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Abstract: Previous studies have found that political parties allocate money to candidates according to an “offense/defense” pattern in which majority parties protect their incumbents and minority parties support strong challengers. This pattern should be particularly pronounced among parties late in the decade who hope to gain control of the legislature, and thus, of the redistricting process. I examine patterns of contribution allocation among 35 party organizations in 1998 and 2000 and find that indeed, the parties most likely to follow these offense/defense patterns are those in competitive states where the legislative majority controls redistricting.  
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Introduction

"This is very important to us. I mean, next to the presidential election, really, what happens in these redistricting contests is more important to us than any other set of elections in the country." Tom Cole, chief of staff for the Republican National Committee, discussing the 2000 state legislative elections. (Storey, 2000)

In 2000, the national Republican and Democratic parties focused unprecedented resources on state legislative races because the results of those races had important implications for redistricting, and by extension, control of the U.S. House. But, from the perspective of state parties, an infusion of national money was not necessary to inspire an intense interest in gaining or maintaining state legislative majorities. After all, the linkage between the redistricting process and legislative composition is far more direct in state legislature redistricting: the party which controls the process gets to draw all the districts rather than one single delegation as in the case in Congressional redistricting. 

This sudden infusion of national money can be seen as one implication of the “redistricting cycle”, the patterns arising in the post-Baker v. Carr era in which the redistricting process is regular and predictable (Cox and Katz, 2002). The implications of this regularity, however, have only begun to be explored. For example, from the candidate perspective, Hetherington, Larson and Globetti (2003) find that quality challengers in U.S. House races are less likely to emerge as the redistricting cycle progresses. 

In this paper, I explore one possible implication of the redistricting cycle from the state party’s perspective: changes in party finance strategies in anticipation of redistricting. The literature on party finance has documented why and how state parties and related entities allocate their money among incumbents, challengers, and open seat candidates in state legislative elections. One of the most common findings is that majority parties will tend to be more supportive of incumbents and that minority parties will support challengers and target open seats. These have been referred to as offensive and defensive strategies (Gierzynski 1992; Dwyre and Stonecash 1992) and the implication is that more money will wind up in the races where the seat is currently held by the majority party. 

The main contention of this paper is that parties will be most inclined to act consistently with this offense/defense theory when the current election offers a prize greater than just a legislative majority: control of redistricting and the ability to shape elections for the next decade. I analyze the contribution patterns of 35 party organizations in 18 states during the 1998 and 2000 elections, and find that redistricting is indeed a powerful influence on party strategy. Parties in states which are both competitive, and in which the legislature has control over redistricting, show a strong pattern of targeting candidates in majority-held seats. Other parties show much less propensity to follow this pattern. These findings suggest that parties alter their behavior prior to redistricting, not only by raising, spending and allocating more money, but by strategically choosing the manner in which they allocate it.  
Literature Review

If we narrow our focus to the literature on party finance proper (i.e. strands of the literature focusing on the direct financial support of candidates), the primary focus has been describing the allocation patterns of party organizations under a variety of circumstances. Specifically, scholars have focused on whether money is directed towards competitive and uncompetitive races, and, whether incumbents or challengers receive party support. 


The first of these questions is often addressed using the concept of “efficiency” in describing an allocation pattern, meaning that money is received by those candidates for whom its marginal benefit is highest vis-à-vis their probability of winning the seat. Absent other considerations, an efficient allocation would indicate that candidates in competitive races, and specifically, challengers, who have more difficulty raising money, would be likely recipients. 


However, party organizations face demands for their limited resources from incumbent legislators, who harbor a constant, almost paranoid, fear of being unseated (Fenno 1978). All things equal, party organizations would be more efficient if they resist the demands of incumbents, and incumbents should acquiesce in the knowledge that party building via the financing of non-incumbent candidates maximizes the party’s chance of obtaining or retaining a legislative majority (Jacobson 1985-1986; Gierzynski 1992). However, incumbents may have influence in, or in the case of some legislative campaign committees, direct control over, the allocation of the purse strings. They may thus be in a position to see that their exaggerated fears of defeat are catered to in allocation patterns.
 
Overall, many studies have found high levels of efficiency in allocation patterns, mostly manifested through regressions in which one independent variable is the previous electoral margin and/or the normal vote in a district (Stonecash 1988; Gierzynski, 1992; Gierzynski and Jewell 1992; Stonecash and Keith 1996; Wiseman 2005). Comparative studies, however, clarified that efficient allocation patterns occur more often when the legislature or legislative chamber is competitive between the two parties (Stonecash 1990; Thompson, Cassie and Jewell 1994). 

Turning to the distinction between support for incumbents and challengers, the source of party money (i.e. the type of party organization) has emerged an important potential predictor of which candidates will receive support.  Many early studies of party finance at the state level focused on comparisons of party contributions and those made by political action committees (PACs). Jones and Borris (1985), for example, find that Minnesota parties are more strategic givers than PACs in that they are willing to fund both incumbents and non-incumbents and that the closeness of a race was the key consideration.
The rise of complementary party organizations, such as legislative caucus committees and leadership PACs, led scholars to examine the formation of these organizations and their goals (Gierzynski 1992; Shea 1995; Rosenthal 1995). In turn, the question arose whether these goals were reflected in allocation strategies that differed from state party committees. These organizations were perhaps valuable precisely because they were willing to target non-incumbents for whom the assistance would be most valuable (Gierzynski 1992; Gierzynski and Jewell 1992)


It is not necessarily the case, however, that these organizations differ drastically from state party organizations (SPOs) in their allocation strategies. Gierzynski and Jewell comment that LCC’s and leadership PACs sometimes “acted more like parties (utilizing resources to gain control of the government than the [SPOs] did” (Gierzynski and Jewell, 1992, p. 119), but this pattern is inconsistent across their cases. In fact, many of the SPOs in their study also exhibit a pattern of supporting non-incumbents in competitive races. On the other hand, there may be a difference between legislative campaign committees (LCCs) and leadership PACs, in that leadership PACs are more likely to focus on supporting incumbents (Gierzynski, 1992). 

