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Correction

Stratmann, Thomas (2010). “Do Low Contribution Limits
Insulate Incumbents from Competition?”
Election Law Journal 9:125-140.

~FEYHE ARTICLE REACHED the conclusion that low
: Tcomﬂbution limits do not hurt incumbents in
single member districts, using data on 42 states
“from 1980 to 2006. Moreover, the article showed
“that low limits improve the competitiveness of elec-
HOnS. '

© A reexamination of the data revealed that the data
:ser incladed multi-member districts in the 2002 and
2004 cycles for Vermont and West Virginia. Incum-
‘bents in multi-member disiricts tend to receive

2004 were years when Vermont had low contribution
limits (while there was no change in contribution
limits for West Virginia). As 2 consequence of the
error associated with the Vermont data, the author’s
analysis overstates the importance of low coniribu-
tion limits for the competitiveness of election.
Table I shows the correct results. For comparison
purposes, Table 11, a summary of the tables from the
original article, also appears below, Each of these
tables has tows labeied Table 2, Table 3, etc. that

“lower vote shares than incumbents in single-member  refer to the tables in the original artcle.

districts. Thus the inclusion of incumbents in mult- After correcting for the data error, the estimation
‘member districts resuited in a lower average incum- results continue o show that having contribution
" ‘hent vote share in those two states in 2002 and 2004, limits increases the competitiveness of election
'*:_and a higher number of candidates running for elec-  {Table L, row Table 2). Further, the results for both
tion than in other years. At the same time, 2002 and  the log contribution limit amount and for whether

Tasre I CorRreCTIONS FOR KEY ESTIMATES IN TABLES 2, 3, 4. AnD 3: Errects oF CONTRIBUTION
Livrr oN MEASURES OF ELECTORAL COMPETITION

Incumbent’s vote  Incumbent’s vote
Tncumbent’s share > 55 share > 85 Incumbent
Margin percenr=1, 0 percent= 1, wing=1, § Number of
of victory otherwise 0 vtherwise otherwise Candidares

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

Table 2: N=43,283; all 42 states
Limited contribution=1  ~3.057%* (2.400) -0.036%%* (0.013)  ~0.075"* {0.036)

Toble 3: N=25,535; states with contribution limits
Log(rea] contr. limit) 5.343%% (1.633)  0.035%* (0,000)  0.065%** (0,022)  0.018%* (0.008) -0.025 (0.028)

T“bk‘ 4 N=25,535; states with contribution limits
- Limit < 500 —£.192%% (3.426) —0.070%% {0.022) - 0.088%* (0.041) - 0.041%*F (0.020) 0.048 (0.049)
500 > Hmir € 1,000 ~7 677 (2129} ~0.050%% (0.018) —0.104%*% (0.028) —0.016 (0.013) 0.081 (0.04%

000 > limir € 2,000 -4.105% {1,942y —0.035% (0.012) - 0035%F (0.024) -0.019%*(0.008)  0.029 (0.038)

Table 5: N=43,283; all 42 states

Limit 5 500 ~TS61% (3256) —0.059%%% (0.016)  -0.077% (0.042)  -0.024 (0.017)  0.051 (0.041)
00 > limit < 1,000 ~7.645%% (1.895) —0.044%% (0.013) ~0.085%%* (0.028)  —0.007 (0.008) 0.093** (0.040)
1000 > Hmit < 2,000 ~2477 (1.983) ~0.028%%% (0.009)  —0.025 (0.028) —0.012% (0.006)  0.025 (0.038)

0.004 (0.006)  0.038 (0.041)

Otes: Standard errors in parentheses and are clustered by state. *significant at 10 percens; **significant a¢ 5 percent; **#significant at { percent.
Ontol variables such as election cycle and state indicators, as well as state-level demographic, income, and partisanship controls are included in
% regressions but not reported. Number of candidates is the log number of candidates. Cotumns one, four, and five report OLS:estimares. Colurns
Yo ‘}ﬁd thres report marginal effects from Jogit estimation:




