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Histogram of Votes

Figure A1 shows the number of votes on immigration in a given year in the first panel.

Starting in the 1950s, Congress considered immigration bills almost every year and the

average number of votes have increased since 1980. While the total number of votes on

immigration has increased over the last 30 years, it has not increased greatly as a proportion

of the Senate’s total business (second panel of Figure A1). Immigration has never been more

than 10% of the Senate’s total business in a given congress.
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Figure A1: Histogram of votes on immigration and votes on immigration as a proportion of
all votes

More Evidence that Immigration Divides the Republicans

and Democrats

As we might expect from the discussion of agenda control above, party is not the only pre-

dictor of voting behavior on immigration in the US Senate. Figure A2 shows the breakdown

of support for immigration between the Republican and Democratic parties over time and

provides evidence that voting on immigration is not driven by party.1 Until the early 1980s,

the two parties were quite similar in their support for immigration; although, Republicans
1Votes by senators from each party were aggregated and smoothed using a loess smoother with a 0.25

bandwidth.
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tended to be more open to immigration. This changed in the 1980s as the traditionally

anti-immigrant South was represented by Republicans to a greater degree. Yet, rarely has

immigration created sharp distinctions between the two parties. Prior to the 1990s, nei-

ther party had a majority for open immigration on average; to pass more open immigration

legislation, some members needed to cross the aisle.

Below, I present three more tests of the relationship between immigration and political

parties. First, most immigration bills create internal divisions within the party (90% of all

votes) rather than divide the parties (10% of all votes). Here I measure cohesion as strict

party line votes. Percentages do not change much if we relax this. Figure A3 in the shows

the histogram of the proportion of yea votes by the two parties. The distribution of votes is

almost uniform; although, there have been many more consensus yea votes.

Further, senators from the same state tend to vote the same way (see Table A1). When

senators from a state are in the same party, they vote the same way 74% of the time. When

they are from different parties, they are likely to vote the same way or one of them often

chooses not to vote, perhaps signaling that the senator does not wish to go against her state

to vote with her party. We can have greater confidence, then, that senators’ votes represent

the preferences of their constituency rather than the control of the agenda by the majority

party.

From Table A1 and Figure A3, it is clear that immigration tends to be a policy that

creates divisions within the political parties rather than divides between the parties. To

examine this more directly, I examined whether votes on immigration followed the same

left-right dimension as the rest of votes in three Congresses that passed major immigration

legislation. I calculated the ideal point of each senator on all the votes except for the

votes on immigration using the MCMCpack Markov chain Monte Carlo for one dimensional

item response theory.2 Figure A4 plots the proportion of support for immigration for each

senator against his or her ideal point along with a smoothed trend line for three congresses
2Martin, Quinn and Park 2005.

3



.3
.4

.5
.6

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

 V
ot

es
 fo

r O
pe

n 
Im

m
ig

ra
tio

n

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
year

Republicans Democrats

Figure A2: Support for immigration by the two parties, 1950-2008
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Table A1: Voting by party and state
Voting by Party

Delegation Votes Different Parties Same Party Total

Different 23.44% 16.96% 19.56%
(2,792) (3,013) (5,805)

Same 33.34% 70.81% 55.77%
(3,971) (12,578) (16,549)

One abstains 43.21% 12.23% 24.66%
(5,146) (2,172) (7,318)

Column percentages shown. Number of observations in parentheses.
χ2 = 4.7e+ 03, p = 0.000
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Figure A4: Immigration votes vs. ideal points of senators

— the 89th, the 99th and the 104th. The 89th Congress passed the 1965 Immigration

and Nationality Act; the 99th Congress passed the Immigration Control and Reform Act

and the 104th passed the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act as

well as Welfare reform, which also affected immigrants. All three of these bills were major

pieces of legislation that were politicized and publicized; if any bills were going to split the

parties, these bills should have. If immigration was predicted by the left-right dimension, we

would expect that the proportion of support for immigration would lie on a 45 degree (or

315 degree) line. The left-right dimension predicts a split between the parties in the 89th

and 104th Congresses; however, the left-right dimension does not do a particularly good

job of explaining differences within the parties in these two congresses. Additionally, the

left-right dimension provides little predictive power in the 99th Congress, as can be seen by

the almost flat trend line. This result shows that there are other factors which affect voting

on immigration besides ideology.

That party does not explain voting on immigration may not be surprising to immigration

scholars. The Republican Party was founded, in part, on support from anti-immigrant

groups. Yet, it quickly gained support among businessmen in the Northeast, who wanted

open immigration to keep wages low. Overtime, the Republican party has largely kept this

coalition together, garnering support from business and from those who support restrictions

on immigration for cultural reasons. Similarly, the Democratic party has been split as well.

In the late 1800s, it gained support from new immigrants, who usually wanted to keep
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immigration open, as well as from unions, which opposed immigration for economic reasons,

and from southerns, who opposed immigration for cultural reasons (and perhaps economic

reasons).3 After Southern Democrats left for the Republican Party, Democrats continued

to build support among unions and new, Hispanic immigrants, which again have often had

opposing views.

Robustness Checks

Below I present several robustness checks. First, instead of examining the interactive effect

of trade an immigration across all levels of trade openness and firm mobility, I examine

what happens at high levels of trade openness and firm mobility and compare them to low

to moderate levels of trade openness and firm mobility. As I argued in the theory section,

policymakers may want to subsidize firms at low to moderate levels of trade openness and

firm mobility but subsidies are likely to be unsustainable at high levels of trade openness

and firm mobility. To do this, I created an indicator variable for when both trade and

firm mobility were in the upper third of their distribution. To make the analysis easier to

interpret, I regressed the Democrats separately from the Republicans (Table A2). Figures

A5 and A6 interpret these regressions. As we can see, the results are similar to the main

results — both Democrats and Republicans are less likely to support open immigration at

all levels of trade openness. There is less of an effect of firm mobility, but again, Democrats

respond to increases in firm mobility with decreased support for immigration. There is some

evidence that Republicans may support subsidizing firms with more immigration in response

to firm mobility, especially if we use the Chinn-Ito measure of firm mobility.

3See Author.
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Table A2: Voting behavior regressed on trade openness and world capital openness, weight
least squares and standard errors clustered by congress

∆ Voting Behavior (1) (2) (3) (4)

∆ Trade Openness -32.35∗∗ -36.35∗∗∗ -24.91∗ -43.55∗∗∗

(8.19) (5.04) (10.83) (7.45)
∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.05∗ 0.02

(0.02) (0.01)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -5.61 -10.66∗

(3.68) (4.86)
High Trade*High FM (CI) -1.10∗∗∗ 0.06

(0.09) (0.06)
High Trade*High FM (QT)*∆ Trade 457.12∗∗∗ 112.27∗∗

(35.13) (29.33)
High Trade*High FM (QT)*∆ FM (QT) 1.31∗∗∗ 0.22∗

(0.07) (0.09)
∆ Trade*FM (QT)*High FM (QT)*High Trade -445.81∗∗∗ -118.06∗∗

(23.28) (32.84)
∆ Firm Mobility (CI) -0.42 0.68∗∗∗

(0.24) (0.08)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 98.70∗ -123.59∗∗∗

(39.35) (19.22)
High Trade*High FM (CI) -0.02 -0.08∗∗

(0.04) (0.02)
High Trade*High FM (CI)*∆ Trade -60.14 215.51∗∗

(37.91) (68.73)
High Trade*High FM (CI)*∆ FM (CI) -1.14 7.78∗∗∗

(1.18) (0.96)
∆ Trade*FM (CI)*High FM (CI)*High Trade 1130.33 -4193.22∗∗

(839.95) (1089.21)
Constant 0.10∗∗∗ 0.07∗∗∗ 0.04 0.10∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)

Observations 775 646 676 656
Robust standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Figure A5: Predicted Effects of the Change in Trade Policy and Firm Mobility, Table A2,
Models 1 & 2, 1950-1999
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Figure A6: Predicted Effects of the Change in Trade Policy and Firm Mobility, Table A2,
Models 3 & 4, 1970-2008

