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Table A1: Capacity and Percent Text Reuse (Noncopycat and > 10% Reuse)

Dependent variable: Percentage of Text Reuse

Bills Laws
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Lower-Resourced 0.0513⇤⇤ 0.0172 0.0312⇤⇤⇤ 0.0220⇤⇤

(0.0237) (0.0182) (0.0108) (0.00983)

Year FEs X X
Controls X X
Observations 1415237 1415237 394402 394402

Coe�cient estimates from linear regressions. The outcome is Percent Text Reuse in the 50
states. Columns (1) and (2) report coe�cient estimates on an indicator for lower-resourced
statehouses in the full sample of bills. Columns (3) and (4) report coe�cient estimates on
an indicator for lower-resourced statehouses in the sample of laws. Even-numbered columns
include year fixed e↵ects and controls for house majority, senate majority, and governor
party. Standard errors are clustered at the state level: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p <
0.01.
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Table A2: Capacity Components and Percent Text Reuse (Noncopycat and > 10% Reuse)

Dependent variable: Percentage of Text Reuse

Bills Laws
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Salary -0.000826⇤⇤ -0.000333 -0.000176 -0.0000194
(0.000361) (0.000358) (0.000195) (0.000198)

Sta↵ to Legislator Ratio -0.00215 -0.00263 -0.00223 -0.00262⇤

(0.00222) (0.00260) (0.00138) (0.00153)
Year FEs X X
Controls X X
Observations 1415237 1415237 394402 394402

Coe�cient estimates from linear regressions. The outcome is Percent Text Reuse from all 50
states. Salary captures the annualized 2021 legislator salary in thousands of dollars. Sta↵
to Legislator Ratio captures the 2021 sta↵-to-legislator ratio. Every specification includes
salary and sta↵ jointly. Columns (1) and (2) report coe�cient estimates from the full sample
of bills. Columns (3) and (4) report coe�cient estimates from the sample of laws. Even-
numbered columns include year fixed e↵ects and controls for house majority, senate majority,
and governor party. Standard errors are clustered at the state level: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05,
*** p < 0.01.

Table A3: Two-Way Fixed E↵ects (Noncopycat and > 10% Reuse)

Dependent variable: % Mean Text Reuse by Sponsor-Year

(1) (2)

Post x Lower-Resourced -0.121⇤⇤ -0.123⇤⇤

(0.0589) (0.0597)

Politician and Year FEs X X
Controls X
Observations 2042 2016

Coe�cient estimates from OLS regressions. Controls include legislative majority in the orig-
inating statehouse and governor party. I interpret the resulting estimates as (Tpost�Cpost)�
(Tpre�Cpre), where T denotes switchers from lower-resourced statehouses (treatment group)
and C denotes switchers from higher-resourced statehouses (control group). Standard errors
are clustered at the politician level: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
Note: Observations decline from column (1) to column (2) because the controlled specifica-
tion excludes observations without the required political controls.
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Table A4: Interaction-Weighted Event Study

(1) (2)

t = -5 0.115 0.115

(0.200) (0.200)

t = -4 -0.0709 -0.0731

(0.0675) (0.0686)

t = -3 -0.0443 -0.0455

(0.0693) (0.0705)

t = -2 -0.000126 -0.00270

(0.0572) (0.0587)

t = 0 -0.149
⇤⇤⇤

-0.153
⇤⇤⇤

(0.0399) (0.0408)

t = 1 -0.159
⇤⇤⇤

-0.164
⇤⇤⇤

(0.0443) (0.0451)

t = 2 -0.119
⇤⇤

-0.122
⇤⇤

(0.0508) (0.0519)

t = 3 -0.130
⇤⇤

-0.131
⇤⇤

(0.0520) (0.0524)

t = 4 -0.148
⇤⇤

-0.150
⇤⇤

(0.0613) (0.0623)

t = 5 -0.147
⇤⇤

-0.151
⇤⇤

(0.0640) (0.0647)

Politician and Year FEs X X
Controls X
Observations 2046 2020

This table reports the interaction-weighted event-study estimates underlying Figure 11 (col-
umn 1) and Figure A11 (column 2). The focal treatment is congressional entry from a
lower-resourced statehouse, with higher-resource switchers as the comparison cohort. Each
coe�cient aggregates cohort specific e↵ects across lower-resource entry cohorts using cohort
shares. I omit t = �1 as the reference period, the year before a politician transitions to the
U.S. Congress. Standard errors are clustered at the politician level. Column (2) includes
controls for the legislative majority and governor party in the original state of the politician.
Observations decline from columns (1) to (2) because Nebraska is a nonpartisan statehouse,
so legislative majority is not applicable for that state.
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Figure A1: Pet Insurance Act Template Example

Figure A1: The left-hand side shows a 2022 Public Leadership Institute (PLI) template
on pet insurance. The right-hand side shows Rhode Island House Bill 7435 from the 2024
General Assembly. The custom search engine identifies the bill as reusing text from the PLI
template and measures a 62.35% match. The gold highlights correspond one-to-one across
the two documents and indicate text reuse.
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Figure A2: Honesty in Lawyering Template Example

