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RESEARCH QUESTION


Much is made of the effects that campaign-finance laws have on money in politics.  Do contribution limits actually reduce the amount of money (average contribution) in politics?  This question gets quite a bit of anecdotal attention in the media.  However, little attention is given to the differential impacts that these limits have on particular sectors and organizations within society.  Do these limits influence the two parties differently (advantaging one over the other)?  What about business vs. labor groups?  The answers to these questions have important public policy implications in terms of whether or not campaign-finance laws are achieving the intended aim of reducing the amount of money spent in campaigns and a neutral impact on groups and parties.  

INTEREST GROUPS & CAMPAIGN FINANCE

A Question of Scope


A difficulty in setting out the literature on the issue of campaign finance is that, in many ways, much of the research regarding interest group activity is relevant, yet very little is specific to the question addressed here.  The effect of campaign finance laws on spending in campaigns and the differential (if so) impact it has on the groups and organizations that constitute the bedrock of financial resources for campaigns is not well understood.  While the study of interest group behavior has taken advantage of the variation in terms of density and diversity in the state interest group systems to better understand how these groups interact, there is a scarcity of studies that include institutional variation as a systematic explanatory factor as it relates to spending trends (Gray & Lowery, 1993).  

Yet clearly the literature on PAC behavior gives rise to one of the more controversial (yet largely conventional) contentions regarding interest groups and money:  that campaign contributions tend to limit the amount of money spent in campaigns.   Indeed, there has been a good deal of scholarly debate over this issue.  Some have argued that campaign finance limits have no such impact.  “Since the Buckley decision endowed independent expenditures with protected status, none of the proposed reforms, including federal financing of congressional campaigns, would curtail them.  In fact, reforms aimed at limiting the role of organization-based contributions would leave the field open for these kinds of expenditures” (Schlozman & Tierney, 1986; p. 259).  At the federal level, little direct empirical testing is possible given the fact that campaign finance laws are an institutional constant (in any given cycle, if not over time).   Thus a study of state implementation of campaign finance strictures, the implementation of which varies substantially, presents an opportunity to test this empirical question.

Though the lack of institutional variation has stymied direct testing of the effects of campaign finance laws, much study has been done on the effects of spending in campaigns.  The seminal work on this question has been done by Jacobson, who has contended that the spending if incumbents is less beneficial than that of challengers due to the fact their name and stances are already salient among the voting public (Jacobson, 1978; 1980; 1985; 1990).  On this basis Jacobson concluded that campaign finance laws that restricted spending would harm the challenger’s electoral prospects.  Jacobson’s contention is controversial and has been disputed by various scholars, yet clearly the question of whether campaign finance laws actually prove effective is crucial to resolving this debate (Green and Krasno, 1988; 1990).  If campaign finance laws are irrelevant to spending, then the harm to challengers is merely theoretical rather than actual.  

Certainly studies that have identified the differing contributions of interest groups to various political actors have established a baseline in terms of the differing impacts that state laws can have on interest group behavior.  The differing influences of certain types of interest groups overtime in Missouri, as well as the lack of significant findings in a recent California study relate well to the question addressed here (albeit on a greater scale) in that they specifically analyzed the impact of legal constraints on interest group behavior (Dow & Endersby, 1994; Endersby et al., 1995).  Clearly an inter-state analysis is ripe for consideration.  

Money & Interest Groups

The question of campaign contributions and their influence on the legislative process is a literature that is directly related to the question at hand.  The reciprocal nature of campaign finance contribution influence on legislators and the consequent influence legislators through laws have on the nature of campaign finance contributions remains somewhat of a black box, despite intense scholarly interest.  The question of the direct influence of campaign contributions on legislative voting at the federal level has recived attention from various scholars (Sliberman and Duden, 1976; Malbin, 1970; Kau and Rubin, 1982; Welch, 1982; Sabato, 1984; Sorauf, 1992).  While some scholars, such as Sabato, have documented the rising influence of interest groups (both in the growth in number of groups and the expanding financial base for many of these groups), very few scholarly studies have identified anything more than a weak relationship (if any significant relationship was found at all) between contributions and legislative voting (Welch, 1982; Sabato, 1984).  Indeed, the PAC literature is replete with null findings and weak correlations (Chappell, 1981; Welch, 1982).  

