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Representation and the Nationalization of Campaign Finance in State Legislative Elections

Legislators are understood to represent their electoral districts, but the growing importance of out-of-state contributors creates a new constituency to which legislators are accountable. This paper examines this nationalization of campaign finance in state legislative elections by assessing the amount of money that flows into state legislative elections from out-of-state, identifying important differences between out-of-state and in-state contributors, and detailing the extent of out-of-state contributors’ activities and the strategies they use to pursue their goals. I also identify the top 13 out-of-state contributors who are responsible for fully one-third of the out-of-state contributions and describe the agendas that they used their money to promote. I find that while out-of-state contributions account for a relatively small percentage of state legislators’ total campaign funds, out-of-state contributors typically represent different interests and give larger contributions than in-state contributors. These findings suggest that out-of-state contributors have a competitive advantage in getting their issues heard by state legislators, weakening the strength of the representative link between legislators and their geographical constituency.

Nationalization

Nationalization can be understood through the application of Almond and Coleman’s (1960) schema of political functions (Johnson-Cartee and Copeland 1997, 5). They describe several input functions that are necessary for any functional political system: political socialization and recruitment, interest articulation, interest aggregation, and political communication. Nationalization occurs as these essential functions are shifted from the state or local arena to the larger arena of national political conflict. Nationalization can be readily observed in congressional elections. Candidates are sometimes recruited by field operatives of the national parties and are frequently trained by national party organizations or other national political training schools. The issue agendas that define competitive election contests are often defined by issue advocacy campaigns launched by national interest organizations to prime the public. The national party committees and professional campaign consultants often advise candidates on developing campaign messages and designing campaign advertising rather than the candidate’s close supporters, the local party organization, or local activists. 

The Nationalization of Campaign Finance in Congressional Elections

In the early 1980s scholars and political commentators first became concerned that developments in the electoral system were nationalizing congressional elections when scholars noted that the number of PACs registered with the FEC more than tripled, and their contributions to candidates grew five fold during the 1970s. Some observers of politics were concerned that the growth of PACs were redefining representation into national constituencies along occupational and issue cleavages effectively distancing members of Congress from their geographic constituencies (Adamany 1980; Elliot 1980; Institute of Politics 1979; Sabato 1984, 168; Sorauf 1985, 613). Examination of campaign contributions to incumbents confirmed these fears showing that 98 percent of PAC contributions come from beyond district boundaries during the period of 1977-1982 (Grenzke 1988, 87-88). 

While initial concerns about the nationalization of elections focused on PACs, individual contributors were also an important nationalizing influence. About 45 percent of individual contributions to incumbents of $100 to $499 came from outside electoral districts in the 1978 election cycle, as well as 48 percent of individual contributions $500 or larger (Grenzke 1988, 85-6). By 1982 about 67 percent of individual contributions to incumbents larger than $500 came from out of district. Brooks Jackson, an investigative reporter for the Wall Street Journal, explains that out-of-state donors now receive the same constituent services and pork barrel politics that representatives have traditionally used to court voters in their districts (Jackson 1988, 106-108). The growing proportion of funds coming from out-of-state contributors has shifted the balance between members of Congress’  “constitutional constituency” and their “cash constituency.” After examining the evidence that out-of-district contributions have been growing, Janet Grenzke concludes, “it becomes less and less realistic to describe the U.S. political system using a narrow, district-based conceptualization of representation” (Grenzke 1988, 95). 

The national party committees also exert a nationalizing influence though few scholars have expressed concerned about it. The party committees have become extremely effective fundraisers. They use much of their funds to influence elections through direct contributions candidates, coordinated expenditures, and issue ads since Colorado Republican Federal Campaign Committee v. FEC (1996). They also assist candidates in raising money from PACs and in using direct mail to tap a national base of individual contributors. The parties try to target their money on competitive races where they have the best opportunity to influence the composition of Congress, though they sometimes have difficulty both identifying which races will be competitive and disciplining themselves to turn down incumbents in less competitive races (Jacobson 1985; Herrnson 1988, 65-77). In recent elections the parties have improved their targeting efficiency. In 1998 the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee managed to deliver 82 percent of its contributions to candidates in competitive races, which was quite an improvement compared to 1992 when only 53 percent of its contributions went to candidates in competitive races (Herrnson 2000a, 97). Many scholars praise party efforts for their role in assisting challengers in competitive races, but their efforts also have a nationalizing influence on the political system.

Not all scholars have agreed with the conclusion that new patterns in financing campaigns are leading to a national cash constituency. Theodore J. Eismeier and Philip H. Pollock question assumptions that PACs have centralized organizational structures and are thus inherently nationalizing (1984). From their perspective in the early 1980s, they point out that the typical PAC has modest resources and is locally oriented. Similarly, John R. Wright attacks the criticism that PAC contributions across district boundaries distort representation (Wright 1989). Wright shows that PACs do not often make contributions to members of Congress from districts where they have no organization strength and that following-up on such contributions with lobbying activity is even rarer. He concludes that PAC contributions can be better understood as “selectively strengthening their geographic ties within districts, not establishing new ties in districts where they do not have geographic ties” (Wright 1989, 726).

These doubts about the significance of out-of-state contributions have been overwhelmed by their continued growth. By the 1990s out-of-state contributions for all congressional candidates were surpassing the percentage of out-of-state receipts that Grenzke had observed for incumbents alone. In the 1990 election cycle, 47 percent of all contributions to congressional candidates came from outside their districts (Alexander 1992, 50). The U.S. Public Interest Research Group found that 56 percent of large contributions (over $200) to House candidates and 43 percent large contributions to Senate candidates came from individuals and PACs outside the candidates’ district (U.S. Public Interest Research Group 1997). Frank J. Sorauf observed, “That an increasingly national ‘contributor constituency’ has entered American electoral politics seems beyond contest” (Sorauf 1992, 173). It has become the norm for Congressional candidates to hold receptions, dinners, and other campaign events outside their states to attract national support (Herrnson 2000, ix).

The Nationalization and State Legislative Elections

Observers of state elections have noted that a congressionalization of state legislative elections is taking place (Salmore and Salmore 1996). Congressionalization means that legislative races “are taking on the attributes that U.S. congressional campaigns have increasingly exhibited” (Salmore and Salmore 1996, 61).  Legislative elections in many states display a number of characteristics prominent in congressional elections in areas such as low membership turnover, incumbency electoral advantages, fewer competitive elections, and growing campaign costs (Niemi and Winsky 1987; Jewell and Breaux 1988; Holbrook and Tidmarch 1991; Giles and Pritchard 1985; Moncrief 1992).

This congressionalization of state legislative elections is the logical outgrowth of other antecedent changes in legislatures and the political context in which they operate. These changes include the professionalization of state legislatures, increased party competition for the control of state governments, and growth in interest group activity at the state level. At mid-century, legislatures were the most outmoded and ineffective of governmental institutions. Turn-over was high (about 47 percent in single-member districts with two-year terms), and election defeats weren't a serious set back because most legislators didn't consider being a legislator to be their primary occupation (Nieme and Winsky 1987; Pound 1992, 18). Beginning in the 1960s state legislatures underwent a remarkable transformation. The U.S. Supreme Court decision in Baker v. Carr (1962) forced state legislatures to become more representative and brought an influx of new members who provided impetus for change. Rules were revised, staff resources were developed, committee systems were revamped, and executive oversight functions were expanded. These changes have made legislatures institutionally much more similar to Congress and legislators more similar to members of Congress in their electoral aspirations (Rosenthal 1996). 