Figure A2: The left-hand side shows an ALEC template on honesty in lawyering. The right-
hand side shows Mississippi House Bill 1335. The custom search engine identifies the bill as
reusing text from the ALEC template and measures an 80.91% match. The gold highlights
correspond one-to-one across the two documents and indicate text reuse.
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Figure A3: Victim and Witness Confidentiality Act Template Example

Figure A3: The left-hand side shows an ALEC template on victim and witness confidentiality.
The right-hand side shows New York Assembly Bill 1447. The custom search engine identifies
the bill as reusing text from the ALEC template and measures an 81.94% match. The gold
highlights correspond one-to-one across the two documents and indicate text reuse.
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Figure A4: Influence Maps of ALEC and PLI (Laws)
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.0002517 - .0117925

A: This map shows ALEC influence across American statehouses using average Percent Text Reuse
from ALEC templates among laws.
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0 - .0011067

B: This map shows PLI influence across American statehouses using average Percent Text Reuse
from PLI templates among laws.

Figure A4: Subfigure A (top) maps ALEC influence and subfigure B (bottom) maps PLI
influence using Percent Text Reuse among laws.
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Figure A5: Influence Maps of ALEC and PLI (Bills)
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A: This map shows ALEC influence across American statehouses using average Percent Text Reuse
from ALEC templates in the full sample of bills.
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.0144418 - .0203647
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B: This map shows PLI influence across American statehouses using average Percent Text Reuse
from PLI templates in the full sample of bills.

Figure A5: Subfigure A (top) maps ALEC influence and subfigure B (bottom) maps PLI
influence using Percent Text Reuse in the full sample of bills from 2010–2024.
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Figure A6: Years Observed Before and After Congressional Entry
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A: This figure is a histogram of the observed years at the state level for politicians who transitioned
to the U.S. Congress. The data cover 2010 to 2024.
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B: This figure is a histogram of the observed years at the federal level for politicians who transitioned
to the U.S. Congress. The data cover 2010 to 2024.

Figure A6: Subfigure A (top) and subfigure B (bottom) show histograms of observed years
before and after each politician transitioned to the U.S. Congress. The data cover 2010 to
2024.
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Figure A7: Partisan Share of Noncopycat Bill Primary Sponsorship
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Figure A7: This figure compares noncopycat bill sponsorship among Democratic and Re-
publican lawmakers. Both lines remain near 50%.
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Figure A8: Percent Text Reuse by NCSL Resource Type
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Figure A8: This figure plots mean template-originated text reuse in the full sample of bills
in the 50 U.S. states since 2010, by NCSL resource type. NCSL categorizes resources into
five levels from lowest (level 1) to highest (level 5). The confidence intervals use standard
errors clustered at the state level, and resource category 1 is the baseline.

Note: The relationship is not perfectly ordinal across all five categories because the
estimate for resource category 2 does not lie monotonically between categories 1 and 3.
The main pattern is lower text reuse in the higher-resource categories relative to the
lowest-resource baseline.
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Figure A9: Distribution of Text Reuse Among Copycat Bills
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Figure A9: This figure shows the distribution of text reuse among copycat bills with a
positive amount of detected text reuse in the 50 states. Legislation years range from 2010
to 2024.

41



Figure A10: Number of Matched Bills by Text-Reuse Threshold
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Figure A10: This bar graph shows the number of bills with text reuse above each threshold
on the x-axis in the 50 states. Legislation years range from 2010 to 2024.
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Figure A11: Event Study with Political Controls
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Figure A11: Robustness interaction-weighted event study following Sun and Abraham
(2021). The specification adds controls for the legislative majority and governor party in the
original state of each switcher. The specification otherwise uses the same outcome, treatment
and control groups, omitted period (t=-1), and standard errors clustering as Figure 11.
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Figure A12: Legislative Capacity Decomposition
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A: This figure shows average legislator salary by resource type across five levels from lowest to
highest resourced statehouses. Quantities are in dollars, and the sample contains all 50 statehouses.
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B: This figure shows the statehouse sta↵-to-legislator ratio by resource type across five levels from
lowest to highest resourced statehouses. The sample contains all 50 statehouses.

Figure A12: Subfigure A (top) and subfigure B (bottom) decompose average legislative
capacity by resource type.
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Figure A13: Correlation Between Capacity Components
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Figure A13: The left panel plots average legislator salary across the five NCSL legislative
resource categories. The right panel plots legislator salary against sta↵ per legislator. The
2021 cross section provides the salary and sta↵ measures.
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Figure A14: Partisan Sponsorship, Bills
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Figure A14: Mean Percent Text Reuse from ALEC templates (top) and PLI templates
(bottom) in the full sample of bills by primary-sponsor party. The subfigures contain 8,603
Democrats and 9,751 Republicans.
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Figure A15: Partisan Sponsorship, Laws
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Figure A15: Mean Percent Text Reuse from ALEC templates (top) and PLI templates
(bottom) among laws by primary-sponsor party. The subfigures contain 7,239 Democrats
and 8,389 Republicans.
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