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Abstract

Measuring the effectiveness of corporate lobbying during the legislative process remains
challenging. We provide empirical evidence that lobbying by listed firms on trade agreements
matters for their stock evaluations. We leverage a unique shock to U.S. trade policy – the
non-ratification of the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) – following the unexpected victory
of Donald Trump in the 2016 U.S. presidential election to recover causal effects. We find
that stock prices of companies that lobbied in favor of TPP underperformed following the
election by 0.19pp over the course of a month. The effect estimate correlates with reporting
about corporate lobbying on the agreement in online news, strengthening the assumption
that market participants are informed and build expectations over potential gains TPP.
By comparing the original TPP agreement with its newer version (CPTPP) without U.S.
participation, we provide suggestive evidence that lobbying on provisions of special U.S.
interest led to lower returns.
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Introduction

Most respondents in opinion surveys consider lobbying by special interest groups as problematic and to
be distrusted.3 Even though public opinion seems unequivocal about lobbyists, research has struggled to
measure what benefits firm actually receive in return for their lobbying activities (Bombardini and Trebbi,
2020). The realm of trade policy taken as our case study in this paper is known to be subject to particularly
intense corporate lobbying. On the one hand, trade agreements are often seen as welfare-improving due to
the reallocation of production inputs to more productive firms (Melitz and Trefler, 2012). On the other hand,
the secrecy of trade negotiations coupled with limited oversight by legislatures into the drafting process of
trade agreements might be particularly prone to lobbying. Rodrik (2018) argues that "deep" trade agreements
are "the result of rent-seeking, self-interested behavior on the part of politically well-connected firms –
international banks, pharmaceutical companies, multinational firms." The fact that trade negotiations are
typically held behind closed doors from the wider public raises the question whether lobbying corporations
gain from trade or gain from shade?
In this paper we provide causal evidence that corporate lobbying on trade agreements can matter for stock
prices. We make use of a protectionist shock to U.S. trade policies unique in history – the surprising victory
of Donald Trump in the 2016 U.S. presidential election. Donald Trump’s vocal opposition to the Trans-Pacific
Partnership (TPP) led public interest in the agreement. One of his main campaign promises constituted to
withdraw from TPP through the fast-track authority granted to the president on trade policy. His electoral
victory led to the immediate unilateral withdrawal by the U.S. the agreement. We construct a data sets of
corporations in the S&P500 that lobbied the U.S. Congress on TPP since the start of negotiations through
lobbying reports filed under the Lobbying Disclosure Act (LDA). We argue that the large forecasting errors
made by pollsters in the 2016 U.S. presidential election constitutes a quasi-natural experiment to measure
the causal effect of corporate returns to lobbying trade agreements. Using the identified lobbying companies
as our treatment group and remaining S&P 500 as a control group, we estimate difference-in-differences
regressions around the date of the election. We can block a variety of channel that could pick up alternative
certain policy changes with the election (e.g. regualtion, tax policy) through controlling for time-varying
effects of campaign control contributions, overall lobbying presence or stock fundamentals. In our preferred
specification, the unexpected withdrawal from TPP led to a 0.19pp reduction in returns for companies
that had lobbied the agreement. The underlying behavioral mechanism of our argument is that market
participants can identify the companies that lobbied the agreement. They readjust their expectations of
future profits and revalue stocks under the new reality that the U.S. will not enter the trade agreement in
the foreseeable future. We device a sugestive test for this mechanism by webscraping online news reporting
and find that companies lose more if their lobbying activities on the agreement were more reported on
by the media. Crucially, we analize how companies were expected to profit? We explore two potential
mechanisms: First, the potential reductions in tariffs for U.S. companies if the agreement would have been
passed. We find mixed evidence for this hypothesis that investors believe companies would profit more
3
A Gallup survey resulted in Lobbyists being the least trusted profession (Gallup, 2021). In a Pew Research poll, 53%
see lobbyists in Washington D.C. as a "very big problem" (Rainie and Perrin, 2019). A YouGov poll in the UK revealed
that a majority sees lobby groups as more influential than voters or labor unions (YouGov, 2021).

in sectors with potentially higher tariff reductions. Second, we test potential gains from favorable "deep"
regulations in the agreement. We find that companies experience higher losses if they lobbied on certain
key chapters deemed of special U.S. such as strong intellectual property protection, investor-state-dispute
settlement mechanisms and financial services. Finally, we compute predicted returns under counterfactual
scenarios. In the scenario where market participants do not anticipate the election of Donald Trump, the
effect of withdrawal would have been twice as large.
Our contributions are threefold: First, this paper speaks to the literature on money in politics, special
interest politics and lobbying. A vast literature studies monetary contributions to politicians across the
world. Tullock (1972) originally posed the question why campaign contributions to politicians in the U.S.
are eclipsed by the Federal budget and transfers made to special interest groups. Recent contributions
have therefore emphasized the consumption motive of contributions as most donations are small and many
countries have caps on spending (see e.g. (Ansolabehere, De Figueiredo, and Snyder Jr, 2003; Bonica, 2014;
Bouton, Castanheira, and Drazen, 2018; Bouton, Cage, Dewitte, and Pons, 2021)). Our paper focusses on
direct lobbying on the legislative process and already elected politicians. Direct lobbying matters as Huneeus
and Kim (2018) document for the U.S. that lobbying expenditures were during the recent election cycles
more than four times as much as campaign contributions. The intrinsic challenge in the literature on lobbying
is to measure what exactly companies receive in return for their lobbying efforts. (Kang, 2016) focusses on
lobbying in the energy sectors and matches industry groups to policies on bills and structurally estimate
a rent-seeking model. While the authors do not leverage exogenous variation, they are able to estimate
average returns to lobbying under the assumptions of mathematical structure for lobbying production
functions conditioning on policy attributes. Fowler, Garro, and Spenkuch (2020) exploit close elections
to estimate stock returns to corporate connections to marginally winning candidates. While they find 0
effects for campaign contributions, our findings suggest that lobbying during the legislative process might
be expected as being more beneficial by stock market.
Second, we contribute to the literature on the political economy of trade policy. The workhorse theoretical
framework in this area is the protection for sale model of Grossman and Helpman (1994). This model
emphasizes the interactions between lobby groups representing industry special interests and an incumbent
government: in a perfectly competitive setting, industry lobbies promise campaign contributions to the
government as a function of potential trade policies; the government chooses trade policy so as to maximize
a weighted sum of campaign contributions and aggregate welfare. We depart from this setting, since we
focus on firms rather than industries and we observe lobbying expenditures payed ex-ante and not promised
contributions payed once the preferred outcome is implemented. More related, Rodrik (2018) focuses on
"deep" trade agreements, which cover domestic rules, regulations, and standards and argues that they
are subject to particularly heavy lobbying. Blanga-Gubbay, Conconi, and Parenti (2020) study firm-level
lobbying in "traditional" trade agreements, which eliminate tariffs among member countries. The authors
demonstrate – theoretically and empirically – that lobbying on FTAs is dominated by a few large firms that
engage in exporting and global sourcing, which can greatly benefit from reductions in tariffs on their final
goods and inputs.

