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Abstract
U.S. House incumbents have increasingly redistributed campaign money from their personal campaign committees (PCCs) to the party congressional campaign committees (CCCs) and to fellow party candidates (Dwyre et al 2006; Heberlig and Larson 2005; Larson 2005). In this paper, we evaluate the claim that incumbents finance these growing sums of party-connected contributions by raising additional “subsidizing”  receipts from access-oriented donors (such corporate and trade PACs), over which incumbents enjoy substantial leverage. Using a fixed effects regression model and data from four election cycles—1997-98, 1999-2000, 2001-02, and 2003-04—we find strong empirical support for this hypothesis.  In particular, party-connected contributions made by an incumbent in cycle t-1 are related to his or her receipts in cycle t from business PACs (Republicans and Democrats), labor PACs (Democrats only), and large individual and medium-sized individual donors (Democrats only).  House Democrats rely especially heavily on large individual contributions to subsidize their party-connected donations. We conclude that the new party fundraising expectations have exacerbated the already onerous money chase for incumbents and have further tied them to corporate interests.  
U.S. House incumbents have increasingly redistributed campaign money from their personal campaign committees (PCCs) to the party congressional campaign committees (CCCs) and to fellow party candidates (Dwyre et al 2006; Heberlig and Larson 2005; Larson 2005). 
  With intense competition for control of the House the norm since 1994, and with no legal limits on the sums members may legally give from their PCCs to the party CCCs, incumbent contributions have become an especially important source of campaign money for the party CCCs (LaRaja 2008; Malbin 2003).
 Moreover, the 2002 Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act’s (BCRA) prohibition on party soft money amplified the importance of incumbent dollars to the CCCs, as parties sought to offset the soft money they could no longer legally raise (Dwyre et al 2006). Clearly, congressional party norms have changed radically from 25 years ago, when House incumbents—even those with substantial war chests—routinely refused to share their campaign money with the party CCCs (Jacobson 1985-86). 

In this paper, we explore the effects of member contribution activity on incumbent fundraising behavior. The increasing sums members have been redistributing to party concerns don’t materialize out of thin air; members must be altering their fundraising and/or spending practices to finance this activity. In particular, we evaluate the claim that incumbents finance these growing sums of party-connected contributions by raising additional receipts from access-oriented donors (such corporate and trade PACs)—over which incumbents enjoy substantial leverage and can most easily “pull” campaign money (Malbin 2003). 

Using a fixed effects regression model and data from four election cycles—1997-98, 1999-2000, 2001-02, and 2003-04—we find strong empirical support for this hypothesis.  In particular, party-connected contributions made by an incumbent in cycle t-1 are related to his or her receipts in cycle t from business PACs (Republicans and Democrats), labor PACs (Democrats only), and individual and medium-sized individual donors (Democrats only). House Democrats rely especially heavily on large individual contributions to subsidize their party-connected donations. Moreover, all of these findings hold even when we rigorously control for the impact of lagged non-contribution spending and lagged Y in each regression. We conclude that the new party fundraising expectations have exacerbated the already onerous money chase for incumbents and have further tied them to access-oriented donors.  

Party Connected Contributions By House Incumbents 

Incumbents have long been an important source of campaign money for parties (Herrnson 2004). Moreover, the party’s need to tap incumbents for party fundraising has existed whether the party is trying to raise hard or (now banned) soft money. What has changed over the past decade is the sheer number of congressional party incumbents engaged in party fundraising activities—particularly in redistributing campaign funds from their own reelection committees and leadership PACs to candidates and to the party congressional campaign committees.  The top party leaders have always played a role in redistributing campaign money. But as partisan margins narrowed in the mid 1990s, leaders launched a concerted campaign to mobilize and coordinate contributions from rank-and-file members (Cann 2008; Currinder 2009; Heberlig and Larson 2005; Larson 2004; Sorauf 1992). Indeed, as Heberlig and Larson (2005) show, although the top leaders still tend to redistribute the greatest sums of campaign cash, contributions have increased at the greatest rates among rank-and-file members. Finally, BCRA’s ban on party soft money has prompted the parties to rely even more on incumbents’ hard money contributions (Dwyre, et al 2006; Mosk 2007). All of these factors explain the dramatic increase in House incumbent party-connected contributions displayed in figures 1 and 2.

[Figures 1 and 2 here]

It is rational for the congressional parties to turn to their members for funds.  By tapping incumbents for money, parties save the costs associated with high-priced direct mail and fundraising events, and they gain access to a broad variety of individual and PAC donors who give to individual members but not necessarily to parties (Dwyre et al. 2006).  In the post-Buckley campaign finance regime, incumbents have raised money for their own reelection efforts by cultivating ties with individual donors (Francia et al 2003) and by using their leverage over committee legislative business to extract contributions from PACs (e.g., Keim and Zardhooki 1988; McChesney 1997). In the past decade, members have increasingly employed such methods to advance their party’s collective electoral goals, essentially becoming “brokers” (Sorauf 1988) for their party committees.  Finally, it is efficient for the party CCCs to raise money from incumbents because incumbent contributions have no legal limit. Federal Election Commission (FEC) regulations permit a federal candidate's principal campaign committee (PCC) to transfer unlimited amounts of unobligated hard money to any national party committee (11 CFR 113.2).  By the early 2000s, incumbents’ reelection committees had become the largest sources of funds for the DCCC and NRCC.
  

The increased power of congressional party leaders over the last decade has produced a more centralized fundraising regime (Gierzynski 2000, 32-33).  Party leaders increasingly control the advancement of legislation and the career advancement of individual legislators within the institution (Sinclair 2006).  Under the conditional party government (CPG) model, for example, policymaking power is centralized in leadership, and committee chairs are subordinate to the party leadership (Aldrich and Rohde 1997).  With party control on the line, leaders have used their power to reward incumbents willing to assist the party CCCs and fellow party candidates with campaign cash (Cann 2008; Currinder 2009; Deering and Wahlbeck  2006; Hasecke and Mycoff 2005; Heberlig 2003; Heberlig, et al 2006; Heberlig and Larson 2007). 

Taylor (2003) finds that a similar dynamic is occurring in PAC fundraising:  committee leaders extract party-oriented contributions from interest groups with interests before the committee. Additionally, increased centralization of power places party leaders in a position to serve as the “enforcers” of the “contract” between the interest group and the members to whom they have contributed (McCarty and Rothenberg 2000).  Party leaders would be particularly interested in enforcing the desires of organized interests when individual members are essentially serving as the conduit for money between interest groups and the parties. 
Paying for Party-Connected Contributions

In theory, members have at least three ways of paying for the growing sums of campaign money they redistribute to the party CCC and party candidates. First, they can divert money they would normally save for their own war chests. Second, they can divert money they would ordinarily spend on their own reelection activities. Third, they can raise additional sums of campaign money from outside sources (i.e., PACs and individual donors). Of course, members can rely on a combination of these strategies.
Most of what we know about incumbents suggests that they would prefer to pay for party-connected contributions without cutting into their campaign spending or war chests savings.  As Jacobson (1997) points out, incumbents are a highly risk-averse lot who never take victory for granted.  Diverting money ordinarily spent on non-contribution campaign activities would require risk-averse members to deviate from successful strategies that have brought them victory (Jacobson 2009, 89). Similarly, diverting money ordinarily saved in a war chest would cut into a member’s “precautionary savings” (Goodliffe 2004; Sorauf 1988)—money to be used if a strong challenger emerges.  In short, incumbents’ risk aversion implies that, all else equal, they would prefer to finance their party-connected contributions by raising additional sums rather than by cutting into their campaign spending or war chests savings. 

At a certain point, however, the costs of such a strategy may exceed the benefits. Raising campaign money is not free, and the costs climb for each additional dollar raised (Goodliffe 2004). Moreover, dollars spent on reelection activities, as well as those deployed to discourage the opposition, provide diminishing marginal returns (Box-Steffensmeier 1996; Jacobson 1997).
  The steep costs of raising additional sums, combined with the diminishing marginal benefits provided by such funds, may therefore induce members to finance at least some of their party-connected contributions by spending less on campaign activities or saving less in their war chests rather than by raising additional sums.
  

The partial correlations in Table 1 suggest that members find it advantageous to employ a mixed strategy to finance their party-connected contributions. The data come from four pairs of election cycles: 1996-98, 1998-2000, 2000-02, and 2002-04—a period that saw sharp increases in incumbent party-connected contributions.
 ∆incumbent contributions measures change in an incumbent’s party-connected donations (contributions to the party CCC and candidates) between pairs of election cycles. ∆non-contribution campaign spending measures change in a member’s non-contribution campaign spending (computed as a member’s total spending minus his or her party-connected contributions) between pairs of election cycles. ∆ending cash on hand measures change in the sum a member ends the election cycle with between pairs of election cycles. 