Faced with a seemingly intractable and irrational empirical finding (the absence of an evident return verses the apparent growth in campaign donations from interest groups and parties), some scholars shifted to studies of ‘access’ strategies to resolve the inconsistency.  Access strategies are not directed at specific legislation but rather at access to the legislator as an opportunity for influence (Heard, 1956; Milbrath, 1963; Truman, 1971; Sabato, 1984; Langbein, 1986; Ainsworth, 1993).  This allowed scholars to bypass the problems with roll call voting studies in identifying the benefits sought by interest groups in providing campaign donations.  The manners in which interest groups (and their lobbyists) utilize financial contributions to gain hearings with legislators are numerous and varied (Ainsworth, 1993).  Though many of these studies were case oriented, quantitative analysis has been done that demonstrates a connection between campaign contributions and access (Langbein, 1986).  As Ainsworth argues, “access is valuable as it offers groups the opportunity to influence legislative decision trhough the provision of policy-relevant information” (Ainsowrth, 1995; p. 566).  

The connection between this literature and the question addressed in this study is readily apparent.  Campaign contributions play the key role in providing interest groups with the opportunity to access legislators and thus influence policy outputs through information gathering and policy advocacy.  Thus the extent to which the legal strictures on campaign contributions differentially impact interest group donations relates directly to the influence they are able to garner through access to legislators.  For those who argue that campaign contributions constitute speech (Buckley v. Valeo), the differing impact of campaign contributions on different interests groups and other organized interests represents another significant argument that limits on contributions introduce bias, unfairness, and unconstitutional restrictions on individual (and interest group) behavior (Scholzman & Tierney, 1986).   Hence the importance of developing a better understanding of the operative effects of these laws is evident.  

The relative paucity of studies at the state level is very much a function of the absence of data, though recent studies have somewhat ameliorated this situation.  A decisive edge for incumbents in PAC contributions has been identified (Malbin and Gais 1998; Cassie and Thompson 1998), and challenger support from the parties in the states has also been determined (Malbin and Gais 1998).  The potential for campaign finance laws to directly influence the war chests of candidates for office in their differing influence on groups is apparent from these analyses, yet it remains an open question.   It is towards an answer to this question that this study is directed.   

HYPOTHESES

The hypotheses considered in this paper are as follows:

Ho: Campaign-finance laws on contributions don't influence contributions.

Ha:  The greater the campaign-finance law strictures on

       contributions, the smaller the average contribution.

FIGURE 1:  Hypothesis 1





The expectation for this alternative hypothesis is derived from the intent of the legislation.  Placing limits on contributions quite evidently intends to reduce the amount of money in campaigns.

Ho: Campaign-finance laws on contributions do not influence the amount

       Labor contributions per race.

Ha:  The greater the campaign-finance law strictures on

       contributions, the smaller the Labor contributions per race.

Ho: Campaign-finance laws on contributions do not influence the gap

       between business and Labor contributions.

Ha:  The greater the campaign-finance law strictures on

       contributions, the greater the disparity between the average business

       contribution and the average Labor contribution. 

FIGURE 2:  Hypothesis 2a & 2b



                                             



The alternative hypotheses for labor and business contributions are structured based on an expectation that labor is disadvantaged by contribution limits. Labor organizations have considerably smaller financial resource bases from which to make contributions than do businesses.  If limits up the cost of contributing to candidates, then limits should present a greater obstacle to labor than to business.

Ho: Campaign-finance laws on contributions do not influence the amount

       of Democratic contributions per race.

Ha:  The greater the campaign-finance law strictures on

       contributions, the smaller the Democratic contributions per race.

Ho: Campaign-finance laws on contributions don't influence the gap

       between Republican and Democratic donations

Ha:  The greater the campaign-finance law strictures on

        contributions, the greater the disparity between the average Republican

        contribution and the average Democratic contribution 

FIGURE 3:  Hypothesis 3a & 3b
   


                                             



The reasoning behind the party hypotheses is similar to that which undergird the labor/business hypotheses.  By adding considerable transaction costs to contributions, limits disadvantage those contributors with lower financial resources.  The Republican Party not only tends to raise more money than the Democrats, but the contributors they count on tend to have larger financial resources than do Democrats.  

