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Abstract

Extensive scholarship links negative economic change to support for far-right movements.
Yet the success of those movements is not confined to periods of economic decline. This
article studies the political effects of the positive shock to manufacturing in the US
caused by export demand during the First World War. Counties exposed to the boom
experienced increases in population, manufacturing output, and wages. They also had
more branches of the Ku Klux Klan and other far-right groups, experienced riots in
the Red Summer of 1919, reduced the political power of immigrants, and increased law
enforcement and incarceration. The export boom, by inducing in-migration, increased
the immigrant and nonwhite shares of the population. The lack of negative economic
effects on natives suggests that prejudice against out groups, not competition for scarce
resources, accounts for the reaction. The path from globalization to illiberal backlash
runs through globalization’s winners as well as its losers.
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1 INTRODUCTION

There is extensive evidence linking economic harm to support for far-right and populist
movements. Scholars link the negative effects of China’s integration into the global economy
on local labor markets in other countries to political polarization (Autor et al., 2020), support
for populist parties (Colantone and Stanig, 2018b; Dippel et al., 2022; Milner, 2021), and
opposition to globalization (Colantone and Stanig, 2018a). This reaction to trade does not
manifest simply in support for protectionist parties, but specifically in support for anti-
immigrant and radical right parties (Colantone and Stanig, 2018b), and a shift towards
authoritarian values (Ballard-Rosa et al., 2021; Ballard-Rosa, Jensen and Scheve, 2022).! In
the rest of this article I refer to this reactive embrace of right-wing populism and nativism—
going beyond a shift in policy preferences against trade—as “backlash.” Other research finds
similar responses to analogous negative economic shocks. Anelli, Colantone and Stanig (2021)
argue automation increases support for populist parties; Baccini and Weymouth (2021) and
Broz, Frieden and Weymouth (2021) link manufacturing decline in the US to support for
the populist right, especially by white voters who experience a decline in group status. Yet
more scholarship links economic harm from government austerity policies to a set of reactions
ranging from Brexit (Fetzer, 2019) to the rise of the Nazis (Galofré-Vila et al., 2021).

This research suggests that governments that want to realize the economic benefits of
globalization and technological change without the costs of backlash must implement policies
that shield voters from negative economic changes. This scholarship thus links to Ruggie
(1982)’s idea that the post-Second World War liberal international order was politically
feasible because of the extensive welfare state. Indeed, there is evidence that trade adjustment
assistance in the US mitigates the political effects of trade shocks (Margalit, 2011; Kim and
Pele, 2021; Ritchie and You, 2021).

Yet outbursts of populism and far-right activity are not confined to periods or regions of

IThat is not to discount the importance of policy concerns for the relationship between economic change
and support for populism, see for instance Ahlquist, Copelovitch and Walter (2020).



economic decline. In the period abutting the First World War, the United States experienced
both unprecedented prosperity and a reactionary backlash. The First World War generated
an enormous export boom, especially in the manufacturing sector (Figure 1, left panel). While
the export boom was short-lived, manufacturing output remained persistently above pre-war
levels (Figure 1, right panel). Hourly wages in manufacturing increased by 90% between
1914 and 1918, and by 135% between 1914 and 1924 (Rees, 1960, 3). The economic boom
improved living standards: in part thanks to easy access to credit, consumer goods like the
new automobile were “affordable for all but the poorest of the nation’s households” (Gordon,
20175, 165).

This prosperity was accompanied by a flourishing of far-right activity. The Ku Klux Klan
was re-founded in 1915 and claimed four to six million members by the mid-1920s (Gordon,
2017a). It was active outside the South, and sought to rally white, Protestant, “100 percent
Americans” against Black, Jewish, and Catholic Americans. In its anti-Communism, racism,
lower-middle class support base, penchant for uniformed parades and contempt for democratic
norms, the Klan had much in common with the European Fascist movements of the same
era (MacLean, 1994). It was one manifestation of a broader nativist backlash. In 1919, there
were anti-Black riots in major cities, including New York, Chicago, and Philadelphia, and
numerous incidents of violence against immigrants (see Higham 1974, 223-227). The 1921
Emergency Quota Act and 1924 Immigration Act brought America’s age of mass migration
to an end. There was enormous popular demand for racist ideas, as seen by the commercial
success of eugenicist tracts, like Madison Grant’s The Passing of the Great Race (Higham,
1974).

That the First World War export boom was followed by a nativist backlash does not in
itself show that the one caused the other. This article argues, however, that the export boom
and the backlash were connected. Positive economic change—provided it is not distributed
uniformly across space—creates incentives for internal migration. A positive shock to demand

for goods produced in one region also increases labor demand and wages in that region,
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Figure 1: Wartime surge in US exports, data from Carter et al. (2006)

which attracts migrants from other regions. In-migration increases the diversity of the regions
experiencing the boom, in part because if the initial population distribution is affected by
sorting then those moving in will be different from those already there, in part because
immigrants tend to have higher rates of internal migration and so tend to be more responsive
in their location decisions to local economic changes (Cadena and Kovak, 2016). The existing
inhabitants of affected regions then might react against or try to deter the in-migrants.
This article studies the effects of the First World War export boom on politics and
economics in the US at the county level. The main independent variable is a shift-share
measure of exposure to the export boom. The empirical strategy compares the changes in a
set of outcome variables in counties with a mix of industries more exposed to the boom—like
metals and meat for which there was a spike in wartime export demand—against the changes
in counties that were less exposed to the boom. This strategy estimates the causal effect of
the export boom under standard difference-in-differences assumptions: counties more exposed
to the boom would have trended in the same direction as less-exposed counties in the absence
of the boom. I relax these assumptions by controlling for pre-shock employment in agriculture
and the sum of non-agricultural exporting industry shares, and so only require that counties
with similar levels of industrialization but differing exposure to the boom followed parallel

trends. I also directly check for differential pre-trends by estimating event-study specifications.



I follow each step of the path linking the boom to the anti-immigrant backlash. I first
examine the export boom’s effects on economic and social variables. The boom was associated
with a sharp increase in manufacturing output and wages. Counties exposed to the boom
experienced an increase in population. While the populations of all groups, including white
natives, increased, the share of immigrants and Black Americans increased disproportionately.
All these effects persisted through to 1930, consistent with a theoretical model in which the
temporary shock, due to sunk capital investments or agglomeration economies, permanently
changed the spatial distribution of economic activity.

The export boom affected a range of outcomes related to anti-Black and anti-immigrant
activity. Counties more exposed to the export boom had more branches of the Ku Klux Klan
in the 1920s and 1930s, and were more likely to have a station of the American Protective
League, a wartime vigilante group. While there is no pre-shock variation in the presence of
these groups, I confirm that the shock was orthogonal to a range of measures of pre-shock
far-right activity. Exposure to the boom was associated with an increase in the number of
incidents of political violence, an effect driven by riots in the summer of 1919. In more exposed
counties, more cities adopted the city manager form of government, which was designed in
part to reduce the political power of immigrant machines. Counties more exposed to the
shock reduced the relative employment of teachers, increased relative employment in law
enforcement, and increased incarceration.

I find evidence that these outbursts of nativism were a non-economic reaction to contact
with out-groups. I examine this proposition in three ways. First, I show that the link between
boom and backlash was stronger in counties which, due to pre-shock attributes, were more
susceptible to in-migration by immigrants and Southern Blacks in response to economic change.
This evidence suggests that the in-migration of out-groups, and not simply population change,
accounts for the backlash. Second, I show that the export boom decreased the occupational
segregation of immigrants and nonwhite residents. If interaction between natives and out-

groups drove the backlash, the two would have to interact, and did so through the labor



market even while residential segregation—a measure of natives’ attempts to avoid contact
with out-groups—increased. Third, I show that the link between boom and backlash was
stronger in counties that experienced higher casualty rates in the First World War. Ferrara and
Fishback (2020) show that First World War casualties increased anti-immigrant discrimination
at the local level. An account in which internal migration imposed economic costs on natives
would not predict a stronger reaction to in-migration in places where nationalist sentiment
was heightened; one in which cultural hostility to out-groups accounts for the reaction would
make that prediction.

This article’s main contribution is in identifying a new link between exposure to trade and
an illiberal backlash. A voluminous literature documents that the negative effects of trade on
import-competing sectors increase support for populist and anti-globalization movements.
That literature implicitly assumes that the path from global economic integration to backlash
runs solely through the negative effects of trade. This article’s finding of an anti-immigrant and
racist backlash in response to changes in the global economy, in places that gained from those
changes, is evidence of another path. Policies that attempt to cushion the political effects of
trade—and social scientific analysis of when international openness is politically sustainable—
must consider the areas that gain as well as those that lose. This article bolsters Goodman
and Pepinsky (2021)’s argument that the post-Second World War liberal international order
was made possible in part by restrictive immigration policies. Openness can itself drive
opposition to immigration, and curtailing immigration shuts off one channel connecting trade
to populism.

In finding that trade induces domestic migration, which in turn affects domestic politics,
this article connects a growing literature on international trade to international political
economy. A number of studies find that trade liberalization shifts population and economic
activity towards locations with better opportunities to export (Hanson, 1998; Fajgelbaum
and Redding, 2014; Fan, 2019). Others examine how import competition affects migration

away from import-competing areas (Greenland, Lopresti and McHenry, 2019). While these



ideas and results are well-established in international economics, their influence on political
economy has been limited. This study documents that an important way in which trade
affects domestic politics is by changing the spatial distribution of economic activity.