Third, our paper relates to contributions in the field of political events and stock markets. Acemoglu,
Johnson, Kermani, Kwak, and Mitton (2016) study the effect of the announcement of Timothy Geithner as
nominee for Treasury Secretary on firms with which he had a prior connection. They show that personal
connections to top executive branch officials creates advantages even in a country with strong institutions.
As done by Acemoglu, Johnson, Kermani, Kwak, and Mitton (2016), our procedure for calculating abnormal
returns follows Campbell, Lo, and MacKinlay (1997) market model, to adjust for large movements around
the election. In terms of the context of our event study that we conduct, the paper closest to ours is
Wolfers and Zitzewitz (2018). They analyse the 2016 U.S. presidential election showing that, during the
campaign, the aggregate stock market responded sharply negative to the probability of a Trump presidency.
However, when uncertainty faded, market participants had changed their expectations and stock markets
rallied in aggregate following the victory of Donald Trump. With the empirical evidence on how aggregate
expectations flip-flop under relatively constant policy positions the authors urge general caution on stock
market event studies. We argue that this criticism does not necessarily apply to our design as we are not
interested in the elusive movement of the entire aggregate determined by a plethora of factors. It is easier
for market participants to single out effects from specific policies on groups of stocks.
This paper is structured as follows: Section 2 provides details on the Trans-Pacific Partnership agreement
and policy positions of candidates in the U.S. presidential election. Section 3 lays out the construction of our
dataset. Section 5 shows our baseline results, Section 5 presents results conditioning on alternative policy
impacts. Section 5.3 tests the information assumption. Section 5.4 explores the ways how potential gains
could have been expected. Section 5.5 presents estimates under counterfactual scenarios.

2 The Trans-Pacific Partnership agreement and the 2016 U.S. presidential election
The Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) was a proposed trade agreement between 12 countries: Australia, Brunei,
Canada, Chile, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru, Singapore, Vietnam, and United States. It was the
largest regional trade agreement in history: it encompassed about 800 million people, and participating
countries accounted for roughly a quarter of global trade and approximately 40% of the world’s GDP. The
TPP was a "deep" trade agreement. It contained measures to lower more than 18,000 tariffs and non-tariff
barriers to trade, and establish an investor-state dispute settlement (ISDS) mechanism. The contents of
the TPP went far beyond the standards drafted by the World Trade Organization. The TPP included new
regulation for online commerce, treatment of foreign investors, far more comprehensive protection for
intellectual property, labor codes, and an agreement for neutrality regarding state-owned enterprises. The
final version of the Trans-Pacific Partnership was drafted on October 5, 2015 and signed by the twelve
countries on February 4, 2016.
As all the other trade agreements negotiated by the United States, also the TPP agreement have been
negotiated under fast track authotiry.4 The fast track authority for brokering trade agreements is the
authority of the President of the United States to negotiate international agreements that Congress can
4
Since 1979, the authority has been used for 14 bilateral/regional free trade agreements and one additional set of
multilateral trade liberalization agreements under the GATT – the Uruguay Round Agreements Act of 1994. One FTA –
the U.S.-Jordan FTA –was negotiated and approved by Congress without TPA.

approve or deny but cannot amend or filibuster. Renamed the trade promotion authority (TPA) in 2002, fast
track negotiating authority is an impermanent power granted by Congress to the President. Congress holds
primary responsibility for matters dealing with taxation, including tariffs on foreign imports. Indeed, Article
1 of the Constitution gives the legislative branch the power to "regulate commerce with foreign nations ..."
(United States Constitution Article I, Section 8, Clause 3). Although Congress cannot explicitly transfer its
powers to the executive branch, the TPA has the effect of delegating power to the executive, minimizing
consideration of the public interest, and limiting the legislature’s influence over the bill to an up or down
vote. In early 2012, the Obama administration indicated that renewal of the authority was a requirement
for the conclusion of TPP negotiations. On June 23, 2015 the Senate granted President Obama the trade
promotion authority.
Trade policy became a defining topic in the 2016 US presidential election, and one of Trump’s major topics
in his presidential campaign. At the first Republican presidential debate – on November 11, 2015 – Trump
spoke again against the TPP. He also used the trade agreement to criticize Republican rivals, such as Ohio
Gov. John Kasich: "Gov Kasich voted for NAFTA, which devastated Ohio and is now pushing TPP hard – bad
for American workers" (March 14, 2016, Archive (2016)). At a campaign rally in Ohio on june 6, 2016 Trump –
now the presumptive Republican nominee – offered his harshest criticism of TPP yet, calling it "another
disaster done and pushed by special interests who want to rape our country, just a continuing rape of our
country. That’s what it is, too. It’s a harsh word: It’s a rape of our country." The withdrawal from TPP
became one of his campaign’s top promises (Qiu, 2016).
Following his official nomination as Republican presidential candidate, Donald Trump used the TPP agreement
to attack the Democratic presidential candidate Hillary Clinton. During the first presidential debate Trump
directly attacked Clinton on her position on the trade agreement: "You [H. Clinton] called it the gold standard
of trade deals. You said it’s the finest deal you’ve ever seen” (September 26, 2016). Even if Democratic
presidential candidate Hillary Clinton tried to distance herself from TPP, her position on the agreement was
less clear. On July 26, 2016 Virginia governor Terry McAuliffe (Dem.), a long-time Clinton family friend, told
the web site Politico this week that a President Clinton will support and pass the TPP if elected president
(Karni, 2016). Republican presidential candidate Donald Trump tweeted the news right away. Finally on
October 7 2016, just one month prior the presidential elections, WikiLeaks released 19.000 emails of John
Podesta – Clinton campaign chairman – revealing Clinton’s unclear stance on the TPP agreement. Ahead
of the election, Trump repeatedly made the suggestion that Clinton planned to stay in the TPP if elected.
Figure 4 in the Appendix shows that Trump led public interest in the agreement. Public appearances can
explain anecdotally the spikes in the time series of Google search trends of TPP.

3

Measuring corporate lobbying on trade policy

We construct a novel dataset including companies that tried to influence passages of the Trans-Pacific
Partnership agreement. We compile this dataset using the lobbying reports available under the Lobbying
Disclosure Act (LDA) of 1995. This Act requires individuals and organizations to provide information on
their lobbying activities at the federal level. Such activities generally encompass all efforts to influence the

thinking of legislators or other covered federal officials for or against a specific cause. They include lobbying
contacts and efforts in support of such contacts, including preparation and planning activities, research and
other background work. All lobbyists have to file semi-annual reports to the Secretary of the SOPR, listing
the name of each client (firm) and the total income they have received from each of them. All firms with
in-house lobbying departments are required to file similar reports. The LDA requires organizations that
employ lobbyists to register with the federal government and to disclose their lobbying expenditures on a
regular basis, and imposes significant civil and criminal penalties for violations of its requirements. Section 4
of the LDA requires all organizations to register if they want to be involved in lobbying activities. We use In
Song’s compilation of the data to ensure data quality and replicability.
We identify the companies that lobbied for TPP by exact matching strings referring to the trans-pacific
partnership agreement within the text sections of all reports registered between 2010 and 2016.5 We code
our binary treatment as 1 whenever a company had issued a report mentioning the agreement at least once.
Moreover, we code a dummy variable of overall lobbying activity whenever a S&P company had issued
at least one report on any topic. Using the issues specified in the reports we can subset reports to trade
issues and code another dummy variable whenever a company lobbied on trade policy in general.
Moreover, we use several other sources to build our dataset. We scrape the list of S&P 500 firms in 2016
from Wikipedia and download adjusted closing prices for all stocks through the public Quandl API (McTaggart,
Daroczi, and Leung, 2016). We limit our attention to companies in the S&P500 for the sake of obtaining
a relatively homogeneous sample. As control variable we use campaign contributions from Open Secrets
(Secrets, 2022). For data on tariffs we use the World Integrated Trade Solution (WITS) database (Comtrade,
2022). The only proprietary source we rely on is Compustat for fundamentals from quarterly reports
(Refinitiv, 2022).

4

Conceptual framework for stock valuation around the 2016 U.S. presidential
election

4.1

Stock prices under the uncertain ratification of TPP

We express the valuation of a company i’s stock in two periods before and after the election under the
uncertainty of ratification of TPP with function v(.). The valuation has four components. First, lobbying
companies indicated by Li are expected to earn discounted future profits γ with probability (1 − Pt ) that the
ratification of TPP is pursued by the president. Second, period-invariant characteristics of stocks µi . Third,
common shocks to valuations of all stocks after the election τt . Fourth, a random shock to each company’s
market valuation ϵit at teach trading day.

