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i .  INTRODUCTION 

The explosion of spending on p o l i t i c a l  campaigns in the last  ten years 

has occasioned great in terest  among observers of the p o l i t i c a l  scene. 

The emergence of Po l i t i ca l  Action Committees (PACs) as a vehicle for  

channeling resources to candidates has been viewed with par t i cu la r  

fascination and some alarm. Both po l i t i c i ans  and commentators have been 

quick to note the connections between PAC contr ibut ions and l e g i s l a t i v e  

a c t i v i t i e s  (although frequent ly with d i f f e ren t  conclusions). I For 

scholars of the p o l i t i c a l  process, the recent ly ins t i tu ted  report ing 

requirements of the Federal Election Commission (FEC) have made i t  

possible to study issues re la t ing  to campaign contr ibut ions in a system- 

at ic  way. To Alexander's detai led studies of President ial  e lect ion 

finance (Alexander, 1983 is a recent example) there can now be added a 

growing number of studies of Congressional campaigns. Much of the work 

*Graduate School of Industrial Administration, Carnegie-Mellon University, We thank 

the Center for the Study of Public Policy at CMU for funds for data acquisition, and the 

National Science Foundation for research support, Allan Meltzerts editorial suggestions 

and comments by Conference participants have been most helpful, 

IFor the views of a broad spectrum of observers, see Malbin (1980). Drew (1983) 

reports the opinions of a variety of political professionals. Her book, while overly 

alarmist rn tone, is particularly useful for its wealth of detail about the labyrinths of 

campaign finance. 
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on Congress has focused on the re la t ionship between campaign con t r i -  

butions and electoral  outcomes. Welch (1981), Kau and Rubin (1982), and 

Jacobson (1980, 1985) are recent studies of th is  type. They explore the 

simultaneous re lat ionship between money and votes--how campaign money 

influences a candidate's e lectoral  prospects and how, in turn,  

e l ec tab i l i t y  generates campaign money. 

Another developing l ine of empirical research seeks to understand 

the connections between campaign contr ibut ions and the voting behavior 

of Congressmen. There is a broadly accepted notion shared by journal -  

is ts and academics al ike that campaign contr ibut ions buy "access" to 

leg is la tors  in a way that is more potent than the claims of noncontribu- 

tors. I f  not th is ,  then, at the very least ,  campaign contr ibut ions 

should go to candidates whose platforms or records are consistent with 

the preferences or interests of the donor. There should therefore be a 

systematic re lat ionship between campaign contr ibut ions and such 

observable components of l eg is la t i ve  behavior as r o l l - c a l l  voting or - -  

harder to observe but perhaps even more prevalent-- the provision of 

casework or ombudsman services of the type noted by Fior ina (1977) and 

others. This l ine of work, focusing on the readi ly  avai lable data from 

ro l l  ca l ls ,  t yp i ca l l y  uses rat ings by a single in teres t  group such as 

Americans for  Democratic Action, or constructs ed hoc vote indices from 

a sample of r o l l  ca l ls .  These measures are then used as variables in 

econometric models that attempt to estimate the (possibly rec iprocal )  

re lat ionship between ro l l  ca l ls  and money. 2 

F ina l ly ,  theoret ica l  work has attempted to construct models of 

campaign contr ibut ions (rather than campaign spending) that  incorporate 

various elements of the "access" and electoral-outcome approaches in the 

empirical l i t e ra tu re .  3 A d i f f i c u l t y  facing the theoret ica l  l i t e ra tu re  

(in addit ion to formidable t r a c t a b i l i t y  problems and issues related to 

existence of equi l ibr ium) is that the empirical l i t e ra tu re  on campaign 

contr ibut ions to Congress has so far  focused e i ther  on a small number of 

2Welch (1980), Chappell (1981), and Kau and Rubin (1982) are recent examples. 

3See, e .g . ,  Hinich (1977), Aranson and Hinich (1979), Austen-Smith (1983), and 
Ferejohn and Noll (1984). 
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contributors or has re l ied  on r e l a t i v e l y  few r o l l  ca l l s .  ~ As a resu l t ,  

we do not yet have re l i ab l e ,  systematic data about a large enough body 

of campaign contr ibut ions to provide real guidance about what these 

models should be explaining, other than the existence of campaign 

contr ibut ions. 5 

Our e f fo r ts  in th is  paper are directed mostly toward organizing a 

large body of data on campaign contr ibut ions to discover or confirm 

systematic patterns, or what in some academic d ia lects  are known as 

"s ty l ized fac ts . "  We are not engaged here in " test ing"  models, though 

obviously our par t i cu la r  way of looking at the data is influenced by 

what we (and many others) believe are f r u i t f u l  questions to ask. The 

focus of our at tent ion is the set of Po l i t i ca l  Action Committee con t r i -  

bution data compiled by the FEC for the 1979-80 e lectora l  cycle of the 

House of Representatives. 6 

A key organizing feature of our approach is the view that PACs 

evaluate Congressional candidates by considering the i r  posit ions or 

l i k e l y  posit ions in terms of a f a i r l y  simple spat ia l  model. According 

to th is  view, a PAC is more l i k e l y  to make contr ibut ions to candidates 

located close to i t s  ideal point in the evaluat ive space than to those 

far away. We take the evaluat ive space as one that is based on recorded 

r o l l - c a l l  votes. Previous work using r o l l - c a l l  data t y p i c a l l y  charac- 

ter ized the posit ion of a member of the House by using, for  example, his 

or her ADA score or some other vote index. We depart from th is  ap- 

proach. Instead, we use the rat ings of a large number of in terest  

groups (most of them d i s t i nc t  from and not connected to a PAC). By 

4Welch (1980), for example, looked at only seven contributor groups, six of which 

were labor unions. Of these six, only contributions to Democratic candidates (in 1974) 

were examined. Chappell (1981) looks at voting on a particular issue (maritime cargo 

preference). Kau and Rubin (1982) use vote indices based on as few as eight roll calls. 

5Not that explaining the existence of giving to political candidates is a trivial 

task. Indeed, no formal model has yet provided a fully convincing equilibrium story that 

ties together the behavior of voters, candidates, and contributors. 

6The data we analyze include direct contributions made by political party 

committees. Technically, these are not really PACs. Rather than continually make 

pedantic distinctions, however, we will commit the minor solecism of referring to all 

committees as PACs. 
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means of a multidimensional unfolding technique we locate each leg is-  

la tor  in a recovered space. This space turns out to be quite well 

characterized in one evaluative dimension. Moreover, the ordering of 

House members on th is  recovered dimension corresponds remarkably c losely 

to the fam i l i a r  " l ibera l -conservat ive"  spectrum, with Representatives 

general ly regarded as " l i be ra ls "  toward one end of the dimension and 

those t yp i ca l l y  viewed as "conservatives" toward the other end. 

We are pa r t i cu la r l y  interested in seeing how well the pattern of 

PAC contr ibut ions matches th is  " ideologica l "  mapping of candidates. 

More spec i f i ca l l y ,  we seek to measure the extent to which the pattern of 

contr ibut ions by a PAC or a category of PACs is consistent with the 

" ideological"  pattern of l eg is la to rs .  PACs whose giving is p r imar i l y  

along such l ines should exh ib i t  a high level of spat ial  consistency. 

Those that base contr ibut ions on other considerations (e.g. ,  generalized 

access or broad-based geographic support) should exh ib i t  patterns that 

look more nearly random when viewed from the " ideological"  perspective. 

Since PACs are t yp i ca l l y  constrained both by the i r  own resources 

and by legal l im i ta t ions  on contr ibut ions to indiv idual  candidates, we 

would expect them to choose among otherwise "acceptable" rec ip ients on 

the basis of maximizing the impact of a contr ibut ion.  For th is  reason, 

i t  has generally been held that considerations of incumbency, sen io r i t y  

status, committee assignments, and the expected closeness of a race 

should a l l  influence PAC g iv ing .  Therefore, we go on to amplify our 

approach by adding these considerations to our measure of spat ial  po- 

s i t i on .  We look at each seat in which an incumbent ran for  reelect ion 

in 1980 and estimate regression equations for each PAC type, using money 

given to or against the incumbent as the dependent var iable.  In ad- 

d i t ion  to the incumbent's location on the recovered dimension, we use 

measures that capture these other considerations as independent va r i -  

ables. 

Since our method for  generating our key var iab le- - the location of 

leg is la tors  on the evaluative dimension--may be unfami l iar  to some 

readers (especial ly  to economists), we begin by describing b r i e f l y  how 

the unfolding technique is applied to an underlying spat ial  model. We 

then describe the data f i l e s  avai lable from the FEC and the way we 

organized them for  our analyses. The rest of the paper reports our 

resu l ts .  
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2. THE "IDEOLOGY" VARIABLE 

Creating a geometrical representation of leg is la tors  based on the 

pattern of the i r  r o l l - c a l l  voting is a method that has been used for  

some time to study Congressional vot ing. The standard approach is to 

compute measures of association or agreement among leg is la to rs  and then 

to analyze these agreement scores with factor analysis,  c luster  

analysis, or multidimensional scaling to produce a geometrical repre- 

sentation of the leg is la to rs .  This general approach assumes ( e x p l i c i t l y  

or i m p l i c i t l y )  that leg is la to rs  and the Yea and Nay a l ternat ives for 

each r o l l  ca l l  can be represented as points in a pol icy space, that the 

leg is la tors  have symmetric, single-peaked u t i l i t y  functions over the 

space, and that they vote for  the a l te rna t i ve  closest to them. Unfortu- 

nately, as Morrison (1972) has shown, given th is  model, these scaling 

techniques are un l i ke ly  to recover the true posit ions of the leg is la to rs  

because the measures of association are sensi t ive to the d i s t r i bu t i on  of 

the r o l l - c a l l  pol icy outcomes over the space. 