The growth in two-party competition at the state level results from increased competition at the national level (Jewell and Morehouse 2001, 21-46). The decline of the New Deal coalition and partisan realignment in the South led to greater competition for party control of the presidency and of Congress. This increase in competition has filtered down to the state level as well. However, the increase in competition for control of the governorship and state legislatures does not necessarily extend individual races (Tucker and Webber 1992). Incumbents are rarely defeated, and their margins of victory have grown (Breaux and Jellew 1992; Cox and Morgenstern 1993). Typically about 35 percent state legislative seats go uncontested (Squire 2000). Nonetheless, higher levels of partisan competition for the control of legislative chambers raise the stakes in the marginal seats that do exist.

Incentive structures have changed not only for candidates, but also for other participants in state legislative elections. The growth of state budgets and heightened policy activism resulting from the resurgence of state government and the devolution of policy responsibility from the federal government to the states, give both economic and issue groups a greater stake in state level legislative activity (Bowman 1986, 3-21; Nathan 1996, 14-17). As a result, interest groups have invested more resources to lobby state legislators and make contributions to their campaigns (Rosenthal 2001; Thomas and Hrebenar 1991). The nationalization of interest group activity has taken place at the state politics as well as congressional politics (Loomis and Cigler 1986; Thomas and Hrebenar 1991; 1996). This increase in the state level activities of nationally based interest groups suggests the possibility that campaign contributions from out-of-state sources also may be growing in importance state legislative candidates.

Nationalization and Representation


While representation is not at the forefront of contemporary American political thought, it is nonetheless a revolutionary principle that has left a fundamental imprint on our institutions. Representation was at the heart of the conflict between the colonies and the motherland. The American colonists were primarily engaged in a struggle to retain the rights of Englishmen and were in basic agreement with the English on what those rights were. Despite this basic agreement on rights, the Americans fundamentally disagreed with the English conception of representation (Reid 1989, 4). The British subscribed to the doctrine of virtual representation. Even though the American colonists could not vote for members of Parliament, the English theory held that each Member of Parliament represents all of England. Representation in a mixed government was an issue of class. The King represented himself directly under the concept of the King-in-Parliament, the Lords represented the aristocracy, and the House of Commons represented the people. The colonists rejected the doctrine of virtual representation. They believed that their rights could only be protected if they could elect their own representatives to serve in legislative assemblies. When England would neither grant the colonies direct representation in Parliament nor recognize colonial legislatures as concurrent authorities, the colonists became convinced that their rights could not be secured under continued English rule. Thus, the battle cry in America became: "No taxation, without representation.”


Representation is no less important now than it was in the 1760s and 1770s. Representation is the essence of legislation because it gives the people the ability to influence the policy-making process and to give their consent to the laws that emerge from the process. Since the quality of government we enjoy largely depends on the quality of representation we receive, it is not surprising that a substantial literature has emerged treating the subject. In her seminal work, Hannah Pitkin defined representation as “acting in the interest of the represented, in a manner responsive to them.” (Pitkin 1967, 209). However, studies congressional voting behavior have generated little consensus among scholars on how to determine whether representation is actually taking place (Eulau and Karps 1977; Kuklinski and Segura 1995). 

Richard F. Fenno, Jr.’s extensive field research shows that representation is a complex process and that constituency is not a unitary concept. Fenno observed that members of Congress view their constituencies as a nest of concentric circles (Fenno 1978, 1-27). The largest circle is the geographical or legal constituency that encompasses everyone within their electoral district. The next circle is the reelection constituency, which consists of those that the representative believes vote for him or are likely to vote for him. A much smaller group is the primary constituency. The primary constituency consists of the representative’s strongest supporters who are the core that will support him even in a contested primary. Finally, the personal constituency is a handful of individuals who are close advisors and confidants. 

One of Fenno’s key contributions to our understanding of representation is that representation is a process that is inextricably connected to campaigning. According to Fenno, “…there is no way that the act of representing can be separated from the act of getting elected” (Fenno 1978, 233). By campaigning a member of Congress becomes acquainted with his complex constituency. The campaign is also the mechanism by which representatives build trust with their constituencies by establishing their authenticity, consistency, and character (Fenno 1996, 335). Campaigning, according to Fenno, is “where our representative form of government begins and ends” because the campaign establishes the representational relationship and subsequent elections enforce it (Fenno 1996, 9). 

The concept of representation has a distinctly local flavor to it. Fenno describes representative government as being “built out of many separate and distinct legislator constituent relationships” (Fennon 1996, 9). The local orientation of representation in America was an important innovation over the British conception of representation. As a result of their conflict with Great Britain, the American revolutionaries rejected the doctrine of virtual representation in favor of a form of representation with an explicit territorial basis (Shelly, Archer, Davidson, and Brunn 1996, 16-17). Representatives were accountable to a geographically defined electoral district.

The nationalization of campaign financing adds a nonconcentric circle to Fenno’s description of constituencies. Fenno’s geographical, reelection and primary constituencies are consistent with the system of particular representation since they are either the entire electoral district or smaller segments of it. The growing importance of money in politics adds another identifiable group to the constituency collage. As long as contributors are a part of the geographical constituency, they are they are prominent members of the reelection and primary constituencies. When a substantial portion of campaign funds come from out-of-state contributors, a new constituency is introduced that is separate from the legal constituency. This cash constituency can impinge the normal process of representation.

The nationalization of state legislative and congressional campaign finance has important implications for our political system. It divides elected officials' loyalties between two constituencies: voters in their districts and contributors who finance their campaigns. Both constituencies are essential to electoral performance. Though campaigns are primarily about communicating with voters, mass communications are expensive, and the costs of legislative elections in many states have been growing faster than inflation (Moncrief 1992). We have learned from fundraising in congressional elections that money begets money; so one of the first priorities for a challenger is to get as much money as possible to keep the cash flowing (Biersack, Herrnson, and Wilcox 1993; Krasno, Green, and Cowden 1994).  Congressional incumbents believe that large war chests ward off challengers, and state legislators can be reasonably expected to share these views (Fenno 1982, 31-32; Smith 1988, 157). The high cost of elections force candidates to focus first on fundraising and secondly on winning votes. Only after candidates have raised enough money for television, radio, and direct mail advertisements can they effectively communicate with voters. The victor in an electoral contest owes their success to both voters and their contributors. When candidates receive substantial contributions from interests outside their states, these out-of-state contributors compete with the geographical constituency for the opportunity to influence office holders’ legislative priorities. The presence of competing pressures from voters and contributors is raises concerns about the quality of representation that elections can provide. 

The infringement of national forces on territorial representation can have important political implications for jurisdictions and the people that live within them. The nationalization of campaign finance allows gaming interests, lotteries, sports teams, and out-of-state businesses to gain concessions at the expense of taxpayers. Furthermore, state electoral, initiative, and referendum contests can become the battlegrounds for national interests on both sides of any given issue seeking to further their goals. The citizens of a particular state or particular electoral district become targets of well financed and highly organized campaign machinery rather than internally directing the course of their political discourse. When an out-of-state cash constituency becomes an influential part of the campaign process, they may materially damage the quality of representative government. The ill effects of out-of-state contributions are most likely to occur if out-of-state contributions account for a large proportion of state legislative campaign funds, if the out-of-state contributors’ interests are substantially different from those of in-state contributors, and if out-of-state contributors give substantially larger contributions than in-state contributors. When out-of-state contributors have the resources to give more money than in-state contributors, they can achieve a competitive advantage over in-state contributors in promoting their agendas. 