πit = v(γLi (1 − Pt ), Xi τt , µi , τt , ϵit )
5

(1)

In full detail we use "trans pacific partnership|trans pacific fta|trans pacific free trade|transpacific partnership|transpacific fta|transpacific free trade|\\btpp\\b”

Assuming linear parametric form, we rewrite the valuation to estimate the following model with our data.

πit = −γLi Pt +

(2)

δi + βXi τt + τt + ϵit
|{z}

γLi +µi

In the following, our objective is to estimate the parameter γ which measures the causal effect of the de-facto
withdrawal on firms that lobbied for the agreement. The framework implies that market participants
built expectations about future discounted profits shifting prices of companies that have lobbied the trade
agreement upwards over the entire period. However, there is time-varying risk for those companies
expected to gain −γLi Pt that the agreement might not be signed by the United States of America. The
risk depends on the election outcome and policy positions by both candidates in the race. We denote the
expectation formed by market participants over each candidate’s policy position towards the Trans-Pacific
Partnership agreement with a parameter θC for Hillary Clinton and θT for Donald Trump. The parameter is
continuous and bounded by 1 being full opposition to the agreement and 0 full support. We limit our focus
to the case where Hillary Clinton is more favorable of the agreement than Donald Trump (i.e. θT > θC ).
Time is divided into a period before and after the election. With two periods we can write the probability of
withdrawal as follows, where the average polling of Donald Trump p¯T is equal to pT being the real unknown
t

t

probability plus ν being the forecasting error. After the election p¯T1 equals 1.
(
Pt =

p¯0 T θ̄T + (1 − p¯0 T )θ̄C , before the election t = 0
θ̄T ,

after the election t = 1

)
(3)

The probability of withdrawal before the election is therefore equal to the positions of both candidates
multiplied by the average of empirical forecasts for the respective candidate to win the election. After the
election, Donald Trump’s victory realizes and due to the fast track authority of the U.S. president, withdrawal
depends solely on his position. In our baseline regressions we estimate equation 2 with the probability
of withdrawal set to Pt = {0, 1} - the canonical differences-in-differences framework. In section 5.5 we
re-estimate equation 2 parameterizing the probability with the empirical polling of both candidates and
plausible values of policy positions. Using the minimal structure imposed in this section, we compute the
effect of a U.S. exit on lobbying companies in counterfactual scenarios, had for instance stock traders not
anticipated a potential victory of Donald Trump.

4.2

Identifying the effect of withdrawal on lobbying firms

A strong assumption for recovering the average treatment effect on the treated (ATT) from difference-indifference regressions is strict exogeneity of treatment conditional on unit and time fixed effects and controls.
Endogeneity in two-way fixed effects imply the correlation of treatment with errors within units over time.
Treatment status would therefore move with shocks to the outcome. Shocks that move treatment status and
outcome make it impossible to assume that the treatment group would have evolved parallel to the control
group in absence of the treatment. Rewriting the strict exogeneity condition for the model in equation 2

demonstrates how exogeneity arises from the uncertainty of electoral success and the political positions of
both candidates. The identifying assumption is therefore equal to the following expression:

E[ϵit |Li P0 , Li P1 , Xi τt , δi , τt ] = E[ϵit |Li (p¯0 T θ̄T + (1 − p¯0 T )θ̄C ), Li θ̄T , Xi τt , δi , τt ] = 0

(4)

If the polling of Donald Trump p¯t T is equal to an unknown probability of victory plus the forecasting error,
the polling of both candidates is exogenous. Our argument is therefore that uncertainty around the election
winner coupled with the policy position of each candidate creates a partial exogenous variation to identify
γ. Unfortunately, we also need to assume that the product between lobbying status Li multiplied with
Trump’s policy stance and with both candidates’ positions and their probabilities to win is exogenous.
Conditioning further on unit fixed effects can purge some of the non-random selection into lobbying as long
the characteristics that predict lobbying do not have a differential impact over time. We can offer three
assurances to support this assumption. First, we use a set of firms which lobbied for TPP before Donald
Trump’s nomination as a Republican candidate. Companies had selected into lobbying before the unilateral
U.S. exit from TPP became a viable political option. Second, we provide graphical evidence of null results
testing for systematic differences between stock prices of lobbyists and non lobbyists before the election.
Parallel pre-trends prior to the election between treatment and control group can lend credibility to the
assumption that the average performance of the treated firms in absence of treatment moved parallel to
the performance of firms in the control group. Third, we control for the time-varying impact of certain
observed stock characteristics. We control for past campaign contributions, stock fundamentals, lobbying
activity in general and on trade topics specifically. In summary, we are confident that our setting of the
surprising victory of Donald Trump is favorable to recover to recover average treatment effects under
comparatively mild assumptions.
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5.1

Results: The effect of withdrawal on stock prices of lobbying firms
Graphical evidence and pre-trends

We first present graphical evidence of the effect of the de-facto U.S. withdrawal from TPP with the election
of Donald Trump on lobbing firms listed in the US stock market. Figure 1 shows the average stock price
(in USD) and returns (in %) for firms in the treatment group that lobbied for TPP and remaining firms in
the S&P500 in the control group that did not lobby for the agreement for about two months around the
election (8 x 5 weekdays) with days centered at the day of the election the 11. November 2016. Firms that
lobbied experienced on average an increase in prices less steep than firms that did not lobby following
the election of Donald Trump. However, both groups seem to be following similar dynamics in levels
before the election. The absolute price of a stock is determined by for instance stock splits, such that
the absolute differences in levels between both groups is not very meaningful. The left panel in figure 1
shows with returns (equal to day-to-day percentage change in prices) that the treatment group underperformed relative to the control group in particular in the first five days after the election. Stock returns

of both groups move almost in perfect synchrony prior to the election with the rare exception of day -9 and -8.

Figure 1: Stock performance by lobbying status

Note: The left plot shows the daily adjusted closing prices of firms that lobbied the U.S. Congress on TPP and did not
lobby separately. The time series shows week days centered around the 11. November. The right plot does the same
for returns computed as the percentage change in adjusted closing prices.

To test the significance of diverging pre-trends we conduct an event-study analysis and estimate Equation 2
interacting treatment status with a full battery of daily time dummies omitting only the day before the
election t = −1. With the help of daily estimates, we can gauge the significance of systematic differences
between treatment and control before and after the election. The two upper graphs in Figure 2 plot
coefficients from these two-way fixed effects regressions around the election for prices and returns using
no additional controls. Closing prices drop for lobbying firms significantly from the third day, they drop
below 2USD on the next day and remain negative and significant throughout the entire period. Prior to
the election, differences in prices are not significant suggesting that treatment and control group were
on parallel trends before treatment. As we cannot reject parallel trends prior to treatment, we are more
confident to argue that the treatment group would have moved parallel to the control group if the election
outcome had never happened. The right upper graph in Figure 2 plots the coefficients using returns as an
outcome. The coefficients suggest that the U.S. exiting from TPP led within the first two weeks to three
significant days of negative returns for firms that lobbied the U.S. congress on the trade agreement. There
are two isolated days of significant differences between treatment and control in the month running up to
the election. Significant differences prior to treatment are problematic in the sense that the parallel trends
assumption seems less credible. In the next section we shall see that these differences disappear, once we
control for alternative potential effects from the election on firm evaluations. Figure 5 in the Appendix shows
the robustness of results for a wider window of 30 working days before and after the election.