The party finance literature has also sought to identify patterns in the macro-level strategies of party organizations. In other words, in a given election, will a party organization be more willing, across the board, to allocate money to incumbents, or to challengers? The main predictor that has emerged in this case has been majority or minority status within the legislature (Dwyre and Stonecash 1992). While a pattern of giving to competitive candidates (efficiency) may be a byproduct of a competitive legislative chamber, majority parties have the incentive to pursue a so-called “defensive” strategy that focuses on the protection of vulnerable incumbents and open seats it previous held.  Minority parties, on the other hand, have an incentive to regain the majority by allocating resources to competitive challengers and open-seat candidates in seats previously held by the other party—an “offensive” strategy. (Gierzynski 1992)

However, it is not clear that offense/defense strategies are a universal phenomenon, and we do not know the extent to which state-level factors might influence either the existence or magnitude of offensive and defensive strategies. While the previously mentioned studies have gauged the existence or nonexistence of such patterns, offense/defense strategies are in fact a continuous measure: a bias in the amount of money received by a candidate based on their majority status, which might be substantively large or small in magnitude. Thus, in this paper I attempt to measure the size of that bias and then consider state-level factors, especially redistricting, which may predict variance in the size of that bias. 
The belief that party competition intensifies as the redistricting cycle concludes is widely held (Rosenthal 1995; Storey 2000) if not systematically examined, so the contention that party strategy might vary is not without foundation. However, just because parties have an increased motivation to regain their majority, does not equate to an increased ability to compete. After all, the end of the redistricting cycle features entrenched incumbents and hesitant potential challengers (Hetherington, Larson and Globetti 2003). It stands to reason, thus, that these organizations may have to do more than step up the intensity; they may have to adjust their strategy. 

Theory 

The adoption of an offensive or defensive strategy is a departure from what might be called a “seat maximization” strategy. Rather than allocating money on the basis of marginal benefit to the candidate, one set of candidates (those running in districts currently held by the majority party
) is being privileged over another. If we believe parties are acting rationally, there must be another benefit to this allocation pattern that offsets this loss in efficiency. Thus, we can think about the factors that influence these decisions through a simple cost-benefit analysis. 
In offense/defense theory, as traditionally explicated, the ability to gain control of the legislative chamber and the benefits that flow from majority party status, represent the benefits of moving to a biased allocation.
 

Redistricting, though, is another factor which provides potential benefits to the party. Clucas (1992) argues that the distribution of leadership funds in California is strongly influenced by the desire to control the redistricting process. Furthermore, he argues that incumbents are satisfied with the bias that arises from this strategy because the threat to electoral safety associated with redistricting more than offsets the loss of party funding to individual members. Clucas recognizes the argument that the optimal strategy could be different throughout the redistricting cycle, but ultimately believes it will not vary because “control of the Assembly is likely to be decided over a series of elections.” (Clucas, p. 281)
 In this paper, I argue the opposite: elections closest to redistricting are the only ones in which a party can reasonably conclude they will control redistricting with certainty. Thus, time is the first source of variance in potential benefits arising from a biased allocation strategy. 

The second source of variance is the extent to which a party can actually use the redistricting process to gain electoral advantages. Obviously, if the legislature has no role in redistricting, the potential benefit is effectively zero. However, there are many other constraints on the redistricting process, including statutory rules and institutional actors, which vary by state and place an upper limit on these potential benefits (Winburn 2008). In addition, other veto players in the process must be party of a party’s cost-benefit analysis: for example, if there is a gubernatorial veto and a sitting governor of the other party, a party might reasonably assume that their ability to pass a highly partisan redistricting plan is limited. 
Hypothesis 1: The level of contribution bias conforming to offense/defense strategy will be greater in the election prior to redistricting in states where the majority party in the legislature has greater control of the redistricting process.  


In deciding whether to depart from competitiveness-based allocation, the second component of the cost-benefit analysis is the probability of achieving one’s goal, gaining control of the legislature. Two factors influence this probability: the relative amount of money the party has at its disposal (hereafter referred to as the “budget”) and the aggregate level of competition in the legislature. 

The size of a party’s budget relative to the other party is an important source of variance. Without positing a specific game theoretic form, it goes without saying that parties’ allocation decisions depend on the decisions of the other party. If one party has a considerably larger budget than the other party, its allocation strategy may be “cancelled out” and thus have no influence on the outcome of the election. Parties with the financial advantage may be much more confident that their allocation strategy will make difference.
Hypothesis 2: The level of contribution bias conforming to offense/defense strategy will be greater in party organizations with a large budget relative to the other party.    

However, it may also be possible that a budget size advantage influences majority and minority parties differently. Majority parties generally have to win a smaller percentage of the competitive seats to maintain a majority, while minority parties need to win a larger percentage. Thus, faced with a large budgetary advantage, majority parties may decide it has allocated enough money to its own vulnerable seats and begin targeting the other party’s seats. This would have the effect of reducing bias consistent with offense/defense strategy. Minority parties are unlikely to have such a large advantage that this would be advisable.
Hypothesis 2a: The level of contribution bias conforming to offense/defense strategy will be greater in minority party organizations with a large budget relative to the other party, and smaller in majority party organizations with a larger budget. 