DATA

The data on campaign contributions presented in this paper was obtained from the “Follow the Money” dataset by the National Institute on Money in State Politics (NIMSP).
  Data utilized for the purposes of this analysis was compiled for total contributions to campaigns filed for the 1998 election year in 42 out of the 50 states and for the total contributions to political campaigns filed for the 1999 year in 4 states:  Louisiana, Mississippi, New Jersey, and Virginia.  Data was unavailable for the four other states.
  Breakdowns along partisan (Republican v. Democrats) and economic (business v. labor) lines were developed from the NIMSP dataset for the purpose of this analysis. The data on control of the state legislatures (Senate and House, if bicameral) was obtained from the National Conference of State Legislatures Legislative Party Composition dataset.
  This data included the partisan breakdowns for the Senate and House in each state legislature (excepting Nebraska) as of the 1996 election.    Campaign finance laws pertaining to limits on organizational donations, limits on individual donations, and general filing requirements, and number of races per state in the 1998-1999 election cycles were obtained from the Book of the States (1998).  

The coding rules were established in order to produce a set of contributions and contribution limits that reflect the state of campaign finance in each state and allow for a substantive yet parsimonious analysis of their effects.
  Several problems presented themselves in terms of structuring the data for analysis of the effects that campaign finance laws have on contributions.  Many states have set differing limits based on whether the candidate was running for the House or the Senate.  Though a further treatment of this question should parse out the differing effects of contribution limits on the two houses of the state legislatures, this analysis does not do so.  Rather, the larger limit (the Senate limit) was used if there were two different limits specified.  Furthermore, some states have laws that limit aggregate rather than per candidate contributions.  To include those states in the study, these aggregate limits were divided by the number of seats, and hence elections, in the legislature.  The most vexing problem in terms of setting up the analysis was including unlimited contribution campaign finance laws.  There is no ‘number’ to insert in a data cell, as can be done with the actual numerical limits of the other campaign finance laws.  Thus this analysis set the unlimited law at twice the largest actual limit found in the campaign finance laws.  This is not a particularly good solution, and it could certainly be argued that larger ‘limits’ should be used for the unlimited contribution laws.  However, those numbers would be just as arbitrarily selected as the number used here.  Other limits (3 times and 4 times) were tested and substantially similar results as are presented here were obtained.   

DESCRIPTIVES


The variation in the campaign limits from state to state can be seen in Table 3 (Appendix A).  As can be seen in this table, party donations are the most unrestricted kinds of campaign donations across the 50 states at the state-level.  Direct business contributions are the most restricted (in many cases prohibited) type of campaign donation.  There is a substantial amount of variation in the numbers beyond the categories represented in the tables, however the fact of variation is illustrated in Table 3.  The campaign finance laws range from such states as Illinois and Missouri, where no specific limitations on sources of campaign contributions are set, to the restrictive limitations of a state like Maine ($250 is the limit on all but party donations).  

 Evident from Table 3 is the fact that the limitation population is somewhat bimodally distributed.  Which is to say that, when restrictions are implemented, they tend to be very restrictive (limiting contributions to just thousands of dollars to each candidate and/or placing caps on total spending), and on the other end there tends to be unlimited contributions allowed.   Unlimited restrictions are a much more common occurrence across the states than limitations set relatively high.  Thus the distribution of states tends towards, on the one hand, highly restrictive rules, and on the other hand, very few rules at all.   This isn’t to say that there isn’t variation within the distribution, but rather that the data does tend to skew towards the extremes, with very few states in the medium to high contribution limit category.  

The information in Table 3 illustrates the variation in the dependent variables considered in this analysis.   It is evident from Table 3 that the larger total contribution totals tend to correlate with the larger population states (California, New York, Texas, etc.).  This has facial validity in that political offices responsible for more people and larger segments of the national economy are going to naturally warrant more attention from those interests who have a stake in political decision-making.  Furthermore, the greater the number of individuals, the larger the potential pool of financial resources available for contributions is.  Though it is true that not all contributors are created equally, ceritus paribus, the larger the population the larger the financial base.  However, the distribution of labor contributions and Democratic contributions do not track with the higher population (or lower population) states.  The highest labor proportion of the campaign contribution pool is from a relatively small state (North Dakota), as is one of the highest Democratic campaign contribution proportions (West Virginia).  However, there is a substantial labor percentage in mid-level to high contribution states such as Michigan and Indiana.  California has a substantial proportion of its contributions coming from labor sources as well as a significantly high proportion of its contributions going to Democrats (69%).   These facts highlight the differences among the states in terms of contribution levels, contribution sources, and contribution destinations.