Data


This study encompasses 24 states during the 1996 election. The campaign finance data used in this study came from the National Institute on Money in State Politics. The Institute collects campaign finance disclosure records from state governments and serves as a central source for campaign finance data from many cooperating states. While state reporting procedures vary widely, the Institute puts disclosure records into a standard format when it enters them into its database. The Institute’s database contains itemized contributions to candidates. The database does not contain information on party’s or political action committees’ independent expenditures and issue advocacy expenditures for or against a candidate. The database also does not contain information on other forms of campaign support, such as issue research, volunteer campaign workers, and voter mobilization activities that interest groups often provide for candidates. 

Discuss candidate controlled resources v. resources not controlled by the candidate

Out-of-state Contributions


What portion of these receipts come from out-of-state sources? Out-of-state contributors provide 7.7 percent (about $3,000) of state house candidates’ campaign funds and 7.5 percent (about $5,500) of state senate candidates’ campaign funds (see Table 1). However, the percent of out-of-state money ranges from almost none to nearly one-fifth the contributions of the campaign funds in each legislative chamber. Candidates from at least one legislative chamber in Connecticut, Georgia, Minnesota, Michigan, Ohio, Oregon, and Tennessee received less than five percent of the contributions from out-of-state. On the high end, state legislative candidates in Idaho, Maine, New Hampshire, and Wyoming average more than ten percent of the campaign funds from out-of-state. In the Idaho senate and the Wyoming house and senate, out-of-state contributions accounted for nearly 20 percent of candidates’ campaign funds. 

< Insert Table 1 about here >

Minnesota is rather unique in terms of out-of-state contributions. Candidates in the Minnesota house and senate received less than one-half of a percent of their campaign funds from out-of-state. The remarkably low level of out-of-state money may be related to Minnesota’s system of public funding for state legislative candidates. The state distributed $1,918,571 to major party candidates in the house and $1,539,031 in the senate. Public subsidies constituted about 35 percent and 32 percent of house and senate candidates’ campaign funds respectively. Nearly all of the candidates accepted public funds and were thus subject to strict spending limits ($21,576 in the house and $40,000 in the senate) (Malbin and Gais 1998, 58). These spending limits may serve to reduce candidates’ need for out-of-state money. However, Minnesota is the only state in this study with a system of public financing in place, so it is not possible to know whether the low levels of out-of-state money are attributable to public financing or other unique characteristics of Minnesota’s political system.


The sum of campaign contributions originating out-of-state in each chamber ranges from a low of about $17,000 to a high of about $2.7 million. The total amount of out-of-state money was below $100,000 in at least one chamber in Minnesota, Montana, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Oregon, Rhode Island, Utah, Vermont, and Wyoming. Illinois is the only state in which out-of-state money totaled more than one million dollars in a single legislative chamber. Candidates for the state houses in both Alaska and Washington received a total of over $500,000 in out-of-state contributions. On average lower chambers received $376,775 in out-of-state contributions, and upper chambers received $182,413. These averages are biased by the remarkably high totals in Illinois. The median sum of out-of-state contributions is $200,422 for state house candidates and $155,847 for state senate candidates. While the average percent of receipts originating out-of-state is about the same in both state houses and state senates, state houses receive more than twice the total amount of out-of-state money received in state senates. The totals for state senate candidates are much lower because there are relatively few state senate candidates compared to state house candidates. There are fewer seats in senates, and many states have staggered senate terms. The state houses in our data set had an average of 101 seats up for election while state senates had an average of 23 seats up for election.

Sources of Out-of-state Contributions


Out-of-state contributions to come from different types of contributors than do in-state contributions. Some types of contributions are simply not available from out-of-state sources. Neither public subsidies nor candidate contributions flow across state lines, and this study treats contributions that are smaller than the threshold for itemization as in-state since their point of origin cannot be identified. The percent of funds contributed by individuals and other sources are approximately equal, but the remaining types of contributors provide different percentages of out-of-state contributions (see Figure 1). Party and ideological groups account for a smaller percentage of out-of-state contributions compared to in-state contributions. Eighteen percent of out-of-state funds come from party sources, whereas 21 percent of in-state funds came from party sources. Two percent of out-of-state funds came from ideological sources, whereas about half of a percent of in-state funds come from ideological sources. Labor and business contributions also account for a larger portion of out-of-state funds than in-state funds. Labor unions gave 10 percent of the out-of-state money, compared with 7 percent of the in-state money. Business interests contributed 57 percent of out-of-state funds, compared to 38 percent of in-state funds. All of these differences are relatively small with the exception of the substantially larger percentage of out-of-state contributions that come from business groups.

<Insert Figure 1 about here.>

The dominance of business money in out-of-state contributions can be seen clearly by comparing the ratios of business money to party money, the second largest source of campaign funds. The ratio of business dollars to party dollars is nearly twice as high for out-of-state contributions as it is for in-state contributions. For every $1 from in-state party contributors, in-state business contributors gave $1.71. For every $1 from out-of-state party contributors, out-of-state business contributors gave $3.15.


Most of these differences persist even after excluding contribution types not available from out-of-state sources, such as public subsidies, candidate contributions, and small contributions. When comparing in-state and out-of-state contributions under this constraint, party contributions continue to constitute a larger share of in-state contributions, and business contributions continue to constitute a larger share of out-of-state contributions. Twenty-seven percent of in-state contributions come from political parties compared to 18 percent of out-of-state contributions. Forty-eight percent of in-state contributions come from in-state business contributors compared to 57 percent of out-of-state contributors.


Out-of-state contributions also differ from in-state contributions in other ways. Out-of-state contributors also typically have more financial resources at their disposal than in-state contributors allowing them to make larger contributions to candidates and to contribute to more candidates. This capability giving them an important advantage over in-state contributors with more limited resources. Within each general contributor type, in-state and out-of-state contributions tend to come from different sources. Each contributor type is a collage of contributors with related interests. Out-of-state contributors typically come from a different set of these interest subgroups. In addition to representing different interests, out-of-state contributors often give to different types of candidates. 

In-state and Out-of-state Contributor Totals


Out-of-state contributors typically have more resources than in-state contributors allowing to them to give more money in pursuit of their goals. Out-of-state donors typically contribute about twice as much money to candidates as in-state donors. In-state ideological contributors gave an average of $1,817, whereas out-of-state contributors gave and average of $4,868 (see Table 2). In-state business contributors gave an average of $1,029, whereas out-of-state business contributors gave an average of $2,115. Out-of-state individuals not linked to ideological or economic interests gave about 40 percent more to candidates than in-state groups. Their extensive resources enable many out-of-state interests to give larger contributions to a larger number of candidates, giving them more leverage in the legislative process than in-state groups with more limited resources.

<Insert Table 2 about here.>

Scope of Activities

Most out-of-state contributors give very little money to candidates outside the state in which they reside. Out-of-state funds primarily come from a relatively small number of contributors that engage in extensive out-of-state contributing activity. This can readily be seen by grouping the contributors based on the amount of money that they gave to legislative candidates in others states (see Table 4-11). The first three groups of contributors collectively account for only 3 percent of the out-of-state contributors in this study, but they provide three-quarters of the out-of-state money. Thirteen (0.2 percent) out-of-state contributors gave more than $100,000. These contributors typically gave to 206 candidates in eight states and gave an average of $3,829 to each candidate. These thirteen contributors gave one-third of all the out-of-state funds. The financial resources of these contributors give them a tremendous potential to influence the legislative process. Their contribution activities are analyzed in greater detail later in this chapter.