Second, I use the population of low-skill migrants as a control variable instead of the

entire foreign born population. Data on low-skill immigration is available for Census years

starting in 1960 and from 2001-2011 from Steven Ruggles and Sobek (2010).4 I use this

measure as a robustness check rather than for the main regression because of the lack of

data; to contrast, total foreign born is available for almost all years. For the years of data

available, percent low-skill foreign born and percent foreign born correlate at 0.98. Therefore,

using percent foreign born will provide similar results as using the percent low-skill but with

less imputation of the data. Nonetheless, in table A3, I show that the results do not change

substantively if we use percent low-skill foreign born.
4Earlier census years had a large percentage of the education data missing and therefore was not used.
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Table A3: Voting behavior regressed on trade openness, world capital openness, low-skill
immigration and controls, weight least squares and standard errors clustered by congress

∆ Voting Behavior (1) (2) (3) (4)

% Salaried 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

∆ Trade Openness -25.55∗ -22.93∗ -27.75∗∗ -23.01∗

(10.37) (10.82) (9.12) (10.82)
∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.04∗∗∗ -0.02

(0.01) (0.01)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -2.27 12.10

(5.54) (7.88)
Republican 0.01 0.03 0.10 0.03

(0.04) (0.03) (0.06) (0.03)
∆ Trade*Rep. -10.60 -16.66∗ -9.23 -16.42∗

(6.80) (8.03) (9.06) (7.98)
∆ Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. 0.05∗∗∗ 0.04

(0.02) (0.02)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. -11.54 -31.01∗∗∗

(7.75) (8.45)
∆ Union Membership -0.06 -0.11 -0.10

(0.26) (0.27) (0.28)
∆ Unemployment 0.31 0.96 0.96

(0.74) (0.72) (0.71)
∆ % Low-skill immigration 0.00 0.01

(0.03) (0.03)
∆ Lag % Low-skill immigration -0.01 -0.02

(0.06) (0.08)
∆ Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00 -0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
∆ Welfare*For. Born 0.00 -0.00 -0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
∆ State GDP 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
∆ Firm Mobility (CI) -0.43 -0.43

(0.25) (0.25)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 92.44 91.67

(53.65) (54.95)
∆ Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. 1.16∗∗∗ 1.16∗∗∗

(0.18) (0.19)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. -173.58∗∗ -175.04∗∗

(64.90) (67.37)
Constant 0.10∗∗∗ 0.02 0.03 0.02

(0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03)

Observations 1234 1303 1099 1303
Robust standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Third, I examine whether the amount of illegal immigration in a state affects support for

open immigration. More immigrant labor is likely to decrease the need for labor and, thus,

decrease the need for political capital to be spent on immigration. Yet, there are theoretical

reasons and data that suggests that illegal immigration is not a perfect substitute for legal

low-skill immigration and there are severe data limitations to analyzing the effect of illegal

immigration.

Theoretically, illegal immigrant labor is not a perfect substitute for legal immigrant labor

because illegal immigrant labor increases uncertainty and costs for firms. When firms use

illegal immigrant labor, there is always the threat that the firm will be caught using illegal

labor or that the illegal immigrant himself will be caught and deported, depriving the firm

of a worker that it has trained. Further, firms must take actions to protect themselves from

government enforcement actions and there is uncertainty in how firms can protect themselves

in the case of government enforcement actions. The government, at least in the US, is not

always clear about how firms would protect themselves against claims of using illegal workers.

Thus, firms must spend more time and money on lawyer’s fees to ensure they are complying

with the law and still face the threat that they might lose their workforce.

Evidence of firms’ preference for legal workers can be found in the content analysis from

the Western Growers Association’s trade magazine. The Western Growers Association rep-

resents farmers in California and Arizona. It is well known that growers in California and

Arizona rely on much illegal immigrant labor; approximately 70% of California farmworkers

are undocumented.5 Yet, this labor has not stopped them from lobbying for more open

immigration, especially for an “Ag Jobs” bill. It is clear from other stories in the WGA

magazine that growers spend much time and extent protecting themselves from prosecution.

Further, the growers would like to have a legal workforce. Most of their workers work for

them season after season; the growers would like to be able to rehire the workers rather than

train new workers.6 While we typically think of agricultural labor as not needing much train-
5Linden 2002.
6Nassif 2012.
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ing, it is clear from the WGA, that there is a fair amount of training and knowledge needed

to be an effective agricultural laborer — for example, knowing when to pick something so

that it arrives at the grocery store ripe. Thus, while illegal immigrants may work in these

industries, they are not a perfect substitute for legal workers.

The main empirical problem with including the number of illegal immigrants is that

there is not much data on the population of illegal immigrants, especially on the state level.

According to the GAO,

The illegal alien population is constantly in flux. Individuals enter and exit

this population daily by making covert border crossings, by taking unauthorized

employment, by failing to leave when their visas expire, by dying, and as a

result of INS [Immigration and Naturalizations Service] decisions. Policymakers

need to know the size of the population at particular moments and the volume

of immigration over periods of time. Although illegal immigration has been a

concern since the introduction of immigration curbs in 1875, deliberate attempts

to estimate the population size reliably were not made until the 1970’s.7

Using a variety of different sources, I was able to compile data on illegal immigration

by state for selected years from 1970 to 2008.8 Estimates of illegal immigration by state

are available for all states for 1970, 1975, 1980, 1990, 1994, 2000, 2005 and 2007. Further

estimates are available for selected states (usually the top 15 to 20 states in total numbers

of illegal immigrants) for 1992, 1996, 2006 and 2008. From this data, I created a time-series

by multiply imputing the data using Amelia. The data should be judged skeptically; the

estimates from the various sources are just that, estimates, and there is a large amount of data

that is imputed. Table A4 presents a simple analysis. The inclusion of illegal immigration

does not affect the results on trade and firm mobility and the change in illegal immigrants

had no statistically significant effect.
7Office 1982, 4.
8Bureau 1995, ?, 1998, 2011, Passel and Cohn 2011, Passel and Woodrow 1984.
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Table A4: Voting behavior regressed on trade openness, world capital openness and controls
including number of undocumented immigrants, weight least squares and standard errors
clustered by congress

DV: Voting Behavior (1) (2) (3) (4)

∆ % Salaried 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

∆ Trade Openness -26.38∗∗∗ -24.08∗∗ -30.36∗∗∗ -24.09∗∗
(7.53) (9.28) (6.91) (9.26)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.03∗∗∗ -0.01
(0.01) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -3.54 10.84
(4.22) (7.26)

Republican 0.01 0.02 0.13∗∗ 0.02
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03)

∆ Trade*Rep. -10.06∗ -16.47∗∗∗ -4.92 -16.45∗∗∗
(4.49) (4.32) (3.61) (4.32)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. 0.04∗∗∗ 0.02∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.00)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. -9.16 -32.30∗∗∗
(7.38) (7.71)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI) -0.40 -0.40
(0.21) (0.21)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 96.36∗ 96.20∗
(43.84) (44.14)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. 1.11∗∗∗ 1.11∗∗∗
(0.17) (0.17)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. -175.35∗∗∗ -175.27∗∗∗
(49.87) (50.32)

∆ Undocumented Immigrants -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 0.10∗∗∗ 0.02 0.02 0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.04) (0.02)

Observations 2797 2635 2095 2635
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Fourth, I examine the effects of trade openness and firm mobility on a subset of votes

excluding any votes that are contain provisions about high-skill immigration and all omnibus

legislation. The concern is that high-skill firms may be lobbying for these bills. Excluding

these bills means that there could be no spill over effect of lobbying by high-skill firms. Table

A5 shows that the results are stable across this new specification of the dependent variable.

We can have more confidence, then, that lobbying by high-skill firms is not affecting the

overall trend in voting behavior.

Next, we may be interested whether the characteristics of the senator — her years in

Congress, her race, etc. — affect her voting behavior. Table A6 repeats the main analysis of

the paper but includes these characteristics as well. For reference, the first two models are

the base models from Table 2 of the paper and models 3 and 4 repeat the analysis but include

variables to capture characteristics of the senator herself. We see that the results on trade

openness and firm mobility remain remarkably stable. The first characteristic is whether the

senator is a minority (non-white). It is often argued that Hispanic representatives have dif-

ferent preferences over immigration because they tend to represent an immigrant community.

Similarly, Asian senators might also have different preferences as well due to the immigrant

background of their ethnic community. Members of the Congressional Black Caucus have

been supportive of immigration as a civil rights issue since the Civil Rights era. Yet, I find

no effect of the senator’s race on immigration policy, potentially because there are so few

minority senators.9 Next, I include years served in the senate to see if seniority has an effect

on immigration votes; it does not. Similarly, there is no effect of whether or not it is an

election year or how far it is from the election.