The average total number of contributions per race in the states is $210,182.20 with the average number of contributions standing at 420 per state. The average number of labor contributions across the 50 states is 1737 contributions, and the average labor contribution across the states is $1,514,442 in 1998 or 1999 alternatively.
  The average labor contribution per race in the states is $12,942.35.  The labor count for contributions is much smaller than the Democratic number of contributions across states (26,607), and this difference is reflected in the average contribution per race in the states  ($101,521.20).  

As can be seen in Table 4 (Appendix B), the total contributions vary quite a bit across the states.  They range from California ($190,073,312) to North Dakota ($226,056).  The percentage that labor contributions make up of that total varies as well, with a low end of 0.5 in South Carolina to a high of nearly 20% in North Dakota.  A regional difference can be detected in this table, with the higher Democratic percentages of the total contributions tending to be found in Southern states (ex. Louisiana), while the Northern states tend to have lower Democratic percentages (ex. Wisconsin).  
RESULTS & DISCUSSION

This paper analyzed 3 separate models of campaign finance law limitations in terms of their impact on different aspects of interests and their contribution totals.  The first model tests hypothesis 1 on the impact limitations have on the actual revenue donated to candidates (does it go up or down) and will be referred to as the Total Model (TM).  The second model tests hypothesis 2A, namely that labor interests will be negatively influenced by restrictive campaign finance laws in terms of their total contributions and will be referred to as the Labor Model (LM).  The third model tests hypothesis 3A, that the Democratic Party will be negatively influenced by restrictive campaign finance laws in terms of their total contributions and is referred to as the Party Model (PM).  Hypotheses 2B and 3B will be tested in models 4 and 5.


As can be seen in Table 1, when controlling for the population of the states and partisan competition, it is evident that several of the limits have had a significant influence on the total contributions to candidates in that state.  The partisan competition variable is a blunt method for measuring party success in the states and thus the difference in the number of candidates (and specifically the advantage in incumbents) that one party may have over another party in a particular state.  However, it is a necessary control variable if the particulars of limit influence are to be determined.  For example, one shouldn’t treat Louisiana candidates (where the Democrats controlled about 70% of the state legislature in 1996) the same as Alaskan candidates (where Democrats controlled only 35% of the state legislature in 1996).  Larger contributions should be expected to accrue to the candidates of a party that substantially controls the legislature in the state.    

As the limitations on party donations became more restrictive, total contributions actually increased.  This result was significant at the .01 level.  However, as PAC donation limits became more restrictive, total contributions decreased (p < .05).     The other limits were not significantly related to the campaign contributions across the states. No clear theoretical explanation for an increase in total contributions suggests itself, though this may be evidence that campaign contribution strictures are ineffective (in terms of reducing the amount of money in politics).  One should hesitate to definitively posit causation with the identified linear relationship between more restrictive party campaign finance laws and an increase in the average contribution.  The PAC result is consistent with the expectation that as limits become more restrictive, the average contribution will go down.  Perhaps it is that party contribution limits need to be paired with PAC contribution limits in order to prove effective.  Otherwise, contributions that would have gone to the party merely flow to PACs and other sources, as has been argued by those who have supported more comprehensive campaign finance reforms.  

Clearly population, a potential suppressor variable for the limitation variables, is extremely significant and undoubtedly accounts for a large percentage of the proportional reduction in error in the model.  This is due to its clear relation to the economy of the state and thus the political importance of state races there (and the potential donor base for candidates).  Partisan competition, however, was not significant.  Thus it cannot be concluded that the less competition in a state, the smaller the contribution level.  However, this may be the result of a poorly specified proxy for competition.  The adjusted R2 for the TM model is .787, thus it accounts for nearly all of the variation in total campaign contributions.