Finally, the most obvious factor in determining the probability of influencing who holds the majority is the current distribution of seats between the two parties (referred to hereafter variously as “competitiveness,” “seat deficit” or “seat advantage”). The more seats that the majority holds, the harder it is likely to be for the minority party to become the majority.
 In some states it is inconceivable that the minority party could ever win an election, and in others, it is impossible in the current election because the minority party has failed to field competitive candidates, or any candidates at all, in a sufficient number of seats. In cases such as these, there is likely no rationale for departing from a seat maximization strategy with zero bias. 
Hypothesis 3: The level of contribution bias conforming to offense/defense strategy will be greater in states with higher levels of competition between the two parties.

Turning to the cost component of the cost benefit analysis, the cost associated with switching from a seat maximization strategy to an offense/defense strategy comes in the form of neglecting competitive seats held by the minority party. By protecting its own incumbents, the majority party may eschew the opportunity to win more seats, while the minority party may risk losing its own vulnerable seats in the effort to win a majority. The variance in the cost term depends on the relative number of competitive seats that are held by the majority and minority parties. If the majority party holds most of the competitive seats, the cost of an offense/defense strategy is low for both the majority and the minority party.
  

Hypothesis 4: The level of contribution bias conforming to offense/defense strategy will be greater in states where the majority party holds a higher percentage of the competitive seats. 

Finally, the vital importance of controlling the redistricting process is so much greater in competitive legislatures that there may be a conjunctural effect between control of redistricting and competitiveness. Parties in legislatures where both of these conditions hold may show greater inclinations toward offense/defense strategy than simply the additive effect of these conditions alone. 

Hypothesis 5: The level of contribution bias conforming to offense/defense strategy will be greater in states where there is a high level of competitiveness and the majority in the legislature has control over the redistricting process.  
Data and methods
In order to assess whether party strategy is sensitive to the conclusion of the redistricting cycle, I compare the allocation of party money to state legislative candidates in 1998 and 2000. The data in this study were compiled from the website of The Institute on Money in State Politics (www.followthemoney.org), and from various sources for legislative election results, primarily the Secretary of State’s offices in the various states. For the current paper, states with incomplete data, states with multimember house districts, and states with four-year House terms were excluded, leaving eighteen states for the present analysis. 
While the majority of money spent by parties and related entities is done in the form of coordinated expenditures (Dwyre and Stonecash 1992), the examination of direct contributions to candidates offers the most tangible evidence of a party’s strategy vis-à-vis a specific election or series of elections. In the absence of evidence to the contrary, we would not generally expect that direct contributions exhibit one pattern and unobserved coordinated expenditures exhibit another pattern.
Where data was available, up to four party organizations per state were analyzed: the Democratic and Republican state parties and legislative caucus committees for each party. Where multiple caucus committees appeared to exist (for example, some states have separate committees for each chamber and a “joint” caucus committee), the organization with the largest budget was chosen. In addition the organization must have been an active contributor in both 1998 and 2000, and it must have contributed at least 2% of all money given to that party’s candidates in each year. These criteria narrowed the list to 35 total organizations: 21 state party organizations in 14 states, and 18 legislative caucus committees in 11 states. The complete list of organizations is listed in Table 1. Tables 2a and 2b give some statistics on each organization’s total money contributed, the number of candidates it supported, the average contribution, and what percentage of total money in the state it contributed.
The models presented in the following section are linear regression models with the state party or the state party organization as the unit of analysis
. The dependent variable in this analysis, contribution bias, requires some explanation. My goal, essentially, is to observe the “formula” each party has used to allocate money. At the district level, many factors influence how much money is received, including previous margin of victory, the presence of an incumbent, the presence of quality candidates, and the “normal vote” in the district. In order to determine the level of allocation bias, we must first control for all these factors. For this reason, I cannot simply present a statistic such as “percent of money given to majority party candidates,” because it doesn’t tell us whether the allocation was biased or whether it was an unbiased response to the aggregated characteristics of the districts in play that election. 
Instead, I run a regression in each state where the unit of analysis is the candidate, and the dependent variable is the amount of money the candidate receives. A separate regression is run for combined party money, as well as each individual organization, of the following form
: 
y (Amount of party money received) = a + β1 (previous margin of victory) + β2 (previous margin of victory squared) + β3 (nonparty money competitiveness proxy) + β4 (open seat) + β5 (majority party-held race) + e


The magnitude of the coefficient of β5 represents the extent to which money is over-allocated to majority party-held seats. In some cases, these coefficients are not statistically significant, and we could not infer with confidence that these apparent allocation biases are greater than zero. Thus these regression coefficients should not be seen as inferences but rather as observations of a population of cases.
 Next, I must scale these coefficients so that they may be legitimately compared across states. Thus, I divide each coefficient by the average total spending per district in that state and year. 


Next, I conduct a series linear regression in which the dependent variable is the party or party organization’s scaled coefficient of majority party bias. Since the dependent variable in the analysis is based on an estimate (Lewis and Linzer 2005), I estimate the model with White’s heteroskedastic-consistent standard errors using the robust command in STATA.
 The baseline model takes the following form:

y (Majority party bias) = a + β1 (Majority party dumnmy) + β2 (Majority held competitive seats) + β3 (absolute budget size) + β4 (relative budget size) + β5 (relative budget size * majority party) + β6 (competitive legislature dummy) + β6 (control of redistricting dummy) + β7 (competitive legislature * control of redistricting) + e


The independent variables in this model are as follows (see Table 5 for descriptive statistics): the variable majority party is a dummy variable indicating whether the party or party organization represents the majority party in the legislature. I expect no main effect on this variable, but it is necessary to include in the model due to interaction effects. 