<Insert Table 4-11 about here.>
Nineteen (0.2 percent) out-of-state contributors gave between $50,000 and $100,000. They typically gave to 133 candidates in eight states. The remarkably large number of candidates to whom they gave resulted in a relatively low average contribution. They gave an average of $583 to each candidate. These contributors provided 11 percent of the out-of-state money. They also have the resources to exert considerable pressure through their contributions.

Two-and-a-half percent (217) of the out-of-state contributors gave between $5,000 and $50,000. These contributors typically gave to 33 candidates in three different states. Their average contribution per candidate was $1,336. These contributors gave 30 percent of the out-of-state contributions.

The last two groups gave relatively small sums of money and account for nearly all the contributors. Despite their numbers, they gave only one-quarter of the out-of-state money. They are unlikely to have a substantial impact on the political systems of other states. Five percent (420) of the out-of-state contributors gave between $1,000 and $5,000 and account for 5 percent of the out-of-state contributors. They typically gave to five candidates in a single state. Their average contribution per candidate was $1,283. These contributors provided 9 percent of the out-of-state contributions. 

Ninety-two percent (7,893) of the out-of-state contributors gave $1,000 or less to legislative candidates in other states. Typically, they gave a single contribution of $210. Nearly half of these contributors are individuals not associated with any identifiable economic or ideological interests. The individual contributors are probably personal friends and family members of the candidates. Though these small dollar out-of-state contributors are by far the most numerous, they provided only 16 percent of the total out-of-state contributions.

Contribution Strategies


While the contribution activities of those who gave less than $5,000 are rather limited, the financial activities of those who gave more than $5,000 are quite substantial. Their contributions deserve further analysis because they are the contributions most likely to obtain access to lawmakers and wield influence in the legislative process. These contributors pursue four discernable contribution strategies. The least common strategy is the single candidate strategy. Twelve contributors (5 percent) use a single candidate strategy (see Table 4-12). While contributors who gave less than $1,000 also typically give to only one candidate, these single candidate contributors are different. On average, these contributors gave about $10,000 to the candidate to whom they contributed. This is the largest average contribution of the four strategies, though they have the lowest total contributions. In many cases large contributions to influential legislators may be more effective than many smaller contributions to more members of the legislature. The Circus Circus casino company contributed $20,000 to Illinois House Minority Leader Michael Madigan. The contribution represents one-tenth of the contributions from gambling interests, most of which was given the majority party leaders Speaker of the House Lee Daniels and President of the Senate James ‘Pate’ Phillip (Webb 1996a). In 1996 Governor Jim Edgar submitted a budget plan to the legislature that included a substantial funding increase for education financed in party by raising taxes on casinos by $67 million (Coffey 1996). Casinos were also pushing for legislation that would allow casino expansion into Chicago, dockside gambling, and casino boat relocation. In spite of the Governor’s efforts and vocal support from the Illinois Education Association, the legislative session ended without resolving the education funding reform issues (Copley News Service 1996; Chicago Sun-Times 1996). The casino lobby achieved its goal of postponing the education funding legislation until after the election when compromise and accommodation would be easier to obtain.

<Insert Table 4-12 about here.>

Eighty (32 percent) contributors pursued a single state, multi-candidate strategy. This strategy is effective when a contributor has legislative priorities in a single state, or decides to concentrate its resources by pursuing its goals in one state at a time. These contributors have deeper pockets than contributors who pursue a single candidate strategy. They contribute an average of about $30,000, which is three times as much as those pursuing a single candidate strategy. Typically, they contribute to 20 candidates, but their contributions are much smaller than contributors pursuing a single state strategy. On average they give about $1,500 to each candidate. This strategy allows the contributor to give to a variety of important legislators such as party and committee leaders from both parties. Lynden, Inc. is a multi-modal transportation company that uses the single state, multi-candidate strategy. Lynden is a conglomeration of companies that provide air, ocean, and surface transportation services primarily for Alaska but also for larger Northwestern region of the United States. From their offices in Seattle, Lynden contributed a total of $38,000 to 35 candidates in Alaska. The average contribution was $1,086. Lynden has an important stake in highly regulated industries such as the oil industry. They are also involved in the Chamber of Commerce and give extensive to a variety of groups in Alaska, such as the Food Bank of Alaska, as a part of their public affairs activities (Anchorage Daily News 1998).


Lynden focused most of its financial activity in the Alaska House of Representatives and gave more to Republicans who held a five-seat majority in that chamber. Lynden gave a $19,000 to 19 Republican state house candidates. They gave primarily to incumbents. Republican candidates included Majority Leader Allan Vezy, six committee chairs, and ten members of the House who held no leadership positions. Lynden also gave to two Republicans in open-seat contests. Lyden also gave $4,500 to eight Democrats. The Democrats included three ranking committee members, three members of the House who held no leadership position, and two open-seat candidates. The Republican and Democratic open-seat candidates were all in different districts, and all four won their races. Lyden also gave $11,000 to six Alaska Senate Republican candidates and $3,500 two Senate Democratic candidates. Lynden’s contribution patterns in the Senate were quite different than in the House. Five of the six Republican Senate candidates were non-incumbents, and both of the Democratic candidates were non-incumbents. All of them won their elections. Lynden’s contributions do not appear to be tied to any specific pieces of legislation. Like most corporations, their contributions are a means of cultivating relationships and gaining access to legislators to enable them to protect their interests (Langbein 1986; Hall and Wayman 1990).


The most common strategy among out-of-state contributors giving more than $5,000 is the multi-state strategy in which candidates contribute to candidates in two to seven states. Half (125) of the out-of-state contributors who gave more the $5,000 used a multi-state strategy. These contributors give roughly the same amount ($28,000) as those pursuing a single-state strategy. However, they usually give to 47 candidates in four states. This is more than twice the number of candidates to which single-state, multi-candidate contributors give. The resulting contributions are about half the size ($700). Multi-state contributors typically concentrate their efforts in one or two states and give a smaller number of contributions in a few other states. 


Sprint used a multi-state contribution strategy, contributing to incumbents in four states: Connecticut, Illinois, Tennessee, and Wyoming. Over four-fifths ($21,450) of the money went to 33 candidates in Illinois. Sprint made fewer contributions in the other three states. They gave $3,250 to eight candidates in Tennessee, $500 to one candidate in Connecticut, and $250 to one candidate in Wyoming. 

In Illinois, Sprint gave to both Republicans and Democrats, though they gave more to the Republicans who held majorities in both chambers. Sprint gave $12,450 to Republican candidates and $9,000 to Democrats. It is difficult to determine exactly why Sprint invested so much money into contributions to state legislative candidates in Illinois, but Sprint had at least three interests at stake in the Illinois. First, Sprint was in the process of spinning off its cellular phone business into and an independent company due to federal telecommunications regulations that limit the share of the personal communications service market that a company can hold (Crown 1996). In October of 1995, Sprint announced that the headquarters of the new company would be located in Chicago, though the exact location was still undecided. Second, the legislature considered and passed legislation in 1996 to provide additional regulatory tools against “slamming,” the practice of switching long-distance service providers without getting the consumer’s permission (Peoria Journal Star 1996; Pantagraph 1996a). Small companies use this tactic to steal customers from larger companies such as AT&T, MCI, and Sprint. Third, Illinois’ permissive telecommunications regulations made it an attractive state for long-distance carriers to experiment with providing local phone service, and Sprint was developing partnerships with cable television companies to provide local phone service to residential customers in Chicago and other Illinois cities (Elstrom 1996). 