In the full LM model, the limitations on labor donations vary positively with the labor contributions (though this is not a significant result).  The party limitations variable is significant at the .05 level and varies negatively with the labor contributions.  Thus as limitations on party donations became more restrictive, labor contributions tended to be larger.  This may be a function of labor (not to mention other interest groups) being able to take on a larger role in a system where parties are more restricted. Once again population is a significant and substantive explanatory variable in terms of the size of labor contributions.  As in the previous model, partisan competition is not significant.  The adjusted R2 for the model is .528, indicating perhaps the lesser relevance population (as a proxy for total financial base in the state) has to the amount of labor contributions.  

Finally, in the Party Model, we once again control for population and for the percentage that Democrats controlled the state legislature in 1996 (the election prior to the one being analyzed here).  The consistent effect of party and PAC limitations having an influence on contributions (in this case, Democratic contributions) is true here as well.  And, as with the previous two models, the party limits are negatively correlated with the 

dependent variable, while PAC limits are positively correlated with it.  The average contribution for Democrats went up as PAC limitations became less restrictive.  But the Democrats apparently benefited when party restrictions were more restrictive.  A plausible explanation for this result may be that Republicans tend to rely on fewer (yet larger) donations in creating war chests for their candidates, while Democrats have a much greater base of contributors from which to draw from (though their average contribution may be smaller).  Indeed, the average Republican contribution across the states was $913.40 greater than the average Democratic contribution. 

TABLE 1:  OLS Regression on Total Campaign Contributions per Race
	
	Model 1 (TM)

Total

 Contributions

 Per Race 1998

Estimated Coefficient

(Standard Error)
	Model 2 (LM)

Labor Contributions

Per Race 1998

Estimated Coefficient

(Standard Error)
	Model 3 (PM)

Democratic Contributions

Per Race 1998

Estimated Coefficient

(Standard Error)

	N
	46
	46
	46

	R2
	.831
	.625
	.738

	Adjusted R2
	.787
	.528
	.670

	Pr > F
	.000
	.000
	.000

	Intercept
	-114080

(91204.081)
	-5353.070

(17034.137)
	-90028.6

(73113.781)

	Business Contribution Limit
	-.509

(.493)
	-2.34 E-02

(.092)
	-.287

(.395)

	Business Prohibition Dummy
	90343.948

(56991.074)
	4916.214

(10644.192)
	52460.567

(45686.913)

	Labor Contribution Limit
	.560

(.683)
	.156

(.128)
	.532

(.548)

	Labor  Prohibition

Dummy
	-42264.1

(70326.959)
	-3082.545

(13134.928)
	-20394.4

(56377.630)

	PAC

Contribution

Limit
	1.112**

(.287)
	7.267 E-02**

(.100)
	.555**

(.430)

	Party

Contribution

Limit
	-.762***

(.287)
	-.112**

(.054)
	-.541**

(.230)

	Individual

Contribution Limit
	-.652

(.467)
	-.113

(.087)
	-.496

(.374)

	Total % Democratic

Legislative Seat
	1829.370

(1534.401)
	-45.312

(286.579)
	1208.018

(1230.053)

	Total

Population
	4.352 E-02 ****

(.003)
	4.786 E-03 ****

(.001)
	2.631 E-02 ****

(.003)


* Significant at .10 level

** Significant at .05 level

*** Significant at .01 level

****Significant at .0001 level
Also tested here in Model 4 (Table 2) is hypothesis 2B:  that contribution limits tend to disparately and disproportionately impact labor groups over business organizations (as limits become more restrictive or contributions are prohibited, labor contributions make up a smaller percentage of the total contributions).  It will be referred to as %L from this point on.  The dependent variable was calculated by taking the average business contribution per race from the average labor contribution per race in Model 4.  The same pattern regarding the insignificance of variables other than the party and PAC limitations is evident in Model 4 that has been seen in previous models.  The difference between the Democrats and Republicans tended to be greater when party limitations were more restrictive, and smaller when PAC limitations were more restrictive.  

Overall, as PAC limits became less restrictive (were set higher), contributions increase.  Furthermore, as limits became less restrictive, labor contributions and Democratic contributions also increase.   For party contribution limits, as limits go down, labor contributions are smaller and Democratic contributions are smaller (as expected). Total contributions are also smaller as party contribution limits become more restrictive.  