The variable competitiveness is a dummy variable in the models presented here: a legislature is classified as competitive if the majority party holds 60% of the seats or less. Table 3 presents the full information regarding the competitiveness of chambers. According to Hypothesis 3, we predict a positive coefficient on this variable. The variable control of redistricting is a dummy variable indicating whether the legislature has primary control of the redistricting process and whether it is the election prior to redistricting. It takes on a value of ‘1’ if both of these conditions are satisfied. More information on the redistricting process in each state is presented in Table 4.
 According to Hypothesis 1, we predict a positive coefficient on this variable. Finally, the interaction term both conditions takes on a value of 1 if the state is competitive and the legislative majority controls the redistricting process, and it is the election immediately prior to redistricting. According to Hypothesis 5, I expect a positive coefficient on this variable as well. 
The variable relative budget is a four category variable indicating whether the party in question has a larger budget than the other party in the state. The highest value of ‘3’ indicates an advantage by at least a magnitude of two, while a value of ‘0’ indicates a disadvantage by at least a magnitude of two. The two intermediate values of ‘2’ and ‘1’ represent, respectively, advantages and disadvantages of a magnitude between one and two. Hypothesis 2 leads us to believe there will be a positive coefficient on this variable, while Hypothesis 2a predicts a negative coefficient on the interaction majority party * relative budget. 

In addition, I also include a variable, absolute budget, which is simply the percentage of total contributions to that party’s candidates made by the party or party organization. While this factor does not influence the cost-benefit analysis discussed above, the absolute amount of money the party has may influence allocation patterns. Parties with a lot of money can afford to support candidates in both majority-held and minority-held seats, and thus bias, if it exists, may be subtle. Parties with smaller budgets may have to focus their resources in fewer races, and thus their allocation patterns may exhibit more stark biases.  

Finally, the variable majority party competitive seats indicates the percentage of seats, meeting a certain standard of competitiveness, which are held by the majority party.
 According to Hypothesis 4, we expect a positive coefficient on this variable. 

In addition to the variables discussed in the theory section, I include additional controls for the percentage of money that comes from a SPO (as opposed to an LCC) in the party analysis, and a dummy variable for SPO in the party organization analysis. In addition, I include an interaction between this organization variable and majority party status. Since previous findings have shown LCC’s to fund challengers more heavily, regardless of majority party status, I expect that majority party LCC’s will be less likely to act consistently with the theoretical propositions advanced above.
 Thus, the interaction term should be positive, because SPO’s will be more likely to give in accordance with offense/defense theory than LCC’s.

Results


Tables 6a and 6b present the results of six models as described above. Model 1 uses the party (i.e. all combined party money) as the unit of analysis, and Model 2 uses the party organization as the unit of analysis. Models 3-6 divide the party organizations, first according to majority or minority status, and then according to type of organization (SPO versus LCC). 

The most consistent predictor of majority party bias is the interaction term both conditions. In redistricting years, parties in competitive legislatures consistently follow offense/defense strategy when control of redistricting is on the line. Five of the six coefficients are statistically significant at the .05 level, and the sixth has a p-value of .068. This pattern occurs in both majority and minority parties, and to SPO’s and LCC’s. The magnitude of the effect is also larger for majority party organizations. There is also some evidence that majority parties are more likely to show a pro-majority allocation bias; the main effects on the variable majority is positive and significant for all organizations, and especially for LCCs. 

Also of interest is the fact that neither competitiveness nor control of redistricting has a main effect. In fact, most of the coefficient signs on these main effects are negative. This implies that neither condition by itself is enough to promote offense/defense strategies. 
 This finding is perhaps the most important because it contradicts the existing literature, which implies that offense/defense strategy is always present. These results suggest that parties may not adopt these strategies in most elections.  

The six models also provide strong evidence for Hypotheses 2 and 2a. Minority parties in Model 3 are more likely to conform to offense/defense theory as their relative budget moves from disadvantaged to advantaged, but majority parties in Model 4 do exactly the opposite. This pattern is confirmed the positive main effect and negative interaction effect, majority * relative budget, in the remaining four models. With a few exceptions, all of these results are statistically significant at the .05 level, or at least have p-values below .10. The variable absolute budget has the predicted negative sign, but is only statistically significant in Model 1, and not in any of the organization models. Finally, evidence for Hypothesis 4 is also strongest in the parties model, and weaker in the other models. While the coefficient on majority held competitive seats is positive in all six models, the finding is only borderline statistically significant among SPOs.  
To substantively interpret the findings of these models, I focus on the results of Model 1. Since the dependent variable’s values are scaled to the overall level of spending in each state, substantive interpretation of this model is best achieved by choosing an illustrative example: Colorado Democrats in 2000. The average non-party spending per district was $40,000 (or $39,978 to be exact), and the Colorado Democratic party gave $1,200 more, after controlling for competitiveness factors, to candidates in seats held by the Republican majority. Thus, Colorado Democrats would receive a pro-majority bias score of .03 (1200/40000). The model predicts a pro-majority bias score of .027.   

The first significant finding in Model 1, the positive coefficient on majority held competitive seats can be interpreted as follows: for each increase in the percentage of Colorado’s competitive seats held by the Republican majority, we would expect an $64.40 increase in the Democrats’ bias toward candidates in these seats. Over the entire range (0 to 1) of this variable, we would expect a sizable $6,440 increase in the size of the contribution bias. This finding is consistent with the expectation that the money flow will depend on who controls more of the seats “in play”. 