Sprint also had interests in the Connecticut and Tennessee phone markets. Connecticut was the first to allow competition in the local phone service market, a new market that Sprint was pursuing, but Sprint was also aggressively expanding is personal communications service phones in Connecticut by building new cellular towers and experiencing some resistance through zoning laws (Pantagraph 1995; Shanahan 1996). The Tennessee legislature adopted legislation in 1995 that deregulated local phone service to allow competition. BellSouth, the local phone service company, worked with MCI and Sprint to develop the legislation (Associated Press 1996b). Sprint contributed $2,350 to Democrats, who held the majority, and $900 to Republicans, $700 of which went to house minority leader Ben Atchley. 


A national contribution strategy is less common, but even broader in scope. Contributors who pursue this strategy contributed to candidates in at least one-third (8) of the states in this study. Thirty-two (12.9 percent) of the contributors followed this strategy. Typically, these contributors gave to about 150 candidates in 10 states. Contributors using a national strategy gave the most money, averaging over $71,000 in contributions. However, they make smaller contributions to each individual candidate than contributors using other strategies. They have stakes in legislation in many states and seek to cultivate relationships with many decision-makers in each of those states. These contributors gave less than $500 per candidate.


The American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) used this strategy, contributing nearly $68,000 to 124 candidates in eight states. The national offices of AFSCME gave the most to candidates in Kentucky and Missouri. In both states AFSCME was pursuing collective bargaining legislation to cover state employees. AFSCME gave over $19,000 to candidates in Kentucky and $16,000 to candidates in Missouri. In Kentucky, efforts to pass collective bargaining legislation for state government employees failed in 1994, but Governor Paul Patton, a supporter of collective bargaining for state employees, won the 1995 gubernatorial election in part due to a strong get-out-the-vote effort by unions (Associated Press 1996a; Cross 1995; Ward 1995). In the 1996 legislative session, AFSCME sought legislation that would give Governor Patton the authority to approve small-scale experiments with collective bargaining for state employees. In Missouri, AFSCME formed a coalition with the Service Employees International Union, the Communications Workers of America, and the International Union of Operating Engineers, which also represent state government employees in Missouri, to support legislation granting state employees collective bargaining rights (Heaster 1995). 

AFSCME also gave substantial sums in Arizona and Michigan. The union’s national office gave $11,450 to candidates in Arizona and $9,730 to candidates in Michigan. In Arizona, AFSCME was seeking a 5 percent raise for state employees, as well as a Workers’ Bill of Rights to raise the state’s minimum wage (Parish 1996). AFSCME did not pursuing specific legislation in Michigan, but AFSCME’s state president in Michigan, Flora Walker, was also the vice-president of the Democratic Party (Detroit News 1995). Republicans had taken control of the Michigan House in 1994, and AFSCME contributed to seven open-seat candidates and four challengers, in addition 27 incumbents in hopes of helping Democratic to regain control of the chamber. 

In Illinois AFSCME gave a single $5,000 contribution to House minority leader Michael Madigan. The Department of Corrections had come under intense pressure due to violence and gang problems in state prisons. AFSCME, representing the interests of unionized prison guards, took a leadership role in addressing problems by developing recommendations to reduce prison overcrowding (Wilkerson 1996). Under Madigan’s leadership the Democrats had opposed expanding the state’s bonding authority to enable further capital projects including prison building, but Madigan reversed his position under lobbying pressure from AFSCME and after a $5,000 campaign contribution (Erickson 1996; Pantagraph 1996b). 

In the remaining three states, Georgia, Indiana, and Tennessee, AFSCME gave smaller sums. The contributions went almost entirely to candidates in uncompetitive races, suggesting that the goal was primarily to build relationships with Democratic legislators.

Top Out-of-state Contributors


Thirteen contributors each gave over $100,000 to legislative candidates in other states (see Table 4-13). Their combined contributions account for one-third of all out-of-state campaign contributions. The activities of this elite group of contributors merit detailed analysis because the extensive and often large contributions enable them to a exercise a tremendous amount of political influence. These contributors are of five distinct types: party committees, tobacco companies, labor unions, telecommunications companies, and other business interests.

<Insert Table 4-13 about here.>
Party Committees


The DSCC gave the most out of all the out-of-state contributors. The DSCC gave $1,035,660 to 37 candidates in Illinois. Why a national campaign committee dedicated to building and maintaining a Democratic majority in the U.S. Senate gave so much to state legislative candidates in a single state is an intriguing question. In Chapter Two I mentioned that the national party committees spend a percentage of their hard dollars on state level races so that they can spend an equal percentage of their soft money on overhead rather than covering their entire overhead expenses using hard money. Since they raise more soft money, this strategy actually saves more hard money than it costs them. The DSCC contributes to state level candidates primarily to free up more hard money to give to U.S. Senate candidates, but giving to state level candidates isn’t necessarily a separate activity than promoting federal candidates. Careful targeting allows the DSCC both to free up more hard money and to get around contribution and coordinated spending limitations for supporting U.S. Senate candidates. 

DSCC contributions to legislative candidates in Illinois resulted from a combination of the DSCC’s goal of maintaining a Democratic majority in the U.S and lenient campaign finance laws. Looking at DSCC activities in other states helps to elucidate their strategy. Party competition for control of legislative chambers was at least as competitive in Connecticut and Michigan. Connecticut did not have a U.S. Senate election in 1996, and Democratic Senator Carl Levin appeared to be relatively safe in Michigan. The DSCC made no contributions to legislative candidates in either of these states, but it did make a transfer of $71,500 to the Michigan Democratic Party. Alaska, Arizona, and Maine all had slim margins in their legislative chambers and competitive open-seat U.S. Senate races. In these three states, the DSCC transferred large sums of money to the state party organizations. The DSCC transferred $1,059,500 to party committees in Alabama, $1,0170,00 to party committees in Arizona, and $160,00 to party committees in Maine. However, the DSCC did not contribute to legislative candidates in these states. Like these three states, Illinois had party competitive state legislative chambers and a competitive U.S. Senate race. Democrat Richard Dubin, a seven-term U.S. Representative faced Republican Al Salvi, a state senator and a wealthy trial lawyer, for the seat left open by the retirement of Democrat Senator Paul Simon. The national parties spent right up to the maximum of $1.1 million in coordinated expenditures with the Democrats spending $1.044 million on behalf of Durbin and the Republicans spending $1.072 million on behalf of Salvi (Federal Election Commission 1997; Sweet 1996). The DSCC also transferred $827,500 to state party committees much like it did in Alabama, Arizona, and Maine. Unlike these other three states, Illinois has no contribution limits allowing the DSCC to make large contributions directly legislative candidates where the spending could help the U.S. Senate race. The average contribution per legislative candidate was $27,991. Typically these were in-kind contributions that came in the form of slate mailers promoting the entire Democratic ticket (Schoenburg 1996).

The NRCC is the second biggest contributor giving $730,000 to 90 state legislative candidates in five states: Idaho, Illinois, Maine, Nevada, and Utah. Like the DSCC, the NRCC contributes to state legislative candidates as means of putting additional money into federal elections over and above contribution and coordinated expenditure limits. The NRCC contributed $169,000 to 29 state legislative candidates in Idaho, even though the Idaho legislature is one of the most Republican dominated legislatures in the nation. In 1996 the Republicans held a 44-seat margin over the Democrats in the Idaho House of Represenatives and a 19-seat margin in the Idaho Senate. The NRCC gave the money to boost the re-election campaign of Helen Chenoweth, a first-term congresswoman who had been targeted by the AFL-CIO and the League of Conservation Voters (Lewiston Morning Tribune 1996). In 1996 party committees were limited to $33,780 in coordinated expenditures for House candidates, and the Idaho Republican Party and the NRCC spent right up to the limit. Combined they spent $60,165 in coordinated campaign expenditures.  According to Andrew Arulanandam, the executive director of the Idaho Republican Party, all of the NRCC contributions were given to legislative candidates in Chenoweth’s district, and the candidates used the money for get-out-the-vote efforts (Wickline 1996). 