To produce our spat ia l  var iable we use methods developed by Poole 

(1981, 1984) for  the analysis of pre ferent ia l  choice data. In par t icu-  

lar ,  we use least squares multidimensional unfolding on interest-group 

ratings to obtain a spat ial  map of l eg is la to rs .  As with the leg is -  

la tors,  we assume that the in terest  groups can be represented as points 

in the pol icy or evaluat ive space and that they have symmetric, s ingle-  

peaked u t i l i t y  functions over the space. To rate members of Congress, 

an interest  group normally chooses between i0 and 40 r o l l  ca l l s  that are 

relevant to whatever interests the group purports to represent. In 

spatial terms, we assume that the in terest  groups select r o l l - c a l l  votes 

with outcome locations near the i r  ideal points in the pol icy space to 

construct the i r  rat ings.  The rat ings are determined by ascertaining the 

"correct" vote on each of the chosen r o l l  ca l l s  and expressing the 

"correct" votes as a percentage of "correct" plus " incorrect"  votes. 

Each rat ing thus represents the l e g i s l a t o r ' s  percentage agreement with 

the stated posit ions of the group. 

Given th is  spat ia l  model (and sett ing aside a group's possible 

error in perceiving outcome locat ions) ,  the number of "correct" votes is 

monotonic with the distance between the in terest  group and the member of 

Congress. Figure i displays the u t i l i t y  function for  one hypothetical 



68 

interest group near the end of a single evaluative dimension. The 

horizontal dotted line represents the u t i l i t y  threshold for the interest 

group; that is, the group wi l l  consider a vote for i ts ratings only i f  

the vote has a possible outcome in the interval [01, 021. For example, 

consider three rol l  calls -- A, B, and C -- where the subscripts i and 2 

indicate the two policy outcomes corresponding to Yea and Nay, re- 

spectively. A legislator located between 01 and 03 (where 03 is the 

midpoint of B I and B2) wi l l  vote for A1, BI, and C 1 and thus receive a 

rating of 100. A legislator between 03 and 04 (where 04 is the midpoint 

of A 1 and A2) wi l l  vote for A1, B2, and C I and receive a rating of 67. 

Similarly, a legislator between 04 and 05 (where 05 is the midpoint of 

C I and C2) wi l l  receive a rating of 33, and a legislator to the right of 

05 receives a rating of zero. The accuracy of an interest group's 

ratings in distance terms thus depends on the number of rol l  calls i t  

selects, as well as on the distribution of outcome pair midpoints corre- 

sponding to the rol l  calls. In general, as the number of rol l  calls 

used to compute the ratings increases, the ratings become more linear 

with the true distances between the legislators and the interest 

group. Since most groups use more than 20 rol l  calls to compute their 

ratings, this is not a serious source of distortion. 7 

Figure I shows the drawbacks of using a single interest group's set 

of ratings as a spatial measure. First, the ratings are confined to the 

interval [0, 1001 when in fact they should be able to take on any value 

in the interval (-~, 100]. An interest group near the edge of the 

policy space as in Figure i wi l l  give zero or near-zero ratings to 

legislators over a relat ively broad region on the opposite side of the 

space. Second, i f  the interest group is inter ior to the legislators, 

then legislators equidistant from the interest group but spatially on 

opposite sides of the group receive the same rating. The set of ratings 

in such an instance would constitute what Coombs (1964) called a folded 

J scale. 

7Abstention by members of Congress is also not a serious source of distortion in the 

ratings. A member's attendance and voting recerd is scrutinized closely by opponents and 

the press, and ~enuine abstention (i.e., attending but voting "present") is rare. 

Consequently, members may often have to choose between outcomes, both of which may be 

distant from their ideal points. 
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These problems can be overcome by the use of the ra t ings  of several 

i n te res t  groups simultaneously in an unfolding ana lys is .  The object of 

an unfolding ana lys is ,  in th i s  instance, is  to locate points repre- 

senting the l e g i s l a t o r s  and points represent ing the i n te res t  groups in a 

space of minimal d imens iona l i ty  such that the Euclidean distances be- 

tween the two sets of points reproduce the ra t ings  as c lose ly  as 

possible.  The use of a v a r i e t y  of i n te res t  groups al lows the locat ions 

of the l e g i s l a t o r s  to be i d e n t i f i e d .  The t runcat ion of the ra t ings of 

some groups because of t h e i r  locat ion near the edge of the space is 

counterbalanced by i n te res t  groups located more to the i n t e r i o r  of the 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of l e g i s l a t o r s  as wel l  as by groups located near the oppo- 

s i t e  edge of the space. 

Formally, l e t  a i j  denote the j t h  in te res t -g roup 's  ra t ing  of the i t h  

member of Congress. We convert the ra t ings  to distances by the l i nea r  

t ransformat ion 

d i j  = ( lO0-a i j ) /50 = d i j  + e i j  (1) 

where the er ror  term, e i j ,  is  p icking up two e f f ec t s :  ( i )  perceptual 

e r ror ;  and (2) the subs t i t u t i on  of zero fo r  negative ra t ings .  Let Xik 

denote the i t h  l e g i s l a t o r  ( i = l ,  . . . .  p, where p is the number of l eg i s -  

la tors)  on the kth dimension (k=l . . . . .  s, where s is the number of d i -  

mensions), and l e t  Zjk denote the j t h  i n te res t  group ( j = l  . . . . .  q, where q 

is the number of i n te res t  groups) on the kth dimension. The loss 

funct ion we minimize is 

P q e~. P q ~d* s ^ 
= z z = z z t i j  - [ z (Xik 

i= i  j=1 ~J i=1 j= l  k=1 

2 1/2}2 
Zjk ) ] (2) 

Poole (1982, 1984) has developed a method of metr ic  mult id imensional  

unfolding which f inds  estimates of the l e g i s l a t o r  and group locat ions - -  

x i and z j  - -  tha t  minimize ~. I f  the e i j  are assumed to be inde- 

pendently and normally d i s t r i bu ted  with constant var iance,  then the 

x i and zj  w i l l  be maximum l i ke l i hood  est imators using t h i s  method of 
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unfolding, s 

Table i displays the unfolding resul ts  for  the 1979 House of Repre- 

sentat ives. One dimension explains over 83 percent of the variance of 

almost 16,000 rat ings by 36 in terest  groups. Table 2 shows the 

unfolding resul ts  broken down by in terest  group, along with the re- 

covered locations of the groups in one dimension. The in terest  groups 

cover almost the ent i re  spectrum of contested issues in American 

p o l i t i c s :  peace groups, womens' groups, labor unions, environmental ists, 

c i v i l  l i b e r t i e s  groups, defense groups, senior c i t i zens '  groups, 

consumer groups, Christ ian fundamentalists, and so on. One group, the 

Committee for  the Survival of a Free Congress, issued four sets of 

rat ings--one based on a l l  votes i t  f e l t  were important, one based on 

economic issues, one based on defense issues, and one based on social 

issues--and we treated i t  as four in terest  groups. 

Figure 2A shows the d i s t r i bu t i on  of the recovered locations of the 

Representatives for  1979. The histogram on the l e f t  shows the ent i re  

House, while the one on the r ight  separates the Democrats and 

Republicans. Figure 2B repeats th is  information for  those members of 

the 1979 House who appeared on the general e lect ion ba l lo t  in 1980. 

The coordinates for  the groups in Table 2 show interest  groups 

general ly considered to be " l i b e r a l "  at the negative end of the scale 

and "conservative" groups at the pos i t ive  end. The estimated coordi- 

nates for  Representatives locate " l i be ra l s "  and "conservatives" in a 

s imi lar  fashion. 9 In other words, the primary evaluat ive dimension 

underlying the interest-group rat ings looks remarkably l i ke  the 

8These assumptions are unlikely to hold in practice because d.. ~ O, If d.. is 
• lj ~j 

small e.. must be small. However, Monte Carlo work with the unpdimensional version of 
' ,j 

the unfolding technique (Poole, 1984) has shown it to be very robust when the normal- 

distribution, constant-variance assumptions are violated. The procedure recovers the true 

coordinates equally well when the error is generated in accordance with models based on 

the lognormal distribution, the noncentral chi-square distribution, and the normal 

distribution with the variance as a #unction of the true distances, The noncentral chi- 

square distribution is used to model the truncation in the ratings. 

9For example, at one end of the distribution are: Del~ums (D-CA), -Io062; Studds (D- 

MA), -I.053; P. Burton (D-CA), -1,045; Drinan (D-MA), -1.044; and Moffett (D-CT), 

-I.043. At the other end are: D. Crane (R-IL), ,905; Hansen (R-IO), .912; Kelly (R-FL), 

.913; McDonald (D-GA), .929; and Collins (R-TX), ,938. A full listing of the 1979 House 

coordinates is available from the authors. 
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TABLE I 

Unfolding Results for !979 House 

One Dimension Pearson r 2 = .8355 

2 
Two Dimensions Pearson r = .8707 

Three Dimensions Pearson r 2 = .8902 

No, of Interest Groups 36 

No. of  Representa t i ves  434 

No. of  Ratings 15624 

liberal/conservative continuum famil iar to journalists and pol i t ical  

scientists. For this reason, we w i l l  label the dimension "ideology." 

Liberalism/conservatism in the American pol i t ical  context has, 

since the New Deal, primarily meant attitudes on government intervention 

in the economy. In recent years, however, the terms " l iberal"  and 

"conservative" have become tied to attitudes on government intervention 

in the private lives of individuals. Thus, "conservatives" such as 

Ronald Reagan favor government regulation of abortion, the care of 

newborn deformed infants contrary to the wishes of the parents, the 

sexual conduct of teenagers, and so on. "Liberals" oppose such regu- 

lation. In the pol i t ica l  language of the United States, the words 

" l iberal"  and "conservative" are not used in the same way as they are in 

p o l i t i c a l  philosophy. A "true" or "c lass ica l "  conservative would 

probably be a modern-day L iber tar ian.  Granted that l iberal ism/conserva- 

tism is applied to two highly co l l inear  but d i s t i n c t  sets of at t i tudes 

( i t  is possible to be " l i b e r a l "  on race, equal i ty ,  and economic issues 

but "conservative" on abortion and family issues), we shall use the term 

ideological to refer to the primary evaluative dimension recovered from 

the interest-group ratings. There is, of course, room for debate over 

whether this really captures what is meant by ideology. Rather than 

join this debate here, we simply reiterate that the primary evaluative 

dimension produces an ordering of Representatives that strongly re- 

sembles the colloquial ideological ordering of these legislators. 