The next finding indicates a positive and borderline statistically significant coefficient on the variable relative budget. The Colorado Democrats would have been classified as a “1” on the relative budget scale, meaning they had a somewhat smaller budget relative to the Republicans. However, had they been the somewhat advantaged party, we would expect a $1,040 increase in the size of the bias toward contributing in Republican held seats. 
Relatedly, the interaction term majority * relative budget has a negative and statistically significant coefficient more than twice as large as the main effect. This indicates that majority parties will not use a budget advantage to reinforce a defensive strategy; rather, they will offensively target minority party seats. Had the Colorado Democrats been a majority party, we would have, all else equal predicted a decrease of $1,400 in pro-majority contribution bias rather than a $1,040 increase. 

The negative coefficient on the variable absolute budget indicates that as a party contributes an increasing percent of the total spending in the election, its propensity to bias candidates in majority-held seats decreases. In our running example, Colorado Democrats did 6.1% of the total spending, which is below average for the parties in the sample. Had they, however, done 11.3% of the total spending, which is the mean level of party spending among all parties, the pro-majority bias would have dropped by $1,165 per race, dropping the bias to just barely above zero. 

To illustrate the substantive effect of the redistricting variables, consider the Colorado case again. Due to its seat differential of 23.1%, Colorado is classified as uncompetitive in the 2000 election, and the Colorado legislature does not have control over redistricting; rather, it is controlled by a commission. However, consider the counterfactual case in which, all else equal, Colorado was classified as competitive and the legislature did control redistricting.  In this case, we would expect a sizable increase in the average bias toward candidates in majority-held seats: $4,000 per candidate. 

Future directions

The results presented in this paper provide strong evidence that parties understand the importance of redistricting and adjust their contribution strategies to improve their chances of controlling the process. But both the theory presented in this paper and the results of the above models point to a complex pattern of causation that may not be captured perfectly by inferential methods such as linear regression. 


First, the concepts of control of redistricting and competition are hardly binary constructs. Do parties that will have carte blanche in the redistricting process act differently from those who will be constrained by rules and veto players in the process? Regarding competition, it would be valuable to know how optimistic minority parties are, and how paranoid majority parties are. Do parties with objectively minute chance of winning the legislature go for broke when control of redistricting is on the line? And as noted in previous footnotes, there is evidence of a curvilinear relationship between competition and allocation bias. So we can also ask: at what level of competition do parties simply fund the most competitive races?

Moving beyond redistricting, the findings here cast doubt on the ubiquity of offensive and defensive strategies. But rather than believing that offense/defense theory only works in the narrow context of competitive states with legislative redistricting, it seems possible that there are multiple causal pathways that lead parties to adopt offensive and defensive strategies. We also lack a strong explanation for why parties act “backwards” sometimes, with majority parties acting offensively and minority parties acting defensively. 


The next stage in this project is thus to analyze the data presented in this paper using the Fuzzy Set/Qualitative Comparative Analysis (FS/QCA)(Ragin, 2000). FS/QCA is better suited than regression analysis for dealing with a number of the problems encountered in this paper: conjunctural rather than additive effects, variables whose effects that are not only nonlinear but nonlinear in a way unconducive to statistical transformation, multiple causal pathways, and necessary and sufficient conditions. This approach is especially appropriate for the analysis of intermediate-N studies with in-depth knowledge of cases, but which has been underutilized in the field of state politics. By adding this analysis to the results presented here, I hope to fully elucidate the conditions, both related to redistricting and in general, which lead parties to adopt offensive and defensive strategies rather than simply responding to district competitiveness. 
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Table 1: List of Party Organizations

	Legislative Campaign Committees (LCC)
	State Party Organizations (SPO)

	Alaska HDCC
	Alaska Republican Party

	Idaho House Democrats
	California Democratic Party

	Idaho HRCC
	Colorado Democratic Party

	Illinois HRCC
	Colorado Republican Party

	Indiana House Democratic Caucus
	Florida Democratic Party

	Indiana HRCC
	Florida Republican Party

	Michigan HRCC 
	Illinois Democratic Party

	Minnesota HRCC
	Iowa Democratic Party

	Nevada Assembly Democratic Caucus
	Iowa Republican Party

	Nevada Republican Assembly Caucus
	Kentucky Democratic Party

	New Mexico DLC
	Minnesota Democratic (DFL) Party

	New Mexico RLCC
	Minnesota Republican Party

	Ohio House Democratic Caucus
	New Mexico Republican Party

	Ohio HRCC
	Ohio Democratic Party

	Tennessee House Democratic Caucus
	Ohio Republican Party

	Tennessee House Republican Caucus
	Tennessee Democratic Party

	Washington HDCC
	Texas Democratic Party

	Washington HROC
	Texas Republican Party

	
	Washington Democratic Party

	
	Washington Republican Party

	
	Wyoming Republican Party


Table 2a: Contribution summaries by organization (1998)

	Organization
	Total Party $
	Party Money as % of all money
	# of party recipients
	Mean nonzero contribution