In Illinois the NRCC gave $160,000 to House Speaker Lee Daniels and $180,000 to Senate President James ‘Pate’ Philip. Contributing to legislative leaders simplifies the distribution process for the NRCC, but it makes tracking how the money was used more difficult. The money was probably intended to benefit Republican candidates Mark Baker and John Mondy Shimkus in Illinois’ 17th and 20th congressional districts where the elections where particularly close and the Republican party committees spent close to the coordinated expenditure limits. 

In Maine the NRCC contributed $105,000 to 51 state legislative candidates. The money was diverted from other NRCC priorities to help defend first-term incumbent James B. Longley, Jr. after the AFL-CIO launched an early blitz of attack ads that put challenger Tom Allen ahead in the polls (Carrier 1996; Meara 1996). The anti-Longley television campaign was unrelenting with unions spending nearly $1 million on a barrage of 10,000 television spots. 

In Utah the NRCC contributed $30,000 to four state legislative candidates. The money was intended to help Republican challenger Chris Cannon unseat incumbent Democrat Bill Orton in Utah’s 3rd congressional district. The 3rd district was overwhelmingly Republican in party registration, and President Bill Clinton placed Orton in further jeopardy by creating the Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument in the district without consulting the state leaders. NRCC Chairman Bill Paxon described Orton as being among eight vulnerable Democrats who would lose their seats in the 1996 elections (Harrie 1996).

Tobacco Companies

Philip Morris ranks as the third largest out-of-state contributor, and R. J. Reynolds Tobacco ranks as the eighth largest out-of-state contributor. Philip Morris gave $277,205 to 393 candidates in 15 states, and R. J. Reynolds gave $167,723 to 395 candidates in 13 states. The two companies focused their contributions on a similar set of states. The top two states for both companies were Illinois and Washington. In Illinois Philip Morris gave $127,520 to state legislative candidates, and R. J. Reynolds gave $50,250, as noted in Chapter One. 

In Washington the tobacco lobby invested heavily in lobbying and campaign contributions to turn the tide of opposition to tobacco in the state legislature. Washington has the highest tobacco taxes in the nation, and legislators regularly introduce bills to further limit tobacco sales and use (Callaghan 1995). Philip Morris contributed $39,250 to 57 state legislators in Washington, and R. J. Reynolds contributed $31,923 to 60 state legislators. They were unsuccessful in preventing a scheduled increase in the tobacco tax. However, they did succeed in getting the Washington House of Representatives to pass a bill that would weaken limits that the Department of Labor and Industries’ had imposed on workplace smoking. The legislature also eliminated funding for a program that sought to discourage teenagers from smoking.

Labor Unions
The International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW) ranks as the fourth largest out-of-state contributor, and the Hotel Employees and Restaurant Employees Union ranks as the seventh largest out-of-state contributor. While both unions gave large amounts of money to candidates, they pursued very different strategies. Like most unions, the IBEW uses contributions to advocate policy preferences and promote Democratic candidates, but the Hotel Employees and Restaurant Employees Union uses contributions primarily to cultivate relationships with political leaders in Illinois. The IBEW contributed to $222,458 to 233 candidates in 14 different states. The IBEW gives almost exclusively to Democrats, and it supports challengers and open-seat candidates as well as incumbents. The IBEW gave 97 percent of its contributions to Democrats. The union gave 57 percent of their contributions to incumbents, 14 percent to open-seat candidates, and 29 percent to challengers. The IBEW focused its efforts on Illinois, where they gave $75,600 to state legislative candidates. This is more than twice the amount given to candidates in any other single state. The IBEW also made substantial contributions in several other states. The IBEW gave $36,048 to candidates in Ohio, $33,700 to candidate in Kentucky, and $29,660 to candidates in Michigan. The Republicans took control of the Houses of Representatives in all of these states, with the sole exception of Kentucky, during the 1994 elections. The IBEW sought to help Democrats recover their majorities in these states. 

IBEW was the most active in Illinois and Ohio where Republicans controlled legislatures were particularly confrontational with organized labor. The first bill passed by both the Illinois House and Senate was a repeal of the Scaffolding Act, a law designed to protect construction workers from job site hazards (Peoria Journal Star 1995). The action was largely symbolic because workers’ compensation laws and the federal Occupational Health and Safety Administration provide more comprehensive protections for workers of all industries. Nonetheless, the repeal put organized labor on notice that the new Republican majority would aggressively pursue a pro-business agenda. Republican legislators also sought to and overhaul workers’ compensation laws and repeal the Prevailing Wage Act, which guarantees that workers on public works projects receive minimum wage rates (Eckert 1995; Finke 1995; Knowles 1995). 

In Ohio, the new Republican majority dealt labor significant defeats on two pieces of legislation that Republican Governor George V. Voinovich signed into law. The legislature passed a campaign finance reform bill that prohibited unions from using automatic dues check-offs for political purposes (Leonard 1995). The legislature also enacted tort reform legislation that placed a one-year statute of limitations on lawsuits brought by workers against their employers for intentional wrongs and raised the standard required to establish intentional negligence (Columbus Dispatch 1995).

The Hotel Employees and Restaurant Employees Union contributed almost exclusively to candidates in Illinois. The union gave $174,215 to 31 candidates in three states, and all but $1,500 of their contributions went to candidates in Illinois. However, the Hotel Employees and Restaurant Employees Union gave contributions for different reasons than the IBEW. Rather than responding to the new Republican majority and their confrontational agenda by increasing fundraising for Democrats, the Hotel Employees and Restaurant Union departed from typically union contributing strategies that support Democrats regardless of majority party status (Biersack, Herrnson, and Wilcox 1999; Rudolph 1999). The substantially increased its contributions to Republicans. They gave more than one-fifth of all their contributions to Republicans. The explanation for this unusual behavior lies in the personal nature of the unions contributing goals. Although the headquarters of the Hotel Employees and Restaurant Employees are in Washington, DC, the union’s president, Edward T. Hanley, Sr. lives in Chicago and uses the union’s national political fund to cultivate personal political connections in Illinois. The union was listed by the federal Commission on Organized Crime as among the four most corrupt unions, and FBI investigators believe that Hanley became president of the union with the support of Chicago mobsters (Knowles 1996; Neubauer 1995). Hanley centralized control of the union by reorganizing locals to squelch opposition. The union gave most of its contributions, $102,000, to House minority leader Michael J. Madigan, but it also gave sizeable contributions to Republican leaders. They gave $15,000 to House Speaker Lee Daniels and $20,000 Senate President James ‘Pate’ Philip. However, giving to Republicans is nothing new to the Hotel Employees and Restaurant Employees union. In 1990 the union was a major contributor to Republican gubernatorial candidate Jim Edgar. After winning the election, Edgar appointed Hanley’s son, Thomas Hanley, to serve on the Illinois State Toll Highway Authority oversight committee (Neubauer and Sweet 1995).