The next set of robustness checks examine different measures of partisanship and prefer-

ence for reduced taxation as a subsidy for firms. In each regression, I repeated the analysis

of the paper as well as included senator characteristics (Tables A7-A9). Using low tax pref-

erence or the DW Nominate score does not substantially change the results and neither of
9The results are the same if we examine only Hispanic senators as well or if we examine senators from

border states.

15



Table A5: Voting behavior without Omnibus or H-1B votes regressed on trade openness,
world capital openness and controls, weight least squares and standard errors clustered by
congress
DV: ∆ Voting Behavior excluding (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
High-skill provisions and Omnibus bills

% Salaried 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

∆ Trade Openness -29.60∗∗∗ -30.99∗∗ -26.16∗∗ -23.25∗ -26.36∗∗ -23.36∗

(6.89) (9.63) (9.47) (10.74) (10.09) (10.58)
∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.01 -0.03∗∗∗ -0.03∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -7.98∗ -3.16 -3.58

(3.68) (5.19) (5.33)
Republican 0.01 -0.04 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
∆ Firm Mobility (CI) 0.15 -0.45 -0.41

(0.23) (0.24) (0.24)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 16.00 99.16∗ 79.93

(33.37) (45.04) (49.96)
∆ Trade*Rep. -8.40 -15.58∗ -8.80 -15.94∗

(7.01) (7.62) (6.90) (7.73)
∆ Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. 0.04∗∗ 0.05∗∗

(0.02) (0.02)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. -10.38 -10.13

(8.10) (8.08)
∆ Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. 1.19∗∗∗ 1.20∗∗∗

(0.19) (0.19)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. -164.59∗ -165.75∗

(67.15) (65.97)
∆ Union Membership -0.14 -0.16

(0.26) (0.30)
∆ Unemployment 0.31 1.16

(0.67) (0.74)
∆ Foreign Born 0.02 0.05

(0.20) (0.16)
∆ Lagged Foreign Born 0.02 -0.03

(0.35) (0.33)
∆ Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00

(0.00) (0.00)
∆ Welfare*For. Born 0.00 -0.00

(0.00) (0.00)
∆ State GDP 0.00

(0.00)
Constant 0.10∗∗∗ 0.05∗ 0.11∗∗∗ 0.03 0.10∗∗∗ 0.03

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Observations 1374 1261 1374 1261 1369 1260
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001 16



Table A6: Voting behavior regressed on trade openness, world capital openness and senator
characteristics, weight least squares and standard errors clustered by congress

DV: ∆ Voting Behavior (1) (2) (3) (4)

% Salaried 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

∆ Trade Openness -26.40∗∗∗ -23.99∗ -27.34∗∗∗ -24.97∗∗

(7.95) (9.51) (7.72) (9.53)
∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.03∗∗ -0.03∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -3.37 -4.00

(4.44) (3.91)
Republican 0.00 0.02 -0.00 0.02

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
∆ Trade*Rep. -9.28 -15.39∗∗ -9.56 -17.27∗∗

(5.40) (5.24) (5.64) (5.47)
∆ Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. 0.05∗∗∗ 0.05∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. -9.18 -10.28

(7.64) (7.00)
∆ Firm Mobility (CI) -0.41 -0.30

(0.21) (0.24)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 98.26∗ 103.75∗

(41.60) (40.70)
∆ Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. 1.14∗∗∗ 1.20∗∗∗

(0.18) (0.17)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. -173.73∗∗∗ -176.66∗∗

(49.42) (66.74)
Minority Senator -0.04 -0.00

(0.04) (0.02)
Years served 0.00 -0.00

(0.00) (0.00)
Election Year 0.02 0.01

(0.05) (0.04)
Years since election 0.03 0.01

(0.03) (0.03)
Years since election2 -0.01 -0.00

(0.00) (0.00)
Constant 0.10∗∗∗ 0.02 0.08 0.03

(0.03) (0.02) (0.05) (0.03)

Observations 2508 2366 2281 2087
Standard errors in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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these measures of ideology have an independent effect on immigration policy. It appears

that Northern Democrats are less affected by trade openness; however, the results on firm

mobility do not change.

Further, the results on trade are also similar to the above results if I cluster the standard

errors by state rather than by congress (Tables A10-A13).

For the next set of robustness checks, I examine the votes individually as a panel (Tables

A14-A21). The unit of observation is now senator-vote instead of senator-year. As there

have been more votes for immigration restrictions, there may have been spurious correlation

among trade openness, firm mobility and voting behavior on immigration; I used the year-

over-year change to account for this potential spuriousness. As a robustness check, however,

we can examine the way senators voted on each vote and the levels of trade openness, firm

mobility, and other variables. Given the idiosyncratic nature of any given vote, it is much

harder to predict the factors that affect voting behavior on any single vote. Trade openness

and firm mobility has a negative and statistically significant effect on voting for immigration

openness when we cluster the standard errors by state. None of the other variables, except

for Republican and low tax preference, ever achieve statistical significance.

Further, I examined all votes on the most important bills during this time period. By

examining all votes on important bills, we examine voting behavior on bills that received

the greatest amount of attention but we can worry less that partisanship will be the only

influence since it is unlikely that the parties whipped their members for all the votes on

these bills. The bills examined include the 1950 reauthorization of the Displaced Persons

Act, 1952 McCarren-Walter Act, the 1965 Immigration and Nationality Act, the 1982 and

1985 attempts to pass immigration reform, the 1986 Immigration Control and Reform Act,

the 1996 Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act, the 2004 Department

of Homeland Security Act that greatly increased border enforcement and the 2006 and 2007

attempts to pass comprehensive immigration reform. There were 84 total votes on these

bills. All votes were examined as a panel using a panel logit and with congress clustered
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Table A7: Voting behavior regressed on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by Republicans and Southern Democrats, standard errors clustered by congress

DV: ∆ Voting Behavior (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

∆ Trade Openness -20.79 -20.79 -22.28∗ -21.95 -20.75 -20.15
(10.92) (12.06) (11.02) (12.56) (11.71) (12.24)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.05∗∗∗ -0.05∗∗∗ -0.05∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -0.28 -1.21 -0.18
(4.11) (3.63) (4.30)

Rep. & So. Dem -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.02
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03)

∆ Trade*Rep. & So. Dem. -13.88 -16.02∗ -13.20 -16.93 -14.26 -16.95∗
(8.20) (8.17) (8.66) (8.75) (8.50) (8.42)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. & So. Dem. 0.06∗∗∗ 0.06∗∗∗ 0.06∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. & So. Dem. -10.39∗∗ -10.65∗∗∗ -10.70∗∗
(3.49) (3.13) (3.65)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI) -0.30 -0.14 -0.26
(0.26) (0.30) (0.27)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 76.13 85.21 68.00
(48.40) (50.19) (59.88)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. & So. Dem. 0.69∗∗∗ 0.66∗∗∗ 0.70∗∗∗
(0.18) (0.20) (0.18)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. & So. Dem. -90.84∗ -98.41 -97.31∗
(45.96) (60.47) (48.08)

Minority Senator -0.04 -0.00
(0.05) (0.02)

Years served 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Election Year 0.01 0.01
(0.05) (0.05)

Years since election 0.02 0.00
(0.03) (0.02)

Years since election2 -0.01 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ Union Membership -0.08 -0.10
(0.23) (0.21)

∆ Unemployment 0.27 1.21∗
(0.48) (0.56)

∆ Foreign Born -0.00 0.01
(0.16) (0.16)

∆ Lagged Foreign Born 0.00 -0.08
(0.27) (0.23)

∆ Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ Welfare*For. Born 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ State GDP 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 0.11∗∗ 0.02 0.09 0.03 0.11∗ 0.02
(0.04) (0.03) (0.06) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03)

Observations 2508 2366 2281 2087 2497 2363
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A8: Voting behavior regressed on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by low tax preference, standard errors clustered by congress

DV: ∆ Voting Behavior (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
∆ Trade Openness -33.42∗∗∗ -33.04∗∗∗ -33.60∗∗∗ -33.37∗∗∗ -33.45∗∗∗ -32.90∗∗∗

(6.35) (8.78) (6.44) (8.60) (6.85) (8.88)
∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.03∗ -0.03∗ -0.03∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -3.98 -4.42 -4.00

(2.62) (2.45) (2.81)
Low Tax -0.00 -0.04 0.00 -0.05 -0.00 -0.04

(0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)
∆ Trade*Low Tax 16.86∗∗ 13.38 13.58∗ 7.16 17.05∗∗ 12.97