	Alaska HDCC
	$81,000
	5.6%
	14
	$5,786

	Alaska Republican Party
	$86,320
	7.2%
	21
	$4,110

	California Democratic Party
	$3,414,080
	9.1%
	30
	$113,803

	Colorado Democratic Party
	$39,461
	10.5%
	28
	$1,409

	Colorado Republican Party
	$66,536
	16.4%
	30
	$2,218

	Florida Democratic Party
	$504,480
	10.9%
	22
	$22,931

	Florida Republican Party
	$1,088,040
	13.2%
	41
	$26,538

	Iowa Democratic Party
	$88,900
	5.2%
	18
	$4,939

	Iowa Republican Party
	$676,800
	19.3%
	34
	$19,906

	Idaho House Democrats
	$12,180
	5.2%
	16
	$761

	Idaho HRCC
	$28,910
	6.1%
	36
	$803

	Illinois Democratic Party
	$3,963,928
	26.5%
	32
	$123,873

	Illinois HRCC
	$2,904,218
	19.4%
	40
	$72,605

	Indiana House Democratic Caucus
	$884,200
	22.2%
	21
	$42,105

	Indiana HRCC
	$394,600
	11.6%
	30
	$13,153

	Kentucky Democratic Party
	$142,900
	7.5%
	44
	$3,248

	Michigan HRCC
	$1,290,960
	23.2%
	18
	$71,720

	Minnesota HRCC
	$55,208
	2.0%
	37
	$1,492

	Minnesota Democratic (DFL) Party
	$100,366
	4.4%
	54
	$1,859

	Minnesota Republican Party
	$117,250
	4.2%
	89
	$1,317

	New Mexico DLC
	$84,770
	6.5%
	13
	$6,521

	New Mexico RLCC
	$36,890
	3.5%
	16
	$2,306

	New Mexico Republican Party
	$53,410
	5.1%
	15
	$3,561

	Nevada Assembly Democratic Caucus
	$113,059
	4.6%
	13
	$8,697

	Nevada Republican Assembly Caucus
	$155,006
	9.6%
	20
	$7,750

	Ohio House Democratic Caucus
	$298,287
	7.8%
	27
	$11,048

	Ohio HRCC
	$1,720,917
	20.7%
	19
	$90,575

	Ohio Democratic Party
	$679,734
	17.7%
	47
	$14,462

	Ohio Republican Party
	$579,645
	7.0%
	42
	$13,801

	Tennessee House Democratic Caucus
	$180,378
	6.9%
	29
	$6,220

	Tennessee House Republican Caucus
	$574,596
	24.7%
	24
	$23,942

	Tennessee Democratic Party
	$181,467
	7.0%
	18
	$10,082

	Texas Democratic Party
	$1,073,850
	9.8%
	31
	$34,640

	Texas Republican Party
	$992,850
	8.8%
	27
	$36,772

	Washington HDCC
	$143,338
	4.2%
	21
	$6,826

	Washington HROC
	$141,952
	3.3%
	25
	$5,678

	Washington Democratic Party
	$220,663
	6.5%
	63
	$3,503

	Washington Republican Party
	$146,900
	3.5%
	30
	$4,897

	Wyoming Republican Party
	$12,000
	5.7%
	23
	$522


Table 2b: Contribution summaries by organization (2000)

	Organization
	Total 
Party $
	Party Money as % of all money
	# of party recipients
	Mean nonzero contribution

	Alaska HDCC
	$50,280
	4.3%
	19
	$2,646

	Alaska Republican Party
	$129,320
	9.3%
	24
	$5,388

	California Democratic Party
	$8,279,520
	16.2%
	26
	$318,443

	Colorado Democratic Party
	$70,905
	6.1%
	42
	$1,688

	Colorado Republican Party
	$57,706
	5.0%
	24
	$2,404

	Florida Democratic Party
	$920,040
	13.9%
	39
	$23,591

	Florida Republican Party
	$1,418,880
	9.7%
	44
	$32,247

	Idaho House Democrats
	$383,900
	16.9%
	29
	$13,238

	Idaho HRCC
	$776,000
	23.3%
	39
	$19,897

	Illinois Democratic Party
	$25,130
	5.6%
	24
	$1,047

	Illinois HRCC
	$32,200
	4.1%
	36
	$894

	Indiana House Democratic Caucus
	$2,492,663
	14.9%
	31
	$80,408

	Indiana HRCC
	$3,994,913
	22.7%
	31
	$128,868

	Iowa Democratic Party
	$808,200
	17.3%
	23
	$35,139

	Iowa Republican Party
	$792,400
	18.0%
	36
	$22,011

	Kentucky Democratic Party
	$220,600
	9.9%
	49
	$4,502

	Michigan HRCC
	$776,160
	13.6%
	20
	$38,808

	Minnesota Democratic (DFL) Party
	$79,864
	2.3%
	52
	$1,536

	Minnesota Republican Party
	$103,850
	3.9%
	72
	$1,442

	Minnesota HRCC
	$108,540
	3.1%
	73
	$1,487

	New Mexico DLC
	$288,890
	19.9%
	11
	$26,263

	New Mexico RLCC
	$48,090
	3.7%
	12
	$4,008

	New Mexico Republican Party
	$83,860
	6.4%
	20
	$4,193

	Nevada Assembly Democratic Caucus
	$72,775
	2.6%
	11
	$6,616

	Nevada Republican Assembly Caucus
	$247,490
	12.1%
	16
	$15,468

	Ohio Democratic Party
	$311,553
	6.3%
	57
	$5,466

	Ohio Republican Party
	$1,669,932
	14.6%
	23
	$72,606

	Ohio House Democratic Caucus
	$539,550
	10.9%
	68
	$7,935

	Ohio HRCC
	$1,170,180
	10.2%
	48
	$24,379

	Tennessee Democratic Party
	$103,653
	2.3%
	14
	$7,404

	Tennessee House Democratic Caucus
	$225,819
	8.9%
	28
	$8,065

	Tennessee House Republican Caucus
	$96,228
	2.2%
	12
	$8,019

	Texas Democratic Party
	$1,701,000
	12.6%
	22
	$77,318

	Texas Republican Party
	$1,124,550
	10.3%
	26
	$43,252

	Washington Democratic Party
	$533,825
	8.2%
	38
	$14,048

	Washington Republican Party
	$469,581
	10.7%
	52
	$9,030

	Washington HDCC
	$983,639
	15.2%
	75
	$13,115

	Washington HROC
	$601,189
	8.4%
	23
	$26,139

	Wyoming Republican Party
	$17,700
	6.8%
	27
	$656


Table 3: Competition in the legislatures

	State
	Seat deficit, 1998
	Seat deficit, 2000
	Competitive seats minority, needs, 1998
	Competitive seats minority needs, 2000
	Competition Score 1998
	Competition Score, 2000