The partial correlation coefficients in Table 1 suggest that incumbents finance their party-connected contributions in all three ways: raising additional receipts, decreasing their non-contribution campaign spending, and decreasing their ending cash on hand. In particular, members who increase their party-connected contributions tend to decrease the sums of campaign cash they end with, decrease the non-contribution campaign expenditures they make, and increase the sums of campaign money they raise.
 
[Table 1 here]

We are most interested in the association between changes in incumbent party-connected contributions and changes in total receipts because it is consistent with the hypothesis that members finance (at least some of) their increasing party-connected contributions by raising additional sums of money from outside donors—a development that would have important implications for the congressional campaign finance system. In the following section, we develop the logic underlying this hypothesis and turn to the question of which donors incumbents are likely to turn to in raising additional funds to subsidize their party-connected contributions. We zero in on access-oriented contributors, particularly business political action committees (PACs) and large individual donors, who provide a substantial percentage of campaign funds in House elections and over which incumbents enjoy substantial leverage.

Access-Oriented Money as a Subsidy for Incumbent Party-Connected Contributions

In raising money to finance their party-connected contributions, incumbents will maximize efficiency by seeking contributors from whom they can get the largest increases in funds per increment of effort spent obtaining them.  Doing so requires incumbents to be mindful of donors’ strategic considerations.  Donors will not want to “waste” their resources on candidates who will not help the donor achieve his or her political goals.  Donors, moreover, tend to be highly informed (e.g., Biersack et al. 1993; Francia et al. 2003) and thus are likely to be strategic in their behavior and unlikely to be fooled by the appeals of candidates who will not advance their goals.

All candidates must help potential donors overcome a collective action dilemma: a donor benefits from the collective good of her preferred candidate’s victory regardless of whether she contributed to the candidate (Jacobson 1980, 57).  Overcoming the collective action dilemma is particularly onerous for electorally secure incumbents, who redistribute the most money to the party and its candidates (Heberlig and Larson 2005).  After all, electorally secure incumbents cannot tout the closeness of their contest to convince potential donors of the efficacy of their contribution in producing the collective good of reelection.  Fear is the most effective fundraising tactic (Godwin 1988), but non-competitive campaigns provide little fear (such as losing a political ally) with which to induce donors (Mutz 1995).  In these contests, donors know that parting with some of their funds will do little to help their favored candidate win, and it is unclear how much participatory utility most donors will gain from providing funds to a safe incumbent.  

Yet not all donors have the same goals, nor do they all have the same relationships with incumbents or employ the same contribution strategies.  Donors differ, for example, in whether they follow electoral- or access-oriented contribution strategies (Herrnson 2008; Sorauf 1988; Wright 1985). According to this conceptualization, donors  that employ electoral strategies contribute primarily to help elect ideological or partisan allies to Congress. They are motivated by altering the overall partisan or ideological composition of Congress in a way that advances their partisan, ideological, or policy preferences.  Because helping candidates or parties win elections is the primary goal of electorally-oriented donors they tend to contribute to ideological or partisan allies in close races, where their contributions are likely to have the largest electoral impact. Donors that employ electoral strategies are likely to resist requests for campaign cash from safe incumbents, since giving to safe members does little to advance the goal of electing more ideological or partisan allies to Congress. Electorally-oriented donors thus are unlikely to be a prime target for incumbents seeking to raise for funds for redistributive purposes.  

Instead, incumbents will use their leverage over legislative business to extract additional contributions from donors with business before them (e.g., Keim and Zardhooki 1988; McChesney 1997).  They will increase their fundraising from access-oriented donors who see contributions as the cost of gaining access to incumbents. Such donors tend to give overwhelmingly to incumbents rather than to challengers, thus making them a rich source for incumbents looking to raise extra money to funnel to the party. Access-oriented donors want to support incumbents because, as overwhelming favorites to win, incumbents offer the least risk for donors seeking a payoff on their investment.  In deciding which candidates to support, access-seeking donors may well contribute to an incumbent who requests money even if she is not in a tough reelection battle (Herrnson 2008). The mere fact that the incumbent requests money may well be sufficient for many access-oriented donors to respond positively. 
The preceding discussion generates the broad expectation that incumbents will subsidize their growing party-connected contributions by raising additional sums from access-oriented donors, but not from electorally-oriented donors. However, in order to test this expectation empirically, we need to demarcate access- and electorally-oriented donors in the congressional campaign finance system. Toward that end, we now briefly examine the contribution strategies of, and offer specific expectations about, the four major sources of campaign receipts for House incumbents: business PACs, labor PACs, non-connected PACs, and individual donors. 
 

Business PACs: While recognizing the diversity in the corporate and trade group universe, scholars largely define corporate and trade PACs as access-oriented donors (Cox and Magar 1999; Grier and Munger 1993; Herrnson 2008; Rudolph 1999; Sorauf 1992; Wright 1985). These committees, which contribute the bulk of PAC money in the system, give an overwhelming portion of their contributions to (often safe) incumbents who sit on committees with jurisdictions relevant to the donor (Grier and Munger 1993; Romer and Snyder 1994).  Although majority party incumbents can typically extract more business PAC money than minority party members (Cox and Magar 1999; Rudolph 1999), even minority party members have access to substantial business PAC money (Jacobson 2008). Moreover, since business PACs often give less than they are capable of, they are especially well positioned to respond to pressure from incumbents seeking to increase their receipts (Ansolobehere, de Figueiredo, and Snyder 2003, 109; McChesney 1997, 163).  The bottom line is that business PACs, which tend to give to regardless of the competitiveness of a contest, are a rich source of campaign funds for incumbents (Democrats and Republicans alike) seeking to subsidize their party-connected contributions. As such, we expect party-connected contributions made by a member to have a positive causal impact on business PAC dollars raised by the member. That is, giving large sums to the party and its candidates will cause a member to raise more business PAC dollars than if she had given smaller sums of contributions to the party and its candidates.    
Non-connected PACs: Scholars view non-connected PACs as the main electorally-oriented donors in the PAC system (Biersack et al 1993; Gais 1996; Herrnson 2008). Less able than PACs with parent organizations to overcome the collective action problems associated with mobilizing donors (Gais 1996), non-connected PACs account for a relatively small portion of the campaign dollars raised by House incumbents. As importantly for our purposes, these committees typically avoid giving to safe incumbents, preferring instead to allocate the bulk of their resources to ideologically compatible candidates in close races. Because non-connected PACs generally don’t seek access to incumbents, these committees can more easily resist pressure from incumbents seeking to increases their campaign receipts. Overall, then, non-connected PACs would seem to be a poor source of funds for members seeking to subsidize their party connected contributions. Accordingly, we expect party-connected contributions made by a member to have no causal effect on non-connected PAC dollars raised by the member.  

Labor PACs: Labor PACs don’t fit as neatly as do other PACs into the access- or electorally-oriented conception of donors.  Although labor PACs have been characterized by some scholars as electorally-oriented (Rudolph 1999; Wright 1985), these committees are probably better conceptualized as employing a “mixed” contribution strategy (Herrnson 2008). Most pertinent for our purposes, labor PACs seem clearly willing to give to safe incumbents, as long as they are Democrats supportive of labor. For example, in the 2005-06 election cycle—a cycle with ample opportunities to elect Democratic non-incumbents—labor PACs gave 48 percent of their total contributions to safe Democratic incumbents, whereas only 5 percent of total labor PAC money went to safe Republican incumbents (Herrnson 2008, 151).  A quick inspection of FEC data demonstrates that labor’s preference for giving to Democratic incumbents is not unusual. In the 1998, 2000, 2002, and 2004 election cycles, labor PACs gave, respectively, 54 percent, 55 percent, 53 percent, and 56 percent of their total contributions to Democratic incumbents.
 (By contrast, labor PACs gave an average of only 8 percent of their total contributions to Republican incumbents during these election cycles.)  These figures imply that labor PACs represent a reliable source of money for Democratic incumbents—though not for Republicans—seeking to subsidize their party-connected contributions. Therefore, we expect party-connected contributions made by members to have a positive causal impact on labor PAC dollars raised by Democratic, but not Republican, incumbents.
Individual Donors:  Individual donors account for the biggest portion of funds raised by congressional incumbents, but they are less easily placed into the standard access- or electorally-oriented donor categories.
 Many individual donors appear to be motivated by ideological concerns (Francia et al 2003). Compared to donors motivated by other concerns, “ideologue” donors are more likely to give to candidates in close races (Francia et al 2003, 49, 51, 103), implying an electoral orientation. Similarly, many individual donors appear to be motivated by partisanship, also implying an electoral orientation. As Gimpel, Lee, and Merkowitz (2008) demonstrate, much of the money contributed by individuals across state and district lines flows (with likely informational guidance of partisan intermediaries) to candidates in the most competitive contests. 

