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Does Campaign Finance Reform Influence State Alcohol Policy?
Abstract

There is considerable variation in campaign finance regulatory regimes both across states and over time.  In this paper, we use cross-sectional time-series analysis of data from the 50 states from 1986 to 2006 to assess the effect of campaign contribution limits on alcohol regulations adopted by the states.  In particular, we examine prohibitions against direct corporate contributions, limits on corporate PAC contributions, and restrictions on individual contributions to candidates and parties.  In addition, we test the impact of public financing with expenditure limits.  All models include state and year fixed effects as well as legislative partisan control, demographic variables and economic variables.  The dependent variables include beer taxes, laws regulating alcohol access related to driving, and punishment for DUI convictions.  

I. Introduction

Political observers have long been concerned with the influence of money in American politics, and much attention has been devoted to whether campaign contributions shape public policy.  Yet, despite the popular wisdom that campaign contributions are the functional equivalent of bribes (Birnbaum 1992), evidence of a strong causal link from campaign contributions to policy outcomes is scant (Smith 1995).  Numerous studies examine the effects of campaign contributions on the roll call votes of legislators (Wright 1990; Rothenberg 1992); however, most studies find little to no effect of contributions after controlling for constituent interests (Chappell 1982; Wright 1985).  This has led other researchers to argue that contributions buy access to legislators (Langbein 1986; Hall and Wayman 1990; Thompson and Cassie 1992), and political action committees invest in legislators who can effectively provide desired services at a low cost (Grier and Munger 1993; Box-Steffensmeier and Grant 1999).   

On the other hand, more recent studies call into question the extent to which access translates into more contributions for legislators (Wawro 2001) or different roll call votes within the legislature than would have occurred otherwise (Tripathi, Ansolabehere and Snyder 2002, Milyo 2002).  Further, Groseclose and Milyo (2006) call into question the usefulness of roll call votes as an indicator of influence, because the infrequency of casting a decisive vote means that legislators will always cast votes in accordance with their position-taking preferences.

Extending the argument beyond the halls of the legislature, do interest groups influence policy?  Examining state policy priorities based on spending, Jacoby and Schneider (2001) demonstrate that interest group strength and diversity are significant factors.  Lowry and Potoski (2004) provide evidence that organized interest groups influence the distribution of federal discretionary grants to states.  In their analysis of health policy, Gray, Lowery and Godwin (2004) find little evidence that interest groups affected the adoption of prescription drug programs, but may have influenced the generosity of benefits.   

In contrast to much of the existing literature, we examine the reduced-form effects of state campaign finance laws on state alcohol policies.  There is considerable variation in campaign finance regulatory regimes both across states and over time.  In addition, because the 22nd amendment gives states greater scope for regulating the beverage alcohol industry compared to other industries, state policy looms large for alcohol interests.  Not surprisingly then, alcohol interests are well organized and funded, and are reputed to wield significant influence over state alcohol policies.  For these reasons, the potential effects of state campaign finance laws on state alcohol policy provide an appropriate test of the influence of moneyed interests under different regulatory regimes.

II. Interested Money and State Alcohol Policy

It is difficult to measure the impact of campaign contribution limitations (and thereby indirectly interest group contributions) on public policy.  One key issue is how to measure policy outcomes in a consistent manner across states.  Second, the measure of policy outcomes must reflect the impact of a group’s ability to prevent or delay action.  Third, the policy must be controlled by state legislatures, with at least some subject to campaign contribution limits.  Finally, the policy must be controversial enough to have some salience to the public and to generate interest group activity.  