(5.81) (10.18) (5.64) (9.11) (5.81) (9.76)
∆ Firm Mobility (QT)*Low Tax 0.03 0.03 0.03

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Low Tax -13.39∗∗∗ -18.53∗∗∗ -13.47∗∗∗

(2.51) (2.24) (2.64)
∆ Firm Mobility (CI) -0.19 -0.13 -0.16

(0.19) (0.20) (0.20)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 71.33∗ 66.56∗ 62.54

(35.73) (31.73) (44.98)
∆ Firm Mobility (CI)*Low Tax 0.66∗∗∗ 0.87∗∗∗ 0.66∗∗∗

(0.15) (0.15) (0.15)
∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Low Tax -121.08∗ -114.50∗ -124.09∗

(52.80) (54.66) (52.91)
Minority Senator -0.05 -0.01

(0.04) (0.02)
Years served -0.00 -0.00∗

(0.00) (0.00)
Election Year 0.05 0.04

(0.04) (0.04)
Years since election 0.05 0.02

(0.03) (0.02)
Years since election2 -0.01∗ -0.00

(0.00) (0.00)
∆ Union Membership -0.04 -0.06

(0.22) (0.18)
∆ Unemployment 0.35 1.11∗

(0.44) (0.50)
∆ Foreign Born -0.03 -0.01

(0.15) (0.16)
∆ Lagged Foreign Born -0.01 -0.10

(0.24) (0.19)
∆ Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00

(0.00) (0.00)
∆ Welfare*For. Born 0.00 -0.00

(0.00) (0.00)
∆ State GDP 0.00 0.00

(0.00) (0.00)
Constant 0.12∗∗∗ 0.05∗ 0.08 0.05 0.12∗∗∗ 0.04

(0.02) (0.02) (0.05) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02)

Observations 2512 2374 2285 2092 2501 2371
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A9: Voting behavior regressed on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by DW Nominate, standard errors clustered by congress

DV: ∆ Voting Behavior (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

∆ Trade Openness -32.20∗∗∗ -32.52∗∗∗ -32.58∗∗∗ -34.17∗∗∗ -32.32∗∗∗ -32.88∗∗∗
(5.98) (7.63) (5.82) (7.58) (6.52) (7.63)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.00)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -8.33∗∗∗ -8.81∗∗∗ -8.37∗∗∗
(1.45) (1.55) (1.52)

DW Nominate -0.04 0.02 -0.05 0.01 -0.04 0.02
(0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05)

∆ Trade*DW Nominate -21.17∗ -23.87∗∗ -20.69∗ -27.01∗∗ -21.35∗ -24.14∗∗
(9.13) (9.23) (9.28) (9.26) (9.29) (9.21)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT)*DW Nominate 0.12∗∗∗ 0.12∗∗∗ 0.12∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*DW Nom. -19.05∗ -19.19∗ -19.22∗
(8.51) (8.09) (8.80)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI) 0.23 0.33∗ 0.28∗
(0.13) (0.16) (0.13)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 16.59 12.37 -4.12
(22.92) (22.41) (27.85)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI)*DW Nominate 1.68∗∗∗ 1.77∗∗∗ 1.67∗∗∗
(0.25) (0.24) (0.25)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*DW Nom. -321.33∗∗∗ -321.60∗∗ -322.89∗∗∗
(82.28) (101.41) (81.13)

Minority Senator -0.04 -0.01
(0.04) (0.02)

Years served 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Election Year 0.01 0.01
(0.06) (0.04)

Years since election 0.03 0.01
(0.03) (0.03)

Years since election2 -0.01 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ Union Membership -0.05 -0.03
(0.23) (0.23)

∆ Unemployment 0.19 1.20∗
(0.40) (0.57)

∆ Foreign Born 0.02 0.04
(0.15) (0.15)

∆ Lagged Foreign Born -0.00 -0.07
(0.26) (0.24)

∆ Welfare Spending -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ Welfare*For. Born 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ State GDP 0.00
(0.00)

Constant 0.10∗∗∗ 0.03∗ 0.08∗ 0.04 0.10∗∗∗ 0.03∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.04) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01)

Observations 2351 2214 2280 2088 2342 2211
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A10: Voting behavior regressed on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
standard errors clustered by state

DV: ∆ Voting Behavior (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

∆ Trade Openness -26.40∗∗∗ -23.99∗∗∗ -27.34∗∗∗ -24.97∗∗∗ -26.57∗∗∗ -23.76∗∗∗
(3.10) (3.87) (3.26) (4.21) (3.27) (3.95)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.03∗∗∗ -0.03∗∗∗ -0.03∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -3.37 -4.00 -3.61
(2.08) (2.26) (2.10)

Republican 0.00 0.02 -0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)

∆ Trade*Rep. -9.28 -15.39∗ -9.56 -17.27∗∗ -9.66 -15.83∗
(5.51) (6.23) (5.83) (6.51) (5.66) (6.48)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. 0.05∗∗∗ 0.05∗∗∗ 0.05∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. -9.18∗∗ -10.28∗∗ -9.04∗∗
(3.36) (3.26) (3.28)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI) -0.41∗∗∗ -0.30∗ -0.37∗∗
(0.12) (0.15) (0.12)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 98.26∗∗ 103.75∗∗ 87.19∗
(32.53) (32.97) (34.56)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. 1.14∗∗∗ 1.20∗∗∗ 1.14∗∗∗
(0.17) (0.17) (0.17)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. -173.73∗∗∗ -176.66∗∗∗ -175.62∗∗∗
(44.34) (48.05) (44.55)

Minority Senator -0.04 -0.00
(0.04) (0.03)

Years served 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Election Year 0.02 0.01
(0.06) (0.05)

Years since election 0.03 0.01
(0.04) (0.03)

Years since election2 -0.01 -0.00
(0.01) (0.00)

∆ Union Membership -0.12 -0.08
(0.18) (0.24)

∆ Unemployment 0.29 1.16∗
(0.51) (0.53)

∆ Foreign Born -0.00 0.03
(0.17) (0.17)

∆ Lagged Foreign Born 0.02 -0.07
(0.27) (0.26)

∆ Welfare Spending -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ Welfare*For. Born 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ State GDP 0.00 0.00∗
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 0.10∗∗∗ 0.02∗ 0.08 0.03 0.10∗∗∗ 0.02
(0.01) (0.01) (0.05) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01)

Observations 2508 2366 2281 2087 2497 2363
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A11: Voting behavior regressed on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by Republicans and Southern Democrats, standard errors clustered by state

DV: ∆ Voting Behavior (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

∆ Trade Openness -20.79∗∗∗ -20.79∗∗∗ -22.28∗∗∗ -21.95∗∗∗ -20.75∗∗∗ -20.15∗∗∗
(4.52) (4.92) (4.74) (5.28) (4.84) (5.12)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.05∗∗∗ -0.05∗∗∗ -0.05∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -0.28 -1.21 -0.18
(2.94) (3.11) (2.90)

Rep. & So. Dem -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.02
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)

∆ Trade*Rep. & So. Dem. -13.88∗ -16.02∗ -13.20∗ -16.93∗ -14.26∗ -16.95∗
(5.88) (6.93) (6.07) (7.06) (6.21) (7.14)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. & So. Dem. 0.06∗∗∗ 0.06∗∗∗ 0.06∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. & So. Dem. -10.39∗∗ -10.65∗∗ -10.70∗∗
(3.46) (3.62) (3.55)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI) -0.30∗ -0.14 -0.26
(0.13) (0.17) (0.14)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 76.13 85.21∗ 68.00
(39.74) (41.11) (41.61)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. & So. Dem. 0.69∗∗∗ 0.66∗∗ 0.70∗∗∗
(0.19) (0.22) (0.20)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. & So. Dem. -90.84 -98.41 -97.31∗
(47.87) (50.95) (47.81)

Minority Senator -0.04 -0.00
(0.04) (0.04)

Years served 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Election Year 0.01 0.01
(0.06) (0.05)

Years since election 0.02 0.00
(0.04) (0.03)

Years since election2 -0.01 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

∆ Union Membership -0.08 -0.10
(0.18) (0.24)

∆ Unemployment 0.27 1.21∗
(0.50) (0.54)

∆ Foreign Born -0.00 0.01
(0.17) (0.19)

∆ Lagged Foreign Born 0.00 -0.08
(0.27) (0.25)