5.2

Alternative policy changes

The surprising election of Donald Trump had potentially a variety of effects on the stock markets through
immediate and future expected changes in policy, regulation, or new access routes of special interest groups.
If these changes affect firms through firm characteristics correlated with TPP lobbying status they would
pose a threat to identification. For instance, if firms that did not lobby for TPP are connected to the
Republican party via campaign contributions, and they are expected to benefit from the partisan change in
presidential office, the estimated treatment effects would be biased. To alleviate concerns from alternative
(expected) policy changes we follow a strategy of controlling for differential impacts of pre-treatment firm
characteristics. First, we control for three fundamental stock characteristics taken from the balance sheets
reported in the third quarter of 2016 from Compustat. Expected changes in stock market regulations through
the Trump administration could benefit already more profitable firms for instance. In line with the literature
we use return on equity defined by net income over common equity as a measure of profitability, long-term
debt over invested capital as a measure of leverage and total assets as a measure of firm size (Acemoglu,
Johnson, Kermani, Kwak, and Mitton, 2016). Second, we control for the log amount money spent in campaign
contributions for the 115th Congress to Democrats and Republicans from Open Secrets.6 Despite losing
or gaining potential access to politicians through the change from Democrats and Republicans, it would
be possible that contributions are correlated with partisan policy platforms (e.g tax policy) that would be
favorable for a firm and in consequence increase its valuation. Third, building an additional control from
the lobbying data, we use the number of reports issued by a company. Lobbying status on TPP could
pick up other lobbying initiatives by a firm. Lastly, to single out the effect from lobbying on TPP from
lobbying on other trade related issues, we sum the number of reports filed on trade issues from LobbyView.
We hereby control for more general expected changes in trade and industrial policy through the ascent of
Donald Trump. This variable is likely to proxy for to us unavailable information on firm-level exports or
imports of intermediate goods.
Including these six covariates interacted with dummies at daily frequency, the plots in the right column
of Figure 2 show coefficients from event-study two-way fixed effects regressions conditional on controls.
Estimated treatment effects for closing prices remain in magnitude rather comparable to the specification
without controls, however confidence intervals widen for the first two weeks such that some effects lose
significance. The estimated treatment effects on returns in the right panel conditional on controls are
relatively similar to the specification without controls. Crucially, significant pre-trends disappear completely
using controls, lending support to the parallel trends assumption imposed on difference-in-differences to
identify average treatment effects. Averaging effects over the whole period, Table 1 presents the point
estimates with a month before and after the election. In the specification with controls, the de-facto exit
from TPP caused a decrease in 2.04 USD for firms that lobbied or 0.19pp drop in returns. Moreover, we
compute abnormal returns bench-marked to the S&P 500 for every company. Each stock’s time series
correlation with the leave-one-out average return of the entire index is estimated for the pre-event window.
6
The per-election limits on contributions to candidates are in effect for the two-year election cycle beginning the
day after the general election and ending on the date of the next general election. For the 115th Congress the dates are:
November 5, 2014 - November 8, 2016.

The stock’s performance is then predicted out-of-sample for the event window and abnormal returns are
computed with the difference between predicted and realized return. Figure 2 demonstrates that the results
are very similar for returns and abnormal returns. Table 6 and Table 5 in the Appendix show the average
treatment effect for shorter periods of 15 and 10 working days.
Finally, we also run an event study around the date of withdrawal on the 23. of January 2017 on Donald
Trump’s first days at the White House. As long as market participants believed that Donald Trump would
not flip-flop on the agreement in the three months between his electoral victory and the inauguration, we
should not be able to detect effects anymore. Figure 6 in the Appendix shows evidence in line with this
argument.
Table 1: DiD: Aggregate effect of the de-facto withdrawal from TPP on lobbying firms
Price

Return

Abn. return

Price

Return

Abn. return

TPP lobbying x Post

-1.730+
(0.894)

-0.179***
(0.054)

-0.200***
(0.055)

-2.043+
(1.226)

-0.189*
(0.078)

-0.257**
(0.081)

Controls × Time
2-way FE
S.E. Clu.
Sample Period
Num.Obs.
R2

×
✓
Stock
-20,20
19214
0.996

×
✓
Stock
-20,20
19213
0.035

×
✓
Stock
-20,20
16848
0.036

✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
Stock
Stock
Stock
-20,20 -20,20
-20,20
19173
19172
16812
0.997
0.159
0.061
P
Note: The plot shows coefficients βt from the regression πit = γLi Pt + t̸=−1 βt Xi τt +δi +τt +ϵit
with Pt indicating the period starting at the day of the election with 1. Standard errors are
clustered at the stock-level with significance levels indicated with 0.001 (***), 0.01 (**), 0.05 (*)
and 0.1 (+). The controls interacted with dummies for weekdays are pre-election stock fundamentals, namely return on equity, leverage and size, log money spent on campaign contributions to
Republicans and Democrats, a dummy indicating a lobbying presence in the register and finally a
dummy indicating lobbying on trade issues.

5.3

Information about corporate lobbying in online news

Our framework rests on the assumption that market participants are informed about the lobbying activity
of companies on TPP. Even though the lobbying register is public, it might not be realistic to assume that
market participants search this register strategically. We do not know whether market participants knew
about the lobbying activity of a specific company, but we can turn to newspapers to test whether the supply
of information might matter. We therefore construct a measure of reporting about corporate lobbying on
TPP and use this measure to explore heterogeneous patterns in the treatment effect.
Newspaper reports of corporate lobbying on TPP are numerous. For instance, the Washington Post reacted
to WikiLeaks leaking a chapter of the TPP with the headline "Here’s why Obama trade negotiators push the
interests of Hollywood and drug companies", mentioning for instance Pfizer, Abbot and AbbVie (Darroch,
2013). ArsTechnica reported on a letter sent by Disney’s CEO Bob Iger to its employees that the company
advocated "successfully for a strong IP chapter" during the TPP negotiations (Mullin, 2016).
To quantify reporting on corporate lobbying activity on TPP we webscrape Google’s News search results
to identify 1034 articles about the trans-pacific partnership agreement from 2010 until the day before
the election. To find relevant articles we search for the keywords "TPP", "trans pacific partnership" or

"transpacific partnership. We webscrape articles and extract the article text using the Python module
newspaper3k (Ou-Yang, 2020). We create a variable of news reporting on firm-level lobbying in three
steps: First, we search for company names in the articles using company names from Wikipedia. This
strategy is challenging for common company names. Moreover, we are worried about false positive matches
of company names in tech due to social media sharing buttons, web applications and advertisements. To
circumvent this problem we use a list of common words on the internet by Google’s director of research
Peter Norvig (Norvig, 2009). We drop 24 companies in the S&P 500 which match with this list including for
instance News Corp, American International Group, Ball Corp such as Ebay, Visa and Microsoft7 . Second, we
evaluate the article content, whether it reported about lobbying activity. To this end we build a dictionary
of lobbying words from the Wikipedia article on lobbying, cleaning the word list for stop words (Wikipedia,
2022). Figure 7 in the appendix shows a list of the most frequent words in this dictionary. In a next step
we compute the overlap of articles with lobbing dictionaries to classify articles about lobbying. Third, we
aggregate the number of articles identified for each firm weighted by their relevance using the lobbying
dictionary at the firm-level and take logs. For firms without any matches in all TPP articles we impute zero.
Table 2 shows the results from interacting news presence with the lobbying dummy for returns. The effect
of lobbying slightly drops, but remains significant throughout. The interactions are negative and significant
at less than 10%, when subsetting the universe of articles to articles from websites with a dot com domain
and to articles in 2016.
5.4

Gains from trade or gains from shade?

There are two main channels through which large corporations might have benefited from the ratification of
the TPP agreement. The first one is gaining market access to foreign countries through the elimination of
tariffs. The second is by having some specific provisions included in the agreement that were beneficial
to them. In this section we analyse these two channels separately and verify if the losses experienced by
lobbying corporations in the stock market derived from unrealized expected gains from trade or gains from
shade.
In line with the requirements of GATT article XXIV, one of the primary objectives of a free trade agreement
is the elimination of tariffs across all sectors among member countries. The TPP agreement contained
measures to lower more than 18,000 tariffs and non-tariff barriers to trade. Large internationalized firms
are expected to gain from a reduction in tariffs, benefitting from lower trade costs to export their final goods
to foreign consumers. To assess the potential gains for American multinationals from tariff reductions, we
collect the tariff schedules applied by the TPP member countries to the United States. The source of the
tariff data is the World Integrated Trade Solution (WITS) database (Comtrade, 2022). National tariff schedules
are usually based on the Harmonized System (HS) classification and defined at the product (HS8) level. We
use the Effectively Applied Tariff, which is defined as the lowest available tariff, i.e. Most Favored Nation
(MFN) or preferential. One of the advantages of using WITS is that it also provides tariff data based on other
7
The excluded companies are News Corp, Ebay Inc, American International Group, Key Corp, CA Inc, Microsoft Corp,
Paypal, Pool Corp, Target Corp, Southern Company, Apple Inc, Ball Corp, Intel Corp, Adobe Inc, Booking Holdings Inc,
Visa Inc, Discovery Inc, GAP Inc, Oracle Corp, Apache Corp, Waters Corp, Tiffany Co, Nike Inc.