	Alaska
	25.0%
	30.0%
	12 of 19 
	12 of 14
	0.20
	0.00

	California
	7.5%
	17.5%
	13 of 18
	15 of 18
	0.78
	0.38

	Colorado
	26.2%
	23.1%
	23 of 31
	18 of 21
	0.13
	0.20

	Florida
	10.0%
	25.0%
	29 of 34
	29 of 37
	0.59
	0.16

	Iowa
	8.0%
	12.0%
	25 of 40
	21 of 39
	0.88
	0.84

	Idaho
	68.6%
	65.7%
	30 needed, 

15 available
	30 needed, 

22 available
	0.00
	0.00

	Illinois
	1.7%
	5.1%
	19 of 22
	10 of 12
	0.82
	0.75

	Indiana
	0.0%
	6.0%
	12 of 29 R

19 of 29 D
	13 of 25
	1.00
	1.00

	Kentucky
	34.0%
	30.0%
	30 needed, 

28 available
	29 needed, 

26 available
	0.00
	0.00

	Michigan
	5.5%
	5.5%
	17 of 36
	14 of 23
	1.00
	1.00

	Minnesota
	5.2%
	5.2%
	45 of 88
	46 of 96
	1.00
	1.00

	New Mexico
	20.0%
	14.3%
	18 of 19
	25 of 39
	0.26
	0.61

	Nevada
	19.0%
	31.0%
	15 of 18
	11 of 11
	0.33
	0.00

	Ohio
	21.2%
	19.2%
	18 of 27
	18 of 25
	0.33
	0.38

	Tennessee
	33.0%
	19.2%
	20 of 25
	18 of 20
	0.00
	0.30

	Texas
	9.3%
	4.0%
	12 of 23
	 9 of 18
	0.99
	1.00

	Washington
	16.3%
	0.0%
	18 of 29
	 8 of 20 R

14 of 20 D
	0.55
	1.00

	Wyoming
	43.3%
	43.3%
	25 needed, 

22 available
	23 needed, 

18 available
	0.00
	0.00


Table 4: Redistricting factors by state

	State
	Majority 

Party, 2000
	Legislative Control
	Other actors
	Legislative constraints

	Alaska
	R
	No
	Commission
	N/A

	California
	D
	Yes
	None
	Some

	Colorado
	R
	No
	Commission: 
	N/A

	Florida
	R
	Yes*
	Supreme Court: must approve legislature’s plan
	Few

	Iowa
	R
	No*
	Commission: nonpartisan, proposes plans to legislature
	N/A

	Idaho
	R
	No
	Commission
	N/A

	Illinois
	D
	Yes*
	Commission as backup
	N/A

	Indiana
	D
	Yes
	None
	Few

	Kentucky
	D
	Yes
	None
	Few

	Michigan
	R
	Yes
	None
	Some

	Minnesota
	R
	Yes
	None
	Many

	New Mexico
	D
	Yes
	None
	Few

	Nevada
	D
	Yes
	None
	Few

	Ohio
	R
	Yes*
	Commission as backup
	N/A

	Tennessee
	D
	Yes
	None
	Some

	Texas
	D
	Yes*
	Commission as backup
	N/A

	Washington
	Tied
	No
	Commission
	N/A

	Wyoming
	R
	Yes
	None
	Some


Table 5: Descriptive statistics of main variables of interest

	Variable
	Mean 
	Std. Dev
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Dependent variable
	
	
	
	

	Pro-majority contribution bias
	.004
	.095
	-.459
	.198

	
	
	
	
	

	Independent variables
	
	
	
	

	Majority held competitive seats
	.610
	.148
	.273
	.826

	Absolute budget 
	.113
	.066
	.020
	.277

	Relative budget
	1.61
	1.06
	0
	3

	Percent of party money in SPO
	.545
	.455
	0
	1

	Competitiveness
	.289
	.455
	0
	1

	Control of redistricting
	.211
	.409
	0
	1


Table 6a: OLS results

	DV = pro-majority allocation bias
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	
	Parties
	Organizations
	Minority

Organizations

	Control variables
	
	
	

	Majority party
	.019 (.048)
	.060 (.029)*
	---

	Majority held competitive seats
	.161 (.072)*
	.108 (.071)
	.064 (.051)

	Relative budget 
	.026 (.015)#
	.029 (.012)*
	.025 (.010)*

	Absolute budget 
	-.560 (.260)*
	-.203 (.217)
	-.145 (.212)

	Percent of party money in SPO
	-.030 (.041)
	---
	---

	State party organization dummy
	---
	.007 (.020)
	.013 (.016)

	Majority party * Relative budget
	-.061 (.029)*
	-.074 (.023)*
	---

	Majority party * SPO money
	.091 (.075)
	---
	---

	Majority party * SPO dummy
	---
	.064 (.047)
	---

	
	
	
	

	Redistricting variables
	
	
	

	Competitiveness
	-.003 (.030)
	-.014 (.024)
	-.019 (.021)

	Control of redistricting
	.014 (.034)
	.004 (.024)
	-.014 (.017)

	Both conditions
	.100 (.037)*
	.101 (.032)*
	.070 (.024)*

	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-.049 (.052)
	-.084 (.046)#
	-.051 (.031)

	R-squared
	.343
	.317
	.331

	N
	60
	72
	32


Robust standard errors in parentheses, # p<.05, * p<.01

Table 6b: OLS results, continued 

	DV = pro-majority allocation bias
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	
	Majority