The spatial configuration of Representatives recovered from the 
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TABLE 2 

Unidimensional Unfolding Results by Interest Group 

Location r 2 

Interest Group 1979 1979 

American Civil Liberties Union 

American Conservative Union 

Americans for Constitutional Action 

Americans for Democratic Action 

American Farm Bureau Federation 

American Federation of State, County 

and Municipal Employees 

American Federat ion of  Teachers 

American Secur i ty  Council 

Building and Construction Trades 

Bread for the World 

Chamber of Commerce of United States 

Child Welfare League of America 

Christian Voice 

Coalition for a New Foreign and Military Policy 

Committee on Political Education 

Committee for the Survival of a Free Congress# 

CFSC Economic Issues 

CFSC Defense Issues 

CFSC Social Issues 

Congress Watch 

Conservative Coalition 

Consumer Federation of America 

Friends Committee on National Legislation 

League of Conservation Voters 

League of Women Voters 

National Alliance of Senior Citizens 

National Council of Senior Citizens 

National Education Association 

National Farmer's Organization 

National Farmer's Union 

National Federation of Independent Business 

National Taxpayer's Union 

National Womens' Political Caucus 

President Carter@ 

United Auto Workers 

United Mine Workers 

-I.087 

I.I00 

1.112 

-I.I02 

.648 

- 1 . 0 2 8  

-1.004 

,913 

- .717 

- .813 

.932 

- .842 

1.000 

-1.074 

- .945 

] .059 

.044 

I . 0 6 1  

I .076 

-1,153 

.853 

-1.199 

-I .035 

- I  .048 

- .978 

.909 

- .  996 

- 1 . 0 2 6  

.150 

-.338 

.704 

! .250 

I .050 

- .765 

-1.007 

-1.071 

.707 

.948 

.917 

.95] 

.616 

8O3 

862 

842 

609 

877 

940 

889 

851 

751 

910 

956 
9t6 

.921 

919 

874 

958 

896 

911 

823 

901 

927 

896 

661 

O69 

423 

857 

773 

842 

886 

961 

882 

#CFSC issues four sets of  r a t i n g s :  one fo r  a l l  issues; one fo r  economic issues on ly ;  one 
for  defense issues on ly ;  and one fo r  " s o c i a l "  issues (busing, e t c . )  on ly ,  

@Compiied by Congressional Qua r te r l y ,  The scores were corrected to remove absences, 
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ratings is, loosely speaking, what the interest groups "see" when they 

look at Congress. Their evaluative world is largely one-dimensional-- 

namely, they judge legislators mostly on the basis of what we have 

called ideology--that is, liberalism/conservatism in the two senses 

discussed above. Furthermore, the f i t s  in Table 2 show that, for nearly 

every interest group, regardless of where the group is on the dimension, 

i t  tends to perceive the same spatial configuration of Representatives. 

That the perceptual space of the interest groups is largely unidi- 

mensional does not mean that the Representatives perceive one other, or 

indeed the interest groups, in the same fashion as the groups perceive 

them, This can be tested by determining how consistent ro l l - ca l l  voting 

is with the configuration of Representatives on the dimension. 

Assume that Representatives have single-peaked preferences and vote 

for the outcome nearest to them on the dimension. Suppose also that, 

for a given ro l l  ca l l ,  there is only one outcome on the dimension corre- 

sponding to a Yea vote and one outcome corresponding to a Nay vote, and 

that al l  members perceive the same locations for these outcomes. Then 

there wi l l  be a point or cutting line equidistant between the locations 

of the two outcomes such that a l l  legislators to the le f t  of the cutting 

line wi l l  vote for the liberal position and al l  members to the right of 

the line wi l l  vote for the conservative position. 

Poole and Daniels (1985) tested this model with al l  Senate and 

House votes cast from 1959 through 1980, and found that 85.4 percent of 

the votes cast in the Senate and 86.9 percent of the votes cast in the 

House were consistent with the simple unidimensional two-outcome spatial 

model. I f  unanimous votes are excluded, the figures are 83.3% for the 

Senate and 83.6% for the House. Just using pol i t ica l  party to classify 

voting produced percentages of 75.3 and 77.5 respectively for the non- 
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unanimous votes,  l° For the 1979-80 House, 86.8% of a l l  votes and 83.3% 

of non-unanimous votes were c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d .  

3. DATA ORGANIZATION 

The data ava i l ab le  from the Federal E lec t ion  Commission fo r  a two-year 

e l ec t i on  cyc le cons is t  of three F i l e s :  a c o n t r i b u t i o n  f i l e  recording 

every c o n t r i b u t i o n  From a PAC to a candidate (about 132,000 records For 

1979-1980); a committee f i l e  tha t  l i s t s  every PAC reg is te red  wi th  the 

FEC; and a candidate F i l e  l i s t i n g  every candidate reg is te red .  Not every 

reg is te red  PAC or candidate gave or received money dur ing the cyc le .  

Some PACs were i n a c t i v e ,  and many minor -par ty  and independent candidates 

received no PAC money in  1979-80. 

We organized the c o n t r i b u t i o n  data by House seat ra ther  than by 

candidate.  The House seats were in tu rn  broken down in to  two types: 

Zncumbent seats, those in which the incumbent ran fo r  r ee lec t i on  in 1980 

(N = 389); and open seats, those w i thou t  an incumbent running (N = 46). 

There were four  seats tha t  had been f i l l e d  by special  e lec t ions  in 

1980. We t reated these as open seats in our ana lys i s .  ~I In incumbent 

seats, we broke down the money con t r ibu ted  by each PAC in to  t o t a l  amount 

10poole and Rosenthal (1984a, 1985) have confirmed these results for the 1979 and 

1980 Senates using a probabilistic model of choice that estimates the locations of the 

Senators and roll-call outcome pairs simuleaneousiy directly from the recorded roll-call 

votes. The correlation between the configurations recovered from the interest-group 

ratings and those from the Poole-Rosenthal method is greater than .97 for both years. The 

Poole-Rosenthal approach is theoretically superior to the interest-group unfolding method 

#or producing a geometrical representation of legislators. However, a computer large 

enough to handle a 435 by 600 matrix (the data have to be held in core) was not available 

to use. Given the high correiations between the Senate configurations produced by the two 

methods, we do not think that much information is lost by our approach. 

11The four special elections were: (1) January 1980, John Porter (R-IL) elected to 

replace Abner Mikva (D-IL) who was appointed a Federal judge; (27 April 1980, Raphael 

Musto (D-PA) elected to replace Dan Flood (D-PA) who resigned; (3) May 1980, William 

Tauzin (D-LA) elected to replace David Treen (R-LA) who resigned to become governor; (4) 

June 1980, John Hutchinson (D-WV) elected to replace John Slack (D-WV) who died in 

March. One special election occurred in 1979--William Royer (R-CA) was elected in March 

to replace Leo Ryan who was murdered in Jonestown~ Guyana in November, 1978. Since Royer 

served nearly a full term, we treated him as an incumbent in 1980. 
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contributed to the incumbent and total amount contributed to an in- 

cumbent's primary and general-election opponents. We refer to these as 

positive and negative money, respectively. In open seats, we organized 

the contributions s imi lar ly.  "Positive!' money for an open seat was that 

contributed to the winner of the general election, and "negative" money 

was that contributed to the second-place Finisher in the general 

election. 12 Consequently, when we refer to positive and negative 

contributions below, we mean the total spent by a PAC on behalf of an 

incumbent or winner of an open seat and the total money spent by a PAC 

on behalf of an incumbent's challengers or second-place f in isher in an 

open-seat race. 

Our analysis includes the top 500 PACs in terms of overall spending 

(House, Senate, and Presidential races). Of these 500, twenty-Five gave 

only to Senate and Presidential candidates. The 475 PACs of the top 500 

that gave to House candidates accounted For 90.1% of PAC spending on 

House candidates during the 1979-80 election cycle. In sum, we reorgan- 

ized the FEC contribution data into a matrix of 435 rows (one for each 

House seat) and 950 columns (two For each of the 475 PACs). This money 

matrix w i l l  be the focus of our attention in this paper. 

4. A SPATIAL ANALYSIS OF CONTRIBUTIONS 

I f  a Pol i t ical  Action Committee based i ts  contributions to candidates 

solely on i ts  approval/disapproval of the candidates' ideology ( l iber -  

12We made one exception in organizing the contributions for the open-seat races. The 

exception was the confused situation in the 2nd district of New Mexico in 1980. Harold 

Runnels (D) died after the June primary in which he was unopposed. In Fact, the 

Republicans had decided not to oppose Runnels in the generai election. After Runnels' 

death, the Republicans nominated Joe Skeen to run in the fall, but Skeen was ruled off the 

ballot because of the Republicans t Fnitial decFsion not to contest the seat. Skeen 

subsequently ran as a write-in candidate. The Democrats, in the meantime, nominated David 

King, a nephew of Bruce King, the governor. His youth and the nepotism charge tarnished 

his candidacy, and he tried unsuccessfully to withdraw from the election. To add to the 

confusion, Dorothy Runnels, widow of Harold Runnels, also ran as a write-in candidate. 

The election results were Skeen (write-in R) 38%, King (D) 34%, and Runnels (write-in D) 

28%, Because of the bitter split in the Democratic party, we decided not to treat the 

contributions to King and Runnels as "negative" money--that is, money against Skeen. Only 

positive money observat{ons (i.e., contributions to Skeen) were used. 
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a l ism/conservat ism in  the two senses discussed e a r l i e r )  in spa t i a l  

terms, what should the pat te rn  of c o n t r i b u t i o n s  look l i ke? C lea r l y ,  a 

conservat ive PAC would spend money fo r  conservat ive incumbents and open- 

seat candidates and spend money against  l i b e r a l  incumbents. A l i b e r a l  

PAC should do j us t  the opposi te.  

For example, consider  Figure 3, which is s i m i l a r  in format to the 

r igh t -hand  histograms of Figures 2A and 2B. Figure 3 shows the pat te rn  

of c o n t r i b u t i o n s  to House incumbent races by the National Conservat ive 

P o l i t i c a l  Act ion Committee (NCPAC) and the P o l i t i c a l  Act ion Committee of 

the United Auto Workers (UAW-V-CAP) over the ideo log ica l  dimension 

recovered from the i n te res t -g roup  ra t i ngs .  (We chose these two PACs fo r  

i l l u s t r a t i v e  purposes because they both gave broadly but in opposing 

pa t t e rns . )  So l id  bars i nd i ca te  the number of races in which money was 

donated to an incumbent ( p o s i t i v e  money), wh i le  hatched bars i nd i ca te  

the number of races in which money was donated to the opponents of an 

incumbent (negat ive money.) ~3 NCPAC gave money to conservat ive i n -  

cumbents and to the opponents of l i b e r a l  incumbents--and v ice versa fo r  

UAW. 