Model 5 (Table 2) tests Hypothesis 3B:  that contribution limits tend to disparately and disproportionately impact the Democratic Party over the Republican Party (as limits become more restrictive or contributions are prohibited, Democrats have a smaller percentage of the total contributions).  This model will be referred to as %D from this point on.  No difference variable was utilized for this model, as the percentage of Democratic contributions is inversely proportional to the Republican percentage of contributions.  

Interestingly, the Labor contribution limit has a significant and positive effect on the percentage the Democratic Party has on the total contributions per race.  This may be indicative of the fact that most Labor contributions go to the Democratic Party, and thus the more they can donate, the more support they can lend their party of choice.  It also may be the result of the states with a greater Democratic presence in the state giving more leeway for its contributors (such as labor) to give money.  The PAC contribution limit, as it has been in all the models considered, has had a significant and negative influence on the dependent variable.  As PAC limitations become more restrictive, the Democratic percentage has tended to increase.   While population is significant in this model as it has been in the other models, in Model 5 the partisan competition variable is highly significant.  This is an unsurprising result in that one would expect that the greater the success a party had in a state, the greater percentage of the total contributions it would tend to garner.  

This may be indicative of the greater influence labor can wield when parties are more restricted in their ability to dole out money to candidates.  That the Republican Party has tended to have an advantage in soft-money fund raising may also be a possible explanation as to why a more restrictive set of laws on party donations tends to produce a larger labor contribution level.  One could argue that the Republican Party tends to have advantages in terms of generating the hard money produced by individual contributions as well as the soft donations for party building.  When this money is restricted, the parties must rely on organizational support (.interest groups), and it is Democrats that tend to be more mobilized at the interest group level for state races.  This is all, of course, highly speculative and preliminary.

TABLE 2:  OLS Regression Analysis of the Percentage of Contributions


	
	Model 4 (%L)

Difference b/w Labor

& Business Contributions

  (per race)

Estimated Coefficient

(Standard Error)
	Model 5 (%D)

% Democratic  Contributions

Of Total (per race)

Estimated Coefficient

(Standard Error)

	N
	46
	46

	R2
	.806
	.647

	Adjusted R2
	.756
	.557

	Pr > F


	.000
	.000

	Intercept
	46156.862

(40104.699)
	.156**

(.066)

	Business Contribution Limit
	.222 
(.217)
	4.097 E-07 
(.000)

	Business Prohibition Dummy
	-36660.9 
(25060.390)
	-1.45 E-02 
(.042)

	Labor Contribution Limit
	-2.27

(.300)
	1.165 E-06**
(.000)

	Labor  Prohibition

Dummy
	20946.24 
(30924.510)
	-3.61 E-02 
(.051)

	PAC

Contribution

Limit
	-.526**

(.236)
	-9.66 E-07***
(.000)

	Party

Contribution

Limit
	.313***

(.126)
	-2.73 E-07
(.000)

	Individual

Contribution Limit
	.301

(.205)
	-1.06 E-07
(.000)

	Total % Democratic

Legislative Seat
	-680.921

(674.714)
	6.224 E-03****
(.001)

	Total

Population
	-1.76 E-02****
(.000)
	4.894 E-09**
(.000)

	
	
	


* Significant at .10 level

** Significant at .05 level

*** Significant at .01 level

****Significant at .0001 level
Overall, the less restrictive limits on PAC contributions, the smaller the difference between labor and business contributions per race, consistent with the specified hypotheses.  Namely that differing contribution limits influence groups differently.  The less restrictive party contributions, the larger the difference between labor and business.  This is perhaps indicative of the advantage Republicans have in garnering soft money contributions. Lastly, the higher the Labor limit, the greater the % of Democratic contributions of total per race.  This is consistent with Labor sending most of its contributions to the Democrats.

CONCLUSIONS & FUTURE RESEARCH

As to total contributions, the results indicate a rejection of the null, in that campaign-finance limits (PAC & Party limits) were found to influence the amount of contributions.  Furthermore, expected effects were found in the differences between Labor and Business contributions.  However, in the case of most all other limit variables, this analysis fails to reject the null hypothesis.   Though this analysis is preliminary and any tale from it must be cautionary, limited confirmation of the thesis that restrictive limits influence groups differently is found.  Further iterations of this analysis should include an increase in the number of cycles included as the data becomes available.  Furthermore a parsing of the Senate and House races should be done to measure the effects that contribution limits have on these bodies, as it would allow for a more accurate specification of the limits and their effects.  Other extensions would consider the effect that these limitations have on the success of challengers and incumbents in their election campaigns respectively as well as whether the differing influence these limits have on groups translates to differing influence on legislative activity and/or access.  