Policies related to alcohol regulation provide a robust test of the influence of campaign contribution limits in the states.  First, there are powerful, well-financed interests who care about alcohol regulation, including alcohol producers and distributors on one side and religious and victim advocates such as MADD on the other.  Also, the issue is controversial in that alcohol consumption pits moral arguments versus individual liberties, and drinking and driving has serious public health consequences.  In addition, since the end of the Prohibition Era, alcohol regulation has mostly been a state policy matter.  Further, many alcohol regulations provide a consistent measure, such as beer taxes (in dollars), fines (in dollars), jail time (in days), and license revocation (in months).  Finally, these policy measures can be adjusted up or down by legislatures, and taxes and fines (which are rarely indexed) lose value over time unless changed by legislatures, so inaction reflects a legislative victory for certain interests.  

At least three major approaches have been used by states to regulate alcohol consumption and prevent drinking and driving.  First, states attempt to influence consumption through the use of taxes, and evidence suggests taxes may be particularly important for reducing underage drinking (Chaloupka, Saffer, and Grossman 1993).  Second, states can impose laws that restrict or prohibit alcohol consumption specifically as it relates to driving.  For example, open container laws make it an offense for an open container of liquor to be present in a moving vehicle, and anti-consumption laws prohibit vehicle occupants from drinking alcohol.  Third, states seek to deter drinking and driving via punishment in the form of fines, jail time, and license revocation. Each of these three policy categories has different effects for various political actors, and it is likely that interest groups will have different preferences across the policies.

Beer taxes provide states with a considerable source of revenue, and it has been estimated that the states and Federal government collected $3.6 billion from beer taxes in 2000 (CSPI 2006).  In addition, beer taxes have been linked to lower consumption, especially among younger drivers (Saffer and Grossman 1987; Chaloupka, Grossman, and Saffer 2002).  Our measure of beer taxes is in cents per gallon expressed in 2000 constant dollars. 

States have taken a number of steps to reduce alcohol consumption prior to driving, including laws that forbid a driver from consuming alcohol in a car, prohibit open containers of alcohol in a vehicle, prevent a driver from consuming alcohol in a car, lower the threshold for blood alcohol content (.08 BAC, which indicates impairment), make alcohol servers liable for serving intoxicated patrons, increase penalties for high BAC levels (.15 or higher), and suspend the license of a driver arrested for driving under the influence (DUI).  To capture the effects of such policies, we consider each policy separately as a dichotomous dependent variable with a one indicating that such a policy was in effect for a state in a particular year and together as a scale of policies deterring drinking and driving. The policy variables in the scale include an anti-consumption law, an open container law, a .08 BAC per se law, a dram shop rule, additional punishment for a high BAC, and administrative license revocation.  

Anti-consumption laws prohibit drivers from drinking any alcohol while in a motor vehicle.  Clearly, consumption could lead to impairment, and anti-consumption laws make it easier for law enforcement to have probable cause for stopping a potential impaired driver.  Taking it a step further, public health advocates have argued that any open alcohol containers in a car could be related to drinking and driving behavior even if a passenger claims it.  Therefore, many states have passed open container laws in which the driver can be charged for any containers of open alcohol in a vehicle.  

To further deter drinking and driving behavior (and in response to Federal inducements), states have adopted a .08 BAC per se law that determines the legal definition of impairment for a DUI charge.  Whereas in the 1980s most states had a .10 BAC level, by 2007 all states had adopted the .08 limit, which lowers the permissible level of alcohol for most drivers by about one drink per hour (12-ounce beer, 4-ounce wine, or 1-ounce liquor).  Research suggests the lower BAC level has reduced traffic crash fatalities (Tippetts et al. 2005).  

Many states have also used dram shop rules, which make alcohol servers liable for serving intoxicated patrons.  Such laws create large potential economic costs to counter the financial benefits of serving additional alcohol, and advocates argue that such laws create incentives that help enlist servers in the effort to deter drinking and driving.  On the other hand, retail establishments oppose such efforts, and the rules could reduce alcohol sales so alcohol producers and distributors do not favor them.  