This study also connects research on trade and economic change to scholarship on the
politics of immigration and diversity. A wealth of scholarship has examined the effects of
diversity at the local level on out-group hostility and public goods provision (see for instance
Hopkins 2010 and Algan, Hémet and Laitin 2016). This literature either does not consider
the economic context, or focuses on how economic decline and scarcity exacerbates the effects
of diversity on intergroup conflict (Dancygier, 2010). These findings raise the question of
whether in the absence of economic harm, local increases in diversity still stoke backlash.
Few observational studies have examined that question,? though much survey research has
documented the importance of non-economic concerns for attitudes towards immigrants (Sides
and Citrin, 2007; Brader, Valentino and Suhay, 2008; Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2015). This
study also highlights features of migration in response to economic change in particular that
might provoke sharper backlash, namely a lack of native sympathy for economic migrants,
increased contact in the labor market, and the greater cultural distance of migrants.

The most closely related article is Helms (2022), which examines how the 2005 Multi-Fiber
Agreement induced internal migration in India, which in turn led to rioting and support for
Sons of the Soil politicians. This article differs in showing that, because immigrants have
higher rates of internal migration than natives, existing migrant-native cleavages are not
necessary for positive economic change to spur nativist backlash. Furthermore, it demonstrates
that this phenomenon is not unique to developing economies where a lack of transportation
infrastructure motivates migration and so should apply to a broader range of contexts. It
also illustrates the mechanism linking in-migration and nativist reaction. This article uses

detailed economic data to rule out primarily economic explanations and support a taste-based

2A notable exception is Tabellini (2020), which finds that immigrant inflows stoked backlash but did not
depress native wages. In contrast, this study examines backlash in a case of economic growth not itself caused
by immigrants.



explanation.

The remainder of the article proceeds as follows. The next section discusses how accounting
for internal migration generates a different set of predictions about the effects of trade on
far-right extremism than those suggested by scholarship on negative economic change. Sections
3 and 4 discuss the data and empirical strategy. Section 5 presents the main results linking
the export boom to positive economic change, far-right reaction, and in-migration. Section 6
presents additional evidence that the backlash was due to conflict with out-groups. Section 7

concludes.

2 ECONOMIC CHANGE AND OUT-GROUP HOSTILITY

This article analyzes the relationship between positive economic change and racist and anti-
immigrant politics. Most of the scholarship explicitly on the relationship between economic
change and backlash examines how negative shocks due to trade stoke nativism. One should
not expect the effects of positive shocks to mirror those of negative shocks, and reduce
nativism. Positive economic change can activate the same concerns about the decline of the
dominant group that account for the link between negative economic change and backlash
through a different channel: migration. Studying negative shocks, Ballard-Rosa, Jensen and
Scheve (2022) argue that loss of economic status triggers authoritarian values, Baccini and
Weymouth (2021) that it threatens white Americans’ sense of status.® In both examples,
trade influences nativism because local economic harm prompts more general concerns about
national decline and the loss of status of the dominant group.* It is unlikely that economic
growth causes economic harm and anxieties related to economic decline, but it is not only
through harm that economic change affects intergroup relations.’

Local economic growth, as distinct from decline, affects politics by altering cultural and

30n the broader link between economic decline, loss of status, and support for the radical right, see Gest,
Reny and Mayer (2018) and Gidron and Hall (2017).

4In research on trade preferences, hostility to out groups has been shown to be predictive of protectionism
(Mansfield and Mutz, 2009).

SWhether growth in the aggregate masks economic harm to subgroups is an empirical question that I
investigate in detail.



racial diversity at the local level. A positive shock to exports in a given industry should
increase labor demand in regions exposed to that industry. That shock should push up wages
and motivate in-migration. In-migration should in turn increase local diversity, for two reasons.
First, if the pre-shock population distribution is affected by sorting on ethnic or cultural
attributes, those migrating into an area after the shock will be less similar to those already
there. Second, immigrants tend to migrate internally at higher rates than natives (Borjas,
2001; Cadena and Kovak, 2016), as they tend to have weaker ties than natives to their places
of residence. A positive economic shock should increase the share of the population of ethnic
groups that are culturally distant to the pre-shock majority. This process does not mirror
the effects of economic decline. Regions exposed to trade competition—which over-index
comparative-disadvantage industries—tend to experience slow growth even before exposure
to specific trade shocks and so have small pre-shock immigrant populations and experience
small changes in diversity (Autor, Dorn and Hanson, 2023).

That the presence of out-groups at the local level heightens hostility against out-groups by
members of the dominant group has been the subject of extensive empirical and theoretical
research across the social sciences (Key, 1949; Blalock, 1967). Recent empirical work in
this group threat tradition documents that local increases in the presence of out-groups
prompts backlash (Hopkins, 2010; Newman and Velez, 2014; Hangartner et al., 2019; Tabellini,
2020). In Dancygier (2010)’s theoretical account, economic scarcity is a precondition for
immigrant-native conflict. Natives may want to deter inflows of migrants who will push
wages down, or who may form electoral coalitions to capture government resources. Other
scholarship finds that less directly material concerns animate anti-immigrant politics. Natives
may dislike the fact that immigrants alter the national culture (Sides and Citrin, 2007), and
may react negatively to in-migration because they place a premium on ethnic homogeneity
at the local level and have difficulty adapting psychologically to the loss of that homogeneity
(Newman, 2013). That is not to say that there is no material component to such cultural

concerns—natives may worry about the growth of culturally-distinct out groups because



they may push for different policy outcomes in the future—but rather that those concerns
are not driven by near-term competition for scarce resources. These anxieties about the
growth of culturally-distant out-groups and corresponding dilution of the size and power
of the dominant group are similar to the concerns about national decline and group status
prompted by economic decline.

While the group threat literature focuses mainly on attitudes to out-groups, which in
the First World War period can be proxied by the presence of hate groups and race riots,
a related literature finds that diversity reduces public goods provision. This scholarship
argues that different groups struggle to agree on particular public goods and are reluctant
to funds programs that benefit out-groups (see for instance Alesina and La Ferrara 2005).
Derenoncourt (2022) finds that parts of the US that experienced inflows of Black Americans
in the second half of the twentieth century reduced spending on services like education and
increased policing and incarceration.

Results from the group threat literature suggest that in-migration due to trade should
provoke a particularly sharp nativist backlash. Native awareness of the local presence and
increase of out-group members is a pre-condition for a backlash. An economic boom in
pre-existing industries causes migrants to interact with natives in the labor market. Natives
tend to react more negatively to more culturally-distant immigrants (Brader, Valentino and
Suhay, 2008; Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2015; Margalit and Solodoch, 2021). They are also
more supportive of immigration for humanitarian reasons and are less sympathetic to those
known to be migrating for economic reasons (Newman et al., 2015; Hainmueller and Hopkins,
2015).

This literature also suggests that economic growth will cause a backlash when the growth
is particularly rapid, and when external events focus natives’ attention on immigration.
Hopkins (2010) draws attention to how rapid increases in the immigrant population and the
national salience of immigration issues make natives aware of, and thus threatened by, out

groups. Both these features apply to the First World War boom, but should not apply to



cases of more gradual economic growth and population change.

In short, economic growth can stoke hostility to out-groups through different channels to
negative economic change. Rapid economic growth increases the presence of out-groups at
the local level, and increases interactions between natives and out-group members. These
local changes motivate native hostility to out-groups by increasing perceptions of the size
and influence of out-groups. This mechanism is distinct from that linking economic decline
to backlash. While some research on the China shock finds that export growth offsets the
negative political reaction to import competition (Dippel et al., 2022), there is a conceptual
distinction between the absence of a negative shock, due to export growth, and rapid positive
economic change that alters the local population.

The backlash in this context is less likely to be due to direct material competition than
in cases of scarcity. It is theoretically plausible that economic growth could increase the
incentive for natives to use violence to deter in-migration and so exclude out-groups from
the labor market or from state resources. However, the alternative theoretical account—that
economic scarcity increases the marginal benefit of excluding out-groups—has more empirical
support (Dancygier and Donnelly, 2013). Indeed, we might expect economic abundance
to cause people to place less weight on directly-material considerations and so place more
weight on their preferences for cultural homogeneity (Inglehart, 1971). Whether there is a
labor-market incentive to deter in-migration depends on whether in-migration pushes wages
down. In-migration at the local level may increase wages by increasing productivity through
agglomeration effects or through complementarities between migrant and native labor. A
vast literature in labor economics finds mixed effects of immigration on the wages of native
workers (Card, 2009).

While this article examines the particular case of the First World War export boom, the
theoretical mechanism linking boom and backlash rests on a set of well-established results
from a range of fields in political science and economics. Scholarship in trade economics

documents that trade motivates internal migration. Scholarship in labor economics documents
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the greater propensity of immigrants to migrate internally. The prediction of the group threat
literature that increases in the local presence of out-groups prompts a cultural backlash
should, as discussed above, apply all the more so to migration due to economic growth. The
link between diversity and public goods provision has similarly been documented extensively.
It is likely that the insights from this case apply more broadly to incidents of rapid and

unevenly-distributed economic growth.