APPENDIX A

TABLE 3:  Variation in Campaign Finance Limits Among the States

	DEGREES 
	BUSINESS
	LABOR
	PAC
	PARTY
	INDIVIDUAL

	Unlimited
	Illinois

Missouri

N. Mexico

Oregon

Utah

Virginia
	Alabama

Illinois

Iowa

Miss.

Missouri

N. Mexico

Oregon

S. Dakota

Utah

Virginia
	Alabama

Connecticut

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Miss.

Missouri

N. Mexico

N. Dakota

Oregon

S. Dakota

Texas

Utah

Virginia

Wyoming
	Alabama

Arkansas

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Louisiana

Maryland

Miss.

Missouri

New Jersey

N. Mexico

New York

N. Carolina

N. Dakota

Oregon

Pennsylvania

S. Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming
	Alabama

Colorado

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kentucky

Miss.

N. Mexico

N. Dakota

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Texas

Utah

Virginia



	21,000-100,000
	
	
	
	Florida

Ohio

Rhode Island
	

	6,000 – 20,000
	New York
	New York
	Colorado

Hawaii

Maryland

New Jersey

New York

Tennessee
	Alaska

Colorado

Hawaii

Idaho

Michigan
	New York

	1,000 – 5,000
	Arizona

California

Connecticut

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Indiana

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maryland

NH

Miss.

Nevada

New Jersey

S. Carolina
	Arizona

California

Connecticut

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Indiana

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maryland

Nevada

New Jersey

Oklahoma

S. Carolina

Tennessee
	Arizona

California

Georgia

Idaho

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Michigan

Nevada

NH

N. Carolina

Ohio

Oklahoma

Rhode Islnd

S. Carolina

Wisconsin


	Arizona

California

Connecticut

Georgia

Kansas

Mass.

Minnesota

Nevada

NH

Oklahoma

S. Carolina

Washington
	Arizona

California

Kansas

Louisiana

Maryland

Michigan

Nevada

NH

New Jersey

N. Carolina

Ohio

Rhode Island

S. Carolina

Tennessee

Wisconsin

Wyoming

	Below 1,000
	Alabama

Delaware

Florida

Maine

Vermont

Washington
	Delaware

Florida

Maine

Mass.

Minnesota

Montana

Vermont

Washington

W. Virginia
	Alaska

Arkansas

Delaware

Florida

Mass.

Minnesota

Montana

Vermont

Washington

W. Virginia
	Delaware

Kentucky

Maine

Montana

S. Dakota

Vermont

W. Virginia
	Alaska

Arkansas

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Mass.

Minnesota

Montana

Vermont

Washington

W. Virginia

	Prohibited
	Alaska

Arkansas

Colorado

Iowa

Kentucky

Mass.

Michigan

Minnesota

Montana

N. Carolina

N. Dakota

Ohio

Okalahoma

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

S. Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

W. Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming
	Alaska

Arkansas

Colorado

Michigan

NH

N. Carolina

N. Dakota

Ohio

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

Tennessee

Texas

Wisconsin

Wyoming
	Pennsylvania
	
	


APPENDIX B

TABLE 4:  State-by-State Contribution Breakdown
	State
	Total Contribution
	% Labor
	% Democrat