- Log(real contr. Iimit}
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Tapie 0. Summary oF OriGinal Tasies. Errecrs of CONTRIBUTION
Linrr on MEasures oF ELECTORAL COMPETITION
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Incumbent’s Incumbent’s
Incumbent’s vote siare > 55 voie share > 85 Incumbent
Margin percent=1, 0} pervent=1, wins= §, ¢ Number 0 -
of victory otherwise 0 otherwise otherwise C'andizfme.g
{1 (2 {3) (4) 5y
Table 2: N=43,563; all 42 states —
Limited contribution=1 =4 484% (2.494)  -0.027 * (D.01Y - .083* (0.044) 6.001 (0.007) 0.030 ((},04%

Tabie 3: N=25810; states with contribution Hmits

Table 4: N=25810; states with contribution lmits
Limit £ 300

Table 5: N=43,563; all 42 states
Limit £ 500

3006 = limit £ 1,000
1,060 > limit < 2,000

F.202%H% (2244 (LO49%E ((.016) 0.095%%% (0.027) 0.037% (0.021)

—1A.502%% (5.804)  ~(.158%* (0.073)  ~0.150%% (0.049)  -0.101% (0.054) 0414 (0.066
500 > limit < 1,000 ~9.507%* (3.178)  —0.064% (0.036) ~—0.138** (0.034)  —0033 (0028} 000 (0050
L000 > limit € 2000 ~5.199%% (2238)  —0.044%* (0.019) ~0.073% 0.028) —0.028* (00141 0033 0.042)

1266154 (5201)  ~0.130%¢ (0061 ~D.132%%* (0.040)  —~0.074 (0.048)  0.113% (0,043
~B.8B2 (2149)  ~0.0567% (0.023)  ~0.110%%% (0030} -0.019 (0.017)  0.104%* (5,041}
-3.039 (21205 ~0.032%* (0.013) :

~{.046 {0.032

~0.035 (0.033)  -0.017(0.010)  0.026 (0.030)

Notes: Standard-errors in parentheses and are chustersd by state. *sigmificant at 10 percent; **significant at 5 perceat; ***sionificant at
Contral variables such g election cycle and state indicators, as well as state-level demographic, income, and part sanship controls are included in°
the regressions but not reported. Number of candidates is the log number of candidates. Columas one, four, and five report OLS estimates. Columng

two and three report marginal effects from logit estimation.

there is a limit in place have effects that are similar
to those reported in the original article (Table I, row
Table 3). However, the findings for low contribution
limits show a different picture. For states with con-
tribution limits (Table I, row Table 4, column 1) the
new results show that a limit of $500 or less reduces
an incumbent’s margin of victory by 8.2 percentage
points (instead of 14.5 percentage points as origi-
nally reported), a limit between $501 and $1,000
reduces that margin by 7.7 percentage points (in-
stead of 9.5 percentage points). and a limit between
$1.000 and $2,000 reduces the incumbent’s margin
by 4 percentage points (instead of 5 percentage
points). Thus the most significant change per the
data correction is reflected in the results for low
limits. This is also the case when examining the
other measures of competitiveness. Table 1, row
Table 4. column 2 shows that limits of $500 or

I percent.

below increase the likelihood of a narrowly fought
election by 7 percent instead of 15.8 percent as
originally reported, while column 3 shows that
these limits decrease the likelihood of a lopsided
race by 8.8 percent instead of 15 percent. Column
4 of this same table shows that low limits resultin a
four percent, instead of a ten percent, chance of
incumbent defeat, and column 5 shows that low
limits have no effect on the number of candidates,
rather than a statistically weak effect as origi-
nally reported. Also for these competitiveness
measures, the largest correction has to be made
for low limits, not the other limit categories. In
Table 1, row Table 5 the pattern of coefficients is
similar to that in row Table 4. In the new specifica-
tions, some of the point estimates change in statis-
tical significance.

The author regrets the error.