3 DATA

I assemble a county-level dataset of economic and political variables, which I standardize
following Hornbeck (2010) to 1910 county boundaries. The main independent variable is the
change in exports per worker to the UK, Germany and France, between 1910 and 1916, which
I calculate using microdata from the 1910 census (Ruggles et al., 2021), and product-level
trade data from the 1910 and 1916 editions of Foreign Commerce and Navigation of the
United States. Following Autor, Dorn and Hanson (2013), I compute the change in exports

per worker in county ¢ as
AX; L;;
AEPW, = XJ: L—]ffﬂ
where AX; is the change in exports in industry j between 1910 and 1916, L; is total
employment in the US in industry j in 1910, and L;;/L; is the share of employment in county
i in industry 7.9 I focus on exports to the UK, France, and Germany as these countries were
major US trading partners—accounting for 50% of US exports in 1910—and were directly
affected by the war. US exports to the UK and France spiked, but exports to Germany
collapsed due to the British wartime blockade of Germany (Figure A-1). I include exports
to Germany to address the concern that the growth in exports to the UK and France

may simply reflect a reallocation of exports that would have gone to Germany. I focus on

the difference through to 1916 as this precedes the US entry into the war in 1917, and so

6Kovak (2013) shows that in a specific-factors model of regional economies, the effect of a change in world
prices on regional labor demand and wages takes a shift-share form.
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makes it more plausible that my results are driven by an increase in overseas demand, not
domestic industrial policy. To aid interpretation, I subtract the mean AEPW and divide by
the standard deviation, so all regression coefficients should be interpreted as the effect of a
standard deviation increase.

The export boom was an urban manufacturing shock. The industries given most weight
in the change in exports variable are primary and fabricated metal industries (Table A-2)
that were relevant to wartime production. The export boom was geographically concentrated
in manufacturing hubs in the northeast (Figure A-2).

I study the effect of the export boom on population change and economic outcomes. As
measures of local changes in population composition I use the county-level changes in log
population, the log share of immigrants in the population, the log share of immigrants from
Eastern and Southern Europe in the population, and the log share of nonwhite residents
in the population, between 1910 and 1920 and between 1910 and 1930.7 I calculate these
variables using data from the Census of Population (Manson et al., 2020). I study the positive
economic effects of the boom using the change in the log value of manufactured products
and the log average manufacturing wage using data from the Census of Manufacturing. As
the Census Bureau did not publish county-level totals for these variables in 1910, I study
the change relative to 1900. One might observe an increase in average manufacturing wages
due to the boom, but negative effects on residents’ labor market outcomes, if wages in
non-manufacturing sectors declined, or if all the increase in wages went to in-migrants. I
use linked census microdata from the 1910 and 1920 censuses (Abramitzky, Boustan and
Rashid, 2020) to examine changes in labor market outcomes for native-born adult white
men resident in affected counties in 1910. The census did not ask respondents about their
incomes, but it did record detailed information about occupations. Economic historians have
used average 1950 incomes by occupation to measure social mobility (Abramitzky, Boustan

and Eriksson, 2014). I examine the effects of the boom on the individual-level change in log

"For variables of the form In (%) where = can take zero values, I calculate In (HTI)
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imputed 1950 income, as well as on the change in an individual’s percentile rank within his
county of residence, whether he participated in the labor force, and whether he owned his
dwelling. I also use the linked census data to examine whether the export boom prompted
the out-migration of existing residents, by checking the fraction of the linked sample in each
county who were resident in a different state or county in the 1920 census.

I gather data on a range of outcomes related to nativist backlash: the presence of far-right
groups, riots, the adoption of city managers, and changes in public goods provision. I use
data on the locations of Ku Klux Klan chapters collected from internal Klan newspapers by
Kneebone and Torres (2015), and compute the log (one plus) number of chapters in a given
county. The emergence of the Klan is interesting both in its own right—it was the largest and
most prominent far-right group in US history—and as a credible revealed-preference measure
of anti-immigrant and anti-Black attitudes.® The KKK’s rhetoric included members of older
immigrant groups—for instance from Germany and Scandinavia—in a white Protestant
“nordic” American nation defined in relation to the Black, Jewish, and Catholic populations.
This rhetoric is of interest given Fouka and Tabellini (2022) finding that the presence of new
out-groups alters natives’ perceptions of group boundaries.

I also study the presence of duty stations of the American Protective League, a wartime
vigilante group opposed to German immigrants and leftists. Data on members, including the
locations of their duty stations, has been digitized by Ancestry.? I geocode the duty station
locations and assign them to 1910 counties.

I study how the boom affected political violence using data collected by Turchin (2012).
Turchin collects information on riots, rampages, and lynchings from existing sources and

historical newspapers. I geocode this data for the period 1890-1940, and compute the number

8There is a rich historical and sociological literature on the support base of the Klan. Jackson (1967)
draws attention to the KKK’s presence in cities, while McVeigh (1999) shows it was successful in ethnically-
homogeneous rural areas affected by declining farm prices. This study is largely orthogonal to these debates.
That positive economic change increased the local presence of outgroups and stimulated far-right backlash,
one facet of which was the presence of the KKK, is entirely consistent with there being other reasons for
people to join the KKK in other contexts.

Yhttps://www.ancestrylibrary.com/search/collections/60422/
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of incidents by county and year. Because violent incidents are relatively rare, for the most
part I focus on the change in the log number of incidents between the period 1890-1914 and
1915-1940.

I examine the effects of the boom on the structure of city governance and the types of
public goods provided. From 1909 onwards, cities in the US moved to replace elected mayors
with professional city managers. These changes promised more efficient administration, and
a reduction in the political power of immigrants, by curtailing machine politics (Gordon,
1968). I gather data on the number and population of city manager cities in each county from
the Tenth Yearbook of the City Manager’s Association (1924). As with all these variables,
there were a number of determinants of city manager adoption, not all of which were related
to hostility to out-groups. Studying a range of measures of backlash in concert makes it
more plausible that my results capture rising far-right activism and not outcome-specific
idiosyncracies. In addition I use census microdata to measure changes in the types of public
goods provided, from education to policing and incarceration. I measure the log share of the
population employed as teachers, and in law enforcement, and the log share of the population
incarcerated.

I also gather data on a variety of pre-shock measures of far-right and anti-immigrant
activity. Historians emphasize patterns of continuity between the 1920s Klan and earlier
nativist and anti-Catholic organizations, namely the Know Nothing party of the 1850s and
the American Protective Association of the 1890s (see for instance Gordon 2017a). I use
data on the county level share of the vote won by the Know Nothings in the 1854 and
1856 Congressional and 1856 Presidential elections (Clubb, Flanigan and Zingale, 1987). To
measure the presence of the American Protective Association, I digitize information on the
locations of newspapers aligned with the organization, members of congress on its Roll of

Honor in 1892 and state-level membership from Kinzer (1964).
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4 EMPIRICAL STRATEGY

I examine the effects of the export boom on economic, social, and political change. My

baseline empirical specification is

AYviS = ﬁAEPW'Ls + X137 + 55 + €is

where AYj, is the change in outcome variable Y in county ¢ in state s before and after
the export boom, X, is a vector of controls, and ¢, is a state fixed effect. Differencing the
dependent and independent variables accounts for time-invariant county-level confounders,
and fixed effects and controls allow for differential trends by states and pre-existing variables.
I estimate this equation by weighted least squares, weighted by the number of workers used
to construct the industry shares.!® I cluster standard errors at the state level to account for
possible spatial autocorrelation.!!

This specification captures the causal effect of the export boom on the outcome variable
given standard difference-in-differences assumptions. One must believe that counties with
greater employment in more affected industries would have, in the absence of the shock,
followed the same trend as counties with less employment in those industries. The magnitude
and sharp timing of the shock makes it unlikely that developments within the US account
for the boom—one would need to believe that American industries that produced products
useful for war happened to experience a productivity boom that perfectly coincided with war

in Europe. However, it is possible that more-exposed counties were simply different from

10T include workers in non-traded industries in these weights: the correlation between these weights and
1910 population is 0.998.

1 Adao, Kolesar and Morales (2019) argue that conventional standard errors in shift-share designs like this
one fail to account for correlation in the error structure between locations with a similar mix of industries. In
Table A-3, I re-estimate the results for population, immigration, KKK formation, city manager adoption,
and violence using the standard errors proposed by Adao, Kolesar and Morales (2019), and find that doing
so gives smaller standard errors than clustering at the state level. Table A-10 re-estimates these models
aggregating the export boom to the commuting zone level to account for potential spillovers across counties
and finds larger point estimates and similar statistical significance.
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less-exposed counties.!?

I address this concern in two ways. First, in the main specification I control for the sum of
exporting non-agricultural industry shares, and the share in agricultural employment. These
controls ensure that my models compare counties with a similar level of industrialization, but
a different mix of exporting industries. Second, I directly test for pre-trends and long-run

effects by estimating the following event-study specification:

Y%st = Qs + /BtAEPWzsl{t 7£ 1910} + Xis t + 6st + Eist

This specification regresses the outcome in levels on the 1910-1916 change in exports interacted
with year fixed effects, with county and state-by-year fixed effects and 1910 controls interacted
with the year fixed effects. I set 1910, the last census year before the export boom, as the
base year, and so estimates of 3; give the effect of the export boom on the outcome variable
relative to 1910.