∆ Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ Welfare*For. Born 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ State GDP 0.00 0.00∗
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 0.11∗∗∗ 0.02 0.09 0.03 0.11∗∗∗ 0.02
(0.02) (0.01) (0.05) (0.04) (0.02) (0.01)

Observations 2508 2366 2281 2087 2497 2363
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A12: Voting behavior regressed on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by low tax preference, standard errors clustered by state

DV: ∆ Voting Behavior (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

∆ Trade Openness -33.42∗∗∗ -33.04∗∗∗ -33.60∗∗∗ -33.37∗∗∗ -33.45∗∗∗ -32.90∗∗∗
(2.32) (3.22) (2.47) (3.51) (2.43) (3.33)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.03∗∗∗ -0.03∗∗∗ -0.03∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -3.98∗ -4.42∗ -4.00∗
(1.93) (1.94) (1.93)

Low Tax -0.00 -0.04∗∗ 0.00 -0.05∗∗ -0.00 -0.04∗
(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Low Tax 16.86∗∗ 13.38∗ 13.58∗ 7.16 17.05∗∗ 12.97∗
(5.53) (5.52) (5.87) (6.00) (5.88) (5.83)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT)*Low Tax 0.03∗∗ 0.03∗∗ 0.03∗∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Low Tax -13.39∗∗∗ -18.53∗∗∗ -13.47∗∗∗
(3.62) (3.89) (3.69)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI) -0.19 -0.13 -0.16
(0.13) (0.14) (0.13)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 71.33∗ 66.56∗ 62.54
(31.84) (32.29) (33.04)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI)*Low Tax 0.66∗∗∗ 0.87∗∗∗ 0.66∗∗∗
(0.18) (0.19) (0.17)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Low Tax -121.08∗ -114.50∗ -124.09∗
(47.67) (49.85) (48.56)

Minority Senator -0.05 -0.01
(0.04) (0.03)

Years served -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Election Year 0.05 0.04
(0.06) (0.05)

Years since election 0.05 0.02
(0.04) (0.03)

Years since election2 -0.01 -0.00
(0.01) (0.00)

∆ Union Membership -0.04 -0.06
(0.18) (0.23)

∆ Unemployment 0.35 1.11∗
(0.48) (0.48)

∆ Foreign Born -0.03 -0.01
(0.16) (0.18)

∆ Lagged Foreign Born -0.01 -0.10
(0.26) (0.23)

∆ Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ Welfare*For. Born 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ State GDP 0.00 0.00∗
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 0.12∗∗∗ 0.05∗∗∗ 0.08 0.05 0.12∗∗∗ 0.04∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.05) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01)

Observations 2512 2374 2285 2092 2501 2371
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A13: Voting behavior regressed on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by DW Nominate, standard errors clustered by state

DV: ∆ Voting Behavior (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

∆ Trade Openness -32.20∗∗∗ -32.52∗∗∗ -32.58∗∗∗ -34.17∗∗∗ -32.32∗∗∗ -32.88∗∗∗
(2.03) (2.69) (2.13) (3.05) (2.02) (2.70)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT) -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -8.33∗∗∗ -8.81∗∗∗ -8.37∗∗∗
(1.70) (1.72) (1.73)

DW Nominate -0.04 0.02 -0.05 0.01 -0.04 0.02
(0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)

∆ Trade*DW Nominate -21.17∗∗ -23.87∗∗ -20.69∗∗ -27.01∗∗ -21.35∗∗ -24.14∗∗
(7.47) (8.03) (7.66) (8.46) (7.55) (8.43)

∆ Firm Mobility (QT)*DW Nominate 0.12∗∗∗ 0.12∗∗∗ 0.12∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*DW Nom. -19.05∗∗∗ -19.19∗∗∗ -19.22∗∗∗
(4.47) (4.54) (4.57)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI) 0.23∗ 0.33∗∗ 0.28∗∗
(0.10) (0.11) (0.10)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 16.59 12.37 -4.12
(26.20) (25.90) (29.68)

∆ Firm Mobility (CI)*DW Nominate 1.68∗∗∗ 1.77∗∗∗ 1.67∗∗∗
(0.22) (0.23) (0.22)

∆ Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*DW Nom. -321.33∗∗∗ -321.60∗∗∗ -322.89∗∗∗
(62.60) (66.64) (62.55)

Minority Senator -0.04 -0.01
(0.04) (0.03)

Years served 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Election Year 0.01 0.01
(0.06) (0.05)

Years since election 0.03 0.01
(0.04) (0.03)

Years since election2 -0.01 -0.00
(0.01) (0.00)

∆ Union Membership -0.05 -0.03
(0.18) (0.25)

∆ Unemployment 0.19 1.20
(0.43) (0.69)

∆ Foreign Born 0.02 0.04
(0.17) (0.19)

∆ Lagged Foreign Born -0.00 -0.07
(0.27) (0.27)

∆ Welfare Spending -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ Welfare*For. Born 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

∆ State GDP 0.00
(0.00)

Constant 0.10∗∗∗ 0.03∗∗∗ 0.08 0.04 0.10∗∗∗ 0.03∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.01) (0.05) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01)

Observations 2351 2214 2280 2088 2342 2211
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A14: Logit regression of votes on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
standard errors clustered by congress

DV: Vote (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.06
(0.14) (0.18) (0.13) (0.18) (0.14) (0.19)

Trade Openness -18.05 -54.89 -30.16 -56.69 -22.92 -55.37
(92.02) (40.57) (98.09) (41.41) (101.25) (39.77)

Firm Mobility (QT) -0.43 -0.65 -0.48
(1.56) (1.67) (1.69)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) 0.45 0.67 0.50
(1.62) (1.73) (1.75)

Republican 169.05 10.21 145.85 15.14 172.01 11.61
(132.44) (25.19) (131.13) (22.94) (134.63) (25.16)

Trade*Rep. -175.09 -9.80 -151.03 -15.01 -178.21 -11.26
(137.87) (26.61) (136.65) (24.24) (140.07) (26.57)

Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. -2.92 -2.50 -3.00
(2.43) (2.41) (2.47)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. 3.02 2.58 3.10
(2.53) (2.51) (2.56)

Firm Mobility (CI) -5.92 -6.32 -5.30
(22.42) (22.15) (22.44)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 7.38 7.82 6.76
(23.56) (23.30) (23.50)

Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. -16.35 -18.12 -18.39
(26.91) (26.89) (27.07)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. 16.01 17.93 18.15
(27.97) (27.89) (28.13)

Minority Senator 0.31 0.30
(0.34) (0.27)

Years served -0.01 0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

Election Year -0.08 0.11
(0.49) (0.51)

Years since election 0.00 0.08
(0.26) (0.29)

Years since election2 -0.00 -0.02
(0.04) (0.05)

Union Membership -0.27 0.72
(0.88) (0.99)

Unemployment 1.02 0.52
(2.32) (2.29)

Foreign Born 0.48 -0.76
(1.35) (1.48)

Lagged Foreign Born 1.19 1.33
(1.55) (1.30)

Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Welfare*For. Born -0.00 0.02
(0.01) (0.02)

State GDP 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 17.36 51.77 29.08 53.40 21.82 52.01
(88.64) (38.32) (94.55) (39.15) (97.56) (37.53)

Observations 3464 3134 3137 2702 3453 3131
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A15: Logit regression of votes on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by Republicans and Southern Democrats, standard errors clustered by congress

DV: Vote (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.05
(0.13) (0.17) (0.13) (0.17) (0.14) (0.18)

Trade Openness -92.85 -77.89 -109.88 -80.91 -100.04 -79.53
(119.84) (46.86) (131.43) (47.32) (130.96) (47.21)

Firm Mobility (QT) -1.76 -2.06 -1.83
(2.04) (2.23) (2.19)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) 1.80 2.12 1.88
(2.11) (2.31) (2.26)

Rep. & So. Dem 6.55 -27.32 -16.91 -25.56 9.89 -27.00
(122.74) (30.76) (122.88) (28.53) (123.30) (30.92)

Trade*Rep. & So. Dem. -8.60 28.81 15.81 26.97 -12.17 28.48
(127.89) (32.39) (128.11) (29.97) (128.45) (32.55)

Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. & So. Dem. -0.01 0.43 -0.09
(2.23) (2.21) (2.23)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. & So. Dem. 0.04 -0.42 0.12
(2.32) (2.31) (2.32)