For the time being, as in Figure 3, we w i l l  conf ine ourselves to 

analyz ing the presence/absence of money ra ther  than the actual d o l l a r  

amount. Viewed in t h i s  way, the pa t te rn  of con t r i bu t i ons  of a PAC can 

be t reated much l i k e  a r o l l - c a l l  vote:  the presence of p o s i t i v e  money is 

akin to a Yea vote,  and the presence of negat ive money is akin to a Nay 

vote. I f  the pa t te rn  of a PAC's c o n t r i b u t i o n s  is cons is ten t  w i th  the 

ideo log ica l  dimension, then the pat te rn  should look l i ke  a r o l l  c a l l  

t ha t  is  cons is ten t  w i th  the two-outcome spa t ia l  model of vo t ing  we 

de ta i led  above. Let "0" represent a race in which a PAC con t r ibu ted  

p o s i t i v e  money, and "#" one in which negat ive money was con t r i bu ted .  

Then, f o r  example, i f  the con t r i bu t i ons  of a PAC over the l e g i s l a t o r s ,  

a l igned l e f t  to r i g h t ,  were 

000. . .  000###. • . ### 

o r  

13The sum of  hatched and shaded e n t r i e s  is tess than 389 fo r  e i t h e r  group, because 

n e i t h e r  group spent money on a l l  races .  
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###...###000...000, 

the pattern would be perfectly consistent with the ideological di- 

mension. Perfect consistency means that there is a cutting point on 

the dimension such that to one side of the point a PAC contributes only 

positive money and to the opposite side of the point the PAC contributes 

only negative money. 

To measure spatial consistency for a particular PAC, we locate the 

cutting point in such a way that we minimize classif ication error re- 

lat ive to an ideal pattern. For example, suppose the pattern is 

0000000000#00/##0#0########## 

Placing the cutting point as shown (" / " )  minimizes the error with re- 

spect to a pattern in which al l  contributions to the le f t  of the cutting 

point are positive ("0") and al l  contributions to the right of the 

cutting point are negative ("#"). In this example, three errors are 

made (one # to the le f t  and two O's to the right of the cut). To com- 

pute a measure of consistency we perform the following calculation 

MINC~ - CE~ 

x~ - MINC~ ' (3) 

where CE~ is the number of c lass i f i ca t i on  errors for  the ~th PAC, and 

MINC~ is the minimum of the number of posi t ive contr ibut ions and the 

number of negative contr ibut ions.  ~ ranges between 0 and i .  The 

reason we use x~ as a measure of consistency rather than, say, just  the 

number of c lass i f i ca t i on  errors is that x~ is not affected by the number 

of posi t ive contr ibut ions re la t i ve  to the number of negative con t r i -  

butions. For example, compare the pattern just  considered with th is  

one: 

0000#00000#000000OO#0000000 

The best we can do with this pattern is place the cutting point at 

either end. This produces three classif ication errors. Both patterns 
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thus have the same number of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  e r ro rs ,  but on the f i r s t  

there are 14 p o s i t i v e  con t r i bu t i ons  and 14 negative c o n t r i b u t i o n s ,  wh i le  

f o r  the second pat te rn  there are 23 pos i t i ve  con t r i bu t i ons  and 3 nega- 

t i v e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s .  The associated x 's  are (14-3)/14 = .786 and (3- 

3)/3 = .000, r espec t i ve l y .  

For the c o n t r i b u t i o n  pat terns of  NCPAC and UAW shown in Figure 3, 

the x ' s  were .950 and .811, r espec t i ve l y .  NCPAC spent money on behal f  

of 20 incumbents and spent money against  50 incumbents. Placing the 

c u t t i n g  po in t  at 0.355 produces only one c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  e r ro r .  The 

value is there fore  (20 - i ) / 20  = .950. NCPAC~s "zone of to lerance"  is  

smal l .  They spent p o s i t i v e l y  on ly  on incumbents from the r i g h t  to f a r  

r i g h t  wh i le  spending nega t i ve l y  on incumbents who are moderately con- 

serva t i ve  to very l i b e r a l .  In con t ras t ,  the United Auto Workers gave 

money to 178 incumbents who were located over one-ha l f  the spectrum-- 

from center to f a r  l e f t - - a n d  spent money against  53 incumbents who were 

spread over the opposite ha l f - - f r om  center to f a r  r i g h t .  Placing a 

cu t t i ng  po in t  at .197 (center r i g h t  or moderate conservat ive)  produced 

i0 c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  e r ro rs .  The x value is therefore (53-10)/53 = .811. 

The spa t ia l  incons is tency of a category or set of PACs can be 

measured in the same way as tha t  of i nd i v i dua l  PACs. For example, the 

j o i n t  z fo r  NCPAC and UAW is  (20- i  + 53-10)/(20 + 53) = .849. In 

general ,  

zMINC~ - sCE 
x = zMINC~ (4) 

where the summation is over the subset of PACs of i n t e r e s t .  

The ove ra l l  z For the 389 House incumbent seat races in 1980 was 

.490. This inc ludes a l l  those PACs from the Top 500 tha t  cont r ibu ted to 

at leas t  f i v e  races p o s i t i v e l y  and one nega t i ve ly :  412 PACs in a l l .  

(Many PACs give money only to incumbents and spend no money on cha l leng-  

e rs . )  

These 412 PACs made 27,302 positive contributions and 6126 negative 

contributions for a total of 33,428.  Approximately 91 percent 

(30,543/33,428) of the contributions were correctly classified by the 

spatial model. While this figure appears impressive, approximately 82 
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percent (27,302/33,428) of the contr ibut ions were cor rect ly  c lass i f ied  

by simply assuming that PACs always make posi t ive contr ibut ions.  

Furthermore, approximately 83 percent (27,769/33,428) were cor rect ly  

c lass i f ied  by assuming that PACs that make more posi t ive than negative 

contr ibut ions make only posi t ive contr ibut ions,  and that PACs making 

more negative than posi t ive contr ibut ions make only negative cont r i -  

butions. In th is  context, x, as expressed in equation (4), is the 

percentage improvement that the spatial model makes over th is  "majori ty" 

model. 14 That is,  about 17 percent of the contr ibut ions are not 

correct ly  c lass i f ied  by the "major i ty" model, and about 9 percent are 

not c lass i f ied  cor rec t ly  by the spatial model. This represents about a 

50-percent improvement. 

An a l te rnat ive  explanation for patterns such as those shown in 

Figure 3 is p o l i t i c a l  party. Since Democrats tend to be more l ibera l  

than Republicans, NCPAC may simply make i ts  posi t ive contr ibut ions to 

Republicans and i ts  negative contr ibut ions to Democrats--vice versa for 

the UAW. This can be tested by computing a party x using formulas (3) 

and (4), only now the c lass i f i ca t i on  errors (CE~) are determined by 

using po l i t i ca l  party rather than the spatial  model. Under the party 

model PACs that make more posi t ive than negative contr ibut ions to 

Democratic (Republican) incumbents are assumed to make only posi t ive 

contr ibut ions to Democrats (Republicans), and vice versa i f  the number 

of negative contr ibut ions exceeds the number of posi t ive cont r i -  

butions. For example, NCPAC gave 2 Democrats posi t ive contr ibut ions,  47 

Democrats negative contr ibut ions,  18 Republicans posi t ive contr ibut ions,  

and 3 Republicans negative contr ibut ions.  This resul ts  in 5 c lass i -  

f i ca t ion  errors so the party z is (20-5)/20 = .750. For the United Auto 

Workers, i i  c l ass i f i ca t i on  errors occur with the party model, giving a 

of (53-11)/53 = .792. Both of these party x values are lower than the 

spatial  ~'s.  Overal l ,  p o l i t i c a l  party cor rect ly  c lass i f i es  approxi- 

mately 88 percent (29,537/33,428) of the contr ibut ions,  with a ~ of 

.312. 

14The origin of the phrase ,,majority model,, lies in Congressional roll-call analysis 

(Weisberg, 1978), where it predicts thst each legislator will vote w;th the majority on 

each roll call, 
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The po l i t i ca l - pa r t y  model can be improved by t reat ing the 

Democratic party as two part ies--Southern and Northern. ~s Southern 

Democrats have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  been more conservative than Northern 

Democrats and have often formed a "conservative coa l i t ion"  with the 

Republicans in Congress. We w i l l  re fer  to th is  as the three-party model 

as opposed to the two-party model discussed above. For NCPAC and UAW, 

the three-party model is not an improvement over the two-party model. 

The x 's are the same: .750 and .792, respect ively.  Overal l ,  the three- 

party model is only a s l igh t  improvement over the two-party model-- 

correct ly  c lass i fy ing approximately 89 percent (29,888/33,428) of the 

contr ibut ions,  with a ~ of .374. 

The overal l  ~'s disguise considerable di f ferences by PAC type. 

Table 3 displays six major categories of PACs with the i r  associated 

spatial and party x 's for the 389 incumbent seat races. 16 The contrast 

between labor PACs and others is pa r t i cu la r l y  in terest ing.  Labor PACs 

are the most ideo log ica l ly  or iented. They give almost exclusively to 

l ibera l  Democrats, which is why the gap between the spatial  z and the 

party z's is so small. In contrast,  corporate PACs are also ideological 

in making the i r  contr ibut ions but pay l i t t l e  at tent ion to party in doing 

so. Nonconnected PACs--a category that includes NCPAC and other s imi lar 

nonparty, ideo log ica l ly -or iented organ iza t ions- - fa l l  somewhere between 

the corporate and labor PACs in the i r  behavior. Trade association PACs 

are simi lar to the corporate PACs, but the i r  giving is less consistent 

with the ideological dimension. The cooperative PACs in the Top 500 are 

mostly the milk producers. They spend money on a great number of in-  

cumbents, giving v i r t u a l l y  nothing to challengers. 17 F ina l ly ,  the party 

PACs quite natura l ly  are the most ideological and the most party- 

15By Southern, we mean the 11 states of the Confederacy. 