For the KKK and APL variables, there is no pre-shock variation, as the groups in question
did not exist before the shock. One can think of a regression of the post-shock level of the
outcome variable on the change in exports per worker as being equivalent to a differenced
specification. However, there is no pre-shock variation to account for pre-existing heterogeneity,
and so causal identification is more plausible in this case given a selection-on-observables
assumption. The main concern is that places more exposed to the export boom had greater
latent far-right sentiment, which was only observed when the various far-right groups emerged
post-shock. I address this concern by showing that, conditional on controls, the incidence
of the export boom was orthogonal to a range of measures of pre-First World War far-right

activity.

12In Figure A-3 I show that the point estimates for the main results are stable when controlling for the
share of employment in each industry in 1910, suggesting that no one industry accounts for my results.
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5 RESULTS

5.1 Effects on Economic Activity

The export boom increased population, wages, and manufacturing output in affected counties.
It also disproportionately increased the population of out-groups—immigrants and Black
Americans—in those counties. Table 1 shows the effects of the export boom on population and
economic activity. Results from panel 1 model (1) suggest that a standard deviation increase
in the shock was associated with a 4 percent increase in population in 1920. Models (2) and
(3) suggest that the shock had a larger effect on manufacturing wages, and a smaller, but
still positive, effect on wages. Models (4) and (6) show that in counties affected by the shock,
the immigrant and non-white population increased faster than the population as a whole.
Model (5) shows that the population of immigrants from Eastern and Southern Europe—who
were considered to be more culturally distant than immigrants from Protestant Northern
European countries—experienced a larger increase than other immigrant groups. The second
panel shows the difference through to 1930. That the coefficients across specifications are
comparable to and in all but one case larger than those through to 1920 is notable given
that the export boom was temporary (Figure 1). This set of results is suggestive of path
dependence. The shock may have influenced the longer-run distribution of economic activity
through sunk investments, or through agglomeration effects, which provided a rationale for
people and firms to locate in places which gained population due to the boom after the boom
subsided (Bleakley and Lin, 2012), or by facilitating the development of migrant networks
which reduced the cost of subsequent in-migration. These results are also evidence against
the idea that the boom was followed by a bust that may itself have prompted a political
reaction. Counties more exposed to the boom experienced a relative increase in wages even
through to 1930.

Figures 2, 3, and 4 show event-study specifications for the effect of the export boom on

the dependent variables reported in Table 1. For the most part, there is little evidence that
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pop Mf output

Mf wages

% E&S Europe

% immigrant

% nonwhite

(1) (2)

(3)

(4) (5)

(6)

Panel 1: Difference to 1920

AEPW 0.042**  0.088** 0.029** 0.015%* 0.042*** 0.088***
(0.013) (0.039) (0.008) (0.006) (0.015) (0.026)
DV mean  0.077 1.372 1.013 -0.288 0.09 -0.103
R? 0.276 0.225 0.417 0.204 0.099 0.206
N 2948 2711 2711 2948 2948 2948
Panel 2: Difference to 1930
AEPW 0.070**  0.116*** 0.024** 0.027** 0.064*** 0.125**
(0.020) (0.043) (0.008) (0.010) (0.016) (0.038)
DV mean  0.151 1.368 1.037 -0.697 -0.085 0.2
R? 0.362 0.236 0.232 0.366 0.133 0.309
N 2948 2458 2458 2948 2948 2948

This table shows the results of regressions of changes in population, manufacturing, and diversity on the export shock, using
county-level data. The key independent variable is AEPW, the change in exports between 1910 and 1916. In model (1) the
dependent variable is the change in log population, in (2) the change in log manufacturing output, in (3) the change in log
manufacturing wages, in (4) the change in the log foreign-born share of the population, in (5) the change in the log Eastern- and
Southern-European immigrant share of the population, and in (6) the change in the log nonwhite share of the population. The top
panel shows differences to 1920, the bottom, differences to 1930. For models (1), (4), (5), and (6), the base year is 1910, for models
(2) and (3) the base year is 1900. All models include state fixed effects, and controls for the sum of employment in non-agricultural
exporting industries and in agriculture, and are weighted by the number of workers used to calculate the change in exports per
worker. Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table 1: Effects of the export boom on population, manufacturing, and diversity
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more exposed counties were trending in different directions prior to the shock. Differential
trends were small in relation to the effect of the export boom, suggesting that bias from
violations of the parallel trends assumption is small in relation to the estimated magnitudes.
There is some evidence of a differential pre-trend in manufacturing output in Figure 3, but
controlling for 1900 log output interacted with year fixed effects (shown in blue) results in
coefficients for 1880 and 1890 that are close to zero, and a much larger estimate for the
effect through to 1920, suggesting that the base specification reported in Table 1 gives, if
anything, a conservative estimate. There is some evidence of more affected counties following
a differential trend in wages, but more affected counties seem to have experienced declines in
wages prior to the shock, and so the estimate in Table 1 likely understates the positive effect

of the boom on wages.'3
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Figure 2: Event study effect on log population and % nonwhite

I find no evidence that the boom harmed the economic status of pre-existing residents of
affected counties. Table A-5 reports the results of regressions of individual-level changes in
occupational status, within-county status percentile, homeownership, labor force participation,
and interstate and intercounty migration over the 1910-1920 period, on the county-level

export boom, for native-born adult white men. These variables do not capture changes in

13Table A-4 confirms that the effect of the boom on manufacturing output is larger when controlling for
1900 log manufacturing, and that the effect of the boom on wages is comparable in magnitude and statistically
significant when controlling for the change in log wages between 1890 and 1900, and when controlling for
1900 log wages.
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Figure 4: Event study effect on immigration

wages, but one would expect negative economic shocks that shift workers into lower-status
jobs or out of the labor force entirely, or that force workers to sell their homes, would translate
into negative changes in these variables. There is no evidence of such an effect. Indeed,
residents of affected counties were slightly more likely to become home-owners between 1910
and 1920. There is also evidence that residents of affected counties were less likely to migrate

to a different county, suggesting that the economic boom gave residents greater reason to

stay.
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5.2 Backlash

The boom was associated with greater adherence to far-right groups, the adoption of city
managers, and political violence. Table 2 shows the results of regressions of the log number of
KKK branches, the presence of the APL, city manager adoption, and changes in the rate of
political violence. I find that a standard deviation increase in the export boom is associated
with around a 10 percent increase in the number of KKK branches and a 3 percentage point
increase in the probability of the county having an APL duty station. Model (3) examines
the effect of the export boom on the change in the log number of city manager cities between
1914 and 1920.1* A standard deviation increase in exposure to the boom is associated with
around a 4 percent increase in the number of city manager cities. This result is consistent
with a theory in which natives, in response to immigrant inflows, adopted the city manager
system which would limit the power of immigrant political machines. Model (4) shows that
a standard deviation increase in exposure to the boom was associated with around an 8
percent increase in the number of incidents of political violence.!® Examining this effect at
the county-year level in Figure A-5 shows that the effect is due to the uptick in violence in
1919. This result is important given that 1919 was at the height of the export boom, and was
a year marked by a wave of anti-Black violence in American cities.

To interpret the cross-sectional estimates of KKK and APL presence in Table 2 as causal,
one would need to believe that—conditional on controls for population, exporting industry
and agricultural shares, and state fixed effects—the export boom was uncorrelated with
unobservable factors associated with far-right activism. This assumption, while strong, is

more plausible given the results in Figure 5, which shows standardized coefficients from

14Table A-8 presents results from alternative specifications examining the effects of the export boom on
city manager adoption.

15 Additional models reported in Table A-9 show that the boom had a marginally larger effect on the
number of riots and on the total number of fatalities across incidents, and that the boom did increase the
number of incidents of racial or ethnic violence. Note also that the effects of the boom on log KKK chapters
and incidents of violence—variables that might increase mechanically with population—are larger than the
effect on population estimated in Table 1. These estimates, and those in Table A-19, which adjust linearly for
the increase in population, and find similar results to Table 2, suggest that the results in Table 2 are not due
to the mechanical effects of population increase.
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KKK APL  CM cities violence
(1) (2) (3) (4)

AEPW 0.099**  0.030**  0.048***  0.077***
(0.048) (0.015)  (0.013) (0.025)

In pop 1910 X X

DV mean 0.344 0.2 0.042 0.002

R? 0.716 0.448 0.275 0.246

N 2948 2948 2949 2949

This table shows the results of county-level regressions of nativism on the
incidence of the export boom. In model (1), the dependent variable is the log
number of Ku Klux Klan chapters in the county in the 1920s and 1930s, in (2)
it is a binary indicator for the presence of the American Protective League,
in the county, in (3) it is the change in the log number of City Manager cities
between 1914 and 1920, in (4), the difference in the log number of incidents
of political violence between 1915-1940 and 1890-1914. Models are weighted
by the number of workers used to calculate exposure to the export boom.
All models control for the share of employment in non-agricultural exporting
sectors and agriculture, (1) and (2) also control for log population in 1910.
Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05;
*p < 0.1

Table 2: Effects of the export boom on nativism

regressions of various measures of pre-shock nativism on the export boom, controlling for the
share in agriculture, the sum of non-agricultural exporting shares, log population in 1910, and
state fixed effects. There is little evidence that the export boom was correlated with support
for the Know-nothing Party in the 1850s, or with the presence of the American Protective
Association, an anti-Catholic and anti-immigrant group in the 1890s. One would expect
latent anti-immigrant and racist sentiment among natives to affect whether immigrants and
Black Americans resided in a given location. I estimate a precise null relationship between
the export boom and the log share of immigrants and nonwhite residents in 1910. Across
these models, the only effect comparable in magnitude to that for KKK formation is for the
presence of APA-affiliated newspapers in the 1890s. Table A-6 shows the effect of the boom
on KKK and APL formation is robust to controlling for this variable.