Table 2: DiD: Heterogeneity with news reporting about lobbying
TPP lobb. × Post
Log w. # hits × Post
TPP lobb. × Log w. # hits × Post

Return

Return

Return

Return

-0.190*
(0.080)
22.245
(15.791)
-15.695
(16.031)

-0.186*
(0.080)

-0.180*
(0.080)

-0.180*
(0.080)

Log w. # hits .com × Post

23.151
(16.429)
-32.608+
(18.839)

TPP lobb. × Log w. # hits .com × Post
Log w. # hits 2016 × Post

122.583+
(63.169)
-142.185*
(63.210)

TPP lobb. × Log w. # hits 2016 × Post
Log w. # hits 2016 .com × Post

138.489*
(59.889)
-155.511**
(60.031)

TPP lobb. × Log w. # hits 2016 .com × Post
Controls × Time
2-way FE
S.E. Clu.
Sample Period
Num.Obs.
R2

✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
18516
0.159

✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
18516
0.159

✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
18516
0.159
P

✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
18516
0.159

Note: The table shows coefficients βt from the regression πit = γLi Pt + t̸=−1 βt Xi τt + δi +
τt + ϵit with Pt indicating the period starting at the day of the election with 1. Standard errors
are clustered at the stock-level with significance levels indicated with 0.001 (***), 0.01 (**), 0.05
(*) and 0.1 (+). The controls interacted with dummies for weekdays are pre-election stock fundamentals, namely return on equity, leverage and size, log money spent on campaign contributions
to Republicans and Democrats, a dummy indicating a lobbying presence in the register and
finally a dummy indicating lobbying on trade issues.

classification levels, including the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC). We construct two different versions
of the tariff variables, based on the average weighted tariffs and maximum tariffs applied in a SIC4 sector.
Since the TPP agreement involved several countries, we further averaged the SIC4 digit tariff schedules
produced by WITS across the TPP partners, using the countries’ GDP as weight.
Companies that are facing higher tariffs to export to TPP member countries should have experienced the
larger gains from the ratification of the agreement. Our main hypothesis is that these companies should
display the larger losses in the stock market following the unexpected election of Donald Trump. Table 3
shows results from interacting the tariff variables with the lobbying dummy. The effect of lobbying remains
significant when using the maximum tariff applied in a SIC4 sector (Columns two and four). When looking at
prices (Colimns one and two) the double interaction is negative and significant, suggesting that firms that are
facing higher tariffs display lower return post the election. The triple interaction is instead not significant (or
positive and significant in one specification). This suggests that the main effect is not driven by firms that
lobbied in favor of TPP in order to reduce the tariffs they were facing when exporting to TPP countries.

Table 3: DiD: Heterogeneity with potential reductions in tariffs
TPP lobbying x Post
W. avg. tariffs x Post
TPP lobb. x W. avg. tariffs x Post

Price

Price

Return

Return

-2.001
(1.324)
-0.689**
(0.218)
0.413
(0.273)

-2.234+
(1.297)

-0.124
(0.077)
-0.025
(0.023)
-0.027
(0.028)

-0.130+
(0.077)

W. max. tariffs x Post

-0.257***
(0.074)
0.211*
(0.082)

TPP lobb. x W. max. tariffs x Post
Controls × Time
2-way FE
S.E. Clu.
Num.Obs.
R2
Sample Period

✓
✓
Stock
19173
0.997
-20,20

✓
✓
Stock
19173
0.997
-20,20

-0.009
(0.006)
-0.003
(0.008)
✓
✓
Stock
19172
0.159
-20,20

✓
✓
Stock
19172
0.159
-20,20

Note:
P

The table shows coefficients βt from the regression πit = βLi Pt +
γt Xi τt + δi + τt + ϵit with Pt indicating the period starting at the day
of the election with 1. Standard errors are clustered at the stock-level with significance levels indicated with 0.001 (***), 0.01 (**), 0.05 (*) and 0.1 (+). The controls
interacted with dummies for weekdays are pre-election stock fundamentals, namely
return on equity, leverage and size, log money spent on campaign contributions to
Republicans and Democrats, a dummy indicating a lobbying presence in the register
and finally a dummy indicating lobbying on trade issues. The potential reduction in
tariffs is computed by taking the average or maximum tariff for each 4 digits SIC
code applied by TPP members weighting by partner GDP.
t̸=−1

Are companies able to influence the content of trade agreements to skew policy in their favor? We provide
further evidence that companies might indeed be able to push certain rules specified in the provisions of the
agreement which might be beneficial to them. This empirical result is in line with Rodrik (2018) argument
that deep trade agreements are "the result of rent-seeking, self-interested behavior on the part of politically
well-connected firms". To this end we extract a number of important keywords for each chapter from
the version of the agreement signed by all member countries on February 4, 2016. Keywords of chapter
9 on investment include for instance the terms "dispute settlement", "ISDS" or "arbitration". The entire
list of keywords can be found in the Appendix in Section . In the same fashion as we identified lobbying
companies, we screen the text sections of all lobbying reports for the occurrence of these keywords. If
a company for instance mentioned the keyword "copyright" from the chapter 18 in the agreement in at
least one of its lobbying reports, we code a dummy for the chapter 18 as one. We proceed like this for
all chapters and construct two further aggregates: First, a dummy whether a company mentioned at least
one of the keywords from any chapter in its reports. Second, a dummy for keywords from chapters that
saw major suspensions after the U.S. withdrew from the agreement. We argue that those chapters were
of particular importance to the U.S. and companies headquartered in U.S. jurisdictions8 . Among the nine
chapters with suspensions, the three chapters with the highest number of suspensions were chapter 18 on
intellectual property, chapter 9 on investment and chapter 11 on financial services. We interact these dummy
8
Following the withdrawal of the United States, the remaining countries modified the agreement into the Comprehensive
and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership (CPTPP), which was signed on March 8, 2018. The 11 remaining
signatories unanimously decided to suspend 22 provisions (or equivalently 25 items) from the original TPP agreement

variables with our treatment variable in the main specification. Our main hypothesis is that companies that
lobbied on provisions of special U.S. interest might lose more in the stock market. Table 4 shows favorable
results for this hypothesis. Column three reveals that only keywords from suspended provisions obtain
significant interactions with the treatment variable. In columns 4-6 we furthermore look at the chapters
with the highest number of suspensions, but only the aggregate seems significant. We interpret these results
as suggestive evidence that U.S. companies successfully lobbied for provisions in their interest. With the
sudden U.S. withdrawal from TPP, stock traders adjusted their view of the potential profits from these
provisions.
Table 4: DiD: Heterogeneity with keywords from specific provisions
TPP lobb. × Post
Keyw. provision × Post
TPP lobb. × Keyw. provision × Post

Return

Return

Return

Return

Return

Return

0.448***
(0.071)
0.077
(0.079)
-0.688***
(0.109)

0.310
(0.194)

0.444***
(0.070)
-0.255
(0.355)
0.050
(0.454)
0.344
(0.359)
-0.762+
(0.454)

-0.287*
(0.117)

-0.210+
(0.107)

-0.179+
(0.101)