Firm Mobility (CI) -17.73 -18.50 -18.22
(26.75) (26.63) (26.94)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 19.69 20.56 20.18
(28.04) (27.93) (28.19)

Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. & So. Dem. 8.57 7.74 6.98
(26.66) (26.65) (26.41)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. & So. Dem. -9.63 -8.79 -7.97
(27.79) (27.73) (27.53)

Minority Senator 0.25 0.23
(0.32) (0.27)

Years served -0.01 0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

Election Year -0.08 0.13
(0.49) (0.52)

Years since election -0.00 0.09
(0.26) (0.29)

Years since election2 0.00 -0.02
(0.04) (0.05)

Union Membership -0.47 0.42
(0.87) (1.01)

Unemployment 1.50 1.21
(2.47) (2.34)

Foreign Born 0.46 -0.90
(1.31) (1.47)

Lagged Foreign Born 1.16 1.23
(1.57) (1.31)

Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Welfare*For. Born -0.00 0.01
(0.02) (0.02)

State GDP 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 90.76 73.99 107.16 76.73 97.48 75.40
(115.56) (44.46) (126.72) (44.96) (126.37) (44.76)

Observations 3464 3134 3137 2702 3453 3131
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A16: Logit regression of votes on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by low tax preference, standard errors clustered by congress

DV: Vote (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.04 0.08 0.05
(0.14) (0.18) (0.14) (0.17) (0.15) (0.18)

Trade Openness -51.23 -67.16 -60.59 -67.87 -55.87 -68.24
(99.26) (39.74) (100.83) (40.25) (107.41) (38.64)

Firm Mobility (QT) -1.02 -1.20 -1.06
(1.65) (1.68) (1.76)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) 1.07 1.25 1.11
(1.71) (1.75) (1.83)

Low Tax 383.10 -350.09 331.67 -234.95 368.28 -330.96
(215.08) (363.58) (269.08) (370.04) (233.91) (362.40)

Trade*Low Tax -394.74 363.54 -341.58 244.54 -379.42 343.80
(222.60) (376.16) (278.12) (382.76) (242.14) (374.96)

Firm Mobility (QT)*Low Tax -6.97 -6.18 -6.80
(3.90) (4.93) (4.11)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Low Tax 7.17 6.35 6.99
(4.03) (5.09) (4.25)

Firm Mobility (CI) -11.40 -11.07 -11.35
(21.08) (21.05) (20.52)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 13.07 12.72 13.03
(22.16) (22.15) (21.51)

Firm Mobility (CI)*Low Tax 189.33 117.91 177.05
(218.58) (226.02) (218.31)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Low Tax -197.24 -123.51 -184.55
(225.98) (233.62) (225.71)

Minority Senator 0.27 0.32
(0.34) (0.28)

Years served -0.01 0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

Election Year -0.07 0.07
(0.49) (0.51)

Years since election 0.00 0.07
(0.26) (0.29)

Years since election2 -0.00 -0.01
(0.04) (0.05)

Union Membership -0.36 0.62
(0.91) (0.94)

Unemployment 0.84 0.31
(2.34) (2.35)

Foreign Born 0.53 -0.58
(1.32) (1.41)

Lagged Foreign Born 1.20 1.13
(1.56) (1.35)

Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Welfare*For. Born -0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.02)

State GDP 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 49.35 63.65 58.44 64.27 53.63 64.50
(95.38) (37.56) (96.96) (38.11) (103.31) (36.50)

Observations 3480 3154 3153 2717 3469 3151
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A17: Logit regression of votes on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by DW Nominate, standard errors clustered by congress

DV: Vote (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.06
(0.13) (0.18) (0.13) (0.18) (0.14) (0.19)

Trade Openness -104.51 -59.64 -100.13 -61.20 -111.71 -61.33
(81.51) (38.98) (81.63) (39.60) (92.28) (37.96)

Firm Mobility (QT) -1.86 -1.79 -1.95
(1.37) (1.38) (1.52)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) 1.93 1.86 2.02
(1.42) (1.42) (1.57)

DW Nominate 85.55 -24.73 47.11 -19.63 82.43 -22.40
(204.11) (41.10) (200.05) (38.48) (205.85) (42.35)

Trade*DW Nominate -90.39 26.56 -50.56 21.20 -87.19 24.19
(212.24) (43.36) (208.17) (40.57) (213.98) (44.64)

Firm Mobility (QT)*DW Nominate -1.39 -0.69 -1.36
(3.74) (3.67) (3.76)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*DW Nom. 1.46 0.74 1.43
(3.88) (3.81) (3.91)

Firm Mobility (CI) -14.59 -14.53 -15.15
(17.97) (18.48) (17.33)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 15.92 15.87 16.54
(19.02) (19.55) (18.30)

Firm Mobility (CI)*DW Nominate -6.01 -7.47 -8.48
(35.94) (36.79) (36.80)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*DW Nom. 4.89 6.46 7.47
(37.49) (38.31) (38.38)

Minority Senator 0.27 0.30
(0.33) (0.27)

Years served -0.01 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

Election Year -0.08 0.13
(0.49) (0.52)

Years since election 0.00 0.10
(0.26) (0.30)

Years since election2 0.00 -0.02
(0.04) (0.05)

Union Membership -0.43 0.72
(0.85) (1.03)

Unemployment 1.02 0.71
(2.33) (2.73)

Foreign Born 0.50 -0.64
(1.43) (1.58)

Lagged Foreign Born 1.03 1.07
(1.69) (1.39)

Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Welfare*For. Born -0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.02)

State GDP 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 100.77 56.70 96.54 58.07 107.46 58.08
(78.78) (36.84) (78.88) (37.51) (89.18) (35.81)

Observations 3251 2899 3151 2712 3241 2896
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A18: Logit regression of votes on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
standard errors clustered by state

DV: Vote (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.06
(0.14) (0.19) (0.13) (0.19) (0.15) (0.19)

Trade Openness -18.05 -54.89∗∗∗ -30.16 -56.69∗∗∗ -22.92 -55.37∗∗
(60.60) (16.59) (66.70) (16.56) (67.31) (18.97)

Firm Mobility (QT) -0.43 -0.65 -0.48
(1.01) (1.12) (1.10)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) 0.45 0.67 0.50
(1.05) (1.16) (1.14)

Republican 169.05∗∗ 10.21 145.85∗ 15.14 172.01∗∗ 11.61
(62.26) (21.67) (70.77) (21.59) (62.65) (22.24)

Trade*Rep. -175.09∗∗ -9.80 -151.03∗ -15.01 -178.21∗∗ -11.26
(64.53) (22.72) (73.44) (22.62) (64.92) (23.33)

Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. -2.92∗∗ -2.50∗ -3.00∗∗
(1.09) (1.25) (1.10)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. 3.02∗∗ 2.58∗ 3.10∗∗
(1.13) (1.30) (1.13)

Firm Mobility (CI) -5.92 -6.32 -5.30
(9.73) (10.41) (11.36)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 7.38 7.82 6.76
(10.13) (10.81) (11.82)

Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. -16.35 -18.12 -18.39
(16.94) (19.09) (16.88)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. 16.01 17.93 18.15
(17.60) (19.76) (17.55)

Minority Senator 0.31 0.30
(0.33) (0.23)

Years served -0.01 0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

Election Year -0.08 0.11
(0.24) (0.31)

Years since election 0.00 0.08
(0.14) (0.21)

Years since election2 -0.00 -0.02
(0.02) (0.03)

Union Membership -0.27 0.72
(0.53) (0.77)

Unemployment 1.02 0.52
(2.12) (1.93)

Foreign Born 0.48 -0.76
(1.16) (1.20)

Lagged Foreign Born 1.19 1.33
(1.28) (1.13)

Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Welfare*For. Born -0.00 0.02
(0.01) (0.02)

State GDP 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 17.36 51.77∗∗ 29.08 53.40∗∗∗ 21.82 52.01∗∗
(58.50) (15.76) (64.41) (15.71) (64.94) (17.92)

Observations 3464 3134 3137 2702 3453 3131
Robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A19: Logit regression of votes on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by Republicans and Southern Democrats, standard errors clustered by state

DV: Vote (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.05
(0.13) (0.18) (0.13) (0.18) (0.14) (0.19)

Trade Openness -92.85 -77.89∗∗ -109.88 -80.91∗∗∗ -100.04 -79.53∗∗
(69.29) (24.95) (86.66) (24.10) (75.79) (27.77)

