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Trade politics have not changed much in the last 160 years.  Just as in the United States today, there was a political battle in Britain in the 1840’s over the extent to which the country should protect its domestic industries from foreign competition.  Jagdish Bhagwati (1988) describes the factors influencing legislators’ trade policy positions at the time in the first book I ever read by him, Protectionism.  “Profound commitments to policies,” he writes (p. 17), “are generally due to a mix of ideological factors (in the form of ideas and example), interests (as defined by politics and economics), and institutions (as they shape constraints and opportunities).”  We often focus today in political economy mainly on the interests behind trade policies, the lobby groups and constituent preferences pressuring politicians to support one side or the other in the trade debate, but Bhagwati argues (correctly, I believe) that the beliefs of the politicians involved and the institutional framework in which decisions are made are also important.  “It would be vulgar to claim that interests dominate exclusively, the appropriate ideology being chosen simply to legitimate the triumphant interests” he states (p. 17-18).  “However John Stuart Mill surely had it right when he observed that ‘a good cause seldom triumphs unless someone’s interest is bound up in it.’”  

The repeal of the Corn Laws in England in 1846 provides an example of how interests and ideology interact.  Repealing the Corn Laws allowed cheap corn imports into the country which was profitable for industry, and thus there was a powerful economic interest behind the policy change.  Bhagwati argues that “in the end, however, the repeal of the Corn Laws turned on Prime Minister Robert Peel’s cerebral conversion to the idea of free trade, which led him to abandon the sectional protectionist interests of his Conservative Party.  … Peel was ‘persuaded, not purchased; baptised, not bought.’”  Institutions also mattered in this case, as the parliamentary structure of the British government “facilitated an ideologically converted prime minister’s ability to get around the special interests within his own party.” (p. 20)  In the vote repealing the Corn Laws in May, 1846, only 32% of Peel’s Conservative Party voted to repeal them, and the bill passed only with the support of other factions in the government.  Partly as a result of his push to repeal the Corn Laws, Peel would be forced to resign as prime minister within two months of the vote.
Bob Baldwin and I recently showed that measures of representatives’ ideology, constituent interests, and lobby group pressure in the form of campaign contributions all affected how the politicians voted on bills approving the North American Free Trade Agreement and the GATT Uruguay Round Agreement.  The institutional framework for United States trade policy has Congress granting the President authority to negotiate trade deals under the fast-track procedure.  When the executive branch has negotiated a trade deal, both houses of Congress then have to approve it.  In practice, the higher hurdle for approval has been in the House of Representatives.  

This institutional setup for the determination of United States trade policy has an important impact on representatives’ voting decisions.  In pushing trade deals through Congress, the President is able to put enormous pressure on members of his own party to support his trade policy, but he has less to offer to members of the opposition party.  As a result, persuasion takes place primarily within one’s party.  The partisan appeals of presidents who are trying to amass enough votes to pass their trade agendas were seen clearly in both the NAFTA and CAFTA votes.  On NAFTA, President Clinton met with 27% of House Democrats between August 3, 1993 and the November 17, 1993 vote, while meeting with only 10% of Republicans (Uslaner, 1998).  In gathering support for the CAFTA vote, President Bush visited the House Republicans on Capitol Hill Wednesday, July 27, 2005 to lobby personally for the agreement, but there is no mention of his appealing to Democrats.  As CNN (2005) reports, “President Bush appealed personally to fellow Republicans Wednesday to close ranks behind a free trade agreement with Central America that faces a very close floor vote.”  Indeed, there may be an incentive for representatives to block trade policy initiatives that could provide political gains to the opposing party. This logic suggests that presidents will have more success in convincing members of their own party to support trade liberalization than they will in convincing members of the opposition party.  Uslaner (1998) finds evidence supporting this view: contacts from President Clinton made a Democrat more likely to support NAFTA, all else equal, but actually reduced the likelihood that a Republican would vote for NAFTA.