Keyw. susp. provision × Post

0.093
(0.079)
-0.578**
(0.211)

TPP lobb. × Keyw. susp. provision × Post
Keyw. IP provision × Post

-0.029
(0.162)
0.276
(0.227)

TPP lobb. × Keyw. IP provision × Post
Keyw. invest. provision × Post

0.130
(0.154)
-0.017
(0.209)

TPP lobb. × Keyw. invest. provision × Post
Keyw. fin. serv. provision × Post
Controls × Time
2-way FE
S.E. Clu.
Sample Period
Num.Obs.
R2

0.008
(0.132)

✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
Stock
Stock
Stock
Stock
-20,20
-20,20
-20,20 -20,20
19172
19172
19172
19172
0.159
0.159
0.159
0.159
P
Note: The table shows coefficients βt from the regression πit = βLi Pt + t̸=−1 γt Xi τt + δi + τt + ϵit with Pt
indicating the period starting at the day of the election with 1. Standard errors are clustered at the stock-level with
significance levels indicated with 0.001 (***), 0.01 (**), 0.05 (*) and 0.1 (+). The controls interacted with dummies for
weekdays are pre-election stock fundamentals, namely return on equity, leverage and size, log money spent on
campaign contributions to Republicans and Democrats, a dummy indicating a lobbying presence in the register and
finally a dummy indicating lobbying on trade issues.

5.5

✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
19172
0.159

✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
19172
0.159

Counterfactual policy positions and polling

Using the conceptual framework developed in section 4, we compute the effect of the U.S. withdrawal
from TPP on lobbying firm’s stock prices under counterfactual scenarios with different policy positions and
election forecasts. The framework assumes that market participants evaluate the stocks of firms that are
expected to gain from TPP under the possibility of a withdrawal from the agreement. Using a range of
counterfactual values, we can quantify for instance how large losses from the withdrawal would have been
if market participants had not expected the withdrawal by a certain probability. The analysis proceeds in

three steps. First, we re-estimate the model in equation 2 under a baseline scenario for the probability of
withdrawal Pt . We use the empirical average of multiple polls of Donald Trump’s polling conducted during the
presidential race. For the policy positions, we have to rely on anecdotal evidence to quantify the support for
the agreement. Second, we recompute predictions for counterfactual scenarios of different policy positions
and polling of candidates with πc
γ Li Pt + β̂Xi τt + δi + τt . Third, we take the difference-in-differences
it = −b
d
d
d
d
1,1
1,0
0,1
0,0
of predicted values to compute the effect of withdrawal with πit
− πit
− (πit
− πit
).
To study counterfactual policies we need to start with a baseline scenario assuming values for the expected
probability by investors for each candidate to win the election and their respective policy positions. We use
the average of major polls equal to 11% for Donald Trump’s probability of wining the election in the baseline
scenario (Upshot, 2016)9 . Moreover, based on our reading of how candidates positioned themselves during
their campaigns described in Section 2, our baseline scenarios assumes for Donald Trump a probability to
withdraw from TPP of 95% and for Hillary Clinton of 50%.
Figure 3 shows the predicted effects in each cell for counterfactual policy positions and election forecasts.
The left panel rescales the treatment effects of withdrawing from TPP on lobbying firms’ returns under the
counterfactual scenario that Trump was predicted to win with almost certainty. The right panel recomputes
treatment effects in the hypothetical case that he would be determined to lose. Both panels rescale the
effects for counterfactual policy positions had Donald Trump or Hillary Clinton opposed (values closer to 1)
or supported (values closer to 0) the agreement. Comparing both panels of Figure ??, it becomes apparent
that counterfactual treatment effects are smaller in the case where market participants had expected Donald
Trump to win. If Donald Trump is expected to win the election in the left panel, treatment effects approach
zero as market participants adjust their expectations. Within both panels, treatment effects are higher
whenever Donald Trump opposes the agreement more vehemently than Hillary Clinton. We are particularly
interested in the full effect of withdrawal in absence of expectations by market participants about electoral
success and policy positions. The right panel reveals that in the case of no anticipation of withdrawal, equal
to the situation where Hillary Clinton completely supports the program, Donald Trump entirely rejects the
program but is not expected to win the election, the negative returns would be about 0.39pp over a period
of 20 days or twice as much as our original estimates.

6

Conclusion

In this paper we provide causal evidence that corporate lobbying on trade agreements can matter for
corporate stocks. We make use of an unprecedented protectionist shock to the U.S. trade policy – the
surprising victory of Donald Trump in the 2016 U.S. presidential election and the de-facto withdrawal of the
United States from the, already signed, Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement (TPP). Using information from
lobbying reports filed under the Lobbying Disclosure Act (LDA) we identify corporations in the S&P500 that
lobbied on TPP. Using a difference-in-differences design we show that the unexpected withdrawal from TPP
led to a 0.19pp reduction in returns for companies that had lobbied for the agreement. Moreover, we show
that companies lose more if their lobbying activities on the agreement were more reported on the news. The
9

NYT: 15%, 538: 29%, HuffPost: 2%, PW: 11%, PEC: 1% and DK: 8%

two main channels through which large corporations might have benefited from the ratification of the TPP
agreement are the reduction in export tariffs, and having some favorable "deep" provisions in the agreement.
We find mixed evidence for the hypothesis that losses were higher in sectors with potential higher tariff
reductions. On the other hand, we have strong results showing tthat companies have higher losses if they
lobbied on certain key provisions the U.S. was able to push in the TPP agreement, such as strong intellectual
property protection, investor-state-dispute settlement mechanisms, and financial services. This result is in
line with Rodrik (2018)’s argument that deep trade agreements are “the result of rent-seeking, self-interested
behavior on the part of politically well-connected firms – international banks, pharmaceutical companies,
multinational firms."
Concerns about the influence of powerful multinational corporations have also stirred strong public opposition
to other recent trade agreements such as the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP). The
fact that trade negotiations are typically held behind closed doors from the wider public raises the question
wether lobbying corporations gain from trade or gain from shade. In this paper we provide evidence of the
highly heterogeneous gains from trade from the ratification of trade agreements. This event study highlights
the role of this small set of rent-seeking and influential lobbying firms by showing that market losses,
following the trade shock, were concentrated only on these politically connected firms within each sector.
These firms were able to include specific favorable provisions through lobbying in the trade agreement.
Given the unexpected victory of Donald Trump at the 2016 U.S. presidential election – and the consequent
withdrawal from the TPP – the lobbying effort of these firms resulted in a bet on the wrong horse.

Figure 2: Event study plots of the de-facto U.S. withdrawal from TPP on lobbying companies

Note: Closing prices are adjusted stock prices at the end of a weekday. Returns are day-to-day percentage changes
in closing prices. Abnormal returns are percentage changes in stock prices in excess of average returns in the
S&P500. To compute abnormal returns the time-series correlation of each stock with the leave-one-out average
of the S&P 500 is estimated with a linear model. Potential returns based on the realized movement of the S&P
500 are predicted around the event window. Abnormal returns are then computed with the difference between
predicted
realized returns. Using these outcomes, the plot shows coefficients γt from the regression
P returns and P
πit = t̸=−1 γt Li τt + t̸=−1 βt Xi τt + δi + τt + ϵit with τt equal to dummy variables for weekdays centered around
the election day at t = 0. The dummy of the day before the election is omitted. Standard errors are clustered at the
stock-level and 95% confidence intervals are shown. Both upper plots condition on no controls. The lower plots
control for time-interactions with pre-election stock fundamentals, namely return on equity, leverage and size, with log
money spent on campaign contributions to Republicans and Democrats, with a dummy indicating a lobbying presence
in the register and finally with a dummy indicating lobbying on trade issues.

