








results in a 1.5% to 2.6% reduction in the margin of victory, so lowering a limit appears to 

have a slightly larger impact on incumbents than open seat candidates.  

11.  Given that incumbents on average win elections with 78% of the vote, the 

decrease in vote margins from contribution limits is not large enough to cause most 

incumbents to lose.  When the estimate on incumbent vote loss is applied to the actual 

margins of victory by incumbents, I find that approximately 4% of successful incumbents 

would have lost had the contribution limits in their races been lowered by $2,000.  The 

presence of individual contribution limits result in a 1.1% reduction in likelihood of 

incumbent victories, and when limits are placed on all sources of contributions, (individuals, 

PACs, corporations, unions, and parties) the likelihood of incumbent victory reduces by 

2.1%.  

 12.  The data show that contribution limits make races closer, reduce the incumbency 

advantage, and lead to more candidates in elections. The data do not lend support to the 

hypothesis that contribution limits protect incumbents. Quite to the contrary, lower 

contribution limits help challengers, make them more competitive, and increase the 

likelihood they emerge as winners in electoral races.  Therefore, the new higher limits on 

hard-money contributions in the federal Bipartisan Campaign Reform Act are likely to 

benefit incumbents at the expense of challengers. 

 Campaign contributions and the voting behavior of legislators. 

13.  Whether campaign contributions induce a legislator to favor the interests of the 

contributor has been a long-standing research questions.  In particular, the question is 

whether contributions to legislators affect the voting behavior of legislators and whether there 

is a causal link between contributions and legislators' voting behavior. 

 14.  In my 1991 and 1995 articles (Southern Economic Journal 1991, Review of 

Economics and Statistics, 1995) I analyze roll call votes on subsidies to the agricultural 



sector and to examine whether campaign contributions from agriculture caused legislators to 

vote in agricultural interests. I examine roll call votes on amendments to the 1981 and 1985 

Farm Bill as well as votes on agricultural appropriations and emergency funding. The 

outcome of these votes was important to the agricultural sector, as these votes provided 

funding, subsidies, and favorable regulations for particular agricultural sectors. The benefits 

associated with these votes were concentrated among the agricultural sector, while the costs 

were distributed throughout the electorate.   

 15.  Between two articles I analyze a total of fifteen roll call votes in the U.S. House 

of Representatives in 1981 and 1985. All votes are on agricultural issues such changes in the 

level of subsidies for dairy, peanuts, sugar, tobacco, and wheat, while others were votes on 

emergency funding for agriculture, appropriation bills for agriculture, and the final vote on 

the agricultural bill. Some of these votes proposed increasing government farm subsidies, 

others proposed decreasing farm subsidies. 

 16.  Any research examining the effects of campaign contributions on voting 

behavior, and wanting to establish a causal effect going from contributions to voting 

behavior, has to recognize that contributors may give to their friends, and thus that a vote 

favoring a contributor may not indicate that the vote has been ‘bought’. I address this issue 

by using a well accepted statistical technique, called two-stage least squares, that allows the 

researcher to tease out the causal effect going from campaign contributions received to voting 

behavior, if such an effect is in the data.  

 17.  In my regression analysis I examine whether contributions from the dairy 

industry influence votes on dairy issues, and proceed with an equally detailed analysis for 

votes on tobacco, wheat, sugar, and peanut issues.  For analyzing the Farm bill and 



emergency finding I examine whether contributions from the entire agricultural sector 

cause legislators to vote in agricultural interests. 

 18.  My research shows that campaign contributions are effective in altering 

politicians’ voting behavior. I find that in most of these votes, campaign contributions 

increase the probability that a legislator is voting in contributors’ interests. My 1991 and 

1995 articles document that contributions from agricultural Political Action Committees 

(PACs) increased the probability that legislators would vote in favor of PAC interests. Not 

only are contributions in the current election cycle important for influencing the voting 

behavior of politicians, but contributions in the period prior to the roll call votes are also 

important.  For example, dairy contributions in 1983/84 electoral cycle and contributions 

received early in 1985 influence a dairy vote late in 1985.  

 19.  An alternative measure to assess the impact of campaign contributions is to 

examine whether the outcome of the congressional roll call vote would have changed if 

congressmen had received no campaign contributions. I examine this in my 1991 article and 

find that in two out of the ten votes examined, agricultural interests would have lost the vote 

if campaign contributions were prohibited.  For example, an amendment to increase sugar 

subsidies passed by a vote of 267-146.  I estimate that without campaign contributions this 

amendment would have been defeated 203-210.  These numbers indicate that campaign 

contributions are quite effective in changing legislators’ voting behavior. 

 20.  In my most recent work on this topic I have conducted a detailed study 

examining changes in voting behavior in financial services legislation.  This paper is 

forthcoming in the October 2002 issue of the Journal of Law and Economics. I examine two 

votes in the U.S. House of Representatives on the repeal of the Glass Steagall Act. One vote 

took place in 1991 and the other vote took place in 1998.  No roll call vote on the repeal of 