Yet there is also evidence that some individual donors are motivated by material benefits (typically business concerns) and are therefore best characterized as access-oriented (Francia et al 2003). Compared to donors driven by ideological concerns, these “investor” donors are less likely to give to influence the outcome of a close race (Francia et al 2003, 49, 103), more likely to be solicited by incumbents (90), more likely to be solicited by (and give to) members on committees pertinent to their business or industry (90, 109), more likely to be solicited by members of both parties (90), more likely to have spoken with a lawmaker or a congressional aide (136), and more likely to contact lawmakers for business purposes (131, 132, 135). Gimpel, Lee, and Merkowitz (2008) also find some evidence of access-oriented giving by individuals, noting that distant non-resident donors give more to elected party leaders and majority party members than to members without these institutional advantages. Clearly, then, at least some individual donors are access-oriented, making them potentially a rich source of money for incumbents seeking to subsidize their party-connected contributions. 

For our purposes, the problem is distinguishing between contributions made by access-oriented individuals and those made by electorally-oriented individual donors. Although there is no perfect solution to this difficulty, we assume that large contributions made by individuals are primarily access-oriented, whereas smaller contributions made by individuals are primarily electorally-oriented. (We operationalize contribution sizes more specifically below.)  These assumptions seem reasonable given Joe et al’s (2008, 10-12) state-level findings that, compared to small individual donors, large individual donors are more likely to give out of concern for their own industry or business and more likely to contact state lawmakers about business concerns. The bottom line is that large (presumably access-oriented) individual donors represent a useful source of campaign funds for incumbents seeking to subsidize their party-connected contributions, whereas small (presumably electorally-oriented) individual donors constitute a less useful source. Therefore, we expect party-connected contributions made by a member to have a positive causal effect on large, but not small, individual contributions raised by the member.
Data and Models

To test our hypotheses, we use data from four election cycles: 1997-98, 1999-2000, 2001-02, and 2003-04.  For each election cycle, observations are all U.S. House incumbents who ran for reelection. We pool the observations for each election cycle, adding dummy variables for the 1999-2000, 2001-02, and 2003-04 cycles and using the 1997-98 cycle as our baseline. We run separate regressions for each party in order to let the coefficients of interest differ by party without employing a host of interactive terms. 

For each party, we estimate seven regressions. The dependent variables measure  the dollars incumbents raise in a given election cycle from, respectively, business PACs,  labor PACs, non-connected PACs, and four categories of individual donors ($750 plus, $500-749, $200-499, and $1-200).
 Our independent variable of primary interest is incumbent party-connected contributions in a given election cycle. We compute this variable as the sum of contributions made by U.S. House incumbents from their principal campaign committees (PCC) to the party congressional campaign committee (CCCs) and to other U.S. House candidates. 

There are at least two challenges in evaluating the effect of incumbent party-connected contributions on incumbent receipts. The first is controlling for difficult-to-measure incumbent characteristics, assumed to remain constant over time for each incumbent, that likely influence fundraising (Ansolabehere and Snyder 2000; Cox and Magar 1999; Goodliffe 2004; Romer and Snyder 1994). Examples of such factors include an incumbent’s charisma, aggressiveness with donors, and taste for fundraising.  If such variables are correlated with Y and the x’s included in the model, failing to control for them will result in biased coefficients for the included x’s.  Therefore, we follow the strategy of Ansolabehere and Snyder (2000) and Goodliffe (2004) and incorporate into our regressions fixed effects for each incumbent appearing in the data set. 
 While the cost of a fixed-effects approach is high in terms of degrees of freedom, the benefit is that it allows us to control for important omitted factors (Greene 1993, 466-9). 
The second and potentially thornier challenge in evaluating the effect of incumbent party-connected giving on incumbent receipts is eliminating the potential endogeneity between these two variables. To be sure, incumbents appear to be largely in command of their fundraising success (Ansolabehere and Snyder 2000; Herrnson 2008; Jacobson 2009; Krasno, Green, and Cowden 1994; Sorauf 1992).  Krasno, Green, and Cowden (1994, 461) demonstrate this empirically by showing that members raise money, seemingly at will, primarily in response to challenger fundraising. Incumbents, they conclude, “have the flexibility to raise money as they need it” (1994, 461).  Jacobson (2008, 45) echoes this sentiment, writing that “incumbents can generally raise as much money as they think they need.”  Incumbent power in the political money market thus implies that the sum a member gives to his or her party is unlikely to be constrained or dictated by how much money donors happen to supply the member with.  Instead, members likely anticipate how much they will be expected to give to the party and then raise the funds required to subsidize those contributions.  

However, it is quite possible that incumbent receipts and party-connected contributions are reciprocally related. While an incumbent’s intention to increase her party-connected donations may cause her to raise more campaign money, a banner fundraising year, driven by factors exogenous to the model, may cause the incumbent to increase her party-connected contributions. Indeed, this scenario is especially plausible if, as seems likely, party leaders pressure members who are enjoying heightened fundraising success to increase their donations to the party and its candidates. A reciprocal relationship between incumbent receipts and party-connected contributions would violate OLS assumptions that the independent variables be independent of the error term. 
To eliminate potential endogeneity, we measure incumbent party-connected contributions in the election cycle prior to the cycle in which we measure incumbent receipts from the various sources. In this specification, incumbent party-connected contributions in election cycle t-1 can be viewed as an exogenous proxy measure of incumbent party-connected contributions in cycle t. This is a viable strategy for several reasons. First, incumbent party-connected contributions in election cycles t-1 and t are fairly highly correlated.
  Second, incumbent party-connected contributions in cycle t-1 are obviously not reciprocally related to incumbent business PAC receipts in cycle t. Third, incumbent party-connected contributions in cycle t-1 may actually approximate the logic of our model better than incumbent contributions in cycle t. In planning their fundraising needs for the current election cycle, members’ best estimate of the sum of party-connected contributions they will make is likely to be the sum they made in the prior cycle. Thus, the more party-connected contributions a member made in the prior cycle (t-1), the more dollars she will raise in the current cycle (t) in order to maintain (and perhaps even increase) her level of party-connected giving from the prior cycle. Put differently, members raise funds to replenish the money they gave to the party in the last cycle so that they can contribute to it again in the current cycle. 

Our independent variable of primary interest, then, is incumbent party-connected contributions in election cycle t-1. Consistent with the logic spelled out earlier in the paper, we expect this variable to be positively related to an incumbent’s business PAC receipts in cycle t (for both parties), positively related to a member’s labor PAC receipts in cycle t (Democrats only), unrelated to an incumbent’s non-connected PAC receipts in election cycle t, and positively related to an incumbent’s large (though not small) receipts from individual donors in cycle t.  

control variables

non-contribution campaign spending (cycle t-1): Incumbent party-connected contributions, of course, are not the only factor that might cause incumbents to increase their campaign receipts. Non-contribution campaign expenditures should also influence how much an incumbent raises.  In particular, the more non-contribution campaign expenditures a member makes in election cycle t-1, the more campaign dollars she is likely to raise in cycle t to replenish the funds she spent in prior cycle (Goodliffe 2004).  We measure non-contribution campaign spending as a member’s total spending in cycle t-1 minus his or her party-connected contributions in that cycle. We expect non-contribution campaign  to be positively related to campaign receipts from business PACs, labor PACs, and from large and small individual donors. 
Beginning Cash on Hand:  Anecdotal evidence suggests that most members do not enjoy raising campaign money (e.g., Herrnson 2008, 166). Thus, the more campaign cash a member begins election cycle t with, the less he or she should raise from all sources in that cycle.  

Incumbent  Party-Connected Contributions (cycle t-1)*Beginning Cash on Hand (cycle t): The effect of party-connected contributions in cycle t-1 on receipts in cycle t should be conditioned by a member’s beginning cash on hand. Specifically, the more cash on hand a member begins cycle t with, the less money she will need to raise in cycle t to subsidize the party-connected contributions she anticipates giving in cycle t. Thus, in the regressions in which incumbent party-connected contributions are expected to be positive related to Y, we expect the interactive term for incumbent contributions and beginning cash on hand to be negatively associated with the dependent variable 

Non-contribution campaign Spending  (cycle t-1)*Beginning Cash on Hand (cycle t):  The effect of non-contribution campaign spending in cycle t-1 on receipts in cycle t should be similarly conditioned by a member’s beginning cash on hand. In particular, the more cash on hand a member begins cycle t with, the less money she will need to raise to maintain her non-contribution campaign spending levels from the prior cycle. Thus, we expect the interactive term for non-contribution campaign spending and beginning cash on hand to be negatively related to the dependent variables. 