Firm Mobility (QT) -1.76 -2.06 -1.83
(1.17) (1.47) (1.26)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) 1.80 2.12 1.88
(1.21) (1.52) (1.30)

Rep. & So. Dem 6.55 -27.32 -16.91 -25.56 9.89 -27.00
(65.71) (28.47) (80.03) (26.81) (67.71) (28.52)

Trade*Rep. & So. Dem. -8.60 28.81 15.81 26.97 -12.17 28.48
(68.36) (29.91) (83.34) (28.09) (70.43) (29.98)

Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. & So. Dem. -0.01 0.43 -0.09
(1.14) (1.40) (1.17)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. & So. Dem. 0.04 -0.42 0.12
(1.19) (1.46) (1.22)

Firm Mobility (CI) -17.73 -18.50 -18.22
(14.09) (14.83) (15.14)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 19.69 20.56 20.18
(14.76) (15.48) (15.88)

Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. & So. Dem. 8.57 7.74 6.98
(18.69) (19.99) (18.11)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. & So. Dem. -9.63 -8.79 -7.97
(19.55) (20.83) (18.95)

Minority Senator 0.25 0.23
(0.32) (0.23)

Years served -0.01 0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

Election Year -0.08 0.13
(0.24) (0.31)

Years since election -0.00 0.09
(0.14) (0.21)

Years since election2 0.00 -0.02
(0.02) (0.03)

Union Membership -0.47 0.42
(0.58) (0.80)

Unemployment 1.50 1.21
(2.25) (1.94)

Foreign Born 0.46 -0.90
(1.13) (1.21)

Lagged Foreign Born 1.16 1.23
(1.30) (1.13)

Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Welfare*For. Born -0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.02)

State GDP 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 90.76 73.99∗∗ 107.16 76.73∗∗∗ 97.48 75.40∗∗
(66.82) (23.70) (83.50) (22.90) (73.11) (26.28)

Observations 3464 3134 3137 2702 3453 3131
Robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A20: Logit regression of votes on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by low tax preference, standard errors clustered by state

DV: Vote (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.04 0.08 0.05
(0.14) (0.18) (0.14) (0.18) (0.15) (0.19)

Trade Openness -51.23 -67.16∗∗∗ -60.59 -67.87∗∗∗ -55.87 -68.24∗∗∗
(58.47) (12.04) (61.11) (12.27) (63.30) (13.96)

Firm Mobility (QT) -1.02 -1.20 -1.06
(0.98) (1.03) (1.04)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) 1.07 1.25 1.11
(1.01) (1.06) (1.08)

Low Tax 383.10∗∗ -350.09∗∗ 331.67 -234.95 368.28∗ -330.96∗∗
(144.71) (110.29) (183.82) (159.54) (152.12) (120.47)

Trade*Low Tax -394.74∗∗ 363.54∗∗ -341.58 244.54 -379.42∗ 343.80∗∗
(149.66) (114.43) (189.93) (165.44) (157.36) (125.03)

Firm Mobility (QT)*Low Tax -6.97∗∗ -6.18∗ -6.80∗∗
(2.34) (2.99) (2.43)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Low Tax 7.17∗∗ 6.35∗ 6.99∗∗
(2.41) (3.09) (2.51)

Firm Mobility (CI) -11.40 -11.07 -11.35
(8.93) (8.85) (10.24)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 13.07 12.72 13.03
(9.23) (9.14) (10.56)

Firm Mobility (CI)*Low Tax 189.33∗∗ 117.91 177.05∗
(66.52) (97.15) (73.02)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Low Tax -197.24∗∗ -123.51 -184.55∗
(68.97) (100.67) (75.73)

Minority Senator 0.27 0.32
(0.33) (0.23)

Years served -0.01 0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

Election Year -0.07 0.07
(0.25) (0.31)

Years since election 0.00 0.07
(0.14) (0.21)

Years since election2 -0.00 -0.01
(0.02) (0.03)

Union Membership -0.36 0.62
(0.55) (0.78)

Unemployment 0.84 0.31
(2.14) (1.96)

Foreign Born 0.53 -0.58
(1.12) (1.21)

Lagged Foreign Born 1.20 1.13
(1.29) (1.18)

Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Welfare*For. Born -0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.02)

State GDP 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 49.35 63.65∗∗∗ 58.44 64.27∗∗∗ 53.63 64.50∗∗∗
(56.32) (11.46) (58.88) (11.65) (60.95) (13.21)

Observations 3480 3154 3153 2717 3469 3151
Robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

32



Table A21: Logit regression of votes on trade openness, world capital openness and controls,
sample split by DW Nominate, standard errors clustered by state

DV: Vote (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.06
(0.13) (0.18) (0.13) (0.19) (0.14) (0.19)

Trade Openness -104.51∗ -59.64∗∗∗ -100.13∗ -61.20∗∗∗ -111.71∗ -61.33∗∗∗
(48.92) (12.98) (49.05) (13.17) (55.29) (14.86)

Firm Mobility (QT) -1.86∗ -1.79∗ -1.95∗
(0.82) (0.82) (0.91)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) 1.93∗ 1.86∗ 2.02∗
(0.84) (0.85) (0.93)

DW Nominate 85.55 -24.73 47.11 -19.63 82.43 -22.40
(84.33) (36.73) (88.40) (36.16) (88.10) (38.17)

Trade*DW Nominate -90.39 26.56 -50.56 21.20 -87.19 24.19
(87.56) (38.57) (91.82) (37.93) (91.39) (40.09)

Firm Mobility (QT)*DW Nominate -1.39 -0.69 -1.36
(1.51) (1.59) (1.57)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*DW Nom. 1.46 0.74 1.43
(1.56) (1.65) (1.63)

Firm Mobility (CI) -14.59∗ -14.53∗ -15.15
(6.56) (6.98) (7.89)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 15.92∗ 15.87∗ 16.54∗
(6.84) (7.26) (8.21)

Firm Mobility (CI)*DW Nominate -6.01 -7.47 -8.48
(23.08) (25.05) (23.71)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*DW Nom. 4.89 6.46 7.47
(24.18) (26.15) (24.85)

Minority Senator 0.27 0.30
(0.33) (0.23)

Years served -0.01 -0.00
(0.01) (0.01)

Election Year -0.08 0.13
(0.25) (0.32)

Years since election 0.00 0.10
(0.14) (0.21)

Years since election2 0.00 -0.02
(0.02) (0.03)

Union Membership -0.43 0.72
(0.54) (0.82)

Unemployment 1.02 0.71
(2.11) (2.28)

Foreign Born 0.50 -0.64
(1.24) (1.29)

Lagged Foreign Born 1.03 1.07
(1.40) (1.20)

Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Welfare*For. Born -0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.02)

State GDP 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant 100.77∗ 56.70∗∗∗ 96.54∗ 58.07∗∗∗ 107.46∗ 58.08∗∗∗
(47.37) (12.33) (47.45) (12.51) (53.50) (14.00)

Observations 3251 2899 3151 2712 3241 2896
Robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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standard errors (Table A22) and state clustered standard errors (Table A23).10 The results

are similar to the main results.

Table A22: Logit regression of votes on key bills on trade openness, world capital openness
and controls, standard errors clustered by congress

DV: Vote (1) (2)

% Salaried 1.93 0.27
(1.85) (0.54)

Trade Openness 169.73∗∗∗ -226.66
(45.74) (391.93)

Firm Mobility (QT) 3.37∗∗∗

(0.73)
Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -3.45∗∗∗

(0.75)
Republican 21.19 -277.25

(19.68) (789.83)
Trade*Rep. -18.66 296.17

(20.91) (829.64)
Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. -1.09∗∗∗

(0.33)
Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. 1.06∗∗

(0.35)
Firm Mobility (CI) -98.11

(187.67)
Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 105.05

(197.87)
Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. 121.60

(392.22)
Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. -133.09

(414.57)
Constant -165.95∗∗∗ 214.98

(43.79) (373.28)

Observations 456 662
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

As a final robustness check, we examined only final passage votes (35 total votes) with

congress (Table A24) and state (Table A25) clustered standard errors.11 Again, we find

a statistically significant effect of trade and firm mobility but there is not a statistically
10The full models do not converge with congress clustered standard errors and therefore, are not shown.
11The models with congress clustered standard errors using the Chinn-Ito measure of capital mobility

failed to converge and are not included.
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Table A23: Logit regression of votes on key bills on trade openness, world capital openness
and controls, standard errors clustered by state