Figure 1 illustrates the difference in trade votes under Democrat and Republican presidents using five recent trade bills: 1991, 1998, and 2001 bills that would give the President fast-track negotiating authority to complete or expand NAFTA, the 1993 bill approving the NAFTA, and the 2005 CAFTA vote.  As the figure shows, the Republicans were more likely to support the trade policy measures under the Republican administrations in 1991, 2001, and 2005, while the Democrats were more supportive of the President’s trade policy initiatives under the Democratic administration.  Republican support for granting the President fast-track negotiating authority was 87% under President Bush in 1991, 89% under his son in 2001, and the recent CAFTA vote had the support of 88% of Republicans.  During the Clinton presidency, however, support for these trade bills fell to 75% in approving the NAFTA agreement in 1993 and to 68% in granting fast-track authority in 1998.  Mean support among Republicans was thus only 71% during the Democratic administration and 88% during the Republican administrations, a difference that is statistically significant at the 1% level.  
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The Democrats show a similar pattern, although it is obscured by the dramatic drop in support for trade liberalization between 1993 and 1998.  Democratic support for the trade bills rose from 35% to 40% when Clinton replaced Bush in office and then fell from 15% to 10% when the younger Bush replaced Clinton after the 2000 election.  Democratic support dropped even further in the 2005 CAFTA vote, which only 7% of Democrats supported.  On average, the Democratic House members supported the president’s trade policy initiatives 29% of the time under a Democrat and 19% of the time under Republicans.  As with Republicans, the difference is statistically significant at the 1% level.  These differences occur despite the fact that all the Presidents and recent presidential candidates have (at least in theory) espoused an open trade policy.  
Would the outcome of any of the trade bills in the House of Representatives have been different had the presidential election gone the other way?  Consider the 1993 vote approving the NAFTA agreement.  The agreement faced a tough battle in the House (a late September poll of House members found 190 representatives opposed and 161 in favor) and ultimately passed by 17 votes.  President Clinton’s lobbying efforts were widely seen as an important part of securing passage, and 102 Democrats (a little less than 40%) supported the bill.  Thus, like Robert Peel, Clinton was forced to push through a trade measure largely opposed by his own party.  Would so many Democrats have supported the bill under a Republican President Bush?  If not, Bush could have made up the votes by convincing more Republicans to support the bill, but he had a smaller group to work with, as only 44 Republicans in the House opposed NAFTA.  Thus, there seems to be a reasonably good chance that NAFTA was approved only because Clinton defeated Bush in the 1992 presidential election.  

The 2001 bill giving President Bush fast-track trade negotiating authority also is a prime candidate for a bill whose outcome might have been reversed had their been a different result in the 2000 Presidential election (which really could have gone either way, even after the election).  Despite Republican control of the House of Representatives and overwhelming support among Republicans for the trade bill, it was passed by the narrowest of margins, 215 – 214.  Would the Republican majority in the House of Representatives have pushed so hard to give negotiating authority to a Democratic President Gore?  If not, would he have been able to command enough extra votes from Democrats to pass the trade bill or would the drop in support have killed the agreement?

I investigate these issues in Magee (2005) by examining the determinants of four trade votes in the House of Representatives: three bills granting the President fast-track negotiating authority in 1991, 1998, and 2001, and the bill approving the NAFTA in 1993.  The model I set up is similar to that in Baldwin and Magee (2000), with a simultaneous equation model in which representatives’ trade votes depend on campaign contributions from labor and business PACs, constituent preferences, and representative ideology measures.  I instrument for campaign contributions using committee membership and leadership positions, terms in office, incumbency status, and age.  Many of the results are familiar from previous research: campaign contributions from labor PACs significantly reduce the probability a representative votes for the trade bills while money from business groups significantly increases that probability; higher levels of education and more Hispanics in the district raise the chances of a yes vote; and representatives who are rated highly by the Chamber of Commerce tend to vote for the trade measures while those rated highly by the AFL-CIO and by the American Conservative Union tend to vote against the bills.  One interesting new result is that representatives who have an advanced degree are more likely to vote for the trade liberalization measures, all else equal, than are less-educated representatives.  