Incumbent  Party-Connected Contributions (cycle t-1)*LPAC Party Connected contributions (cycle t-1): Incumbents who sponsor leadership PACs (LPACs) have the flexibility of making party-connected contributions through these committees as well as through their principal campaign committees (PCCs).  If a member with a (well-funded) leadership PAC thinks that party-connected contributions are consuming too great a share of her PCC budget, she can increase the party-connected contributions she makes from her LPAC rather than raise more money for (or decrease the party-connected contributions she makes from) her principal campaign committee. 

As one chief of staff noted about the member for whom he worked, “Members are absolutely asked to give money to other members, and that was the reason he decided to set up a PAC. It was really taking a toll on his personal campaign account to keep giving out of that” (quoted in Currinder 2009, 142). Thus, members with the capacity to give through an LPAC may feel less pressure to subsidize (by raising additional sums for their PCCs) the party-connected donations they make through their PCCs.  If this is true, the effect of incumbent party-connected contributions in cycle t-1 on incumbent receipts in cycle t will be negatively conditioned by leadership PAC contributions in cycle t-1. That is, the more party-connected dollars a member gives from his LPAC in cycle t-1, the smaller the relationship will be between incumbent party-connected contributions (from a member’s PCC) in cycle t-1 and campaign receipts in cycle t. 

Electoral Security: Controlling for a member’s electoral security is vital, since incumbents who are less electorally secure are likely to raise more campaign money than incumbents who are more electorally secure. Two common measures of electoral security are a member’s vote share and whether the member faces a quality challenger. One potentially thorny issue, however, is which election cycle—t or t-1—these variables ought to be measured in. While measuring electoral security in cycle t is more accurate than measuring it in cycle t-1, the former poses potential endogeneity problems. (Electoral security in cycle t can both influence and be influenced by campaign receipts in cycle t.)  In measuring quality challenger, we therefore follow a strategy similar to Goodliffe (2004, 305), taking the average of quality challenger for cycles t and t-1. Quality challenger for each cycle is coded 0 if an incumbent faced no opponent, 1 if an incumbent faced an opponent with no prior experience in elective office, and 2 if an incumbent faced an incumbent with prior experience in an elective office. Average Challenger Quality should be positively associated with all types of campaign receipts.  We follow a similar strategy for vote share, measuring an incumbent’s average vote share from cycles t and t-1.  Average incumbent vote share is expected to be negatively related to campaign receipts; the higher a member’s average vote share, the less campaign money he or she will raise.

Institutional Position:  Nearly all of the literature on incumbent fundraising finds that party and committee leadership posts can help incumbents extract more campaign dollars from contributors, especially those with an access orientation (Francia, et al 2003; Grier and Munger 1993; Romer and Snyder 1994). Thus, we include dummy variables for several types of leadership positions. Elected Party Leader is coded 1 if a member holds an elected party leadership position, 0 otherwise.
 Committee Chair/Ranking Member  is coded 1 if a member occupies a committee chairmanship or ranking post, 0 otherwise. Prestige Committee is coded 1 if a member has a seat on the Appropriations, Commerce, Rules, or the Ways and Means Committee, 0 otherwise (Grier and Munger 1993; Romer and Snyder 1994).  We expect a positive relationship between positions of power and contributions raised by an incumbent for access-oriented donors—business PACs and individuals who contribute large sums—but not for electorally-oriented donors (non-connected PACs and small individual donors). It is unclear what effect institutional position will have on labor PAC receipts. 

Seniority: Senior members, who have built up ties with contributors over time, and who can more easily provide services to access-oriented donors (Grier and Munger 1993), should be able to leverage more campaign dollars than their less senior colleagues. Yet as with positions of power, seniority is likely to be more important in explaining receipts from access-oriented donors than from electorally-oriented donors. We measure Seniority as the number of years served by an incumbent.     

 Legislative Voting Record:  Since a member’s voting record can play a role in attracting campaign contributions (Francia, et al 2003; Grier and Munger 1993), we include DW-NOMINATE ideology scores in the regressions. The expectation for this variable varies across the regressions. Assuming business and trade PACs prefer to support ideological pragmatists, we expect DW-NOMINATE scores to be positively related to business PAC money for Democrats and negatively associated with business PAC money for Republicans. The opposite expectation holds true for non-connected PACs, which, as ideological donors, are likely to support ideological extremists over ideological centrists. By contrast, we anticipate a negative relationship between DW-NOMINATE scores and Labor PAC money for each party’s incumbents. The more liberal a member is, the more Labor PAC money he or she should receive.  Small individual donors are thought to be more ideologically motivated than large individual donors. Therefore, we expect DW-NOMINATE scores to be negatively related to small (but not large) individual receipts for Democrats and positively related to small (but not large) individual receipts for Republicans.   

Lag of the dependent variables: To ensure the most rigorous statistical control, we include the lag of the dependent variable as a control variable in each model (Finkel 1995). For example, in the regression featuring incumbent business PAC receipts in cycle t as the dependent variable, we include incumbent business PAC receipts in cycle t-1 as a control variable. Including a lag of Y in the models is important because it prevents incumbent party-connected contributions in cycle t-1 from capturing effects on incumbent receipts in cycle t that, in truth, may belong to incumbent receipts in cycle t-1. Inclusion of lagged Y also comports with the reality that incumbents don’t assemble new financial portfolios every election cycle. Instead, they raise money in part by soliciting donors who gave to them in previous campaigns (Francia et al 2003, 79, 85-89; Herrnson 2008, 176).  

Results

Table 2 presents the results for the various types of PACs, whereas Table 3 presents the results for the four categories of individual donors. For all regressions, the null hypothesis of zero slopes can be rejected at the .01 level, as indicated by the F statistics. The results for many of the control variables conform to expectations, though not all coefficients achieve statistical significance at conventional levels.
[Tables 2 and 3 here]

Of the electoral variables, average quality challenger and average vote share are most consistently related to incumbent receipts. Average vote share has the predicted sign (negative) and is statistically significant in nearly every regression, demonstrating that the higher an incumbent’s average vote share, the fewer dollars he or she will raise from all sources. Additionally, average quality challenger has a substantively important, statistically significant, and correctly signed (positive) effect in many of the regressions. The impact of challenger quality is especially large for large ($750 plus) individual contributions raised by Republican incumbents, showing that each one-unit increase in average challenger quality yielded, on average, an additional $47,773 in receipts from large individual donors.
 Most of the challenger quality coefficients are smaller for Democrats than for Republicans, most likely owing to the fundraising advantages associated with majority party membership enjoyed by Republicans. Labor PACs, not surprisingly, are an exception: they give significantly more dollars to Democrats (b=$22,205; p-value=0.00), but not to Republicans, facing quality challengers. With average vote share and challenger quality controlled, the remaining electoral variables play less of a role in accounting for incumbent receipts. Beginning cash on hand is correctly signed (negative) in the majority of regressions, though the varying standard errors make its precise impact on receipts less certain. The coefficients for non-contribution reelection spending exert little predictable impact on receipts. Again, this is likely because average vote share and average challenger quality likely capture much of the variance in receipts attributable to a member’s electoral circumstances. Finally, the lag of Y is positively signed in most of the PAC receipts regressions (although statistically significant in only two) but negatively signed in most of the individual receipts regressions.
 

The institutional factors are more varied than the electoral variables in their impact on receipts. Holding an elected leadership position is important in explaining receipts from business and (for Democrats) labor PACs, but it provides little help in accounting for receipts from individual donors. Somewhat surprisingly, the difference in business PAC dollars raised by Democratic elected leaders and non-leaders (b= $124,002; p=.00) is somewhat larger than the difference in business PAC dollars raised by Republican elected leaders and non-leaders (b= $107,305; p=.01).
  Compared to Democrats without elective leadership posts, Democratic elected leaders also raised significantly more dollars from labor PACs (b= $76,377; p=.00), whereas there is no statistically significant difference between the labor PAC dollars raised by Republican elected leaders and non-leaders. Holding a committee chair adds to the business, labor, and (surprisingly) non-connected PAC dollars receipts of Republican incumbents, whereas holding a ranking committee post does little to augment Democratic fundraising efforts from any source. For Republicans, the prestige committee coefficient is often positive (though only rarely statistically significant), whereas Democrats on prestige committee appear to receive no additional contributions. In most of the regressions, a member’s voting record (as measured by DW-NOMINATE scores) has a statistically insignificant impact on receipts.
 Finally, a member’s seniority appears to matter little in explaining receipts from any category of donor. 

