recorded votes for either the House or the Senate.
That leaves us with the 2011 law, the Trade Adjustment Assistance Act of 2011, which
has a recorded vote for the Senate only and none for the House. It does have a TAA-
related Senate amendment (S.Amdt.633), which means that senators voted directly on
the amendment, while the House voted to adopt the Senate version of the overall bill with
the amendment. Therefore, we use the Senate vote on the amendment to the 2011 TAA
Act to see whether senators’ voting records on the TAA program extension is associated
with the TAA petition approval rate for years 2011 and 2012.

For each petition, we include a variable Senators TAA Support that indicates whether
the senators who represented the petitioner’s state supported the 2011 TAA Act. The
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variable Senators TAA Support takes a value from 0 to 2: 0 if neither of the two senators
supported it, 1 if only one senator supported it, and 2 if both senators supported the
2011 TAA program extension bill. We run the equation (2) with Senators TAA Support
for petitions for which results were decided in years 2011 and 2012. Table A17 presents
the results. Given that the variable Senators TAA Support only changes at the state
level, we cannot use the district or state fixed effects in this regression. Even though we
include all the variables in A6 in Appendix B and use the year and product time fixed
effects, the results presented in Table A17 should be interpreted with caution. The DOL
seems to approve petitions from the states where their senators supported the extension
of the TAA programs at a higher rate, but this effect is not robust when we include a
product-type fixed effect (SIC FE).

Table A17: Senators’ Support for the 2011 TAA Act and TAA Approval, 2011-2012

(1) (2) (3)

Direct TAA Contact 0.0289∗∗∗ 0.0573 0.385∗∗
(2.84) (1.81) (2.57)

Indirect TAA Contact -0.00326 0.00170
(-0.99) (0.46)

House Non-TAA DOL Contact -0.000852 -0.00227
(-0.58) (-1.08)

Senate Non-TAA DOL Contact 0.00103 0.00195∗∗
(1.80) (2.30)

Senators TAA Supporta 0.0460∗∗ 0.0114
(2.68) (0.31)

Senators TAA Support × TAA Direct Contact -0.0152 -0.179
(-0.84) (-1.29)

Demographic Controls N Y Y
Member Characteristics Controls N Y Y
Year FE Y Y Y
SIC FE N N Y
N 2678 2673 2673
adj. R2 0.003 0.009 0.094

Note: t statistics in parentheses. ∗∗p < 0.05, ∗∗∗p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered
at the state level. This analysis is based on the petitions that the decision on the
eligibility for the TAA program was made either in 2011 or 2012 a: 0 if none of the
senators supported the 2011 TAA Act, 1 if only one senator supported the 2011 TAA
Act, and 2 if both senators supported the 2011 TAA Act.
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