16These categories are those used by the FEC. We corrected a few cases of oPvious 

misclassifieation. 

170f the four Cooperatives PACs in Table 3, three are milk producers. The largest, 

the Committee for Thorough Agricultural Political Education (Associated Milk Producers, 

Inc.), contributed $461~327 to 218 incumbents and $39,000 to I0 challengers. The 

Agricultural and Dairy Educational PAC (Mid-Amerlca Dairymen, Inc.) gave $148,800 to 167 

incumbents and $4250 to 7 challengers. The Special Agricultural Community Education PAC 

(Dairymen, Inc.) gave $117,660 to 92 incumbents and $3450 to 6 challengers. 
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TABLE 3 

Spatial and Party ks For 1980 House Incumbent Seats 

PAC Type Spatial 2-Party 3-Party No. of No. Pos, No. Neg. 

~ k ~ PACs Contri- Contri- 

butions butions 

Corporate .4957 

Labor .6637 

Nonconnected .5717 

Trade/Membership/ ,2611 

Health 

Cooperatives .0000 

Party .7560 

.2060 .2983 216 I~,385 2628 

,6168 .6168 62 5,552 1024 

.43~6 .5024 31 !,216 846 

.1100 .1700 87 8,187 ]270 

.0000 .0000 4 494 23 

.9904 ,9904 7 275 302 

TABLE 4 

Spatial and Party ~s For 1980 House Open Seats 

PAC Type Spatlal 2-Party 5-Party No. of 

k k X PACs 

No. POe. 

Contri- 

butions 

No, Neg, 

Contri- 

butions 

Corporate .6389 .4921 .6468 98 

Labor .9217 .9609 .9652 28 

Nonconnected .6875 .6429 .6964 ~8 

Trade/Membership/ .3966 .2291 .3631 48 

Health 

Cooperatives .0000 .0000 o0000 2 

Party .8667 1.0000 1.0000 4 

1082 

248 

286 

759 

42 

96 

252 

345 

121 

184 

9 

~3 
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or iented--the l a t t e r  c lear ly  being more important than the former. 

Table 4 displays the spatial  and party z's for  the 46 open-seat 

races in the same format as Table 3. We obtained spatial  locations of 

the winners of the open-seat races by unfolding a matrix of 1981 in- 

terest-group rat ings.  We then used these coordinates to order the 

posi t ive (to the winner) and negative (to the loser) contr ibut ions, so 

spat ial  ~'s could be computed. By using the 1981 ratings to estimate 

spatial  posi t ion,  we had to assume that,  i f  a PAC was incl ined to con- 

t r ibu te  money on the basis of ideology, then i t  would be a good 

forecaster of an open-seat candidate's ideological leanings. The re- 

sults in Table 4 are consistent with th is  assumption but not quite in 

the way we expected. Except for  the milk producers who remain 

resolute ly nonideological, the spat ial  z's are higher than those in 

Table 3, indicat ing that when incumbency is not a factor PACs are f reer 

to indulge the i r  ideological predi lect ions.  However, except for the 

trade associations, the three-party z's are higher than the spat ial  

z 's.  This is due in part to the fact that,  unl ike the considerable 

overlap between the two part ies in the center of the spectrum in 1980 

(as shown in f igure 2), the open-seat winners are almost per fec t ly  

spa t ia l l y  separated by party. I f  party i s  treated l ike  posi t ive and 

negative money (that is ,  i f  we assign "0" to a Democrat and "#" to a 

Republican), only two c lass i f i ca t i on  errors are made. The associated 

is .889 (the Democrats won 18 open seats, the Republicans 28). This 

greater polar izat ion by party in the open seats is consistent with 

evidence for  increasing polar izat ion by party in the Senate over the 

past two decades (Bullock 1981; Poole and Rosenthal, 1984b). 

For both incumbent and open seats, the measures of c l ass i f i ca t i on  

error are based on nominal ( i . e . ,  zero-one) var iables.  For each PAC, we 

looked only at whether there was some posi t ive or some negative cont r i -  

bution in a given race. The do l la r  amounts of the contr ibutions were 

not used. These do l lar  amounts are c lear ly  of in teres t ,  however, since 

they may be an indicat ion of a PAC's " in tens i ty  of preference." In the 

remainder of the paper we report on some computations and econometric 

work that make use of the magnitude of contr ibut ions as well as the i r  

spatial  locat ion. 
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5. CORRELATIONS BETWEEN AMOUNT CONTRIBUTED AND SPATIAL LOCATION 

The most straightforward measure of associat ion between the spat ia l  

locat ion of a PAC's contr ibut ions and the money contr ibuted is simply 

the cor re la t ion  between these two var iab les .  For such a cor re la t ion  to 

have some content,  each PAC for which the cor re la t ion  is computed should 

give to more than a handful of candidates. Accordingly,  we selected a l l  

PACs from the Top 500 that made contr ibut ions (pos i t ive  or negative) in 

at least  45 races with an incumbent on the b a l l o t .  This provided a 

sample of 263 PACs. ~8 

TABLE 5 

Correlation Between $ ContrFbution and Incumbent Location 

PACs Giving In At Least 45 Races 

Number of PACs By PAC Type 

Non- Trade/Memb/ 

r CorporaTe Labor Connected Health CooDs Party 

> 0.9 O 0 0 0 0 0 

0.8 to 0.9 2 0 i 0 0 0 

0.7 to 0.8 TO 0 I 0 0 0 

0.6 to 0.7 15 0 3 6 0 0 

0.5 to 0.6 10 0 3 3 0 I 

0.4 to 0.5 14 0 O 5 0 0 

0.3 to 0.4 17 0 I 3 0 I 

0.2 to 0.3 7 0 O 6 0 0 

0.1 to  0 . 2  11 0 0 11 0 1 

0 .0  to  0.1 21 1 0 6 1 0 

-0.I to 0.0 B 0 I 13 ~ 0 

-0 .2  to  -0 .1  11 4 0 8 0 0 

-0.3 to -0.2 6 7 0 4 0 0 

-0 .4  to  - 0 . 3  1 5 1 0 1 0 

-0.5 to -0.4 0 10 0 I 0 0 

-0 .6  to  - 0 . 5  0 B 1 0 0 0 

-0 .7  to  - 0 . 6  0 8 0 0 0 0 

-0 .8  to  - 0 . 7  0 1 1 0 O 1 

< - 0 . 8  0 O 0 0 0 0 

Totals 133 44 13 66 3 4 

18These PACs accounted for 82.1% of contributions by the Top 500 in races with an 

incumbent running. 
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For each PAC, for each race, we computed a net contribution by 

subtracting negative money (contributions to challengers) from positive 

money (contributions to the incumbent). Races in which a PAC made 

neither positive nor negative contribution were treated as missing 

data. We then calculated for each PAC the Pearson correlation, r, 

between the net contribution and the incumbent location of the contri- 

bution. Table 5 reports these correlations by PAC type. 

Labor PACs show the clearest pattern. All but one of them have 

r < O, with 61.4% of the sample having r < -0.4. Corporate and Trade 

PACs have predominantly positive r, as do most of the Nonconnected 

PACs. Two of the three Cooperative PACs (belonging to milk producers' 

associations) made very broadly-based contributions, resulting in r near 

zero. 

6. WEIGHTED MEAN LOCATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS 

A PAC's pattern of contributions is a reflection of its pol i t ical  

preferences (constrained by resources and contribution l imits). To get 

a measure of the central tendency of a PAC's choices, we computed a 

"weighted mean locatiQn" of each PAC's contributions as follows. For 

incumbent seats, we defined, for PAC j :  

389 + 

i~ l (Y i j ) (x i  ) 
INCMEANj = INCDOLj 

and CHALMEANj = 

389 

i l(Y j)(xi ) 
CHDOL. 

J 

where YTj 

Yij 

is PAC j ' s  total contribution to the campaign of in- 

cumbent i 

is PAC j ' s  total contribution to the campaigns of 

incumbent i ' s  challengers 
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x i is incumbent i ' s  location on the dimension 

INCDOLj is PAC j ' s  to ta l  contr ibut ion to a l l  

(= ~Yij) 

CHDOLj is PAC j ' s  tota l  contr ibut ion to a l l  challengers 

(= ~Yij) 

INCMEANj weights the location of each posi t ive contr ibut ion by the 

proport ion of the PAC's to ta l  pos i t ive contr ibut ions.  CHALMEANj t reats 

negative money s imi la r ly .  While a given value of INCMEAN (or CHALMEAN) 

is consistent with a wide range of contr ibut ion patterns, i t  is i n te r -  

esting to note the di f ferences of these values across PACs and PAC 

types. 

Tables 6A and 6B t e l l  a story s imi lar  to that of the corre lat ions 

of Table 5 and the nominal resul ts of Table 3. Within each PAC type, we 

see a f a i r l y  broad range of contr ibut ion behavior, though there are 

clear di f ferences across PAC types. ~9 The mean INCMEAN over a l l  com- 

mittees is f a i r l y  close to the mean location of a l l  incumbents running 

for reelect ion in 1980 (-0.059). This is also true for  the 

Trade/Membership/Health group and for  Cooperatives. Corporate PACs, 

though they are spread f a i r l y  widely across the dimension, tend to be on 

the conservative side, as do the Nonconnected groups. Labor PACs once 

again exh ib i t  a clear preference for  l i be ra ls .  No labor PAC has an 

INCMEAN above -.197, and the mean labor INCMEAN is -.583, so l id ly  on the 

l e f t  side of the dimension. 