We now turn to analyzing the impact of our main variable on interest—party-connected contributions—on incumbent receipts. Since the regressions include interactive terms for party-connected contributions and two other variables (beginning cash on hand and leadership PAC contributions), special care must be taken in interpreting the coefficients. In particular, the main effects coefficients for party-connected contributions  reflect the impact of party-connected contributions on receipts when beginning cash on hand and leadership pac contributions are zero; the  interactive coefficients, in turn, represent the conditioning effects of beginning cash on hand and leadership PAC contributions (Jaccard et al 1990, 26-27). To illustrate the combined effects of the additive and interactive coefficients, we must calculate the effect of incumbent party-connected contributions on business PAC receipts for various given values of beginning cash on hand and/or leadership PAC contributions. We do so using the simple equation specified by Jaccard et al (1990, 26).
 

Looking at the business PAC regressions for Democrats and Republicans (Table 2, regressions 1 and 2), the statistically significant coefficient for party-connected contributions shows that incumbents from both parties subsidize their party-connected contributions by raising additional business PAC receipts. Yet as demonstrated by the negative and significant coefficients for party-connected contributions*cash on hand, for both parties the effect of party-connected contributions on business PAC receipts decreases as beginning cash on hand increases.  While the effect of party-connected contributions on business PAC receipts is larger for Republicans than for Democrats at zero cash on hand (represented by the main effects coefficients for party-connected contributions), the effect becomes larger for Democrats than for Republicans as cash on hand increases. At zero cash on hand, each $1 increase in party-connected contributions in cycle t-1 led a Republican incumbent to raise, on average, an additional $0.22 in business PAC dollars in cycle t. The estimate for Democrats is relatively smaller ($0.15).
 But with beginning cash on hand at the mean of the data set ($247,653), the effect of party-connected contributions on business PAC dollars shrinks by 45 percent (to $0.10) for Republicans but decreases by only 20 percent (to $0.12) for Democrats. 

Using data from 2002 and 2004 to breathe life into the figures, Table 4 presents the mean additional business PAC dollars raised by incumbents of each party at the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentile cutoffs of party-connected contributions and beginning cash on hand. The table illustrates two points: First, and intuitively, incumbents who gave the most party-connected contributions in 2002, but who entered 2004 with the least cash on hand, raised the largest sums of subsidizing business PAC dollars in 2004. For example, a Republican who gave $99,000 in 2002 but entered the 2004 cycle with only $70,288 in his war chest could be expected to raise, on average, an additional $18,414 in subsidizing business PAC dollars in the 2004 cycle.  The second point illustrated by the table is that the conditioning effect of beginning cash on hand is smaller for Democrats than it is for Republicans. Whereas a Republican who gave $99,000 in 2002 and entered the 2004 cycle with $445,299 would raise only $1,109 in additional business PAC dollars in 2004, an identically-situated Democrat would still raise an additional $10,009 in subsidizing business PAC dollars in 2004. In short, a full war chest reduces the sums of subsidizing business PAC dollars a member raises more for Republicans than for Democrats. 

[Table 4 here]

The results for regressions 1 and 2 in Table 2 also feature statistically significant coefficients for the interactive term Party-connected contributions* leadership Pac contributions.  For Democrats, the interactive term is (as predicted) negative, demonstrating that the more money a Democratic incumbent gave from her leadership PAC in cycle t-1, the less she subsidized her principal campaign committee’s (PCC) party-connected contributions by raising additional business PAC money.  The substantive impact is fairly minor, however. For the hypothetical Democrat above who gave $99,000 from her principal campaign committee in 2002 and entered 2004 with $70,288 on hand, an increase in leadership PAC contributions from $0 to $138,942 (the mean for members who sponsored LPACs in 2002) would decrease the sum of subsidizing business PAC dollars she raised for her principal campaign committee in 2004 by only $4,735 (from $14,355 to $9,620).  However, contrary to our expectations, the interactive coefficient for Republicans is positive, demonstrating that the more money a Republican incumbent gave from her leadership PAC in cycle t-1, the more subsidizing business PAC dollars she raised for her principal campaign committee in cycle t. The effect, moreover, is not insubstantial. For a Republican who made $99,000 in party-connected contributions from her principal campaign committee in 2002 and who entered 2004 with $70,288 on hand, an increase in leadership PAC contributions from $0 to $138,942 would increase the business PAC dollars she raised for her principal campaign committee by an average of $15,256 (from $18,414 to $32,670). It is unclear what accounts for these divergent findings for Democrats and Republicans. But it may be that Democrats, as minority party members, face a tradeoff between raising additional (subsidizing) business PAC money for their principal campaign committees and raising business PAC money for their leadership PACs. By contrast, Republicans—boosted by the substantial fundraising advantages associated with majority party control—confront no such trade off. 
Returning to Table 2, the coefficients in regressions 3 and 4 demonstrate that, as expected, Democratic incumbents subsidize their party-connected contributions by raising additional dollars from labor PACs, while Republicans do not. Reflecting the relatively small sums of campaign money labor PACs have to dispense, the substantive effect for Democrats is somewhat small: for each $1 increase in party-connected contributions made by a Democratic incumbent in cycle t-1, he or she raised, on average, an additional $0.07 in labor PAC dollars in cycle t.  Thus, for example, the hypothetical Democrat above who gave $99,000 in party-connected contributions in 2002 would raise, on average, an additional $6,930 in subsidizing receipts from labor PACs in 2004. The effect of party-connected contributions on labor PAC receipts is not negatively conditioned by beginning cash on hand or leadership PAC contributions, as demonstrated by the statistically insignificant coefficients for the interactive terms in regression 3. This means that Democrats subsidize their party-connected contributions with labor PAC money regardless of the sum of cash they have on hand or the leadership PAC contributions they gave.  Finally, and also as expected, neither party’s incumbents subsidized their party-connected contributions by raising additional dollars from non-connected PACs (regressions 5 and 6).

Overall, the sums of subsidizing dollars members raise from PACs are not overwhelming. In 1999-2000, the average corporate PAC contribution was $1,400, while the mean for trade and membership PACs was $1,700 (Ansolabehere et al 2003, 109). Assuming the average business PAC donation was $1,800 in 2004, even the largest figure in Table 4—$18,414—represents only about ten additional PAC contributions. Yet we should also remember that not all contributions require equal time, energy, and returned favors to raise. Instead, the costs likely climb for each additional dollar raised (Goodliffe 2004). Thus, the additional contributions members raise to subsidize their party-connected contributions may well be costlier than the first dollars they raise. Finally, as we shall see below, Democratic incumbents in particular rely far more heavily on large donations from individuals than they do on PAC contributions to subsidize their party-connected contributions. 

The results in Table 3 demonstrate that Democrats subsidize their party-connected donations with large ($750 or more) and medium-sized ($500-749) contributions from individual donors. By contrast, Republicans do not subsidize their party-connected contributions by raising additional sums from individual donors. (We comment later in the paper on the null results for Republicans.) Substantively speaking, the coefficient in regression 7 shows that the hypothetical Democrat who gave $99,000 in cycle 2002 would raise, on average, an additional $68,310 in contributions from large individual donors in the 2004 election cycle.
 Moreover, the effect of party-connected contributions on large individual receipts is not conditioned by a member’s beginning cash on hand; members entering cycle t with a large war chest raise no fewer subsidizing dollars from large individual donors than do members entering cycle t with a small war chest. Yet as with additional business PAC dollars raised by Democrats, the effect of party-connected contributions on large individual receipts is negatively conditioned by a member’s leadership PAC contributions. For the same hypothetical Democrat who gave $99,000 from her principal campaign committee in 2002, an increase in leadership PAC contributions from $0 to $138,942 (again, the mean for LPAC sponsors in 2002) would decrease the sum of large individual contributions she raised for her PCC in 2004 by $14,850 (from $68,310 to $53,460).

The party-connected coefficient in regression 9 shows that Democrats also subsidize their party-connected contributions by raising additional dollars from individual donors in the $500-749 category. Specifically, the coefficient, which in this regression is not conditioned by cash on hand or leadership PAC contributions, reveals that for each $1 increase in party-connected contributions a Democratic incumbent made in cycle t-1, he or she raised, on average, an additional $0.12 in medium-sized individual donations in cycle t.
 The hypothetical Democrat who gave $99,000 in party-connected contributions in 2002 could therefore be expected to raise, on average, an additional $11,880 in contributions from medium-sized individual donors in 2004. 