Identifying data suggesting that drivers with extremely high BAC levels cause a disproportionate number of fatal crashes, many states have implemented extra penalties for drivers with a BAC in the .15 or higher range.  NHTSA has focused attention on the problem, and alcohol producer interest groups have also advocated policy approaches dealing with “hard-core” drinking drivers (Century Council 2006).    

Finally, administrative license revocation laws allow a license suspension or revocation for a driver who fails an alcohol breath test, and evidence suggests such laws reduce the number of alcohol-related fatal crashes (Voas, Tippetts, and Fell 2000).  

States have also passed policies designed to punish drivers convicted of DUIs, especially repeat offenders.  In this study, we consider three forms of punishment: minimum fines, minimum jail time, and minimum license suspension.  We separately assess the fine (in constant dollars), license suspension (in months) and jail time (in days) for second offenses.  Studies generally suggest punishment measures reduce the incidence of drinking and driving and the related fatal traffic crashes (Chaloupka, Saffer, and Grossman 1993; Kenkel 1993; Wagenaar et al 1995), but others question the methods, results and duration of the effects (Ross 1985; Ruhm 1996; Whetten-Goldstein, Sloan, Stout, and Liang 2000). 

Overall, while each of these policy areas has the potential to reduce alcohol consumption, each has a very different policy target and therefore impact on various interest groups.  Beer taxes affect consumption for all consumers of the product, including those drinking small amounts, drinking at home, or not driving.  Therefore, it has the most potential to affect beer sales, which affects producers the most, and yet it may be the most blunt and least effective instrument for reducing drinking and driving.  Alternatively, punishment for drivers convicted of DUI is precisely targeted on those committing the offense, but the percent of persons affected by the policy is much less so it has the least impact on producers.  The alcohol regulations designed to deter drinking and driving lie in between on both dimensions.   

Because beer taxes are visible, affect all potential consumers, raise the price of beer relative to other products and dampen demand, we expect producers to oppose increases in the beer tax and see this as their highest policy priority.  Alternatively, punishments affect a much smaller group of consumers, are not as visible in their price effects for consumers, and may not affect demand.  Producer interest groups may oppose them as a first step on a slippery slope against alcohol regulation, but such laws are also the easiest to accept as a concession toward public health arguments about drinking and driving.  Such a strategy fits the argument of “Drink Responsibly,” and industry groups such as the Century Council advocate policies aimed at the hard core drunk driver (Century Council 2006).  It also shifts the policy burden from the producers to consumers.  Based on this assumption about corporate preferences, we expect limits on corporate and corporate PAC contributions to have an effect on beer taxes but not punishment policies.  

III. A Stylized Model

There are several different policy levers available to legislators for limiting the potential harms from alcohol consumption:  taxes, regulations and punishments.  The choice to change any one policy instrument will be determined by the levels of the other policy variables; and all of these may be influenced by special interest contributions. Consequently, we posit the following highly stylized structural model of the causal relationships linking campaign contributions to various policy outcomes:

Define:

Endogenous variables: 

TAX = Excise Taxes

REG = Alcohol Regulations

PUN = Punishments

$CON = amount of contributions to political actors from alcohol interests

CONSUMP = alcohol consumption

PRICE = alcohol prices

Exogenous variables:


CFLAW = state campaign finance laws


FISC = fiscal pressure for higher taxes


POL = Political tastes for taxes, regulation and punishments


DEMO = state demographic characteristics


FE = Year and state unobserved fixed effects

Note: we suppress subscripts for ease of exposition:

(1)
CONSUMP = f1(PRICE, REGS, PUN;  DEMO, FE)

(2)
PRICE = f2(TAX, CONSUMP;  DEMO, FE)

(3)
TAX = f3(CONSUMP, $CON, REG, PUN;  DEMO, FISC, POL, FE)

(4)
REG = f4(CONSUMP, $CON, TAX, PUN;  DEMO, POL, FE)

(5)
PUN = f5(CONSUMP, $CON, TAX, REG; DEMO, POL, FE)