Telecommunications
The telecommunications industry was particularly active in the 1996 state legislative elections. Major telecommunications companies were lobbying simultaneous at the state and federal levels for changes in telecommunications regulations to allow them to offer a greater range of services. In early 1996, Congress passed the Federal Telecommunications Act. The legislation allowed local phone companies and long-distance carriers to enter one-another’s markets, but the details, such as access charges to use local service lines, billing arrangements, and service orders, had to be worked out under regulations in each of the states (Haines 1996). Lobbying efforts to obtain favorable legislation involved numerous campaign contributions to incumbent law-makers. Three telecommunications companies were among the top out-of-state contributors. Ameritech ranked as the sixth largest contributor giving $206,844 to 299 candidates in four states. AT&T ranked as the tenth largest contributor giving $137,404 to 250 candidates in 14 states. MCI ranked as the thirteenth largest contributor giving $107,155 to 210 candidates in nine states. 

Ameritech was created in 1984 after the breakup of AT&T was granted a regional monopoly over local phone service in the Midwest. Facing competition in the local service market, Ameritech sought to expand into other markets including local long-distance, cellular, and cable (Johnson 1996b). Ameritech focused its activities in Michigan, Ohio, and Indiana. Though its headquarters are in Chicago, Ameritech writes checks for its campaign contributions primarily from its government affairs office in Washington, DC. Ameritech gave $80,008 to candidates in Michigan, and had given a similar amount during the 1994 election cycle (Grand Rapids Press 1995a). During the 1995 legislative session Ameritech won a major victory over AT&T and MCI on rewrite of Michigan telecommunications regulations. The legislation allowed long-distance phone companies to compete with Ameritech in the local long-distance market (within area codes), but Ameritech was allowed to maintain barriers market entry until federal legislation allowed Ameritech to enter the long-haul long-distance markets (Hornbeck 1995; Luke 1996). Ameritech required customers using other customers for local long-distance service to dial a five-digit access code. The legislation also made it easier for Ameritech to make rate increases (Grand Rapids Press 1995b). During the 1996 legislative session, Ameritech won another victory with the enactment of legislation proposed by the Michigan Computer Crime Task Force that would increased penalties for calling-card and cellular fraud (Lane 1996). Ameritech suffers losses of $1 million a day from cellular fraud alone. The law reclassified using a stolen cell phone from a misdemeanor with a maximum penalty of one-year in jail to a felony with a minimum prison term of four years. 

In Ohio, Ameritech wanted a legislative solution for telephone regulatory problems that arose when Time Warner received approval to offer local phone service in Ohio. The Ohio Supreme Court struck down a rate plan approved by  Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO) that allowed Ameritech to lower rates for basic phone services and to introduce new services. The PUCO ordered Ameritech to give Time Warner access to its phone lines without charge for the first year and to work out disagreements on fees for 911 and directory listing services, without authority to implement the rate plan (Johnson 1996a). Ameritech sought new legislation to restore the original rate plan. Ameritech contributed $80,450 to legislators, and the resulting legislation granted the rate cuts that Ameritech needed to be competitive, reduced access charges to other companies for use of Ameritech's lines, and lifted profit caps in other areas so Ameritech could offer more services (Goel 1996). 

In Indiana, Ameritech faced competition from MCI for services to business customers. Ameritech sought legislation that would give them the ability to drop rates in the specific areas where they faced competition (Stedman 1996). Ameritech contributed $43,922 to legislative candidates in Indiana. MCI and AT&T opposed the legislation.


AT&T and MCI both sought to expand into new markets and contributed to legislators as a part of their lobbying strategy. Shortly after the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 was passed both companies filed to provide short-haul long distance and local phone services in states where regional companies had enjoyed monopoly status. In Washington US West, the local phone service provider, lobbied for a bill to protect them from competition in the short-haul long distance market (Paulson 1996; Erickson 1996). The legislature passed the bill, but Governor Mike Lowry vetoed the legislation. AT&T and MCI spent large sums on lobbying activities, direct mail, and television ads to prevent the legislature from overriding the veto. AT&T also contributed $31,950 to law-makers and MCI contributed $37,900. 


AT&T and MCI also gave large sums to lawmakers in other states. AT&T sought to expand its services in Alaska by purchasing Alascom from Pacific Telecom, Inc (Alaska Journal of Commerce 1995). AT&T contributed $69,500 to legislators in Alaska. MCI contributed $44,745 to legislators in Illinois. MCI was already providing local phone service in the Chicago area prior to the Federal Communications Act of 1996 (Lowe  1995). MCI was negotiating with Ameritech on interconnection agreements, but telecommunications companies were also seeking legislation to clarify the role of the Illinois Commerce Commission in light of the Federal Communications Act (Kirk 1996; Landis 1997). The details of the legislation were not resolved until early 1997.

Other Businesses


Several business groups gave large sums to state legislative candidates in addition to tobacco and telecommunication companies. The United Parcel Service (UPS) ranked as the fifth largest contributor, giving $220,738 to 139 candidates in six states. Exxon ranked as the eleventh largest contributor, giving $129,650 to 97 candidates in three states. The Fremont Compensation Insurance Group ranked as the twelfth largest contributor, giving $111,850 to 121 candidates in Illinois. All three of these companies focused their contributions in a single state.


UPS gave $171,178, more than three-quarters of its contributions, to candidates in Illinois. Sixteen UPS drivers filed a lawsuit against UPS in Illinois seeking $80,000 in back overtime pay (Eckert 1996a, 1996b). UPS had paid out $12 million due to a similar lawsuit filed in Washington. UPS lobbied the Illinois legislature for legislation that would exempt UPS drivers from Illinois labor laws that require payment for overtime and prevent the suit from becoming class action suit. The legislation passed the Illinois House, but stalled in the Illinois Senate.

Exxon contributed $112,000, over four-fifths of its contributions, to candidates in Alaska. Exxon and other oil companies were seeking ways to increase commercial oil and gas production on Alaska's North Slope (Alaska Journal of Commerce 1995, 1996). Their goals required several difficult policy questions to be resolved, including how to calculate taxes on oil, adjustments on state royalty rates for marginal oil fields, and tax incentives to encourage new development. 

The Fremont Compensation Insurance Group gave all of its contributions to candidates in Illinois. The California based company provides businesses with workers compensation insurance products. The company had done most of its business in California until the state deregulated premiums (Kanter 1996). With plummeting premiums their operations in California became less profitable, so Fremont expanded its operations in Midwestern states and became the largest workers’ compensation insurer in Illinois. When Republicans took control of the legislature in 1995, they responded to concerns in the business community that workers’ compensation is too expensive and took up legislation to overhaul the workers’ compensation system (Chicago Daily Law Bulletin 1995). Democrats proposed that the entire system be eliminated, allowing every injured employee to file a lawsuit (McDermott 1995). The Illinois Senate passed a comprehensive reform package designed to reduce costs by limiting some benefits and requiring greater disclosure of medical records, but the reforms stalled in the Illinois House (Novak and Rooney 1995; Heckelman 1995).