Counties more exposed to the boom shifted public goods provision away from education
and towards policing and incarceration. In Table 3, the dependent variables are the change

in the log share of teachers in the population, 1910-1920 and 1910-1930, the change in the
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Standardized effect of the export boom on
nativism before and after the boom

KKK 1915-1930 L
APL present 1917 ————
Know-nothing vote 1854 —&
Know-nothing vote 1856 —o—
Know-nothing presidential vote 1856 —1—

APA papers 1890s

APA members 1897 —
APA member of congress 1892 —o—
% nonwhite 1910 —1—
% immigrant 1910 —o
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6

Standardized coefficient

Figure 5: The export boom was orthogonal to pre-First World War nativism
Unstandardized regression results in Table A-7

log share of the population employed in law enforcement, 1910-1920 and 1910-1930, and
the change in the log share of the population incarcerated 1900-1920 and 1900-1930, all
calculated using census microdata. A standard deviation increase in exports per workers
is associated with a roughly 2% decrease in the share of teachers, a 5% increase in the
share employed in law enforcement, and around a 20% increase in the share incarcerated
through to 1920. These results are robust to controlling for trends related to the level of the
outcome variable in 1910, for which the parallel trends assumption is more plausibly satisfied.
There is some evidence that these effects persisted into the 1930s, although the estimates are
generally smaller and less precise. Additionally, for the log share of teachers and log share
in law enforcement I am able to check for pretrends using data from 1900-1910 (the 1910
census microdata does not contain information on incarceration), and find little evidence of
differential pre-trends in Figure A-6.

It is unlikely that a backlash in response to the 1920s agricultural depression accounts
for these results, for three reasons. First, the export boom was primarily urban, and so a
backlash linked to rural decline should be negatively correlated with the boom, and so failing

to adequately control for it should bias against finding a positive effect of the boom on the
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% teachers % law enforcement % incarcerated

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

Panel 1: Difference to 1920

AEPW —0.015*  —0.028*** 0.032** 0.059*** 0.210* 0.232**
(0.004) (0.006) (0.010)  (0.009)  (0.088) (0.098)

In % teachers 1910 X

In % law enforcement 1910 X

In % incarcerated 1900 X

DV mean 0.189 0.189 -0.003 -0.003 -0.238  -0.238

R? 0.206 0.328 0.083 0.317 0.200 0.472

N 2949 2949 2949 2949 2858 2858

Panel 2: Difference to 1930

AEPW 0.001 —0.018*  —0.000  0.034*  0.194* 0.216***
(0.006) (0.009) (0.011)  (0.014) (0.114) (0.075)

DV mean 0.398 0.398 0.501 0.501 0.381 0.381

R? 0.380 0.624 0.279 0.552 0.145 0.382

N 2949 2949 2949 2949 2858 2858

This table shows the results of regressions of the change in the log share of population employed as teachers, in law enforcement,
and incarcerated on the export shock, using county-level data. The key independent variable is AEPW, the change in exports
between 1910 and 1916. All dependent variables are in log differences, in panel 1 models (1)—(4), the dependent variable is the
difference between 1910 and 1920, in (5) and (6), between 1900 and 1920. In panel 2, the dependent variables are changes between
1910 or 1900 and 1930. All models include state fixed effects and controls for the sum of employment in non-agricultural exporting
industries and in agriculture, and are weighted by the number of workers used to calculate the change in exports per worker. Model
(2) controls for the log share of teachers in the population in 1910, (4) controls for log share of law enforcement workers in 1910,
and (6) controls for the log share incarcerated in 1900. Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05;
*p < 0.1

Table 3: Effects of the export boom on education, law enforcement, and incarceration
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backlash. Second, controlling for the share employed in agriculture should account for most
of the variation in exposure to the agricultural depression. Third, the wartime APL, 1919
race riots, and city manager adoption up to 1920 predate the collapse of agricultural prices
after 1920, and so cannot have been caused by an agricultural depression that had not yet

happened.

6 MECHANISMS

The results presented thus far suggest that the export boom had positive local economic
effects, changed the composition of the population, and stimulated a far-right backlash.
This section presents evidence consistent with the interpretation that the backlash was a

taste-based reaction to increased interaction with out-groups.

6.1 Out Groups

If the backlash was a reaction against the local presence of out-groups in particular, and
not just a product of economic change and population growth, one would expect a stronger
backlash in counties in which the export boom also had a stronger effect on the presence
of out-groups. I examine this phenomenon using data on immigrant and Black migration
networks in 1900. The first panel of Table 4 shows the results of regressions subset according
to whether the share of immigrants in a county in 1900 was above or below the state’s median.
One would expect that counties with more immigrants in 1900 had the kinds of amenities that
disproportionately attracted immigrants, and that pre-existing immigrant networks would
have influenced the locational choices of subsequent migrants. I find that the effect of the
export boom on the log share of immigrants is driven by counties with larger initial immigrant
populations, and that its effects on measures of backlash were stronger in those counties. The
second panel reports regressions subset by the share of each county’s Black population in 1900
born in the South, for Northern counties. While the internal migration of immigrants in this

period followed historical patterns, the First World War coincided with—and influenced—the
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mass migration of African Americans from the agricultural South to Northern cities. Economic
history scholarship on the Great Migration finds that pre-existing migrant networks influenced
migration choices (Boustan, 2010). I find that in counties in which the Black population had
more connections with the South, the Black population increased more in response to the
export boom. As in the first panel, the effect of the boom on the backlash was generally
stronger in that subset of counties that experienced greater in-migration.

The idea that the backlash was a taste-based reaction to the presence of out-groups is
consistent with the fact that the boom increased the share of culturally marginal immigrant
groups more than others, and with the kind of anti-immigrant rhetoric espoused by groups
like the KKK. Hiram Evans, head of the Klan during the 1920s, complained that “the Nordic
American today is a stranger in large parts of the land his fathers gave him” (Evans, 1926,
39). Part of the reaction was due to people alienated by the increased presence of immigrants.

Data on residential segregation bolsters the interpretation that distaste for out-groups,
especially for immigrants, accounts for the backlash. Logan and Parman (2017a,b) develop a
measure of Black segregation based on the propensity of Black residents to live next door
to natives, using the order in which households are enumerated on census returns. Eriksson
and Ward (2019) compile an analogous measure of immigrant segregation. An increase in
out-group segregation in response to an increase in the number of out-group members would
be consistent with natives disliking interacting with out groups, moving out of the areas
in which those groups settled, and perhaps supporting policies to restrict them to certain
neighborhoods. Figure 6 shows a clear effect of the export boom on immigrant segregation,

and evidence of Black segregation increasing over time in these counties as well.

6.2 Labor Market Contact

A precondition for a mechanism in which natives reacted against the presence of out-group

members is that the two groups interacted with one another. The export boom increased

16T present regression results in Table A-11
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Figure 6: Event study effect on residential segregation

contact between natives and out-group members in the labor market. I use census microdata
to compute the occupational isolation—a normalized measure of the probability of a given
member of a group encountering other members of that group in the same occupation—of
immigrant and Black residents of each county in each census. Figure 7 shows that the export
boom was associated with a decrease in occupational segregation for both immigrants and
Black Americans.!” This result is of interest given that the export boom increased residential
segregation. While natives may have made more of an effort to avoid out-group members in
their residential choices, they were put into contact with them in the labor market. In Table
A-14, T find that the backlash was stronger in counties with lower initial rates of occupational
segregation, providing additional evidence that labor market contact was important.

While the most parsimonious explanation is simply that natives disliked interacting with
out-group members, this evidence is also consistent with theories of backlash in response to
economic change that emphasize concerns about the status of the dominant group (Mutz,
2018; Gidron and Hall, 2017; Baccini and Weymouth, 2021).'® The export boom increased
the rate of immigrant and nonwhite managers in the population, though at around the same

rate as it increased the share of both groups in the population as a whole (Table A-15). The

17T report regression results in Table A-13
BInteraction with out-group members could also trigger anxieties about the size and growth of the
out-group and the diminishing native share of the national population.
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export boom thus put native residents in the position of being employed or managed by
out-group members, which may have threatened natives’ sense of status. This result fits with
the KKK’s complaints that “the control of much of our industry and commerce [was| taken

over by strangers” (Evans, 1926, 39).