(6)
$CON = f6(CONSUMP, TAX, REG, PUN; CFLAWS, DEMO, POL, FE)


We do not hold any illusions of identifying such a system, due to a dearth of plausible instrumental variables.  However, it is not necessary to identify all of the structural relationships in order to get an initial understanding of the treatment effect of state campaign finance laws on state alcohol policies.  Instead, consider the reduced-form equations derived from the above system:

(3’)
TAX = f2(CFLAW, FISC, DEMO, POL, FE)

(4’)
REG = f2(CFLAW, FISC, DEMO, POL, FE)

(5’)
PUN = f2(CFLAW, FISC, DEMO, POL, FE)

We estimate reduced-form specifications of the sort described above; that is, our endogenous variables of interest are all modeled as being determined by the same set of exogenous variables.   The coefficients on the exogenous variables in the reduced form represent the net effects of these variables on each endogenous variable. 

IV. Data and Methods


We use cross-sectional time series regression methods to estimate the effects of these campaign finance regulations on the changes in real state beer taxes over the last 20 years.  One methodological concern is that there may be some underlying factor that simultaneously determines both campaign regulations and tax policy.  We address this by including controls for state fixed effects, which should mitigate concerns regarding endogeneity bias.


The primary dependent variable of interest is the real beer tax.  It is measured in pennies per gallon in constant 2000 dollars, and the mean level was 27.5 cents (see table 1).  In addition, we examine the reduced-form determinants of several other indicators of regulatory policy designed to deter drinking and driving.  First, because of the direct costs to alcohol servers and the potential impact on alcohol sales, we separately consider a model for dram shop liability.  Second, we develop a regulatory index, which includes a count for whether a state has an anti-consumption law, open container laws, per se .08 BAC restriction, dram shop law, high BAC rule, and/or administrative license revocation.  The index equals the log(1+ count of regulations), and its mean value is 1.41.  

Finally, models are estimated for punishment related to a second DUI offense, including fines (in constant 2000 dollars), jail time (in days), and license suspension (in months).  Because there is a time lag to policy implementation, all policy variables in year t are matched with control variables and campaign finance laws in year t-2.

The data for beer taxes were obtained from the Brewers Almanac.  The database of alcohol policy regulations was obtained from the Digest of State Alcohol-Highway Safety Related Legislation, produced by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) every year, and it was supplemented by legal information on state websites, as needed.  

Data on campaign finance laws are taken from two annual publications, the Book of the States and Campaign Finance Law; and from individual state websites.  We characterize these laws with indicator variables for whether corporate contributions to candidates are prohibited, whether corporate or corporate PAC contributions are limited, whether individual contributions to candidates are limited and whether “conditional public funding”
 is available candidates in gubernatorial or legislative races.  We also examine the maximum allowable contribution by an individual or corporation\corporate PAC (in constant 2000 dollars).

We account for differing political ideologies across the states by including the share of Democrats in the lower legislative chamber as a proxy for ideological standing; we also control for unified political control of state government by either major party.  However, because campaign finance laws may themselves determine the partisan composition of state government, we estimate models with and without these control variables.  In general, the qualitative results are not changed by this choice of model specification.  Summary statistics for these key variables are presented in Tables 1 and 2, and a list of states that had major changes in campaign finance laws is listed in the appendix.

We include controls for the percent of the state population that is African American, Hispanic, college-educated, high school educated, living in poverty, and over age 65.  We also control for fiscal pressure to raise taxes by including real per capita income and the state unemployment rate.   These data are taken from the Statistical Abstract and the Book of the States.  The inclusion of these control variables has very little impact on our estimated coefficients of interest so we do not list the estimated coefficients for these variables in any of our tables.

V. Results


In Table 3, we present the results of estimation for the real beer tax model, with several different alternative specifications.  In every specification we include all of our demographic variables, as well as the year and state fixed effects.  In the first and sixth models we drop political control variables, but the other four include the proxies for political preferences.  To demonstrate the robustness of the results, the columns show the introduction of different sets of campaign finance laws.  