When i t  comes to contr ibut ing to challengers, the di f ferences in 

incumbents 

19We also computed weighted means by treating each category as one giant PAC. The 

results were quite close to the mean INCMEANs and CHALMEANs in Tables 6A and 6B: 

PAC Type "Grand" INCMEAN "Grand" CHALMEAN 

Corporate .!91 -.543 

Labor -.581 .422 

Nonconnected -.024 -.344 

T/M/H .143 -.497 

Coops -o081 -.191 
Parties .212 -°383 
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TABLE 6A 

INCMEAN 

PAC Type Mean Min Max N 

All Committees .058 -.961 .929 464 

Corporate .213 -,426 .929 220 

Labor -.583 ~,795 -,197 

65 

Nonconnected .180 -.96l ,884 47 

Trade/Membership/Health .054 -,900 .768 99 

Cooperatives -,034 -,309 ,392 6 

Political Parties ,173 -.938 ,841 21 

TABLE 6B 

CHALMEAN 

PAC Type Mean Min Max N 
\ 

All Committees .I02 -I.015 .912 455 

Corporate -,504 -I,015 .902 218 

Labor ,433 ~,394 ,905 

64 

NonconnecTed -.198 -.640 .630 47 

Trade/Membership/Heaith -.354 -.957 ,760 90 

Cooperatives -.034 -,634 ,394 4 

Political Parties -.135 -.965 ,912 26 

ideological preferences across PAC types become clearer. A negative 

value of CHALMEAN indicates that a PAC's contributions are slanted in 

favor of opponents of liberal incumbents. Positive values of CHALMEAN 

indicate a (dollar-weighted) preference for opponents of conservative 

incumbents. PACs in the Corporate and Trade/Membership/Health groups 

tend, on average, to have negative CHALMEAN. Nonconnected PACs also 

have a tendency to support opponents of liberal incumbents, although 

this is weaker than the pattern for Corporate and Trade PACs. Labor's 

contributions to challengers are a mirror image of these PACs' giving to 

incumbents, going largely to opponents of incumbents with positive 

location. 

We also computed measures corresponding to INCMEAN and CHALMEAN for 

open seats. As with our measures of spatial consistency (x) , we 

treated the winner of an open-seat race as the "incumbent." We used 
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these winners'  locat ions on the dimension recovered from the 1981 

unfo ld ing analys is  as our measure of x i fo r  open seats. The var iab le  

is def ined the same way as INCMEANj, wi th YTj represent ing WINMEANj 

con t r ibu t ions  to the eventual winner of the open seat. We designated 

the runner-up in the general e lec t i on  as the "cha l lenger . "  We def ined 

LOSEMEANj to correspond to CHALMEANj, wi th Y i j  represent ing c o n t r i -  

butions to the runner-up. 

The p ic tu re  here (Tables 7A and 7B) p a r a l l e l s  what we see from the 

nominal resu l t s  (Table 4). Although there are d i f fe rences  among PACs 

w i th in  the Corporate group, fo r  that  group as a whole, there is a 

preference toward conservat ive candidates. The same is t rue fo r  

Nonconnected PACs. For Trade PACs, g iv ing in open-seat races is more 

balanced. Labor PACs again exh ib i t  a strong t i l t  in favor of l i b e r a l s .  

INCMEAN, CHALMEAN, and PAC size 

Because of overall resource constraints, re la t ive ly  small PACs may not 

be able to give to as many dif ferent candidates as they would l ike. 

Larger PACs, on the other hand, are constrained by contribution l imi ts - -  

they are forced to spread their  money around, even i f  they would prefer 

TABLE 7A 

WINMEAN 

PAC Type Mean Min Max N 

All Committees .244 -1.210 .766 419 

Corporate ,430 -.679 .766 210 

Labor -.621 -1.210 .158 55 

Nonconnected .305 -1.026 ~653 40 

Trade/Membership/Health .272 -1.21 .766 90 

Cooperatives .289 -.211 .381 4 

Political Parties ,371 -.581 .653 17 
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TABLE 7B 

LOSEMEAN 

Pac Type Mean Min Max N 

All Committees 

Corporate 

Labor 

Nonconnected 

Trade/Membership/Health 

Cooperatives 

Political Parties 

- 0 4 9  

- 2 3 8  

4 4 5  

- ] 1 9  

- 0 7 2  

4 9 0  

101 

-1.183 ,739 322 

-I,183 .635 147 

-1.183 .635 57 

-,765 .611 32 

-].183 .739 68 

,392 .593 3 

-.656 .673 12 

to concentrate on a small number of candidates. In a ser ies of OLS 

regressions, we looked at the re la t i onsh ip  between PAC resources and 

weighted mean locat ion of con t r ibu t ions .  Our sample fo r  these re-  

gressions consisted of PACs that  made cont r ibut ions to incumbents in at 

least  f i v e  races and to chal lengers in at least  f i v e  races. We imposed 

th i s  r e s t r i c t i o n  because we were in terested in how funds Spent on in -  

cumbents and chal lengers,  respec t i ve l y ,  af fected INCMEAN and CHALMEAN. 

For each PAC type, 2° we regressed INCMEAN on In INCDOL and In 

CHDOL. (A spec i f i ca t i on  using INCDOL and CHDOL gave s i m i l a r  resu l t s  but 

a somewhat poorer f i t . )  The resu l t s  are reported in Table 8. 

For every PAC type other than Labor, the c o e f f i c i e n t  of In INCDOL 

is negative--though fo r  Trade PACs, i t  is  only about 1.5 times i t s  

estimated standard e r ro r - -wh i l e  the c o e f f i c i e n t  of In CHDOL is 

pos i t i ve .  These PACs, as a group, tend to lean toward incumbents with 

pos i t i ve  locat ion.  Nonetheless, those that  cont r ibute more to in -  

2Owe did not estimate a separate set of equations for Cooperatives because of the 

small number of committees in this group. (There are only 6 Cooperatives in the Top 500.) 
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cumbents, holding CHDOL constant, have lower INCMEAN. Those that 

contribute more to challengers, for a given amount spent on incumbents, 

tend to favor more conservative candidates in the i r  contr ibut ions to 

incumbents. 

Labor PACs again show an opposite pattern. For them, the coef- 

f i c i en t  of In INCDOL is pos i t i ve ,  while that of In CHDOL is negative. 

For these committees, increased spending on incumbents, for  constant 

CHDOL, tends to be associated with s l i g h t l y  more cent r i s t  candidates. 

On the other hand, committees that spend more on challengers tend to be 

more l i be ra l  in (though not necessari ly more l i be ra l  with) t he i r  con t r i -  

butions to incumbents. Note, however, that the ef fects of PAC size (as 

measured by INCDOL and CHDOL) are small, and the estimated constant is 

quite close to the mean INCMEAN for  th is group. 

TABLE 8 

Incumbent Seats 

Dollar-Weighted Mean Locations Of PACs 

Dependent Variable: INCMEAN 

Corporate Labor Trade/Memb./ Nonconnected 

PACs PACs Health PACs PACs 

.033 -.538* .090 .596 

(.241) (.110) (.375) (.924) 

In INCDOL -.095" .045* -.054 -.265" 

(.020) (.020) (.036) (,079) 

In CHDOL .140" -.057" .086* .342" 
(.017) (.021) (.032) (.082) 

~2 .353 .106 o085 .442 

Mean of 

Dep. Var. .258 -.581 .137 .218 

N 168 45 61 26 

Estimated standard errors in parentheses. Coefficients with an asterisk have Itl > 2.0. 



94 

These results suggest that PACs that contribute re lat ive ly  more to 

challengers also tend to prefer incumbents farther out toward one end oF 

the dimension or the other. 

We estimated similar regressions using CHALMEAN as dependent vari- 

able. Except for Nonconnected PACs, however, none of the CHALMEAN 

regressions has explanatory power. This is possibly because contri- 

butions to challengers in the Corporate, Trade, and Labor groups are 

re lat ively small, and re lat ive ly  few PACs in these categories give to 

many challengers. In these categories, incumbent contributions were 

over 3 times greater than challenger contributions For the sample in 

Table 8. For Nonconnected PACs, contributions to challengers were 

actually s l ight ly  greater than those to incumbents. The estimated 

equation For Nonconnected PACs is (estimated standard errors in pa~ 

rentheses): 

CHALMEAN = -.165 + .166 In INCDOL - .299 In CHDOL 

( . I 0 2 )  ( .065) ( .067) 

R 2 = .290 N = 26 

The signs of the contribution variables in this regression are the 

opposite of those in the INCMEAN one. (This is also the case for the 

other PAC categories, but For them ~2 is less than .05 when CHALMEAN is 

the dependent variable.) 

The simple correlation between INCMEAN and CHALMEAN for the sample 

in Table 8 is negative for a l l  PACs and is part icularly large for 

Nonconnected and Trade PACs. 2~ This suggests that PACs tend not to 

contribute to both sides. Indeed, i f  we look at a l l  PACs in the Top 

500, there is re lat ively l i t t l e  giving to both incumbent and challenger 

21For the sample in Table 8, the simple correlations between INCMEAN and CHALMEAN 

are: Corporate PACs -.|54 (N=168); Labor PACs -.095 (N=45); Nonconnected PACs -.846 

(N=26); and Trade/Membership/Health PACs -.700 (N=61). For all these PACs plus five 

Cooperatives PACs taken together, the correlation is -.791 (N=305). 
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in the same race. (See Table 9.) Except for a handful of instances of 

promiscuous giving (especia l ly  by the National R i f le  Associat ion), most 

PACs give only to the incumbent or to a challenger in a given race. 

Only 17 PACs contributed to both incumbent and challenger in more than 

Five races. Of the 474 PACs in the Top 500 that contributed to House 

races where an incumbent was running, 278 gave only to the incumbent or 

to a challenger in each race in which a contr ibut ion was made. 

7. CONTRIBUTIONS TO INCUMBENTS AND CHALLENGERS 

The pattern of PAC contr ibut ions across p o l i t i c a l  campaigns may re f l ec t  

not only the i n t r i n s i c  p o l i t i c a l  preferences of PACs, but also such 

considerations as the l ikel ihood of an incumbent's reelect ion,  the 

incumbent's committee assignments, and his or her sen ior i ty  in 

Congress. We analyzed the patterns of posi t ive and negative cont r i -  

butions to each of the 389 races with an incumbent running. For each 

PAC type, and for a l l  PAC types together, we computed maximum l ike l ihood 

Tobit estimates, using the sum of pos i t ive money contributed by PACs of 

the given type as the dependent var iab le.  We repeated the exercise 

using tota l  negative money contributed by PACs of the given type as the 

dependent var iable.  22 In e a c h  regression, there are 389 

observations. 23 Results appear in Tables 10-13. 

22Because the dependent variable is nonnegafive and zero observations abound, 

particularly for contributions to challengers ("negative money"), Tobit is more 

appropriate than OLS. (For positive money, OLS and Tobit provide quite similar 

estimates.) 