Organizations
	SPO’s
	LCC’s

	Control variables
	
	
	

	Majority party
	---
	.054 (.046)
	.092 (.045)*

	Majority held competitive seats
	.093 (.116)
	.213 (.108)#
	.033 (.082)

	Relative budget 
	-.042 (.019)*
	.024 (.021)
	.027 (.018)

	Absolute budget 
	-.497 (.413)
	-.252 (.400)
	-.243 (.326)

	State party organization dummy
	.098 (.046)*
	---
	---

	Majority party * Relative budget
	---
	-.042 (.029)
	-.093 (.039)*

	
	
	
	

	Redistricting variables
	
	
	

	Competitiveness
	-.056 (.037)
	-.031 (.028)
	.030 (.041)

	Control of process
	.017 (.039)
	-.001 (.031)
	.006 (.036)

	Both conditions
	.184 (.065)*
	.105 (.040)*
	.096 (.050)#

	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-.020 (.065)
	-.126 (.056)*
	-.044 (.049)

	R-squared
	.423
	.359
	.421

	N
	38
	39
	33


Robust standard errors in parentheses, # p<.05, * p<.01

� Given that this paper is part of a larger project focusing on redistricting, it is worth noting the similarity between this and the so-called “seats-security tradeoff” (Gopoian and West; Cox 2004) frequently discussed in the redistricting literature.


� Throughout this paper, I use the term “majority party-held” to mean seats won by the majority party in the previous election. This includes seats that are currently open with no incumbent running. While the models in this paper have not been examined for robustness to changes in this definition, my previous work with this data leads me to believe this definition does not affect any of the results.


� It is entirely possible that the benefit to being a majority party varies across states. This notion is currently beyond the scope of this research, but I welcome suggestions regarding how this might be measured. 


� Clucas also speculates that differences in the redistricting process may affect the optimal strategy of party leaders.


� The relationship between seat distribution and likelihood of the minority party winning the election is much more subtle than this. I explore this more in the final section of this paper, but suffice to say, the number of competitive seats and who holds them are also important factors. 


� In addition to the caveat in Footnote 4, I also acknowledge the possibility of a curvilinear relationship between competitiveness and propensity to adopt an offense/defense strategy. For example, in a state with a small seat difference and many competitive seats, both parties would be likely to treat all the competitive seats similarly and hope to win more of them than the other party. Again, exploring this subtlety is beyond the scope of this paper but will be explored in the final section. 


� It is common for the majority party to hold the lion’s share of the competitive seats. There are a couple explanations for this. First, majority parties often benefit from the redistricting plan currently in effect. The canonical “packing” strategy leads to an outcome in which there are large numbers of competitive seats that slightly favor the majority, while the minority party holds a smaller number of completely safe seats. Second, one can appeal to a regression-to-the-mean type of thinking: there are fluctuations in the aggregate fortunes of the two parties, and if the majority party holds their majority on the basis of the most recent fluctuations, they are likely to hold the greater share of the most competitive seats. 


� It is not immediately obvious which unit of analysis is more appropriate. On the one hand, we can probably only truly infer conscious decision-making on the part of an organization; if we combine the allocation of SPO’s and LCC’s, we cannot be sure that what we observe is not the aggregation of dissimilar behavior patterns. On the other hand, party organizations within the same party are not independent, and the need to direct contributions where they are needed may result in uncoordinated decision-making that is observationally equivalent to that which would have occurred under coordination. At any rate, most of the findings are similar regardless of the unit of analysis, and some models of each type are presented.


� Uncontested races are excluded from these models. Results from Tobit models, as well as models including additional control variables, were largely similar in terms of direction and magnitude of the bias coefficient. Due to the small N’s in some of the cases, this fairly parsimonious model was chosen. The model is similar to those presented in Gierzynski (1992) with the exception of the nonparty money variable. This variable serves two purposes: first, it acknowledges the fact that the same races aren’t competitive from year to year, and thus a model only featuring previous margin of victory as a measure of competitiveness is not as well-fitting as it could be. Second, it serves as a proxy for challenger quality; poor candidates cannot or do not raise large amounts of money.  


� In the spirit of King, Keohane and Verba (1994), I made preliminary efforts to increase the N available by using the contribution as the unit of analysis rather than the sum of contributions. Parties make multiple contributions throughout the course of the election, so in most states this would increase the number of cases by a magnitude of anywhere from 5 to 100, and reduce standard errors to the point of making nearly any magnitude of bias statistically significant. I do not believe, however that this brings enough new information to the analysis to justify the daunting data collection.  


� In a future draft, I intend to compare these results with Lewis and Linzer’s alternative solution using FGLS.


� As previous mentioned, the relationship between competitiveness and allocation bias is somewhat curvilinear with the bend in the curve at very highest levels of competition. The dummy variables used in this regression mask this pattern but excluding these few cases and running the analysis with the continuous measure of competitiveness and a redistricting control scale produces similar results to those presented here. In future drafts, I intend to more appropriately account for this curvilinearity in the models.    


� A seat is classified as competitive based on the non-party contributions received by the two candidates. A seat is classified as competitive if the total amount raised by the candidates is large, and the fundraising by each candidate contributes to the total.   


� More explicitly, if a majority party LCC that gives more money to challengers, and the majority party candidate is only a challenger in seats held by the minority party, the LCC is acting offensively, which contradicts our expectation that majority parties will act defensively.


� An additional model, not shown, examines the separate effects of competitiveness and control of redistricting without including an interaction between the two. The two variables have positive coefficients (.030 and .039, respectively) but neither is statistically significant. 