In column one of Table 3, we control only for whether corporate contributions to candidates and parties are prohibited.   The variable is statistically significant, and the coefficient represents an increase in the excise tax of almost ten cents per gallon.  This magnitude is about a third of the mean value for the beer tax, and it equals more than 40% of the standard deviation of the real beer tax.  

The results suggest corporate contribution prohibitions constrain the ability of alcohol economic interests to prevent increases in the real beer tax.  Further, the results appear to be rather robust to the inclusion of other campaign finance laws and political variables.  The t-statistic increases in value as other variables are introduced, and the coefficient in the fullest possible model represents an increase in the excise tax of over 14 cents per gallon, which is magnitude of more than half of the mean and half of the standard deviation for the real beer tax.   


Columns two through six of Table 3 include the other corporate campaign finance limits.  The dummy variable for the presence of a limit on corporations and corporate PACs is generally not significant.  Alternatively, the corporate limit amount is significant in all models, and it is negative.  Because the variable is coded in thousands of dollars, the coefficient in model 5 can be interpreted as indicating that a corporate limit of five thousand dollars would lead to a reduction in the beer tax of about two cents per gallon, and a limit of $10,000 would be associated with a reduction of about four cents. 

The presence of an individual contribution limit to candidates and parties does not matter, but the amount of the limit is statistically significant.  A limit of $5000 (near the mean) is associated with an increase in the real beer tax of about 2.5 cents (using the fullest model in column five).  

Finally, the results for the public financing variables are quite striking.  Clearly, advocates of public financing would argue that such a system allows public officials to be freed of the constraints imposed by fundraising and interest group donations so that they could act more in the general interest of the citizenry.  Using this logic and relying on public health arguments about the social costs of alcohol consumption, we would expect higher beer taxes in states with public financing.  The presence of such a system for gubernatorial candidates, however, is associated with a significant reduction in the real beer tax.  Alternatively, public financing for legislators is significantly associated with a positive increase in the real beer tax. 

The surprising result for gubernatorial public financing may be an anomaly, but the significant, negative effect is also found in the model for the passage of dram shop liability (Table 4) and for fines on second offenses (Table 5).  Further, it never attains significance in the positive (public health) direction on any of the regulations or punishment models.  Though tentative, this result suggests a perverse effect of public financing for gubernatorial campaigns.  It may be that governors in such a system are more hesitant to go against interest group preferences because the governor cannot raise a large campaign war chest to ward off challengers and negative ads financed by independent expenditures from interest groups.  Further, it may free up money for legislative campaigns so that interest groups can be more influential in this venue.  

If public financing is used in the legislature, however, the gubernatorial effect is somewhat mitigated as evidenced by the significant, positive coefficient for the beer tax, the first model for the dram shop liability rule, and the models for the fine on a second offense.  Because all of the states with a legislative public financing system also have a gubernatorial system (but the reverse is not true), it appears that a financing system limiting both institutions is more effective in limiting interest group influence in a state.

  In Table 4, we examine the effects of corporate prohibitions on different indicators for alcohol regulatory policy.  Because these variables do not change frequently, we are unable to estimate probit or logit models with state fixed effects.  Instead, we simply estimate a linear probability model by ordinary least squares.  Our first model is the adoption of a dram shop liability rule, and the second set of models are for a regulatory index that includes several laws, such as .08 BAC, high BAC, anti-consumption, open container, administrative license revocation, and the dram shop rule.

The corporate contributions prohibition is not significantly related to either dependent variable, but the presence of a limit on corporations and their PACs is significant and positive.  States with a limit are more likely to have a dram shop rule, but the actual amount set by the limit does not appear to matter.  Neither variable is significant in the models for the regulatory index.  For the individual contribution limits, the only significant coefficients are the positive values for the presence of limits in the regulatory index models.  States with limits on individual contributions are more likely to adopt this set of laws in the regulatory index. Finally, as noted above, the gubernatorial public financing is significant and negative for the dram shop model, and legislative public financing is positive and significant for the dram shop model.  