23We also ran all regressions eliminating incumbents who were unopposed in the 1980 

general election. (There were 33 such cases.) Our results were unchanged by this 

reduction of the sample. 
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TABLE 9 

PACs Contributing To Both Incumbent And Challenger(s) 

A, 10 or more races 

National Rifle Association 

National Association of Realtors 

American Medical Association 

Nat'l Assn. of Life Underwriters 

Nat'l Assn. of Home Builders 

Nat'i Assn. of Mutua~ insurance Agents 

Nat'l Automobile Dealers Association 

American Dental Association 

163 races 

45 races 

38 races 

27 races 

22 races 

14 races 

11 races 

11 races 

B, Fewer than 10 races 

Nq" of r aces  

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

NO. of 

PACs 

83 45 22 16 13 6 2 0 ] 
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ALL ( i n c l .  PARTY) PACs 

Pos i t ive  $ Negative $ 

ALL (excl. PARTY) PACs 

Posi t ive  $ Negative $ 

10.692" 4.4;4* 

(1.067) (1.311) 

8.889* 3.986* 

(.978) (1.010) 

LOC .178 -.492 

(.444) [.562) 

.225 -.538 

(.406) (.434) 

PARTY .060 1.682" 

(.580) (.738) 

.969 .402 

(.532) (.566) 

SEN -.451" .041 

(.133) (.164) 

- .411" -.016 

(.122) (.126) 

{SEN )2 .023" .0026 

(.0058) (.0071) 

.021" .0024 

(.0053) (.0055) 

CHMN -.514 -1.076 

(.785) (.981) 

-.461 -.923 

(.719) (.752) 

78DVOTE -.053* -.092" 

(.0068) (.0089) 

-.047" - .069" 

(.0063) (.0069) 

In l ike l ihood -1048.1 -983.0 -1007.8 -872.7 

Mean of 

deo. var. 

(xlO 4 ) 5.955 2.459 5.415 1.691 

Estimated standard errors in parentheses. Coefficients with an asterisk have ILl > 

1.96. (All specifications include CTEES vector, whose estimated coefficients are not 

reported here.) 
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TABLE l l  

CORPORATE PACs 

Positive $ Negative $ 

TRADE/MEMBERSHIP/ 

HEALTH PACs 

Pos i t ive  $ Negative $ 

2.905 * .225 

(.381) (.564) 

3.177" .760 

(.364) (.5581 

LOC .896" - .542* 

(.158) (.244) 

.910" - .702" 

(o151) (.257) 

PARTY .126 1.158" 

(.207) (.332) 

.041 .586 

(.198) (.335) 

SEN - . !89"  .0039 

(.047) (.070) 

- . i51 * -.024 

(.045) (.071) 

(SEN) 2 .0096' .0003 

(.0021) (.0031) 

.0076" .0003 

(.0020) (.0031) 

CHMN -.212 -.297 

(.282) (.433) 

-.365 -.215 

(.268) (.418) 

78DVOTE -.0068' -.036* 

(.0024) (.0042) 

- .010" -.044" 

(.0023) (.0046) 

In likelihood -634.6 -431.1 -623.2 -431.1 

Mean of 

dep. vat. 

(xlO 4 ) 

1.399 .434 1.827 .518 

Estimated standard errors in parentheses. Coefficients with an asterisk have I t l  > 

1.96. (All specifications include CTEES vector, whose estimated coefficients are not 

reported here.) 



99 

TABLE 12 

LABOR PACs 

PosFtive $ Negative 

NONCONNECTED PACs 

Positive $ Negative $ 

1.706' 2.494" 

(.465) (.595) 

,765" ,585" 

(.120) (,288) 

LOC -1.734" -.238 

(.193) (.292) 

.041 .0011 

(.150) ( .126) 

PARTY .918" -2.694" 

(.254) (.387) 

-.011 .665" 

(.065) ( . i 67 )  

SEN 

(SEN) 2 

- .047 - .234*  

(.058) (.082) 

.0028 .OlO* 

(.0025) (.0035) 

- .030"  .012 

(.015) ( .037) 

.0012 .0006 

(.0006) (.0016) 

CHMN - .209 - .514 

(.343) (.442) 

- .064 -.141 

(.088) (.217) 

78DVOTE -.023* -.025" 

(.0030) (.0049) 

- .0053"  - .017"  

(.0008) (.002) 

in likelihood -687.6 -354.5 -199.9 -418.1 

Mean of 

dep. va r .  

(xlO 4 ) 

1.643 .362 .290 .355 

I I 
Estimated standard error in parentheses. Coefficients with an asterisk have Itl > 1.96. 

(All specifications include CTEES vector, whose estimated coefficients are not reported 

here.) 
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TABLE 13 

COOPERATIVES PACs 

Positive $ Negative $ 

PARTY PACs 

Pos i t i ve  $ Negative $ 

.131 

(.I04) 

1.986" .I01' 

(.262) (.593) 

LOC .063 

(.045) 

-.131 -.085 

(.12l) (.250) 

PARTY 

SEN 

(SEN) 2 

.136" 

(.058) 

- .022 

(.013) 

.0008 

(°006) 

I n s u f f i c i e n t  

data,  

(See 

t e x t , )  

-1.460 2.125 * 

( .156) (.343) 

-.036 -.0089 

(.034) (.075) 

.0017 .0012 

(.0015) (.0032) 

CHMN -.052 

( ,058 ) 

- .045 .079 

(° |94)  (.448) 

78DVOTE - .0031 '  

(.0007) 

- .016"  - .039"  

(.0020) (.0042) 

In l i ke l ihood -173.9 -359.0 -509.8 

Mean of 

dep. va r .  

(xlO 4 ) 

.200 .540 .768 

I I 

Estimated standard errors in parentheses* Coefficients with an asterisk have Itl > 

1.96, (All specifications include CTEES vector, whose estimated coefficients are not 

reported here.) 
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Independent variables are: 

PARTY Dummy variable; I i f  incumbent is a Democrat, 0 otherwise 

SEN Incumbent's years of continuous service in Congress. We 

also used (SEN) 2 or In SEN in some specifications. Only 

the quadratic specification is reported here. 

CHMN Dummy variable; i i f  incumbent is chairman or ranking 

minority member of a committee, 0 otherwise 

LOC Incumbent's location on the dimension 

78DVOTE Difference between percentage of total votes received by 

incumbent and by his major party challenger in 1978 

election 

CTEES A vector of 22 dummy variables, one for each House com- 

mittee; i i f  incumbent is on committee, 0 otherwise 24 

Positive contributions 

In every case, 78DVOTE has a negative coeff icient, which is always at 

least twice its estimated standard error. The closer the incumbent's 

1978 election, the greater the contributions in his favor, regardless of 

PAC type. This result, together with a parallel one on challenger 

contributions, appears to be the most robust finding in the empirical 

l i terature on campaign contributions [Jacobson (1985), Kau and Rubin 

(1982)]. The 1978 vote difference was a signal of the expected 

closeness of the 1980 race, and hence the expected strength of the 1980 

challenger. 25 (We also find that negative money increases as 78DVOTE 

decreases, reflecting Jacobson's (1980, 1985) findings about the links 

between challenger and incumbent monies.) 

For all PAC types other than Labor and Cooperatives, seniority has 

a significant effect on positive contributions. The quadratic specif i- 

cation consistently has a negative coefficient on the linear term and a 

24Not all Representatives serve on the same number of committees. Including a dummy 

variable for each committee, therefore, does not lead to singularity. 

25Using the actual outcome of the 1980 vote, 80DVOTE, gives essentially the same 

results. 80DVOTE is probably a more accurate indicator of the expected closeness of the 

1980 race, particularly since the bulk of contributions are made in the second year of the 

79-80 cycle. Using the 1980 vote as a right-hand side variable, however, clearly involves 

simultaneity between 80DVOTE and campaign contributions. (Jacobson, 1985; Welch, 1981) 
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posi t ive coef f i c ien t  on (SEN) 2. The imp l ied  par t ia l  der iva t ive  of 

posi t ive money with respect to sen ior i ty  is negative for  r e l a t i v e l y  low 

values of SEN and positive for  high values. This der iva t ive  is zero near 

10-12 years in o f f i ce .  Ceteris paribus, both junior  members of Congress 

and those with considerable sen ior i ty  receive more PAC contr ibut ions 

than do Representatives with 5 or 6 terms in o f f i ce .  26 

The incumbent's posit ion as chairman or ranking minor i ty member of 

a committee does not appear to af fect  PAC contr ibut ions to the incumbent 

beyond the ef fects of sen ior i t y  per se. 

When all PACs other than party committees are aggregated, neither the 

PARTY dummy nor the LOC var iable is s i gn i f i can t l y  d i f f e ren t  from zero, 

re f lec t ing  the f a i r l y  even balance of contr ibut ions to l i be ra l  and 

conservative incumbents. Inclusion of CTEES improves the f i t  s l i g h t l y  

(improvement in l ike l ihood is s ign i f i can t  at 5%). Members of Appropri- 

ations, Armed Services, Foreign A f fa i r s ,  and Government Operations 

received r e l a t i v e l y  less money than average, ceteris paribus, while in-  

cumbents on In te r io r  and Insular A f fa i rs  and on Interstate and Foreign 

Commerce were at the high end. 

Disaggregating by PAC type reveals in terest ing dif ferences across 

categories. Corporate PACs in the top 500 contributed 54% more to the 

average Republican running for reelection than to the average Democrat 

doing so. Nonetheless, when other factors are taken into account, the 

PARTY variable is not signif icantly different from zero. Rather, i t  is 

the signif icantly positive sign on LOC that reveals corporate PACs' 

preferences. These PACs lean strongly toward conservatives--and, of 

course, there are more Republicans on the positive half of the di- 

mension. Adding CTEES improves the f i t  for corporate posit ive money 

(improvement in likelihood is significant at i%).  Particularly favored 

committees are Budget, Interior and Insular Affairs, Interstate and 

Foreign Commerce; and Ways and Means. Significantly lower than average 

contributions, ceteris paribus, were received by members of Appropri- 

ations, Education and Labor, Foreign Affairs, Government Operations, 

26The mean value of SEN is 8.8, which is quite close to the interval for which the 

derivative with the quadratic specification is near zero. A specification that included 

only the linear term picked up no seniority effect, nor did one with In SEN. 
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House Administrat ion, Judic iary,  and Post Off ice and Civ i l  Service. 