	ALABAMA
	$55,309,457
	4.6
	42.6

	ALASKA
	$7,526,070
	4
	43.9

	ARIZONA
	$12,546,359
	1.7
	31.5

	CALIFORNIA
	$190,073,312
	8.6
	69

	COLORADO
	$9,440,244
	1.4
	42.7

	CONNECTICUT
	$20,546,462
	2.9
	46.1

	FLORIDA
	$56,400,319
	2.3
	44.6

	GEORGIA
	$71,240,435
	0.8
	53.4

	HAWAII
	$17,999,338
	3.7
	53.3

	IDAHO
	$4,438,720
	3.4
	24.4

	ILLINOIS
	$92,794,402
	8.8
	45

	INDIANA
	$16,027,366
	13.5
	52.3

	IOWA
	$15,904,615
	5
	40.7

	KANSAS
	$7,212,209
	2.9
	23.4

	KENTUCKY
	$6,308,802
	4.4
	62.9

	LOUISIANA* 99
	$43,870,269
	1.3
	60.8

	MAINE
	$4,086,975
	2.3
	38.9

	MARYLAND
	$34,531,945
	3.3
	65.9

	MASSACHUSETTS
	$33,237,615
	2.4
	60.1

	MICHIGAN
	$41,082,643
	5.8
	42.2

	MINNESOTA
	$17,608,341
	2.1
	25.6

	MISSISSIPPI* 99
	$19,386,942
	0.9
	53.8

	MISSOURI
	$14,140,917
	6.8
	54.7

	MONTANA
	$1,513,516
	3.4
	44.5

	NEVADA
	$19,104,776
	4.4
	26.3

	NEW HAMPSHIRE
	$5,454,011
	1.5
	40.8

	NEW JERSEY* 99
	$13,183,896
	9.7
	44.2

	NEW MEXICO
	$9,665,824
	4.7
	58

	NEW YORK
	$100,888,309
	3.7
	37.2

	NORTH CAROLINA
	$17,116,153
	0.9
	58.9

	NORTH DAKOTA
	$226,056
	19.7
	0.8

	OHIO
	$51,301,602
	5.5
	40.1

	OKLAHOMA
	$9,278,616
	4.7
	59.8

	OREGON
	$16,180,860
	13.5
	36.8

	PENNSYLVANIA
	$25,835,272
	7.2
	41.9

	RHODE ISLAND
	$3,369,652
	7.2
	72.6

	SOUTH CAROLINA
	$18,761,553
	0.5
	43.8

	TENNESSEE
	$15,196,922
	4.7
	32.3

	TEXAS
	$120,790,074
	1.3
	31.7

	UTAH
	$2,741,249
	10.3
	40.9

	VERMONT
	$2,322,058
	2.3
	44.1

	VIRGINIA* 99
	$21,637,219
	1.7
	42.3

	WASHINGTON
	$11,410,733
	11.7
	44.6

	WEST VIRGINIA
	$6,351,461
	6.8
	73.4

	WISCONSIN
	$14,067,617
	3.3
	19.6
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        campaign finance strictures


        campaign contributions





        campaign finance strictures


        labor contributions


            business contributions





        campaign finance strictures


        Democratic contributions


            Republican contributions








� Note, the alternative hypotheses could be structured in the other direction as expected by the reformers.  The limits would be expected to hurt the contribution strategy of those with larger resources.   Furthermore, if one kind of donation is limited and the other is not, then the expectation could be that the limited type would be disadvantaged.  Future research should consider these questions.


� The National Institute on Money in State Politics.  The NIMSP is a nonpartisan, nonprofit program dedicated to “accurate, comprehensive and unbiased documentation and research on campaign finance at the state level.” The Follow the money’ dataset was compiled by the NIMSP through the use of public disclosure records from state government agencies and other public information sources.   Each contributor is assigned a business category code, closely modeled on the Federal Securities & Exchange Commission system.  A listing of the organizations from which the information was compiled for the dataset can be obtained at www.followthemoney.org/database/about/statedir.phtml.  The main cite for NIMSP is www.followthemoney.org.


� Those 4 states are:  Arkansas, Delaware, Nebraska, and South Dakota.


� The National Conference of State Legislatures.  The NCSL is a nonprofit, bipartisan organization serving the lawmakers and staffs of the nation’s 50 states.  The Legislative Party Composition dataset contains national tables on parties in control in state legislatures, 1938-2000.  It can be located at:  www.ncsl.org/programs/legman/elect/partycomp.htm.


� CODING RULES


Limits are per-candidate, per-election.


If there were multiple per-candidate limits, the State Senate limit was used.


Unlimited donations were set at $209,000, as that is twice the largest actual contribution limit in the data set ($104,500) for the purposes of this analysis.


If there were multiple per-election limits, the General election limit was used.


Special limits on judicial candidates were excluded from this analysis.


Where an aggregate limit is specified, the max amount is divided by number of seats in legislature.


Where there are distinction between statewide and non-statewide elections, non-statewide elections are used.


� If data was unavailable for 1998, numbers from 1999 were used in the estimate.
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