Finally, in Table 5, we examine the effects of corporate contribution prohibitions on various types of punishments for a second DUI offense.  In this case, the impact of corporate contribution prohibitions is quite mixed.  For the fines, the prohibition has a positive, significant effect.  Fines are $500 higher on average in corporate prohibition states, and the presence of dollar limitations contribute another $300 to the fine, but the actual dollar amount is not a significant factor.  The dummy variable for the corporate limitations is also weakly significant (and positive) for the jail models, but the other corporate limitation variables are not significant for jail or license revocation.  As mentioned previously, alcohol interest groups have generally supported punishment on repeat offenders so the lack of results for jail and license revocation may reflect this.  


The limitations on individual contributions exhibit offer mixed results with significant coefficients for the presence of a limit on fines and jail time and the amount of the limitation in the jail and license revocation models.  The presence of limitations is negative in both cases, but the dollar amount variables switch signs so it is difficult to interpret the effect of limitations on individual contributions.  Finally, as noted before, the gubernatorial and legislative financing variables have the same impact on fines as they did for beer and dram shop liability, but neither variable is significant in the jail or license revocation models.    

VI. Discussion


The political science literature on the effects of campaign finance contributions on policy tends to focus on the relationship between contributions and roll-call votes, and has yielded, at best limited evidence that contributions from special interests have important policy consequences.  We adopt a different approach to this question by studying the reduced-form effects of state campaign finance laws on state alcohol regulations and taxes.  State alcohol policies provide an apt case study for this analysis, because there are a wide variety of state laws and regulations that impact the industry, and the alcohol industry is renowned for its deep pockets and political muscle. 

Most previous studies of campaign finance regulations examine the effects of such laws on political outcomes, such as the costs of campaigning, electoral competitiveness or voter turnout.  Nevertheless, reform advocates and policy makers often cite the undesirable policy consequences of special interest campaign contributions when lobbying for more restrictive campaign finance laws.  So it is particularly noteworthy that this study is one of the first to systematically examine the relationship between state policies and state campaign finance regulatory regimes.  All the more so, because we find some evidence that campaign finance regulations have substantively significant impacts on a variety of state alcohol policies.


It is perhaps not surprising to see that in states with unfettered corporate contributions to candidates that the state tax on beer is lower, because excise taxes are probably the most painful means (from the industry’s perspective) to reduce the negative externalities from intemperate drinking.  However, we also find evidence suggestive that more lax contribution limits are associated with less expansive liability for alcohol servers and less punitive policies for drunk drivers.  Although we do not find such effects across all regulations and punishments, these findings do support the idea that campaign finance reforms can alter public policy by limiting the influence of special interests.  The effects of public financing of legislative elections also corroborate these findings.


Our most intriguing and provocative finding is the negative association between public financing in gubernatorial elections and beer taxes, dram shop liability, fines and jail time for drunk driving.  We speculate that the expenditure limits attached to public funding may make governors less willing to take on powerful special interests.  However, we leave this as an open question in need for further investigation.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for dependent variables

	
	Mean

(standard deviation)

	Beer tax (cents per gallon)
	27.50

(22.37)

	Dram shop liability
	.82

	Regulatory index
	1.41

(0.46)

	Fine on second offense ($)
	319.55

(419.13)

	Jail on second offense (days)
	12.84

(28.20)

	License revocation on second offense (months)
	11.48

(8.20)


Table notes:  All dollar amounts are in constant 2000 dollars. The “regulatory index” is the log(1 + count of regulations); see text for details.  