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

% Salaried 2.23 1.38 2.30 1.81 1.57 0.43
(1.62) (1.91) (1.66) (1.93) (1.59) (2.13)

Trade Openness 166.51 -385.59 198.66 -443.90 228.68 -444.58
(125.90) (301.72) (122.51) (376.82) (133.51) (318.09)

Firm Mobility (QT) 3.50 4.17 4.36
(2.19) (2.19) (2.32)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -3.58 -4.26 -4.48
(2.26) (2.26) (2.39)

Republican 75.57 -219.47 63.80 85.77 72.30 -232.74
(171.61) (481.10) (192.05) (562.62) (174.95) (480.85)

Trade*Rep. -75.69 239.27 -62.77 -76.66 -72.54 252.77
(177.41) (498.88) (198.72) (580.94) (180.69) (499.02)

Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. -1.86 -1.63 -1.82
(3.25) (3.67) (3.29)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. 1.86 1.61 1.83
(3.35) (3.79) (3.39)

Firm Mobility (CI) -141.98 -177.76 -154.39
(180.19) (232.65) (190.07)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) 154.37 191.21 168.75
(184.42) (238.10) (194.02)

Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. 52.06 -132.98 60.58
(294.04) (363.38) (294.74)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. -63.56 127.86 -72.17
(302.70) (372.68) (303.01)

Minority Senator -0.35 -0.25
(0.81) (0.58)

Years served -0.00 0.01
(0.02) (0.02)

Election Year 0.91 0.71
(1.61) (1.24)

Years since election 0.82 0.57
(1.11) (0.82)

Years since election2 -0.14 -0.10
(0.18) (0.13)

Union Membership 2.46 2.35
(1.61) (2.72)

Unemployment -2.89 -2.31
(5.58) (5.61)

Foreign Born -1.87 -1.06
(4.82) (4.55)

Lagged Foreign Born 2.88 2.37
(4.06) (3.78)

Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Welfare*For. Born 0.01 0.03
(0.06) (0.08)

State GDP -0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant -163.10 363.25 -195.34 418.86 -222.61 418.44
(121.62) (289.87) (118.44) (363.21) (129.19) (305.36)

Observations 472 668 440 590 469 668

Robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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significant effect of the other variables.
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Table A24: Logit regression of votes on final passage votes on trade openness, world capital
openness and controls, standard errors clustered by congress

DV: Vote (1) (2) (3)

% Salaried -1.09 -0.96 -1.13
(2.02) (1.95) (2.19)

Trade Openness 906.69∗ 914.08∗ 912.32∗
(403.88) (465.15) (395.81)

Firm Mobility (QT) 14.35∗ 14.45 14.49∗
(6.58) (7.69) (6.51)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -14.95∗ -15.06 -15.08∗
(6.84) (8.01) (6.76)

Republican 600.18 561.57 578.19
(455.93) (504.11) (438.15)

Trade*Rep. -625.95 -586.08 -603.33
(473.58) (525.15) (454.80)

Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. -9.77 -9.09 -9.42
(8.12) (9.06) (7.82)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. 10.17 9.47 9.81
(8.43) (9.44) (8.12)

Minority Senator -0.63
(1.10)

Years served -0.02
(0.02)

Election Year -0.42
(1.08)

Years since election -0.12
(0.62)

Years since election2 0.01
(0.10)

Union Membership 0.00
(1.51)

Unemployment 9.74
(6.87)

Foreign Born 2.49
(4.91)

Lagged Foreign Born -0.89
(3.98)

Welfare Spending 0.00
(0.00)

Welfare*For. Born -0.03
(0.07)

State GDP 0.00
(0.00)

Constant -867.36∗ -873.79 -874.72∗
(387.75) (446.25) (380.47)

Observations 584 544 580
Robust standard errors clustered by congress in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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Table A25: Logit regression of votes on final passage votes on trade openness, world capital
openness and controls, standard errors clustered by state

DV: Vote (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Salaried -1.09 -0.22 -0.96 -0.45 -1.13 -0.33
(1.90) (1.56) (1.89) (1.67) (2.10) (1.61)

Trade Openness 906.69∗∗∗ 382.37 914.08∗∗ 144.17 912.32∗∗ 331.68
(274.87) (669.50) (339.75) (670.31) (283.99) (669.58)

Firm Mobility (QT) 14.35∗∗ 14.45∗ 14.49∗∗
(4.64) (5.79) (4.80)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT) -14.95∗∗ -15.06∗ -15.08∗∗
(4.82) (6.04) (4.99)

Republican 600.18 -288.56 561.57 -531.05 578.19 -331.56
(353.71) (837.87) (416.79) (930.08) (331.64) (853.85)

Trade*Rep. -625.95 302.58 -586.08 556.39 -603.33 347.51
(368.77) (876.70) (435.88) (973.34) (345.58) (893.30)

Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. -9.77 -9.09 -9.42
(6.38) (7.55) (6.02)

Trade*Firm Mobility (QT)*Rep. 10.17 9.47 9.81
(6.65) (7.90) (6.27)

Firm Mobility (CI) 324.44 204.48 303.82
(345.47) (336.61) (343.28)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI) -338.05 -212.34 -316.68
(362.39) (353.41) (360.50)

Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. 67.01 190.54 81.42
(445.81) (487.06) (458.03)

Trade*Firm Mobility (CI)*Rep. -73.46 -203.37 -88.68
(467.87) (511.54) (480.51)

Minority Senator -0.63 -0.01
(1.11) (1.10)

Years served -0.02 0.01
(0.02) (0.02)

Election Year -0.42 1.09
(0.80) (1.24)

Years since election -0.12 0.74
(0.47) (0.81)

Years since election2 0.01 -0.14
(0.07) (0.13)

Union Membership 0.00 2.29
(1.26) (3.95)

Unemployment 9.74 -6.94
(6.25) (9.53)

Foreign Born 2.49 0.34
(4.63) (6.85)

Lagged Foreign Born -0.89 6.16
(3.55) (4.75)

Welfare Spending 0.00 -0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Welfare*For. Born -0.03 0.02
(0.07) (0.09)

State GDP 0.00 0.00
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant -867.36∗∗ -363.89 -873.79∗∗ -136.73 -874.72∗∗ -315.15
(264.10) (639.88) (325.49) (640.25) (272.91) (639.15)

Observations 584 389 544 322 580 389

Robust standard errors clustered by state in parentheses
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001
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More Evidence on Firm Lobbying

The second measure of lobbying I use is the number of firms or organizations in an industry

that lobby on immigration in a given year. There is large variation in this measure, ranging

from no firms or organizations to 516 in the high-skill service sector in 2008 and, if we exclude

those interested in high-skill immigration, the maximum is 297 in agriculture in 2008. This

exclusion of those in the high-skill sector is warranted by an examination of the issues that

they lobby on. It should be noted that many firms do not specify what they lobby on;

so the modal response in the dataset is the generic "immigration." Nonetheless, the high-

skill sector specifically listed that they were lobbying on high skill immigration on average

29% of the time and specifically on low-skill immigration 1% of the time. In contrast, the

agricultural sector specified high-skill immigration 2% of the time and specifically on low-skill

immigration 25% of the time. Thus, even though high-skill immigration firms are lobbying,

they are lobbying for high-skill, and not low-skill immigration. We expect Members of

Congress to respond to the lobbying efforts of these different industries as well.

Further, if lobbying by the high-skill service sector was driving the results, we would

expect to find the opposite results. High-skill firms have, overall, increased their lobbying

on immigration in the last fifteen years (Figure A7). Thus, if lobbying by high-skill firms

was spilling-over to low-skill immigration we would see an increase in support for low-skill

immigration, not the decrease that we see in Figure 1 of the main article.

In terms of firm-years, high-skill services lobbied on immigration the most (3368 firm-

years), followed by agriculture (1647), human rights organizations (906), metals manufactur-

ing (812), unions (733), nativist organizations (522), healthcare (515), ethnic lobbies (495),

amusement (468) and construction/ real estate (460). Of those top ten, only two, agriculture

and metals manufacturing, are low-skill intensive, tradable/ mobile industries. This result

is not surprising as, by 1998, trade has opened greatly and firms have become highly mo-

bile; we should not expect low-skill intensive tradable and mobile firms to lobby much on

immigration at this point.
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Figure A7: Percent of issues lobbied on by High-Skill Firms pertaining to Immigration
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