One of the main points of the study is to show that presidents are much more likely to be able to persuade members of their own party to support trade liberalization measures than to persuade members of the opposition party.  This result is not surprising, but the effect of the president’s party is remarkably strong and it has important implications for the trade policies that emerge from Congress.  Outside of year dummy variables, the most statistically significant determinant of representatives’ trade votes is a dummy variable indicating whether the president is in the same party as the congress member.  The effect of this variable is more than three times as large as the difference between republican and democratic representatives, and changing the president’s party is equivalent to a change of $104,000 in labor contributions or $214,000 in business money (the average representative received $66,000 from labor PACs and $112,000 from corporate PACs).
There are several important implications of this result.  First, a divided government is much less likely to be successful in negotiating and passing new trade deals than will a government in which the executive and legislative branches are united under a single party.  A second implication is that, even when both major-party presidential candidates have identical trade policy platforms, the outcome of the election will still affect the trade policies that emerge.  
One way to show the importance of the president’s party is to provide a counterfactual simulation of the trade votes in the House that might have occurred under a different president, all else equal.  The estimation provides a predicted probability that each representative will support the trade bill under the current presidential administration, and it can provide an alternative probability that the representative would have supported the trade bill had the party in control of the executive branch been different.  Thus, we can predict the trade vote outcomes (with some uncertainty) under both Democratic and Republican presidencies.  With a measure of the variance of this predicted outcome, we can also calculate the probability that the trade bill has enough support to be approved by the House.  Table 1 presents the results of these calculations.
Table 1

Model Predictions

	
	Fraction supporting bill
	Fraction predicted to support bill
	Predicted probability bill will pass
	Fraction predicted under alternative President
	Predicted probability bill will pass under alternative President

	
	
	
	
	
	

	1991 Fast-track vote
	0.5461
	0.5523
	0.9734
	0.6065
	0.9996

	1993 NAFTA vote
	0.5392
	0.5428
	0.9559
	0.5111
	0.6724

	1998 Fast-track vote
	0.4258
	0.4191
	0.0010
	0.4553
	0.0410

	2001 Fast-track vote
	0.5012
	0.5018
	0.5278
	0.4894
	0.3608


The first column shows the fraction of representatives that actually supported the bill.  The second column shows the fraction the model predicts will support the bill under the actual presidential administration, while the third column presents the estimated probability that the bill will be approved.  Only the outcome 2001 fast-track bill, which ended up passing by one vote, was uncertain based on the model’s predictions. The fourth column generates a predicted vote outcome in the House had the President belonged to a different party (i.e. if there had been a Democrat in 1991 and 2001 and a Republican in 1993 and 1998).  The model predicts that there would have been more votes for the 1991 and 1998 fast-track measures, but neither vote outcome would have changed.  The 1991 bill would have passed even more easily than it did while the 1998 vote would still have gone down to a sizeable defeat (the model estimates it would have had a 4% chance of passing under a Republican). Both the 1993 NAFTA and the 2001 fast-track bills would have lost votes if the president had belonged to a different party, however, and the outcome of those bills might very well have changed.  Under a Republican President Bush, the NAFTA was predicted to receive only 51% of the vote, which translated into about a two-thirds chance of being approved.  The 2001 fast-track bill would likely have been defeated under a Democratic President Gore.  The model predicts the bill would have been supported by about 49% of House members and gives it a 36% chance of passing.
These simulations suggest that supporters of the recent U.S. regional trade policy initiatives have been fortunate in their presidential election outcomes as two of the three fast-track and regional trade bills that passed during this time would have seen a considerable drop in their chances of being approved under a different president.  By far the most important of these regional trade votes was the NAFTA, and the model suggests that President Clinton’s electoral victory greatly increased the odds of its passage.  Ironically NAFTA, which was violently opposed by labor unions, may ultimately have been approved only because labor’s favored candidate won election in 1992.  This may have been a case of history repeating itself.  Robert Peel had become Prime Minister in 1841 in part because agricultural protectionists turned to his Conservative Party to protect the Corn Laws.
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