Table 2: Descriptive statistics for key independent variables

	
	Mean

(standard deviation)

	Corporate contributions prohibited
	.41

	Corporate or PAC contributions limited
	.78

	Maximum corporate\PAC contributions to state candidates
	6,900

(28,456)

	Individual contributions limited
	.60

	Maximum individual contributions to state candidates
	4,705

(16,102)

	Public funding for gubernatorial elections
	.16

	Public funding for legislative elections
	.08

	Unified Republican control of state government
	.16

	Unified Democratic control of state government
	.25

	Democrats share of the lower legislative chamber
	0.55

(0.17)


Table notes:  All dollar amounts are in constant 2000 dollars.  Nebraska has a unicameral legislature with non-partisan elections for state legislatures; the Democrats’ share of the Nebraska legislature is set at one-half for all years. 

Table 3:  State Campaign Finance Laws and State Excise Taxes on Beer (Cents/Gallon)

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

	Corporate and PAC contributions to candidates

	Corporate contributions prohibited
	9.62

(2.37)
	9.25

(2.30)
	11.31

(2.52)
	11.81

(2.56)
	14.39

(3.00)
	15.08

(3.09)

	Limited from PACs and corporations
	
	
	-1.98

(1.44)
	-2.07

(1.21)
	-2.51

(1.69)
	-2.73

(1.68)

	Limit amount

($1,000)
	
	
	-0.23

(2.37)
	-0.31

(2.98)
	-0.40

(3.62)
	-0.40

(3.48)

	Individual contributions to candidates 

	Limited from individuals
	
	
	
	-0.00

(0.02)
	0.31

(0.22)
	0.12

(0.08)

	Limit amount

($1,000)
	
	
	
	0.37

(2.60)
	0.50

(3.32)
	0.58

(3.60)

	Availability of public financing

	Gubernatorial candidates only 
	
	
	
	
	-9.71

(4.48)
	-10.78

(4.17)

	Legislative and Gubernatorial candidates
	
	
	
	
	6.52

(2.39)
	8.86

(3.13)

	Other control variables

	Unified Republican government
	
	2.46

(2.49)
	2.40

(2.28)
	2.34

(2.20)
	2.15

(2.10)
	

	Unified Democratic government
	
	2.55

(3.54)
	2.75

(3.60)
	2.71

(3.55)
	2.63

(3.59)
	

	Democrats share of lower chamber
	
	25.81

(4.88)
	23.78

(4.66)
	23.79

(4.64)
	26.29

(3.59)
	

	R-squared
	.93
	.94
	.94
	.94
	.95
	.94


Table notes: Absolute values of t-statistics in parentheses (using heteroscedastic-consistent standard errors).  All dollar amounts are in constant 2000 dollars. Year and state fixed effects are included in all specifications; other controls include age, education, ethnicity, race, real per-capita income, and unemployment.

Table 4:  State Campaign Finance Laws and State Alcohol Regulations

	Independent variables
	Dram Shop Liability
	Regulatory Index

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

	Corporate and PAC contributions to candidates

	Corporate contributions prohibited
	-.06

(1.25)
	-.07

(1.65)
	0.03

(0.50)
	0.03

(0.41)

	Limited from PACs and corporations
	.18

(3.82)
	.20

(3.89)
	-0.12

(1.41)
	-0.12

(1.40)

	Limit amount

($1,000)
	-.00

(0.90)
	-.00

(0.90)
	-0.00

(1.63)
	-0.00

(1.65)

	Individual contributions to candidates 

	Limited from individuals
	.03

(1.10)
	.03

(1.06)
	0.20

(2.58)
	0.20

(2.68)

	Limit amount

($1,000)
	.01

(0.25)
	-.00

(0.04)
	0.00

(1.57)
	0.00

(1.43)

	Availability of public financing

	Gubernatorial candidates only 
	-.07

(2.75)
	-.05

(2.16)
	0.01

(0.15)
	0.02

(0.28)