Immigrant occupational segregation Nonwhite occupational segregation
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Figure 7: Event study effect on immigrant and nonwhite occupational segregation

6.3 The Effects of Wartime Mobilization

The backlash was stronger in places which experienced more casualties in the First World War,
reinforcing the interpretation that it was a reaction to increased diversity. The Klan’s leaders
argued that the War provided the impetus for the group’s formation. Evans (1926, 39-40)
claimed “The war revealed that millions whom we had allowed to share our heritage and
prosperity ... had other loyalties.” Ferrara and Fishback (2020) find that the First World War
casualty rate was positively associated with wartime anti-German sentiment. If a behavioral
dislike of immigrants, coupled with immigrant in-migration, accounts for the backlash, one
would expect to see a stronger effect of the boom on the backlash in areas where nationalist
and anti-immigrant sentiment was already inflamed by casualties. In contrast, if the backlash
was purely due to economic factors, such as labor-market competition, one would not expect
casualties to moderate the effect of the boom—if anything, war casualties would reduce labor

market competition. Table 5 shows the results of regressions of KKK formation, city manager
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KKK chapters CM cities violence
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

AEPW 0.033  0.071** 0.007 0.059* 0.028  0.085**
(0.022) (0.031) (0.011) (0.017) (0.024) (0.034)

Casualties / pop 1H 2H 1H 2H 1H 2H

In pop 1910 X X

DV mean 0.299  0.405 0.03 0.055  -0.008  0.012

R? 0.600  0.778  0.291 0.320 0.140  0.350

N 1434 1434 1434 1434 1434 1434

This table shows the results of regressions of the nativist backlash on the export boom, subset according to

the rate of First World War casualties. The dependent variable in models (1) and (2) is log number of KKK
chapters, in (3) and (4) it is the change in the log number of City Manager cities between 1914 and 1920,
and in (5) and (6) it is the difference in the log number of incidents of political violence between 1890-1914
and 1915-1940. Odd-numbered models are subset to counties with below-median ratios of First World War
casualties to 1910 population, even-numbered models are subset to counties with above-median casualty
rates. All models include state fixed effects, and controls for the sum of employment in non-agricultural
exporting industries and in agriculture. Models (1) and (2) also control for 1910 log population. Models
are weighted by the number of workers used to calculate exposure to the export boom. Robust standard
errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table 5: Effects of the export boom on nativism, subset by First World War casualties

adoption, and political violence, on the export boom, subset according to whether the county
had above- or below-median casualties as a share of the 1910 population, using data from
Ferrara and Fishback (2020). The export boom had a stronger effect on the backlash in

counties with higher casualty rates.'

6.4 Alternative Explanations

It is unlikely that short-run labor market or electoral competition accounts for the link
between the export boom and the backlash. Given the evidence that the export boom
increased manufacturing wages, and had no negative effects on the economic status of pre-
existing residents, one cannot support an explanation in which workers reacted to economic

harm by punishing immigrants. Nor is it likely that the boom increased the marginal benefit

9Table A-12 examines the relationship between the export boom and First World War casualties and
enlistments. While enlistment relative to 1910 population was positively correlated with the export boom, this
effect seems to be simply due to the population increase created by the boom: it disappears when scaling by
interpolated 1917 population. There is no evidence that casualty rates were higher in areas more affected by
the boom. These results suggest that the backlash was distinct from general wartime nationalist mobilization,
prompted either by the boom or by stronger trade links with Europe in more exposed counties.
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in the labor market of deterring migrants. The persistent effects of the boom reported in Table
1 are suggestive of agglomeration economies, which would imply that in-migration could have
in itself increased natives’ wages by raising productivity and thus labor demand. The effects
of the boom on wages were if anything more positive in locations with stronger immigrant
and Southern Black migration networks (Table A-16), which provides more evidence against a
labor market competition explanation. If in-migration decreased native wages at the margin,
one would expect migrant networks to cause the shock to have a less positive effect on wages.?’

I find a different relationship between political competition and nativist mobilization
than that suggested by the literature. Dancygier (2010) argues that conflict between natives
and immigrants occurs when immigrants have access to political power and so are able to
control scarce government-allocated resources. Table A-17 shows the effects of the boom on
KKK formation and city manager adoption, subset by states with low and high residency
requirements to voting. I construct an index of residency requirements using the total months
one had to be resident in the country, state, county and district to vote in each state in 1914,
using information compiled by Keyssar (2000). Biavaschi and Facchini (2020) use a similar
index for 1896 as a measure of immigrant access to the franchise. If immigrant political power
motivated far-right group formation, one would expect to see such outcomes in places with
low restrictions on immigrants voting. I find however that the effect of the boom on KKK
formation was stronger in states with larger barriers to immigrants voting. This result is
itself consistent with a taste-based explanation for the backlash, in that one would expect
states with more xenophobic residents to have stricter restrictions in place prior to the boom,
and that residents of those states would have been more likely to respond to immigration
by joining hate groups. Natives did however make changes to restrict the political power of
immigrants in response to inflows. The effect of the boom on city manager adoption—which
limited the power of immigrant political machines—was confined to states with low immigrant

voting restrictions.

20T also do not find evidence that counties affected by the shock experienced greater labor unrest as
measured by Industrial Workers of the World Strikes, in Table A-18.
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7 CONCLUSION

This paper examines the effects of the First World War export boom on political and economic
outcomes in the US. Areas specializing in industries useful for the war effort—especially
metals and meat-packing—benefitted materially from an economic boom that raised industrial
output, wages, and population. The increase in population was accompanied by an increase
in diversity: Black Americans, and immigrants, especially from Southern and Eastern Europe,
migrated disproportionately to the growing counties. The natives reacted against diversity
by joining nativist groups, rioting, voting to curtail the political power of immigrants, and
shifting public goods provision towards policing and incarceration.

These results suggest that economic change does not only lead to populist, xenophobic,
and illiberal politics through its effects on those harmed by the change. While an extensive
literature documents the effects of negative economic change—due to trade, automation, or
government policy—on politics, few scholars have studied the effects of positive change. Yet
the mechanism linking the First World War export boom and the backlash should apply to
other cases. There is extensive evidence that trade prompts internal migration (Fajgelbaum
and Redding, 2014), that immigrants migrate more than natives (Cadena and Kovak, 2016),
and that natives react against in-migration (Hopkins, 2010). Indeed, there are other cases of
positive economic change being accompanied by political reaction. For instance, the California
Gold Rush of the 1850s was accompanied by a movement against Chinese immigration
(Kanazawa, 2005). The UK’s post-Second World War prosperity was accompanied by riots
against Caribbean immigrants and politicians prophesying that immigration would lead to
rivers “foaming with much blood.”

When should we expect positive economic change to foment a nativist backlash? A few
features of the case suggest an explanation. The export boom was large enough to cause
substantial population movements and changes in the local composition of affected areas, and

the nativist backlash was stronger in areas which experienced more culturally distant—DBlack

32



and immigrant—migrants. These factors suggest that the magnitude of economic change and
the level of diversity in the country as a whole are important preconditions for such an effect.

While the effects of the boom on population and economic activity lasted at least until
1930, the nativist reaction was comparatively short-lived. The export boom primarily affected
violence in 1919, and the KKK as an organization declined rapidly from its peak in the
mid-1920s (Gordon, 2017a). This temporal disconnect suggests that intergroup contact and
assimilation may have gradually eroded nativist hostility (Mousa, 2020; Choi, Poertner and
Sambanis, 2019). The rapidity of the change in out-group populations, relative to these slower
processes of acculturation may explain why the boom precipitated a backlash. It also suggests
that existing scholarship on reactions to negative economic change should be understood in
part as capturing an effect related to social dislocation, that is also present in cases of rapid
positive economic change. A broader set of cases are needed to fully test these hypotheses.

This study provides a first step.
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Table A-1: Summary statistics

Variable N Mean SD ad q95
AEPW 2,949  0.00 1.00 -0.54 1.97
% in agriculture 1910 2,949  0.56 0.23 0.12  0.87
% in non-agricultural exporting industries 1910 2,949  0.12 0.12 0.01  0.38
In pop 1910 2,948  9.75 0.98 8.14 11.26
Aln pop 1910-1920 2,948  0.08 0.23 -0.16 0.46
Aln pop 1910-1930 2,948  0.15 0.38 -0.25 0.81
In Mf output 1900 2,816 13.11 1.90 10.03 16.43
Aln Mf output 1900-1920 2,711 137 1.14 -0.42 3.26
Aln Mf output 1900-1930 2458 137 126 -0.65 3.51
In Mf average wages 1900 2,816  5.82 0.36 5.13  6.34
Aln Mf wages 1900-1920 2,711 1.01 0.30 0.57  1.53
Aln Mf wages 1900-1930 2,458  1.04 0.27 0.59  1.46
In % immigrant 1910 2,948 -3.61 2.00 -7.31 -1.18
Aln % immigrant 1910-1920 2,948 -0.29 0.61 -1.07 0.49
Aln % immigrant 1910-1930 2,948 -0.70 0.75 -2.02 0.29
In % Eastern and Southern European 1910 2,948 -6.38 2.07 -9.51 -2.85
Aln % Eastern and Southern European 1910-1920 2,948  0.09 094 -147 1.70
Aln % Eastern and Southern European 1910-1930 2,948 -0.08 094 -1.59 1.55
In % nonwhite 1910 2,948 -3.82 238 -7.85 -0.48
Aln % nonwhite 1910-1920 2,948 -0.10 0.70 -1.16  0.99
Aln % nonwhite 1910-1930 2,948  0.20 1.15 -1.17  2.68
In KKK chapters 2,949  0.34 0.52 0.00 1.39
APL present 2,949  0.20 0.40 0.00  1.00
In CM cities 1914 2,949  0.01 0.08 0.00  0.00
Aln CM cities 1914-1920 2,949  0.04 0.17 0.00  0.69
In incidents of political violence 1890-1914 2,949  0.06 0.22 0.00 0.69
Aln political violence, 1915-1940 relative to 1890-1914 2,949  0.00 0.28 -0.69  0.69
In % teachers 1910 2,949 -5.08 043 -5.83 -4.44
Aln % teachers 1910-1920 2,949  0.19 031 -0.20 0.67
Aln % teachers 1910-1930 2,949 040 0.31 -0.02 094
In % law enforcement 1910 2,949 -7.775 0.68 -881 -6.57
Aln % law enforcement 1910-1920 2949  0.00 054 -0.86 0.88
Aln % law enforcement 1910-1930 2949 050 0.59 -0.37 1.52
In % incarcerated 1900 2,858 -8.98 1.48 -10.59 -6.10
Aln % incarcerated 1900-1920 2,858 -0.24 1.65 -3.30 2.93
Aln % incarcerated 1900-1930 2858 0.38 199 -285 3.84