Labor PACs strongly favored Democrats, but among Democrats they 

par t i cu la r l y  l iked l i be ra ls .  Both PARTY and LOC coef f i c ien ts  are s ig- 

n i f i can t l y  d i f f e ren t  from zero, the l a t t e r  being negative. The addi t ion 

of CTEES has no e f fec t .  

The sample of Nonoonnected PACs includes both r ight-wing and l e f t -  

wing groups. I t  is not surpr is ing that ,  except for  sen ior i ty  and the 

measure of the expected closeness of the race, no other var iable has a 

s ign i f i cant  coe f f i c ien t .  Inclusion of CTEES does not appreciably im- 

prove the F i t .  

Trade PACs resemble corporates. Again, Republican incumbents 

received much more on average than Democrats did (55% more). But i t  is 

LOC that is s ign i f icant - -and pos i t i ve- -not  PARTY. Addit ion of CTEES 

improves the F i t .  (Improvement in l ike l ihood is s ign i f i can t  at i%.) 

The committee preferences are also s imi lar  to those of corporate PACs 

though somewhat more broadly based. Only Appropriat ions, Education and 

Labor, and Foreign Af fa i rs  seem re la t i ve l y  unfavored. 

The Cooperatives group consists of only 6 PACs, all but one of them 

associated with dairy producers. Though small in number, these PACs 

contributed to 262 of the 389 incumbents running for reelection. They 

gave l i te ra l l y  across the spectrum. LOC is not signif icant. When 

committee assignments are not included, our estimates suggest that they 

favored Democrats. However, with the inclusion of CTEES, this result 

disappears. What cooperatives particularly l ike are the members of 

Agriculture and Small Business Committees. The coefficients on the 

dummy variables for these two committees are strongly positive, and the 

f i t  of the regression improves dramatically with the inclusion of CTEES 

(significant at less than I%). 

Negative contributions 

As with positive contributions, the 1978 vote difference is s ign i f i -  

cantly negative in every regression. The vector of incumbents' com- 

mittee assignments has no effect on the amount of contributions to 

challengers, nor does chairmanship or being a ranking minority member. 

For every PAC type, however, there are intriguing differences between 

the results of the negative money regressions and those we found for 

positive money. 
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The effect of senior i ty on negative contributions is generally 

unimportant. 

For Corporate PACs, PARTY does influence the pattern of negative 

money, as does LOC. Both of these variables have s ign i f icant  coef- 

f i c ients ,  PARTY's being posit ive and LOC's negative. The PACs in th is 

group gave more money to challengers of Democratic incumbents and to 

challengers of l iberal  incumbents, both Democrat and Republican. Since 

almost no money was given to opponents of Republicans (contr ibutions to 

challengers of Democrats averaged nearly ten times that of contributions 

to challengers of Republicans), most of the negative money went to 

challengers of l iberal  Democrats. Trade PACs once more look very 

similar to corporate PACs. Again, contributions favor challengers of 

Democrats and of l ibera ls .  

Labor PACs, on the other hand, gave s ign i f i cant ly  larger amounts to 

challengers of Republican incumbents: about 35 times more, on average, 

than to challengers of Democrats. PARTY is s ign i f icant  here, but LOC is 

not. 

Conservative PACs in the Monconnected group played a d i f ferent  

strategy in negative giving than in posit ive contr ibut ions, The PARTY 

variable, ins ign i f icant  in the posit ive money regressions, now enters 

with strongly posit ive coef f ic ients.  This ref lects the broadly-based 

giving by groups such as NCPAC to opponents of many Democrat in- 

cumbents. Taken together, these results indicate contributions by 

Nonconnected PACs to challengers of re la t i ve ly  senior Democrats in 

electoral trouble. 

Negative money regressions for Cooperatives would have no 

content. As we noted earl ier,  these PACs made almost no contributions 

to challengers. (There are only 18 nonzero observations of the de- 

pendent variable.) 

We have also included the results of positive money and negative 

money estimates for Party committees. Republican party committees 

outspent Democrats by about 6 to i in direct contributions. The es- 

timates ref lect this, showing a large negative coefficient on PARTY in 

positive contributions and a large positive coefficient in negative 

contributions. In addition, both parties allocated resources with at 

least some consideration of the expected closeness of the race. 78DVOTE 

has a significant, negative coefficient in all regressions. Finally, 
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sen ior i ty  and committee assignments do not appear to matter. 

8. SUt.~MARY 

Our most robust f indings can be summarized as fol lows: 

• The spat ial  location of candidates is important in determining 

the pattern of campaign contr ibut ions.  Many PACs and a l l  PAC types, 

except agr icu l tura l  cooperatives, contr ibute in a manner highly con- 

s is tent  with a simple spat ia l  model. There is l i t t l e  giving by an 

indiv idual  PAC to candidates at opposite ends of the dimension. There 

is no instance of a PAC contr ibut ing to incumbents located at each end 

of the dimension and only to challengers of incumbents in the middle (or 

vice versa). Contributions against incumbents ( i . e . ,  to challengers of 

incumbents) are often spat ial  mirror images of a PAC's giving in favor 

of incumbents, though th is  statement must be tempered by the fact that 

the large major i ty of PACs give r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  money to 

challengers. Few PACs give money to both challenger and incumbent in 

the same race. Giving in open-seat races is ,  i f  anything, even more 

spa t ia l l y  consistent than in races where an incumbent is running. 

• While many indiv idual  PACs exh ib i t  patterns of contr ibut ions 

consistent with the " ideologica l "  dimension, the data for  1980 suggest 

' that  there was no par t i cu la r  bias toward one end of the spectrum or the 

other. Taking a l l  PACs together essent ia l l y  el iminates the ef fect  of 

the location var iable in the regressions. Giving in races with an 

incumbent on the ba l lo t  was, overa l l ,  balanced across the dimension. 

• There are, however, " ideological"  d is t inc t ions  even among groups 

as broadly defined as the FEC categories. For the Corporate, Labor, and 

Trade/Membership/Health groups, the incumbent's location on the "ideo- 

logical"  dimension is an important explanatory var iable even when other 

factors speci f ic  to the incumbent are considered. (Of course, " ide- 

ology" matters to Nonconnected groups, too. They just  tend to balance 

each other o f f  in pos i t ive money, though not in negative.) On average, 

Corporate and Trade groups favor conservative incumbents and opponents 

of l i bera l  incumbents. Labor PACs do the opposite. 

• Except for  Labor PACs, party is not an important var iable in 

explaining pos i t ive contr ibut ions,  once the incumbent's voting record is 
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taken into account. For contr ibut ions to challengers, however, party is 

s ign i f i can t .  Corporate, Nonconnected, and Trade PACs gave to opponents 

of Democrats. Labor PACs did the opposite. 

• The expected closeness of the elect ion is always an important 

var iable.  Both pos i t ive  money and contr ibut ions to challengers increase 

as the probab i l i t y  of a strong challenge increases. This suggests that 

PACs are sensi t ive to the potent ial  impact of contr ibut ions on electoral  

outcomes. 

• Although committee assignments have some importance in ex- 

plaining campaign contr ibut ions by PAC categories, the i r  net e f fec t  is 

never strong, except in the case of Cooperatives. This is almost 

cer ta in ly  because of the d i ve rs i t y  of in terests  represented by PACs in 

every category except Coops, which are essen t ia l l y  one giant PAC of milk 

producers. We would surmise that competit ive forces in the House resu l t  

in most members having a po r t fo l i o  of committee assignments that pro- 

vides maximum advantage v i s -a -v i s  each member's constituency. I t  

would therefore be surprising i f ,  overa l l ,  committee assignments by 

themselves pointed to s ign i f i can t  di f ferences in generating campaign 

resources. Being chairman or ranking minor i ty  member of a committee has 

no impact on campaign contr ibut ions, other things equal. 

• Senior i ty ,  as measured by number of consecutive years in o f f i ce ,  

has a complicated ro le.  For pos i t ive  contr ibut ions,  sen io r i t y  has a 

nonmonotonic e f fec t ,  with contr ibut ions being higher for  the most junior 

and most senior members, ceter is  paribus, than for  incumbents with 

average sen io r i t y .  Negative contr ibut ions,  however, are not s i g n i f i -  

cantly related to sen io r i t y .  

We hasten to stress that what th is  paper reports is an overview of 

a large body of data. Our focus is mostly on patterns by broad cate- 

gories of PACs. For some groups (Labor PACs and Agr icu l tura l  cooper- 

a t ives) ,  these categories are quite homogeneous. For others 

(Nonconnected PACs, Corporate, and Trade PACs), there is considerable 

heterogeneity. This is apparent from the f a i r l y  high level of unex- 

plained variance in most of our regressions, though we note that we did 

not engage in much f i t - improv ing  a c t i v i t y .  Yet even with in these broad 

categories, systematic patterns emerge. The large body of data ava i la -  

ble from 1980 on is a r ich potent ia l  source of fur ther  invest igat ion,  

both at the aggregate level (e .g. ,  rep l i ca t ing  for  la te r  years the kinds 
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of things we have done for 1980) and for looking at individual PACs in 

greater de ta i l .  27 Ours is but a glimpse at the rough outl ines.  

27Replication across years would be particularly useful in light of the contention 

that 1980 may have been somewhat atypical, especially in the role of ,,ideological. PACs 

and the ascendancy of conservative candidates. Casual inspection of aggregate data for 

1982 does not suggest dramatic differences in overall patterns~ except that contributions 

increase in every category. The role of PACs as a component of overall campaign finance 

is also increas ing.  (See, e . g . ,  Jackson, 1984.) 

As to more de ta i l ed  analysis~ i t  would be i n te res t i ng  to E o ok,  fo r  example, at 

corporate PACs by indust ry  type and other c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  This would complement the work 
of  Handier and Mulkern (1982), who studied the in terna l  o rgan iza t ion  of 71 business 

PACs. Eismeier and Po l lock  (1984) use FEC data on to ta l  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  ( i nc lud ing  Senate 

and Pres iden t ia l  races} f o r  1980 to  analyze PACs by c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  such as type, s i ze ,  

indust ry ,  and having an o f f i c e  in Washington. Their  perspect ive is qu i te  d i f f e r e n t  from 

that  of  our paper. 
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