	Legislative and Gubernatorial candidates
	.08

(2.59)
	.04

(1.36)
	-0.04

(0.35)
	-0.07

(0.56)

	Other control variables

	Unified Republican government
	-.03

(1.44)
	
	-0.02

(0.67)
	

	Unified Democratic government
	-.03

(1.14)
	
	-0.03

(0.89)
	

	Democrats share of lower chamber
	-.51

(3.11)
	
	-0.25

(1.43)
	

	R-squared
	.83
	.83
	.81
	.81


Table notes: Absolute values of t-statistics in parentheses (using heteroscedastic-consistent standard errors).  All dollar amounts are in constant 2000 dollars. Year and state fixed effects are included in all specifications; other controls include age, education, ethnicity, race, real per-capita income, and unemployment.

Table 5:  State Campaign Finance Laws and State Penalties for Drunk Driving

	Independent variables
	Fine
	Jail
	License Revocation

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

	Corporate and PAC contributions to candidates

	Corporate contributions prohibited
	491.58

(3.91)
	504.58

(3.95)
	4.69

(1.51)
	4.99

(1.59)
	0.55

(0.35)
	0.69

(0.43)

	Limited from PACs and corporations
	290.52

(2.22)
	307.76

(2.34)
	5.87

(1.99)
	5.11

(1.73)
	0.25

(0.16)
	0.48

(0.31)

	Limit amount

($1,000)
	-8.78

(0.91)
	-12.51

(1.29)
	-0.02

(1.00)
	-0.02

(0.94)
	-0.00

(0.24)
	-0.00

(0.22)

	Individual contributions to candidates 

	Limited from individuals
	-206.33

(1.91)
	-183.81

(1.68)
	-8.60

(3.21)
	-8.55

(3.18)
	0.29

(0.21)
	0.12

(0.08)

	Limit amount

($1,000)
	4.22

(0.43)
	8.19

(0.83)
	0.11

(2.62)
	0.11

(2.47)
	-0.08

(2.51)
	-0.07

(2.22)

	Availability of public financing

	Gubernatorial candidates only 
	-760.62

(3.83)
	-777.22

(3.89)
	-3.21

(1.16)
	-3.39

(1.22)
	-1.69

(1.18)
	-2.09

(1.45)

	Legislative and Gubernatorial candidates
	684.68

(2.93)
	624.07

(2.65)
	-2.37

(0.56)
	-1.54

(0.37)
	3.05

(1.36)
	3.95

(1.75)

	Other control variables

	Unified Republican government
	118.30

(1.97)
	
	-1.06

(0.77)
	
	1.15

(1.63)
	

	Unified Democratic government
	-14.68

(0.25)
	
	-2.12

(1.82)
	
	2.37

(3.89)
	

	Democrats share of lower chamber R-squared
	-1012.78

(2.92)
	
	15.43

(2.10)
	
	4.27

(1.15)
	


Table notes: Tobit estimates with absolute values of t-statistics in parentheses (using heteroscedastic-consistent standard errors).  All dollar amounts are in constant 2000 dollars. Year and state fixed effects are included in all specifications; other controls include age, education, ethnicity, race, real per-capita income, and unemployment.

APPENDIX

The following states changed their status on each of the following laws at some point between the elections of 1984 and 2004.  

Corporate prohibitions: 
Alaska, Alabama, Colorado, New Jersey, Rhode Island

Any corporate\PAC limit: 
California, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Louisiana, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Washington

Any individual limits:
Arizona, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Louisiana, Missouri, Nevada, Ohio, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Washington.

Public funds for Governor: 
Arizona, Florida, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Nebraska, North Carolina, Rhode Island, Vermont

Public funds for legislature: 
Arizona, Maine, Maryland, Nebraska

� We examine only states that provide public funding conditional on candidates agreeing to abide by spending limitations; some states also provide small unconditional subsidies to political parties or candidates.





PAGE  
2