Table A-2: Rotemberg weights for 20 most important industries

Industry code Industry Rotemberg Weight AEPW  Employment 1910
336 Primary metal industries 0.260 271 685,257
346 Fabricated metal products 0.252 807 303,083
406 Meat products 0.199 962 90,212
376 Motor vehicles and motor 0.083 341 149,403
vehicle equipment

476 Petroleum and coal 0.054 761 50,278
products

417 Confectionery and related 0.031 2,095 27,659
products

387 Photographic equipment 0.028 1,949 3,034
and supplies

469 Misc chemicals and allied 0.026 475 101,879
products

358 Misc machinery 0.023 124 377,781

478 Rubber products 0.021 251 55,274

377 Aircraft and parts 0.007 28,518 223

306 Logging 0.005 -28 166,373

408 Canning and preserving 0.004 454 24,699
fruits, vegetables, and
seafoods

386 Professional equipment 0.004 284 11,435

407 Dairy products 0.003 455 32,145

379 Railroad and misc 0.003 32 187,897
transportation equipment

489 Leather products, except 0.002 424 29,051
footwear

409  Grain-mill products 0.002 305 55,706

468 Paints, varnishes, and 0.002 241 10,640
related products

316 Glass and glass products 0.001 38 90,129




US exports to the UK, Germany and France, 1890-1930
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Figure A-1: US exports to the UK, Germany and France, data from Fouquin and Hugot
(2016)

pop % immigrant KKK chapters CM cities violence

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

AEPW 0.042** 0.015% 0.099** 0.048**  0.077"*
(0.009) (0.004) (0.016) (0.010) (0.019)

1910 In pop X

DV mean 0.077 -0.288 0.344 0.042 0.002

R? 0.276 0.204 0.716 0.275 0.246

N 2948 2948 2948 2949 2949

This table shows the results of regressions of the 1910-1920 change in log population, change in log %
immigrant, log number of KKK chapters, change in log number of city manager cities, and change in log
number of incidents of political violence, on the export boom, using standard errors robust to errors correlated
across industry shares as recommended by Adéao, Kolesir and Morales (2019). All models include state fixed
effects, and controls for the sum of employment in non-agricultural exporting industries and in agriculture.
Model (3) also controls for 1910 log population. Models are weighted by the number of workers used to calculate
exports per worker. AKM standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-3: Effects of the export boom on population, share of immigrants, KKK formation,
City Manager adoption, and violence, with AKM standard errors



Geographic incidence of the change in exports
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Geographic incidence of the change in exports controlling for initial industry and agriculture
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Figure A-2: Geographical distribution of the export boom
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Figure A-3: Effects controlling for individual industry shares
Notes: Each point is the coefficient from a different regression of the outcome variable on AEPW, controlling
for the sum of non-agricultural industry shares, the share in agriculture, the share employed in the industry
in question, and state fixed effects. The regressions of log klaverns also control for log 1910 population. The
thick lines show 90% confidence intervals, the thin lines 95% confidence intervals, calculated using standard

errors clustered at the state level.
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In occscore county rank homeowner LFP change state change county
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

AEPW —0.000 0.000 0.004* —0.000 —0.002 —0.013*

(0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.005)
Individuals 4725804 4725804 5603670 5881381 5884323 5884323
DV mean 0.119 0.01 -0.037 0.005 0.24 0.482
R? 0.815 0.401 0.592 0.202 0.700 0.557
N 2949 2949 2949 2949 2949 2949

This table shows the results of regressions of individual-level changes in economic status and activity on the export shock, using linked
census microdata on native-born white adult men, from the 1910 and 1920 censuses. The key independent variable is AEPW, the
change in exports at the county level between 1910 and 1916. The dependent variable in models (1) is the change in the individual’s
log occupational score, which assigns workers the average 1950 income for their occupation, between 1910 and 1920. In (2) it is the
change in that individual’s within-county occscore percentile, in (3), the change in whether the individual owned his home, in (4) the
change in whether he participated in the labor force, in (5) whether he moved to a different state, and in (6) whether he moved to a
different county. Data is aggregated to the county level, but regressions are weighted by the number of individuals used to calculate
the dependent variable. All models include state fixed effects, and controls for the sum of employment in non-agricultural exporting
industries and in agriculture. Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-5: Effects of the export boom on native-born white adult men, using linked 1910-1920

census microdata
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Figure A-4: Individual effects of the export boom on occupational status and home ownership,
subset by 1910 occupational status



KKK chapters APL present
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

AEPW 0.150** 0.099** 0.079** 0.047** 0.030** 0.030*
(0.027)  (0.048) (0.033) (0.009) (0.015) (0.016)
In pop 1910 X X X X
In APA newspapers 1890s X X
DV mean 0.344 0.344 0.344 0.2 0.2 0.2
R? 0.637 0.716  0.738 0.419 0.448  0.448
N 2949 2948 2948 2949 2948 2948

This table shows the results of cross-sectional county-level regressions of post-WWI right-wing extremism on the
incidence of the export boom. In (1)—(3), the dependent variable is the log number of Ku Klux Klan chapters in the
county in the 1920s and 1930s, in (4)—(6), it is a binary measure of whether the American Protective League was active.
Models are weighted by the number of workers used to calculate exposure to the export boom. All models include state
fixed effects and controls for the share of employment in non-agricultural exporting sectors and agriculture, (2), (3),
(5), and (6) control for log 1910 population, (3) and (6) also control for the log number of newspapers aligned with the
American Protective Association in the 1890s. Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05;
*p < 0.1

Table A-6: Effects of the export boom on nativist groups

log incidents of political violence
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Figure A-5: Event study effect on incidents of political violence, using data from Turchin
(2012)
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CM cities CM city pop

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

AEPW 0.048** 0.041** 0.041*** 0.368*** 0.374** 0.373***
(0.013)  (0.013) (0.013) (0.125) (0.118) (0.118)

In pop 1910 X X X X

In % urban 1910 X X

In % immigrant 1910 X X

DV mean 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.496 0.496 0.496

R? 0.275 0.295 0.295 0.191 0.191 0.194

N 2949 2948 2948 2949 2948 2948

This table shows the results of cross-sectional county-level regressions of City Manager adoption on the incidence of
the export boom. In models (1)—(3), the dependent variable is the change in the log number of City Manager cities
between 1914 and 1920, in (4)—(6) it is the change in the log population of City Manager cities between 1914 and 1920.
Models are weighted by the number of workers used to calculate exposure to the export boom. All models control for
the share of employment in non-agricultural exporting sectors and agriculture. (2), (3), (5), and (6) also control for
1910 log population, (3) and (6) control for the 1910 log share of residents in urban area and log share of immigrants.
Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-8: Effects of the export boom on City Manager adoption

Incidents Riots Racial Deaths

(1) (2) (3) (4)
AEPW  0.077"*  0.087** 0.046* 0.098"
(0.025)  (0.027) (0.017) (0.052)

DV mean 0.002 -0.004 0.005  -0.006
R? 0.246 0.302 0.275 0.138
N 2949 2949 2949 2949

This table shows the results of county-level regressions of the change in
incidents of political violence on the export boom, using data from Turchin
(2012). In model (1), the dependent variable is the difference between
the log number of violent incidents 1890-1914, and the log number of
violent incidents 1915-1940. In (2), it is the difference in the log number of
incidents coded as riots, in (3) the difference in the log number of incidents
coded as having a racial or ethnic dimension, in (4), it is the difference in
the log number of fatalities between all incidents 18901914 and 1915-1940.
Models are weighted by the number of workers used to calculate exposure
to the export boom. All models include state fixed effects and control
for the share of employment in non-agricultural exporting sectors and
agriculture. Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. ***p < 0.01;
**p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-9: Effects of the export boom on political violence
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pop % immigrant KKK  CM cities violence

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
CZ AEPW  0.040*  0.017*  0.140" 0.066**  0.102***
(0.015) (0.007)  (0.055)  (0.020)  (0.034)

In pop 1910 X

DV mean 0.077 -0.288 0.344 0.042 0.002
R? 0.253 0.204 0.719 0.279 0.247
N 2948 2948 2948 2949 2949

This table shows the results of county-level regressions of economic change and nativism on the
incidence of the export boom, calculating the export boom at the Commuting Zone level to account
for potential spillovers, and then averaging the Commuting Zone shock to counties according to
the share of each county in each commuting zone. I subtract the mean of the county-level shock
and divide by the county-level shock standard deviation, so these coefficients are comparable to
the other reported results. In model (1) the dependent variable is the change in log population
between 1910 and 1920, in (2) the change in the log immigrant share of the population, in (3), the
log number of Ku Klux Klan chapters in the county in the 1920s and 1930s, in (4) it is the change
in the log number of City Manager cities between 1914 and 1920, in (5), the difference in the log
number of incidents of political violence between 1915-1940 and 1890-1914. Models are weighted
by the number of workers used to calculate exposure to the export boom. All models control for
the share of employment in non-agricultural exporting sectors and agriculture, (3) also controls for
log population in 1910. Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05;
*p < 0.1