Overall, the results we present indicate that Democrats subsidize their party-connected contributions more than do Republicans. While Republicans raise more subsidizing dollars from business PACs than do Democrats, Democrats raise additional dollars from labor PACs and, even more importantly, from individual donors of large and medium-sized contributions.  What accounts for the differences between the parties? Why do Democrats tend to subsidize their party-connected contributions more than do Republicans? We suspect that GOP incumbents raised fewer subsidizing dollars than Democrats because, as the majority party during the period of this study, Republicans had more than enough funds to redistribute to the party even without raising additional subsidizing funds. Indeed, in every regression save two (labor PACs and individual donations between $200-499), the constant is considerably larger for Republicans than for Democrats, reflecting the significant fundraising advantages enjoyed by the majority party Republicans.
  Flush with campaign money, Republicans could give ample funds to the party and its candidates without raising an abundance of subsidizing dollars.  
Conclusion
Congressional parties increasingly expect incumbents to redistribute campaign money from their principal campaign committees to the party congressional campaign committees and to fellow party candidates (Dwyre et al 2006; Heberlig and Larson 2005; Larson 2005). For members who care about advancing in the institution, declining to contribute is not an option. Members have therefore had to identify strategies for financing the growing sums of party-connected contributions they are expected to give.  This paper explored those strategies. 

We were particularly interested in testing the claim that incumbents finance their party-connected contributions by raising additional sums from outside donors—particularly access-oriented donors such as business PACs and large individual donors—

 over which incumbents enjoy significant leverage. Using data from four election cycles—1997-98, 1999-2000, 2001-02, and 2003-04—we found strong empirical support for this claim, though Democrats raise additional subsidizing dollars from more sources than do Republicans. Specifically, we found that party-connected contributions made by an incumbent in cycle t-1 were significantly related to his or her receipts in cycle t from business PACs (Republicans and Democrats), labor PACs (Democrats only), and large and medium-sized individual donors (Democrats only).  Such findings held, moreover, in regression models that rigorously controlled for many other relevant factors (including lagged Y) and incorporated fixed effects for incumbents—the latter of which soaks up many degrees of freedom.    

These findings demonstrate the importance of understanding fundraising as a bilateral relationship between candidates and donors (Sorauf 1992).  Surely donors contribute to advance their own political goals, whether it is to elect like-minded officials or to gain access and favors from officials.  But incumbents are not at the mercy of self-interested donors trying to buy favors.  They are able to use their leverage over public policy to pull more money from PACs into the system (Malbin 2003) to facilitate their own advancement goals. 

Overall, our findings also highlight the genuine redistributive character of members’ party-connected contributions. Incumbents raise money from access-oriented donors, which tend to donate without regard for party or electoral competition and who are least likely to give to challengers—the types of candidates who have the most difficulty raising funds. Whether indirectly through the party CCC or directly via contributions to candidates, the money then finds its way largely to candidates in close races (Herrnson 2008), ultimately serving the party’s collective electoral purposes.  Thus money originally contributed via access-seeking strategies ends up being redistributed via electoral strategies. Non-incumbents who might have had difficulty raising money directly from access-oriented donors such as business PACs ultimately receive contributions from incumbents and the party CCCs that are subsidized by those donors.  
Our findings also have significant normative implications for party campaign finance. First, the CCCs’ growing reliance on members to finance party operations has likely made the money chase even more onerous for incumbents than it was prior to these developments. Members now feel intense pressure to raise money not only for their own reelection campaigns but also to support the party’s collective electoral goals. Those who decline to participate greatly limit their chances for institutional advancement. Second, if party fundraising is increasingly tied to winning powerful party and committee posts—and incumbents are subsidizing their party fundraising efforts in part by raising more money from corporate and trade PACs—the result will be congressional parties and leaders increasingly tied to the interests of access-oriented donors. Although the evidence that contributors receive anything for their money is mixed (see Baumgartner and Leech 1998, chap. 7), an increasing supply of interested money in the political system can only diminish the public’s already dwindling trust in government (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002, 93-102).  
Finally, our results help shed additional light on the effects of BCRA. Malbin (2008, 4) notes that one of the primary benefits of BCRA is that it removed incumbents from the business of pressuring donors for large soft money-contributions for the CCCs. While this is no doubt true, our findings imply that incumbents, increasingly expected to help the CCCs offset the loss of soft money by giving through their PCCs (Dwyre et al 2006; La Raja 2008; Mosk 2007), appear to have ratcheted up pressure on hard-money donors—particularly access oriented donors such as business PACs and large individual givers—to help subsidize their efforts. To be sure, strict contribution limits on PAC and individual contributions protect these donors from the kind of excessive shakedowns possible in the soft-money world. On the other hand, assisting the parties by raising and redistributing more hard-money—which must be raised in small increments—is surely more time consuming than helping the party raise unlimited soft-money contributions. 
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Table 1. Partial Correlations Between Change in Incumbent Party-Connected Contributions and Change in Total Receipts, Non-contribution campaign Spending, and Ending Cash-on-Hand, 1996-2004.  

	Change in Incumbent Party-Connected Contributions 
	Partial Correlation Coefficient 

(p-value)

	Change in Total Receipts
	.366

(.000)

	Change in Non-contribution campaign Spending 
	-.445

(.000)

	Change in Ending Cash-on-Hand
	-.203

(.000)

	N
	1294


Table 2. Receipts from Business PACs, Labor PACs, and Non-Connected PACs, 1998-2004.  

	
	business pacs 
	labor pacs 
	non-connected pacs

	
	DEM

(regression 1)
	 REP 

(regression 2)
	 DEM

(regression 3)
	REP

(regression 4)
	DEM

(regression 5)
	REP

(regression 6)

	party-connected contributions (t-1)
	.153**

(.071)
	.219*

(.115)
	.069*

  (.038)  
	 .003 

 (.011) 
	.002

 (.028)     
	.048

(.039)     

	party-connected contributions (t-1)*beg. cash on hand (t)
	-1.18e-07***

(4.03e-08)
	 -4.66e-07***

  (1.13e-07)
	1.14e-08 

  (2.18e-08)
	-3.38e-09

   (1.11e-08)
	 -4.94e-09

 (1.61e-08)    
	-8.52e-08**
(  3.88e-08)    

	non-contribution campaign spending (t-1) 
	.017

(.014)
	-.091***

( .027)  
	.004  

 (.008) 
	 -.002 

 (.002)
	 -.004

 (.006)    
	-.013
(  .010)    

	non-contribution campaign spending (t-1)*beg.cash on hand (t)
	3.65e-08

(2.69e-08)
	-2.51e-08

 (5.34e-08)
	 -3.21e-08** 

 (1.46e-08) 
	 4.82e-09

  (5.26e-09)
	 6.95e-10

  (1.08e-08)     
	  -3.71e-08**
( 1.91e-08)    

	beginning cash on hand (t)
	-.038

(.025)
	-.020

 (.057)
	 -.005

 (.013)
	 -.013** 

 (.005)
	 -.022**

(.010)    
	.022 

( .019)    

	average incumbent vote share ( t-1, t)
	-788.92

(592.56)
	-3555.18***

  (939.68)
	 -1781.27***

  (322.13) 
	 -39.43

 (93.15)  
	 -1066.262***

(233.00)    
	-1798.35***
  (323.38)    

	average  challenger quality

(t-1, t)
	30527.31**

(14281.76)
	 41524.25 *

 (22080.23) 
	 22202.05***

 (7661.37)
	 -154.08

 ( 2179.21)  
	 6515.12 

 (5624.00)
	21256.16 **
 (7592.85)     

	elected party leader (t)
	124002.70***

(25705.96)
	 107305.30***

 (36075.31)  
	 76377.25***

  (13817.60)   
	1662.615 

  (3548.18)
	 -4060.99 

(10092.83)    
	13889.86

( 12412.63)     

	committee chair/ranking member (t)
	-11121.86

(18042.08)    
	 68224.32**

 (24558.72) 
	 -13750.52

 (9691.02) 
	    4240.34*

(2435.62)
	-12361.65*

  ( 7111.04)    
	14838.10*
(8440.68)     

	prestige committee member (t)
	13626.43

(16672.19)
	 23926.77

 (33619.16)
	 -15956.89*

 (9011.77)
	5065.32

(3328.16)   
	 -886.11

 (6559.86)    
	14371.49

(11584.53)     

	seniority  (t)

	-6549.15

(19923.82)
	 622.68

 (10089.87)  
	 -11054.59 

 (10762.60) 
	1316.28 

 (999.01)
	 -6734.63 

 (7832.55)    
	 -244.35 

( 3475.84)    

	dw-nominate 
	68587.07

(56088.00)
	-245030.3 

 (242826.2)
	-2370.102 

 (29996.00)
	13973.76 

 (24052.87)     
	14788.45

 (22020.76)     
	-176994.60**
( 83829.00)

	2000


	57014.98**

(21893.55)
	 56697.68***

 (15663.51) 
	 26149.27**

 (11867.28)  
	 414.49 

  (1553.48)    
	 15212.74* 

 (8637.85)     
	11185.34**
( 5394.43)  