Ideological Groups


The NRA is the only ideological group among contributors giving over $100,000. The NRA ranks as the ninth largest contributor, giving $141,098 to 382 candidates in 18 states. In the NRA’s 1995 convention in Phoenix and in their 1996 convention in Texas, they described enacting concealed carry legislation, which allows law abiding citizens to carry concealed weapons, as one of their primary goals (Fialka 1995; Kovaleski 1996). The NRA contributed over $10,000 to candidates in six states: Georgia, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, Rhode Island, and Washington. In five of the six states where they contributed over $10,000, they were pursuing concealed carry legislation (Andersson 1995; Candisky 1996; Emling 1996; Gendreau 1995; Williams 1995). The only exception was in Rhode Island where the NRA focused on damage control rather than lobbying for concealed carry laws. Philip Sabella, a moderate gun activist, resigned as a gun lobbyist and disbanded the Rhode Island Handgun Alliance out of concern that the NRA was dominated by extremists (McPhillips 1995). The Rhode Island Senate Judiciary Committee was also approved three new gun control bills (Garland 1995).

Conclusion


Out-of-state contributions account for only a small percent of the campaign funds raised by state legislators. However, these contributions may still weak the representative link between legislators and their electoral districts because out-of-state contributors differ from in-state contributors in important ways. Out-of-state contributions come primarily from economic interests. The differences in the composition of the sources of in-state and out-of-state contributions show that out-of-state money is not simply more of the same with respect to the interests represented involved. Out-of-state money tends to come from different groups with different priorities than contributions from in-state sources. While the goals of in-state and out-of-state contributors may not always directly conflict, the introduction of additional interests into state legislatures tends to dilute representation. Contributors become constituents who are important to candidates’ electoral success even if the contributor resides in another state. The addition of an out-of-state constituency with divergent interests necessarily weakens legislators’ ties to their local constituencies because legislators have limited time to listen to constituents and pursue legislative priorities.  Furthermore, out-of-state contributors typically give about twice as much money as in state contributors, giving them an important advantage in their ability to have their concerns heard by legislators. 

One of the most startling findings of this chapter is the degree of centralization that exists in out-of-state contributions. A small number of big contributors provide nearly all of the contributions that flow across state lines to state legislators. Thirteen contributors gave one-third of the out-of-state contributions, and each gave over $100,000 to legislative candidates in other states. These contributors typically pursue a common legislative agenda across a number of different states, with the exception of the national party committees which use contributions to legislative candidates as a means of getting around federal contribution and coordinated spending limits when helping federal candidates. If contributions buy access, then it stands to reason that bigger contributions mean more access—more time to present arguments and more opportunities to persuade lawmakers. The greater resources possessed by out-of-state contributors may, in effect, give them better representation in legislative assemblies than local constituents with more limited resources.
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Tables and Figures

Table 1. Candidate Receipts in the 1996 State Legislative Elections

	State
	Chamber
	Percent from out-of-state
	Total contributions from out-of-state

	AK
	H
	9.4%
	$653,466

	AK
	S
	9.1%
	$328,760

	AZ
	H
	5.3%
	$169,098

	AZ
	S
	5.1%
	$98,568

	CT
	S
	3.4%
	$239,296

	GA
	H
	4.3%
	$373,304

	GA
	S
	4.5%
	$261,342

	ID
	H
	16.0%
	$174,808

	ID
	S
	19.0%
	$202,819

	IL
	H
	7.8%
	$2,719,660

	IL
	S
	5.9%
	$1,020,755

	IN
	H
	5.4%
	$320,000

	IN
	S
	7.2%
	$120,136

	KY
	H
	6.3%
	$174,038

	KY
	S
	6.2%
	$159,962

	ME
	H
	16.0%
	$228,510

	ME
	S
	11.0%
	$149,521

	MI
	H
	3.4%
	$380,744

	MN
	H
	0.3%
	$18,002

	MN
	S
	0.4%
	$17,070

	MO
	H
	5.7%
	$226,037

	MO
	S
	4.6%
	$155,847

	MT
	H
	8.1%
	$56,035

	MT
	S
	5.3%
	$18,150

	NC
	S
	4.5%
	$266,794

	NH
	S
	15.0%
	$98,778

	NV
	S
	7.9%
	$226,150

	OH
	H
	4.0%
	$440,660

	OH
	S
	3.9%
	$266,592

	OR
	H
	5.5%
	$118,239

	OR
	S
	4.8%
	$37,345

	RI
	H
	8.9%
	$55,661

	RI
	S
	8.8%
	$38,615

	TN
	S
	4.3%
	$158,008

	UT
	H
	9.4%
	$98,620

	UT
	S
	8.6%
	$43,375

	VT
	S
	8.4%
	$42,934

	WA
	H
	6.1%
	$517,634

	WA
	S
	5.5%
	$223,781

	WY
	H
	18.0%
	$57,434

	WY
	S
	18.0%
	$20,906

	Average
	H
	7.7%
	$376,775

	
	S
	7.5%
	$182,413


Figure 1. Types of Contributors Providing In-state and Out-of-state Campaign Funds
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Table 2. Average Amount Contributed by In-state and Out-of-state Contributors

	
	Average in-state contributions
	Average out-of-state contributions
	F

	Party contributors
	$6,189
	$13,262
	.869

	Ideological contributors
	$1,817
	$4,868
	4.400*

	Labor contributors
	$5,661
	$10,249
	2.137

	Business contributors
	$1,029
	$2,115
	52.814***

	Individual contributors
	$159
	$225
	102.134***

	Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 using a two-tailed test F-test for the statistical significance of the differences of means.


Table 3. Total Contributions Given by Out-of-state Donors

	Contributor Total
	Number of Contributors
	Percent of Contributors
	Average Number of States
	Average Number of Candidates
	Average Amount per Candidate

	More than $100,000
	13
	0.2%
	8.2
	205.9
	$3,829

	$50,001 to $100,000
	19
	0.2%
	8.3
	133.5
	$583

	$5,001 to $50,000
	217
	2.5%
	2.9
	32.9
	$1,336

	$1,001 to $5,000
	420
	4.9%
	1.2
	4.7
	$1,283

	$1,000 or less
	7,893
	92.2%
	1.0
	1.18
	$210

	Total
	8562
	100.0%
	1.1
	2.7
	$298

	F
	---
	---
	2513.006***
	4286.108***
	577.656***

	Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 using a two-tailed test F-test for the statistical significance of the differences of means.


Table 4. Contribution Strategies of Out-of-state Contributors Giving More Than $5,000

	Strategy
	Number of contributors
	Percent of contributors giving over $5,000
	

	Single candidate
	12
	4.8%
	

	Single state, multi-candidate
	80
	32.1%
	

	Multi-state
	125
	50.2%
	

	National
	32
	12.9%
	

	
	249
	100.0%
	


Table 4-13. Out-of-state Contributors Giving More Than $100,000

	Contributor
	Contributions
	Number 

of states
	Number of candidates
	Average per candidate

	1.
	Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee
	$1,035,660 
	1
	37
	$27,991 

	2.
	National Republican Congressional Committee
	$730,000 
	5
	90
	$8,111 

	3.
	Philip Morris
	$277,205 
	15
	393
	$705 

	4.
	International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
	$222,208 
	14
	232
	$958 

	5.
	United Parcel Service
	$220,738 
	6
	139
	$1,588 

	6.
	Ameritech
	$206,844 
	5
	299
	$692 

	7.
	Hotel Employee and  Restaurant Employees
	$174,215 
	3
	31
	$5,620 

	8.
	R. J. Reynolds Tobacco
	$167,723 
	13
	395
	$425 

	9.
	National Rifle Association
	$141,098 
	18
	382
	$369 

	10.
	AT&T
	$137,404 
	14
	250
	$550 

	11.
	Exxon
	$129,650 
	3
	97
	$1,337 

	12.
	Fremont Compensation Insurance
	$111,850 
	1
	121
	$924 

	13.
	MCI Communications Corp
	$107,155 
	9
	210
	$510 
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