Table A-10: Effects of the export boom, aggregating the shock to the Commuting-Zone level

log % teachers log % law enforcement
0.08
0.025 0.06
- Ps -
5 $ 0.04
S S
& 0.000 ° &=
8 8
o o 0.02
-0.025 0.00 °
1900 1910 1920 1930 1900 1910 1920 1930

Figure A-6: Event study effect on education and law enforcement provision
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Immigrant Black
(1) (2) (3) (4)
AEPW 0.009*** 0.009***  0.010  0.032***
(0.002)  (0.002) (0.011) (0.010)
Period 1910- 1910- 1910~ 1910~
1920 1930 1920 1930
DV mean -0.032  -0.063  -0.013
R? 0.165 0.158 0.276
N 2719 2245 2197

This table shows the results of regressions of county-level residential
segregation on the export shock. The dependent variable in model (1)
is the change in average immigrant segregation between 1910 and 1920,
using data from Eriksson and Ward (2019). In model (2) the dependent
variable is the change in immigrant segregation between 1910 and 1930.
In (3), it is the change in Black segregation between 1910 and 1920 using
data from Logan and Parman (2017b), in (4), the change between 1910
and 1930. All models include state fixed effects, controls for the sum of

employment in non-agricultural exporting industries and in agriculture,

and are weighted by the number of workers used to calculate the change

in exports per worker. Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses.

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-11: Effects of the export boom on immigrant and Black residential segregation
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Figure A-7: Event study effects on immigrant and nonwhite managers
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Immigrant Nonwhite
(1) (2) (3) (4)

AEPW  —0.110"* —0.156"* —0.192* —0.196***
(0.030)  (0.042)  (0.038)  (0.041)

Period 1910 1910 1910- 1910-

1920 1930 1920 1930
DV mean 0.09 0.332 0.169 0.256
R? 0.099 0.187 0.251 0.344
N 2904 2899 2703 2681

This table shows the results of regressions of county-level occupational segregation
on the export shock. The dependent variable in model (1) is the change in immigrant
occupational isolation between 1910 and 1920, in (2) the change between 1910 and
1930, in (3) the change in nonwhite occupational isolation between 1910 and 1920,
in (4) the change between 1910 and 1930. All models include state fixed effects,
controls for the sum of employment in non-agricultural exporting industries and
in agriculture, and are weighted by the number of workers used to calculate the
change in exports per worker. Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses.

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-13: Effects of the export boom on immigrant and nonwhite occupational segregation
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KKK chapters CM cities violence

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

Panel 1: Subset by immigrant occupational segregation

AEPW 0.104*  0.024  0.049** 0.005 0.073"* —0.043**
(0.048) (0.035) (0.013) (0.016) (0.027)  (0.020)
Immigrant occupational isolation 1H 2H 1H 2H 1H 2H
In pop 1910 X X
DV mean 0.452 0.242 0.059 0.024  -0.008 0.011
R? 0.698 0.287 0.289 0.073 0.358 0.053
N 1462 1461 1462 1462 1462 1462
Panel 2: Subset by nonwhite occupational segregation
AEPW 0.106™  0.035 0.054™* —0.003 0.070** 0.014
(0.052) (0.036) (0.014) (0.008) (0.029)  (0.010)
Nonwhite occupational isolation 1H 2H 1H 2H 1H 2H
In pop 1910 X X
DV mean 0.469 0.247 0.052 0.033 0.016 -0.012
R? 0.745 0.313 0.355 0.140 0.320 0.073
N 1401 1400 1401 1401 1401 1401

This table shows the results of regressions of nativism on the export shock, subset by levels of occupational segregation in 1910.

The dependent variable in models (1) and (2) is the log number of KKK chapters, in (3) and (4) the change in the log number
of City Manager cities between 1914 and 1930, and in (5) and (6) the change in the log number of incidents of political violence.
Odd-numbered models are subset to counties with below-median occupational segregation, even-numbered models to those with
above-median occupational segregation. In the top panel this is defined as the occupational isolation of immigrants, in the bottom
panel, the occupational isolation of nonwhite residents. All models include state fixed effects, controls for the sum of employment in
non-agricultural exporting industries and in agriculture, and are weighted by the number of workers used to calculate the change
in exports per worker. Models (1) and (2) also control for log 1910 population. Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses.
**p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-14: Effects of the export boom on nativism, subset by occupational segregation
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Immigrant Nonwhite

(1) (2) (3) (4)
AEPW  0.019* 0.022 0.053*  0.054
(0.010) (0.010) (0.031) (0.034)

Period 1910-  1910-  1910-  1910-

1920 1930 1920 1930
DV mean -0.085 -0.17 -0.104 -0.076
R? 0.130 0.223 0.079 0.137
N 2949 2949 2949 2949

This table shows the results of regressions of the county-level log
share of immigrant and nonwhite managers on the export shock.
The dependent variable in model (1) is the change in log immigrant
managers over population between 1910 and 1920, in (2) the change
between 1910 and 1930, in (3) the change in log nonwhite managers
over population between 1910 and 1920, in (4) the change between
1910 and 1930. All models include state fixed effects, controls for
the sum of employment in non-agricultural exporting industries and
in agriculture, and are weighted by the number of workers used to
calculate the change in exports per worker. Standard errors clustered
by state in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-15: Effects of the export boom on immigrant and nonwhite managers

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

AEPW 0.010 0.032*** 0.010 0.035***
(0.012)  (0.009) (0.008) (0.010)

1900 % immigrant 1H 2H

1900 Black % southern 1H 2H

DV mean 1.04 0.986 0.915 0.9

R? 0.439 0.441 0.180 0.333

N 1364 1347 689 669

This table shows the results of regressions of the change in log manufacturing wages
between 1910 and 1920 on the export boom. Model (1) is subset to counties with shares
of immigrants in 1900 below the state median, (2) to counties above the state median,
(3) to Northern counties in which the share of the Black population in 1900 born in the
South was below the state median, (4) to counties above the state median. All models
include state fixed effects, and controls for the sum of employment in non-agricultural
exporting industries and in agriculture. Models are weighted by the number of workers
used to calculate exposure to the export boom. Standard errors clustered by state in
parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-16: Effects of the export boom on manufacturing wages, subset by immigrant and
Black migration networks
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KKK chapters CM cities
(1) (2) (3) (4)

AEPW 0.041*  0.131** 0.050**  0.023
(0.021) (0.041) (0.020) (0.014)

Voting restrictions 1H 2H 1H 2H

1910 In pop X X

DV mean 0.33 0.355 0.047  0.037

R? 0.849 0.560 0.343  0.096

N 1303 1644 1303 1645

This table shows the results of regressions of KKK chapters and city manager
adoption on the export boom, subset by state residency requirements to vote. The
dependent variable in models (1) and (2) is the log 1 + number of KKK chapters.
The dependent variable in models (3) and (4) is the change in the log number
of City Manager cities between 1914 and 1920. Models (1) and (3) are subset
to states with below-median restrictions on voting, using data on the number
of months one had to be resident in the country, state, county, and sub-county
units to vote from Keyssar (2000). Models (2) and (4) are subset to states with
above-median restrictions on migrants voting. All models include state fixed effects,
and controls for the sum of employment in non-agricultural exporting industries
and in agriculture. Models (1) and (2) also control for 1910 log population. Robust
standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-17: Effects of the export boom on KKK formation and City Manager adoption,
subset by migrant voting restrictions

A strikes strikes 1919
(1) (2) (3) (4)
AEPW —0.038 —0.026 0.002 —0.005
(0.048)  (0.055) (0.006) (0.006)
In pop 1910 X X
DV mean -0.009  -0.009  0.002 0.002
R? 0.201 0.213 0.366 0.439
N 2949 2948 2949 2948

This table shows the results of regressions of Industrial Workers of the
World strike activity, on the export boom. The dependent variable in
models (1) and (2) is the difference in the log number of strikes between
1915-1920 and 1905-1914, in (3) and (4) it is the log number of strikes in
1919. All models include state fixed effects, and controls for the sum of
employment in non-agricultural exporting industries and in agriculture.
Even-numbered models also control for 1910 log population. Models
are weighted by the number of workers used to calculate exposure to
the export boom. Standard errors clustered by state in parentheses.
***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-18: Null effects of the export boom on IWW strikes
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KKK APL  CM cities violence
(1) (2) (3) (4)

AEPW 0.078** 0.030**  0.035"**  0.063***
(0.035) (0.014)  (0.009) (0.021)

In pop 1910 X X

DV mean 0.305 0.2 0.018 -0.024

R? 0.705  0.448 0.223 0.227

N 2948 2948 2948 2948

This table shows the results of the controlled direct effects of nativism on the
export boom, adjusting for the increase in population between 1910 and 1920.
All models include state fixed effects, and controls for the sum of employment
in non-agricultural exporting industries and in agriculture. Models (1) and
(2) also control for 1910 log population. Models are weighted by the number
of workers used to calculate exposure to the export boom. Standard errors
calculated by fractional weighted bootstrap clustered by state in parentheses.
*p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Table A-19: Controlled direct effects of the export boom on nativism, adjusting for population

growth

19