Figure 3: Counterfactuals: Anticipation of Donald Trump’s victory

Note: The plots show the difference-in-differences of predicted returns under alternative assumptions of which candidate
is expected to win the election and their policy stances on the agreement. Donald Trump is expected to win the
election in the left plot and not expected to win the election in the right plot. The vertical axis shows the probability of
Hillary Clinton to withdraw from the agreement and the horizontal the opposition to the agreement by Donald Trump.
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Figure 4: Google Trends of public interest in TPP
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Note: The plot shows public interest as indicated by search trends in Google’s search engine around the trans-pacific
partnership agreement.

Table 5: DiD: Aggregate effect of the de-facto withdrawal from TPP on lobbying firms - 10 days window
Price

Return

Abn. Return

Price

Return

Abn. Return

TPP Lobbying x Post

-1.398+
(0.747)

-0.349***
(0.082)

-0.343***
(0.079)

-1.129
(1.032)

-0.438***
(0.120)

-0.453***
(0.116)

Controls × Time
2-way FE
S.E. Clu.
Sample Period
Num.Obs.
R2

×
✓
Stock
-10,10
9844
0.997

×
✓
Stock
-10,10
9843
0.060

×
✓
Stock
-10,10
9828
0.053

✓
✓
Stock
-10,10
9823
0.997

✓
✓
Stock
-10,10
9822
0.168

✓
✓
Stock
-10,10
9807
0.076

P
Note: The table shows coefficients γt from the regression πit = γLi Pt + t̸=−1 βt Xi τt + δi + τt + ϵit
with Pt indicating the period starting at the day of the election with 1. Standard errors are clustered
at the stock-level with significance levels indicated with 0.001 (***), 0.01 (**), 0.05 (*) and 0.1 (+).
The controls interacted with dummies for weekdays are pre-election stock fundamentals, namely
return on equity, leverage and size, log money spent on campaign contributions to Republicans and
Democrats, a dummy indicating a lobbying presence in the register and finally a dummy indicating
lobbying on trade issues.

Oct-17

Table 6: DiD: Aggregate effect of the de-facto withdrawal from TPP on lobbying firms - 15 days window
Price

Return

Abn. Return

Price

Return

Abn. Return

TPP Lobbying x Post

-1.571+
(0.827)

-0.247***
(0.063)

-0.246***
(0.061)

-1.529
(1.104)

-0.290**
(0.090)

-0.301***
(0.088)

Controls × Time
2-way FE
S.E. Clu.
Sample Period
Num.Obs.
R2

×
✓
Stock
-15,15
14529
0.997

×
✓
Stock
-15,15
14528
0.038

×
✓
Stock
-15,15
14508
0.039

✓
✓
Stock
-15,15
14498
0.997

✓
✓
Stock
-15,15
14497
0.147

✓
✓
Stock
-15,15
14477
0.062

P
Note: The table shows coefficients γt from the regression πit = γLi Pt + t̸=−1 βt Xi τt +δi +τt +ϵit
with Pt indicating the period starting at the day of the election with 1. Standard errors are clustered at the stock-level with significance levels indicated with 0.001 (***), 0.01 (**), 0.05 (*) and
0.1 (+). The controls interacted with dummies for weekdays are pre-election stock fundamentals,
namely return on equity, leverage and size, log money spent on campaign contributions to Republicans and Democrats, a dummy indicating a lobbying presence in the register and finally a
dummy indicating lobbying on trade issues.

Table 7: DiD with binary treatment and controls
TPP lobbying x Post
Employees x Post
Leverage x Post
Profitability x Post
Money to Dem. x Post
Money to Rep. x Post
Nr. lobb. reports x Post
Nr. lobb. rep. trade x Post
2-way FE
S.E. Clu.
Sample Period
Num.Obs.
R2

Price

Return

Abn. return

-2.048+
(1.226)
0.443
(0.381)
-0.097
(0.143)
1.669*
(0.768)
-0.163
(0.173)
0.151
(0.156)
0.001
(0.001)
-0.007
(0.010)

-0.188*
(0.078)
-0.002
(0.022)
-0.069***
(0.017)
-0.041
(0.102)
-0.013
(0.017)
0.014
(0.016)
0.000
(0.000)
0.000
(0.001)

-0.257**
(0.082)
-0.032
(0.023)
-0.073***
(0.014)
-0.046
(0.096)
0.001
(0.017)
0.007
(0.016)
0.000+
(0.000)
0.000
(0.001)

✓
Stock
-20,20
19173
0.996

✓
Stock
-20,20
19172
0.036

✓
Stock
-20,20
16812
0.037

Note: The
P table shows coefficients γt from the regression πit =
γLi Pt + t̸=−1 βt Xi τt + δi + τt + ϵit with Pt indicating the period
starting at the day of the election with 1. Standard errors are clustered at the stock-level with significance levels indicated with 0.001
(***), 0.01 (**), 0.05 (*) and 0.1 (+).

Figure 5: Event study plots of the election of Donald Trump with a larger window

P
P
Note: The plot shows coefficients γt from the regression πit = t̸=−1 γt Li τt + t̸=−1 βt Xi τt + δi + τt + ϵit with τt
equal to dummy variables for weekdays centered around the election day at t = 0. The dummy of the day before the
election is omitted. Standard errors are clustered at the stock-level and 95% confidence intervals are shown. Both upper
plots condition on no controls. The lower plots control for time-interactions with pre-election stock fundamentals,
namely return on equity, leverage and size, with log money spent on campaign contributions to Republicans and
Democrats, with a dummy indicating a lobbying presence in the register and finally with a dummy indicating lobbying
on trade issues.

Figure 6: Event study around the day of the withdrawal from TPP

P
P
Note: The plot shows coefficients γt from the regression πit = t̸=−1 γt Li τt + t̸=−1 βt Xi τt + δi + τt + ϵit with τt
equal to dummy variables for weekdays centered around the day of withdrawal from TPP on the 23. January 2017.
The dummy of the day before the day of withdrawal is omitted. Standard errors are clustered at the stock-level
and 95% confidence intervals are shown. Both upper plots condition on no controls. The lower plots control for
time-interactions with pre-election stock fundamentals, namely return on equity, leverage and size, with log money
spent on campaign contributions to Republicans and Democrats, with a dummy indicating a lobbying presence in the
register and finally with a dummy indicating lobbying on trade issues.

Figure 7: Lobbying dictionary

Note: The plot shows the frequency of keywords from the Wikipedia article on lobbying in the United States cleaned
for common stop words Wikipedia (2022). Relative frequencies are used as weights to classify newspaper articles and
their content to be about lobbying.

Table 8: DiD with news reporting on lobbying
TPP lobb. × Post
Log w. # hits × Post
TPP lobb. × Log w. # hits × Post

Price

Price

Price

Price

-1.961
(1.291)
101.223
(227.725)
-161.613
(271.990)

-2.243+
(1.266)

-2.297+
(1.243)

-2.301+
(1.252)

Log w. # hits .com × Post

31.956
(253.253)
-1222.768+
(714.258)

TPP lobb. × Log w. # hits .com × Post
Log w. # hits 2016 × Post

-1247.475+
(691.006)
-1224.394
(763.211)

TPP lobb. × Log w. # hits 2016 × Post
Log w. # hits 2016 .com × Post

-1888.072**
(574.569)
-642.095
(622.718)

TPP lobb. × Log w. # hits 2016 .com × Post
Controls × Time
2-way FE
S.E. Clu.
Sample Period
Num.Obs.
R2

✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
18517
0.997

✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
18517
0.997

✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
18517
0.997

✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
18517
0.997

P
Note: The table shows coefficients γt from the regression πit = γLi Pt + t̸=−1 βt Xi τt + δi + τt + ϵit
with Pt indicating the period starting at the day of the election with 1. Standard errors are clustered
at the stock-level with significance levels indicated with 0.001 (***), 0.01 (**), 0.05 (*) and 0.1 (+). The
controls interacted with dummies for weekdays are pre-election stock fundamentals, namely return on
equity, leverage and size, log money spent on campaign contributions to Republicans and Democrats, a
dummy indicating a lobbying presence in the register and finally a dummy indicating lobbying on trade
issues.