	2002


	71847.00*

(41473.29)
	 91561.28***

 (25609.76) 
	 45815.56 **

(22417.35)  
	1054.79

(2544.63)
	 31648.89**

 (16313.98)     
	23308.90** 

 (8823.94)     

	2004

	107366.00*

(61133.72)
	 160682.80***

( 35050.33) 
	 61500.71*

 (33064.31)  
	 3083.4

   (3483.46)   
	 38878.7 

 (24057.97)     
	31130.53**
(12078.99)     

	lagged  y (t-1)
	.012

(.067)
	.284***

(.080) 
	.049 

 (.058) 
	.570***

(.048)
	.066b  

 (.084)    
	-.051

(.100)    

	party-connected contributions (t-1)* lpac contributions (t-1)
	-3.47e-07**

(1.60e-07)
	 1.06e-06***

( 2.49e-07) 
	-4.52e-08

 (8.45e-08) 
	1.89e-08

 (2.43e-08)    
	 1.45e-08

 (6.32e-08)     
	1.25e-07

( 8.46e-08)     

	Constant
	229142.70*

(125284.20)
	  514901.80***

(150617.90)  
	 270746.50***

 (69002.65) 
	-1014.48

  (14895.98)
	139503.4***

  (49241.60)    
	208427.30***
( 51827.33)     

	R2 within (between)
	.33 (.05)
	.43 (.32)
	.29 (.16)
	.40  (.75)
	15 (.09)
	.22.(.04)

	N (# groups)
	636 (216)
	646 (225)
	636 (216)
	646 (225)
	636 (216)
	646 (225)


***p < .001, **p < .05, *p < .10, two-tailed. 
Table 3. Receipts from Individual Donors, 1998-2004.  

	
	individual donors

$750 plus
	individual donors

$500-$749
	individual donors

$200-$499
	individual donors

$1-$200

	
	DEM

(regression 7)
	REP

(regression 8)
	DEM

(regression 9)
	REP

(regression 10)
	DEM

(regression 11)
	REP

(regression 12)
	DEM

(regression 13)
	REP

(regression 14)

	party-connected $ (t-1)
	.687***
 (.219)     
	 .023

(.143 )
	 .121***
(.044)  
	.012

( .040)
	-.012

( .027)
	  -.043

(  .028)
	 -.045

  (.057)
	.090

(.098)

	party-connected $ (t-1)* beg. cash on hand (t)
	2.33e-07

(  2.82e-07)     
	 -4.62e-07

(  1.42e-07)  
	 1.37e-08

 (5.79e-08) 
	-1.20e-07*** 
(3.93e-08)
	 1.07e-09
( 1.60e-08)
	 -1.45e-08 
(2.73e-08)
	-1.26e-08
( 3.29e-08)
	 -1.43e-07
( 9.75e-08)

	non-contribution campaign spending (t-1) 
	 .033

(.0415192)     
	 -.090 

( .035)    
	 .002

 (.008)   
	 -.022**

( .009)  
	 -.002

( .005)
	  -.007
( .006) 
	 .030**

(.011)   
	 .020

( .018)

	 non-contribution $ (t-1)*beg cash on hand (t)
	4.90e-07***
( 7.42e-08)     
	 -3.86e-08

( 6.81e-08)   
	 1.18e-08

 (1.43e-08)   
	 -2.57e-08
( 1.86e-08)
	 -3.39e-08***

( 1.10e-08)
	 -3.49e-08***

( 1.29e-08)
	 -3.64e-08*

( 2.19e-08) 
	 -1.07e-07**

( 4.67e-08)

	beginning cash on hand (t)
	  -.279***
( .071)   
	 .124 

(.071)     
	 -.032**
 (.014)    
	 .018

( .019)     
	 -.002

( .010)   
	 .043***

( .013) 
	 .022

(.021)   
	 .058

(.046)

	average incumbent vote share ( t-1, t)
	-4331.63***
( 1551.62)   
	 -3621.41

( 1183.52)  
	 -1358.77***
 (311.55)   
	 -1343.13***

( 329.58)
	 -702.59***

 ( 225.87)
	 -743.29***

( 227.43)
	 -1461.58***

( 485.01)  
	 -2509.98***

( 814.95)

	average  challenger quality(t-1, t)
	27702.62 

 (37112.59)     
	  47773.03

( 27722.01) 
	 12059.75*
 (7508.24)  
	 24852.59
  (7703.43)
	 10249.50*

 ( 5424.11)
	 19066.47***

( 5347.78)  
	 13776.48
( 11688.67)
	 64285.37***

( 19109.52)

	elected party leader (t)
	-99032.23 

(66581.48)    
	  23702.75

( 45225.05)  
	 -51625.66***
 (13451.79)  
	 13555.66
( 12547.16)   
	 -44288.91
 ( 9773.08)
	 1277.73

( 8691.59)  
	 -39455.16*

( 20960.38)   
	 39061.60

( 31068.00)

	committee chair/ranking member (t)
	 -20926.40

( 46709.80)    
	 10906.18

( 30843.26) 
	 -22627.25**
 (9472.82)  
	 5826.26

( 8588.95) 
	 -6356.68
 ( 6848.87)
	 8654.18

( 5935.10) 
	 -22448.41*

( 14715.53)
	 26153.79
( 21225.11)

	prestige committee member (t)
	-26062.78 

( 43216.54)    
	 21383.44 

( 42320.92) 
	 -5735.067

 (8725.22) 
	 21540.67*

( 11755.73) 
	  -11974.72*

( 6333.77)
	 10348.01
( 8163.61)
	 -23745.20

( 13610.25) 
	 56930.73** 
(  29117.92)

	seniority  (t)


	-13337.99

( 51682.09)    
	 -8009.82

( 12707.06) 
	 1984.825

 (10461.12)  
	 -1267.30

( 3527.62) 
	 -6956.37

( 7572.05)
	 -156.16

 ( 2445.35)
	 -9026.68

( 16304.37)
	 -1145.56

(  8741.34)

	dw-nominate 
	122320.00

 (144754.00)     
	 -420060.6 0

( 305093.20)  
	 15215.85

  (29301.33) 
	 -106040.90

( 84690.17) 
	 -6834.01
( 21217.01) 
	-107859.40*

( 58703.61)   
	-25451.50

( 45578.05)   
	 -789925.40***

  ( 209847.10)

	2000


	86502.05

( 56728.75 )   
	 49766.99** 

( 19712.81)     
	 11044.17

 (11465.44)     
	 16014.54***

    ( 5475.90)     
	 13071.61
( 8329.83)
	 8998.22**

( 3819.52)    
	 9867.54

( 17985.04)   
	  26674.11**

(   13570.08) 

	2002


	 67174.97 

(107386.70)     
	 93128.37*** 

( 32248.69)     
	 7474.91

 (21703.34)     
	 26092.74***

( 8970.19) 
	 18644.87
( 15769.61)
	 8581.47

( 6245.75)   
	 14803.96
( 34060.07)   
	 -1027.54

( 22211.84)

	2004

	195415.40

( 158363.10)     
	208670.00***
( 44150.69)     
	 17183.45

 (32014.59)     
	 31843.92***

   ( 12277.50)  
	  35708.25
( 23278.36)
	 12744.74
 (  8580.40) 
	 41405.27
( 50267.07)   
	 -10070.04
( 30556.20)

	lagged  y (t-1)
	-.072

( .107)
	.450***
(.110)
	 -.115* 

(.071) 
	 -.035

( .072) 
	-.131 **

( .055)
	 .062

(.059) 
	 -.114**

   ( .053) 
	-.247***

( .057)

	party-connected $ (t-1)* lpac contributions (t-1)
	 -1.09e-06***
( 4.11e-07)  
	  2.22e-06***
( 3.11e-07)  
	 4.82e-08

 (8.40e-08)    
	 4.14e-07***

( 8.59e-08) 
	1.09e-07*

( 5.96e-08)
	 9.44e-08 
( 5.96e-08)  
	 -2.71e-07**

( 1.28e-07) 
	 2.88e-07
( 2.12e-07)

	constant
	    502725.60

(324290.6)
	518695.40***

(189499.4) 
	 149418.90

 ( 65739.64)     
	 194173.20***

( 52707.64) 
	132323.20***

( 47579.27)
	 122598.20***

( 36466.57)
	 219488.80**

( 102173.10)     
	 580007.00***

  (130668.30) 

	R2 within (between)
	.36 (.19)
	.45 (.31)
	.24 ( .01)
	.22 (.02)
	.20 (.01)
	.17 (.08)
	.21 (.01)
	.20 (.01)

	N (# groups)
	635 (216)
	646 (225)
	635 (216)
	646 (225)
	636 (216)
	646 (225)
	636 (216)
	646 (225)


***p < .001, **p < .05, *p < .10, two-tailed. 
Table 4. The Effect of Incumbent Party-Connected Contributions on Business PAC Receipts at Various Levels of Beginning Cash on Hand
	
	Beginning Cash on Hand (2004)

	Party-Connected Contributions (2002)
	$70,288
(25th percentile)
	$194,315
(50th percentile)
	$445,299
(75th  percentile)

	
	Rep
	Dem
	Rep
	Dem
	Rep
	Dem

	$15,000
(25th  percentile)
	$2,790
	$2,175
	$1,920
	$1,969
	$168
	$1,516

	$44,500
(50th  percentile)
	$8,277
	$6,452
	$5,696
	$5,830
	$498
	$4,499

	$99,000
(75th percentile)
	$18,414
	$14,355
	$12,672
	$12,969
	$1,109
	$10,009


Endnotes
� Some members also sponsor political action committees—called leadership PACs—to contribute to other candidates. In this paper, however, we are concerned primarily with contributions incumbents make through their personal campaign committees (PCCs). 