Table 9: DiD with keywords from specific provisions
TPP lobb. × Post
Keyw. provision × Post
TPP lobb. × Keyw. provision × Post

Price

Price

Price

Price

Price

Price

5.400***
(1.110)
0.188
(1.098)
-7.662***
(1.719)

6.801**
(2.407)

5.260***
(1.116)
-3.765
(2.643)
6.002
(4.422)
4.039
(2.784)
-14.032**
(4.470)

-0.811
(1.174)

-1.412
(1.436)

-1.193
(1.142)

Keyw. susp. provision × Post

0.331
(1.127)
-9.565***
(2.749)

TPP lobb. × Keyw. susp. provision × Post
Keyw. IP provision × Post

-0.659
(2.581)
-2.858
(3.282)

TPP lobb. × Keyw. IP provision × Post
Keyw. invest. provision × Post

0.722
(2.776)
-2.184
(3.593)

TPP lobb. × Keyw. invest. provision × Post
Keyw. fin. serv. provision × Post
Controls × Time
2-way FE
S.E. Clu.
Sample Period
Num.Obs.
R2

1.617
(2.234)
✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
19173
0.997

✓
✓
Stock
-20,20
19173
0.997

✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
Stock
Stock
Stock
Stock
-20,20
-20,20 -20,20 -20,20
19173
19173
19173
19173
0.997
0.997
0.997
0.997
P
Note: The table shows coefficients γt from the regression πit = γLi Pt + t̸=−1 βt Xi τt + δi + τt + ϵit with Pt
indicating the period starting at the day of the election with 1. Standard errors are clustered at the stock-level with
significance levels indicated with 0.001 (***), 0.01 (**), 0.05 (*) and 0.1 (+). The controls interacted with dummies for
weekdays are pre-election stock fundamentals, namely return on equity, leverage and size, log money spent on
campaign contributions to Republicans and Democrats, a dummy indicating a lobbying presence in the register and
finally a dummy indicating lobbying on trade issues.

Keywords of provisions in the TPP agreement
1. Initial Provisions and General definitions (3 Articles, 1 Annex – no suspensions)
2. National Treatment and Market Access (32 Articles, 4 Annexes – no suspensions)
National treatment, market access, custom duty, import restrictions, export
restrictions, export restriction, export tax, export duty, export quota, export
license, export licensing, export fee, export ban, export subsidies, export price
control, quantitative restrictions on exports, QRE, export rationing, export
shortage, export certificate of origin, remanufactured goods, import license,
import licensing
3. Rules of Origin and Origin Procedures (32 Articles, 3 Annexes – no suspensions)
rules of origin, ROO, certificate of origin, certification of origin, cumulation,
value content, origin procedure, originating goods, originating materials
4. Textiles and Apparel (9 Articles – no suspensions)
Textile, apparel, fibres, yarn, fabrics, cottage
5. Customs Administration and Trade Facilitation (11 Articles – 1 suspension)
trade facilitation, customs, shipment inspection, border agency, Bali, Trade
Facilitation Agreement, TFA
6. Trade Remedies ( 8 Articles, 8 Annex – no suspensions)
trade remedies, trade remedy, dumping, antidumping (anti-dumping), AD, price
undertaking, injury, injuries, fair trade, countervailing, CVD, state aid, state
subsidies, state subsidy, zeroing, overseas subsidies, overseas subsidy, illegal
subsidies, illegal subsidy, prohibited subsidies, prohibited subsidy, nonmarket
economy, nonmarket economies, non-market economies, safeguards
7. Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (18 Articles – no suspensions)
sanitary, phytosanitary, SPS, MRL, pesticide, hormone, pest-free, disease-free
8. Technical Barriers to Trade (12 Articles, 6 Annexes – no suspensions)
TBT, technical barriers to trade, conformity, international standards
9. Investment (30 Articles, 12 Annexes – 3 suspensions)
dispute settlement, ISDS, arbitration, court, Trade Related Investment Measures,
TRIM, investment, investor, FDI, portfolio, expropriation, fair and equitable
treatment, FET, international investment agreement, IIA, bilateral investment
treaty, BIT, national treatment, Most-Favoured-Nation, MFN Treatment
10. Cross Border Trade in Services (13 Articles, 3 Annexes – 1 suspension)
services, service trade, GATS, postal
11. Financial Services (22 Articles, 5 Annexes – 2 suspensions)

capital transfer, capital inflow, capital transaction, financial, currency,
currencies, insurance, banking, Minimum Standard of Treatment
12. Temporary Entry for Business Persons (10 Articles – no suspensions)
visa, migration, migrant, asylum, refugee, visitor, citizenship, nationality,
nationalities, immigration, temporary entry, business person, business travel
13. Telecommunications (26 Articles, 2 Annexes – 1 suspension)
Telecommunication, telephone, mobile services, roaming, interconnection, broadcast,
cable, radio, television, network
14. Electronic Commerce (18 Articles – no suspensions)
Electronic commerce, digital product(s), electronic transmission, electronic
transaction, paperless trading, cybersecurity, digital trade, data flow
15. Government Procurement (24 Articles – 2 suspensions)
procurement, GPA, RGPA, bidding, bidder, tender, tendering, auction
16. Competition (9 Articles, 1 Annexes – no suspensions)
competition, competitor, antitrust, anti-trust, monopoly, monopolies,
monopolist, cartel, market dominance, undertaking, state aid, anticompetitive,
(anti-competitive), merger and acquisition, mergers and acquisition, M&A, consumer
protection, collusive, price control, collusion, merger, takeover
17. State-Owned Enterprises (15 Articles, 6 Annexes – no suspensions)
state owned, state-owned, state controlled (state-controlled), state enterprise,
state-enterprise, SOE, government monopoly, government monopolies, sovereign
wealth fund, SWF, state investment, state intervention, government control, SO,
SE, designated monopolies
18. Intellectual Property (83 Articles, 6 Annexes – 13 suspensions)
intellectual property, IPR, IP, patent, copyright, copy-right, trademark,
geographical indication, data protection, industrial design, GI, TRIPS, licensing,
license, rights management information, RMI, technological protection measures,
TPMs
19. Labour (15 Articles – no suspensions)
employment, working condition, corporate social responsibility, collective
bargaining, labor standard, child labor, labor practice, labor issue, compulsory
labor, labor provision, forced labor, forced labour, ILO, ILO declaration, labour
rights, labor rights, labor law, labour law
20. Environment (23 Articles, 2 Annexes – 1 suspension)
environment, environmental law, environmental standard, environmental regulation,
environmental protection, biodiversity, carbon, emission, pollution, sustainable,
species, toxic, waste, conservation, hazardous, clean energy, clean energies,

renewable, climate change, climate security, greenhouse, ozone, ozone-depleting,
ozone layer, deforestation, GHG, particle, marine
21. Cooperation and Capacity Building (6 Articles – no suspensions)
Cooperation, capacity building
22. Competitiveness and Business Facilitation (5 Articles – no suspensions)
Supply chain, business facilitation, trade facilitation, promote trade, promote
integration
23. Development (9 Articles – no suspensions)
Development, welfare, poverty, living standards, economic growth, women, education
24. Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises (3 Articles – no suspensions)
Small and medium-sized enterprises, SMEs, SME
25. Regulatory Coherence (11 Articles – no suspensions)
Regulatory coherence, regulatory measures, regulatory practices
26. Transparency and Anti-Corruption (12 Articles. 1 Annex with 6 articles – 1 suspension)
Transparency, corruption, anticorruption, anti-corruption, procedural fairness
27. Administrative and Institutional Provisions (7 Articles – no suspensions)
28. Dispute Settlement (23 Articles – no suspensions)
Dispute settlement, disputing, complaining party, consulting party, consultation,
conciliation, mediation, consulting panel, panels
29. Exceptions (8 Articles – no suspensions)
General exceptions, temporary safeguard
30. Final Provisions (8 Articles – no suspensions)