� Federal regulations allow members’ PCCs to transfer unlimited sums of unobligated hard money to national party committees (11 CFR 1113.2). Prior to 2005, contributions from incumbents’ PCCs to candidates were capped at $1,000 per election per candidate. In the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2005, Congress increased the cap to $2,000. However, unlike the cap on individual contributions to candidates contained in BCRA, the contribution limits for members’ PCCs were not indexed for inflation (Metzler 2006). 


� The figures include all contributions made from incumbents’ principal campaign committees (PCCs) to the House congressional campaign committees (CCCs) and to federal candidates. The figures do not include contributions made by members’ leadership PACs. 


� Center for Responsive Politics, “Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee” and “National Republican Campaign Committee.” Available: � HYPERLINK "http://www.opensecrets.org/parties/indus.asp?Cmte=DCCC&cycle=2000" ��http://www.opensecrets.org/parties/indus.asp?Cmte=DCCC&cycle=2000�; � HYPERLINK "http://www.opensecrets.org/parties/indus.asp?Cmte=NRCC&cycle=2000" ��http://www.opensecrets.org/parties/indus.asp?Cmte=NRCC&cycle=2000�. Last accessed:  June 20, 2006.


� The scholarly verdict is mixed on the extent to which war chests can discourage quality challengers , but to the extent that war chest fund do discourage the opposition, they are almost certainly subject to diminishing marginal returns (Box-Steffensmeier 1996, 365). 


� Members may well be able to spend more efficiently on their own reelection activities without unduly jeopardizing their electoral chances, using the savings to finance their party-connected contributions. Indeed, Fritz and Morris (1990) and Morris and Gamache (1994) show that House incumbent campaign organizations are anything but lean machines.  Using Fritz and Morris’s data, Ansolabehere and Gerber (1994) found that expenditures on actual campaign communications had a significantly larger impact on incumbent vote share than did total campaign expenditures or expenditures on campaign overhead. 


� Observations are all incumbents who ran in the relevant election cycles.


� Each partial correlation coefficient represents the association between change in party-connected contributions and change in x, controlling for change in y and  z.  Specifically, the association between changes in party-connected contributions and changes in non-contribution campaign spending controls for changes in total receipts and changes in ending-cash-on-hand. The association between changes in party-connected contributions and changes in ending-cash-on-hand controls for changes in total receipts and changes in non-contribution campaign spending.  The association between changes in party-connected contributions and changes in total receipts controls for changes in ending-cash-on hand and changes in non-contribution campaign spending. 


� Following Cox and Magar (1999), we group corporate and trade PACs into the single category of business PACs. 


� By contrast, non-connected PACs—the main electorally-oriented PACs—gave an average of only 17 percent of their contributions to Democratic incumbents, and 25 percent to Republican incumbents.


� It is tempting to think that it is less efficient for incumbents to subsidize their party-connected contributions by increasing their receipts from individual donors than by increasing their PAC receipts. Until 2004, federal regulations permitted PACs to contribute five times more ($5,000) than individual donors ($1,000) to congressional candidates. And while the 2002 BCRA reduced the PAC advantage by raising individual contributions limits to $2,000 per candidate, per election and indexing the limits for inflation, it will time for inflation-indexed limits to surpass PAC limits. In fact, however, many individual contributions are organized or bundled by intermediaries (Francia et al. 2003; Gimpel, Lee, and Merkowitz 2008; Sorauf 1992), allowing incumbents to raise individual contributions somewhat efficiently. 


�  Following Cox and Magar (1999), we compute business PAC receipts as corporate PAC receipts plus trade PAC receipts.


� An alternative strategy for controlling for such variables would be to estimate the effects of changes in party-connected contributions on changes in incumbent receipts. Such a model would control for factors that remain constant over time but that may impact campaign receipts cross-sectionally (Romer and Snyder 1994; Cox and Magar 1999). We experimented with an array of dynamic specifications estimating change, and all produced results qualitatively consistent with the results we present. 


� Pearson’s r for incumbent contributions in election cycles t-1 and  t = .57; p-value=.000.


� An alternative strategy to eliminate endogeneity would be to estimate instrumental variables using a 2SLS procedure. Such models can be problematic, however, with the exogenous instruments often only marginally resembling the endogenous independent variables. Moreover, it would be difficult to identify variables that predict incumbent party-connected contributions in cycle t that would not be influenced by an incumbent’s business PAC receipts in that cycle.  Importantly, though, we experimented with a variety of dynamic and cross-sectional 2SLS specifications, and all yielded results qualitatively similar to the results we present. 


� We do not include an additive term for leadership PAC contributions because there is no theoretical reason to expect that LPAC contributions in cycle t-1 should have an effect on a member’s PCC campaign receipts in cycle t. But including the additive term does not change the central substantive results.  


� Elected party leaders include the Speaker, the party’s floor leader, Whip, Caucus/Conference Chair and Vice-Chair, Conference Secretary, Research Committee Chair, Policy Committee Chair, and Chair of the Congressional Campaign Committee. 


� The coefficient for Republicans is largest, moreover, in the regression for large individual donations ($750 plus).


� It is unclear what to make of the results for the lagged variables. When we estimated the models without fixed effects, the coefficients for the lagged Ys were positive and statistically significant in every regression. It may be that the effect of lagged Y on Y is due largely to incumbent-specific factors and therefore captured by the fixed effects incorporated in the regressions. Either way, the coefficients of primary interest are statistically significant and substantively similar regardless of whether or not we employ fixed effects. 


� As the constants in regressions 1 and 2 make clear, however, the average base level of business PAC dollars raised by Republicans ($514,902) is far higher than that for Democrats ($229,143). Thus, with respect to business PAC receipts, there are far bigger differences between than within the parties. 


� The exceptions can be found in the Republican regressions for non-connected PACs and individual contributions between $200-499. In each of these regressions, the coefficient for DW-Nominate demonstrates (against our expectations) that the more conservative a Republican member was, the fewer contributions he or she received. These counterintuitive findings may reflect the fact that less conservative Republicans likely represent more moderate districts—and are thus more likely to find themselves in electoral trouble and in need campaign cash. 


� It is worth noting that some of our results for the control variables differ from results found in the literature on incumbent fundraising. But only a small minority of the studies on fundraising employ fixed effects for incumbents, and it may well be that researchers who don’t incorporate fixed effects are attributing  influence to variables that, in reality, belongs to omitted incumbent-specific factors that remain constant over time. 


� Consider the following equation with an interactive term: Y = a + b1X1 + b2X2 + b3X1X2 + e. To find the value of b1 at X2, we simply compute b1 +b3X2 (Jaccard et al 1990, 21, 26).


� These results are with leadership PAC contributions at zero.


� An analysis of the residuals revealed that one outlier case—Democratic leader Richard Gephardt in 2000— was unduly influencing (and particular, inflating) the party-connected coefficient. Thus, we omitted the Gephardt-2000 case from the analysis and re-ran the regression. When the Gephardt-2000 observation is included in the regression, the party-connected contributions coefficient is much larger (1.25) and highly statistically significant (p-value=.000). However, to be conservative, we chose to focus our interpretative efforts on the regression omitting the Gephardt-2000 observation.  The full results for the regression including the Gephardt-2000 case are available from the author. 


� Once again, an inspection of the residuals revealed that the Gephardt-2000 observation had an unduly large influence on the coefficient for party-connected contributions. Thus, we again focus our interpretive efforts on a regression in which this observation was omitted. With the Gephardt-2000 case included in the regression, the coefficient for party-connected contributions is larger (.18) and highly statistically significant  (p-value =.000).


� Even with the additional subsidizing dollars collected by Democrats, the median campaign dollars raised by Republicans in our data set ($789,337) was considerably higher than for Democrats ($706,756). 
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