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ABSTRACT: 
 

Although the federal government has banned contributions from corporations to candidates since 

1907, this prohibition does not apply to state-level elections. Twenty-nine states allow for direct 

corporation-to-candidate contributions in their elections, including six states that impose no 

limitations on these contributions. This paper compares these states on the basis of input factors 

that may have led to these different policies on corporate contributions, as well as comparing 

them on the basis of various factors that may result from maintaining such policies. The paper 

concludes by considering future campaign finance policy in light of these comparisons.  



[3] 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 

The normally sequestered world of campaign finance policy was thrust into the national 

spotlight early in 2010, when the United States Supreme Court ruled in Citizens United v. FEC 

that Congress’s prohibition on independent campaign expenditures by corporations was 

unconstitutional violation of First Amendment rights. Much of the public was outraged1, and 

public figures called for reforms ranging from a robust system of public financing of federal 

elections2 to a constitutional amendment.3

The controversy reached a fever pitch during President Obama’s first State of the Union 

address. Taking place less than a week after the Court’s decision, President Obama excoriated 

the justices’ ruling, proclaiming that it had “reversed a century of law that I believe will open the 

floodgates for special interests –- including foreign corporations –- to spend without limit in our 

elections.”

  

4  Amidst the applause of Congress, one of the justices in attendance – Samuel Alito – 

could be seen on camera shaking his head and mouthing the words, “That’s not true.”5

All arguments about decorum and “political atmosphere” aside, Justice Alito was correct. 

The “century of law” alluded to by President Obama was the 1907 Tillman Act, which prohibits 

corporations from donating directly to federal campaigns.

  

6

                                                 
1 Eggen, Dan. “Poll: Large majority opposes Supreme Court’s decision on campaign financing.” Washington Post. 
17 February 2010. <http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/17/AR2010021701151.html> 

 The Citizens United case, however, 

2 Lessig, Lawrence. “Institutional Integrity: Citizens United and the Path to a Btter Democracy.” The Huffington 
Post. 22 January 2010. <http://www.huffingtonpost.com/lawrence-lessig/institutional-integrity-c_b_433394.html> 
3 Romm, Tony. “Specter pitches constitutional amendment in response to Citizens United case.” The Hill. 21 
January 2010. <http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/77473-specter-pitches-constitutional-amendment-
in-response-to-citizens-united-case> 
4 The White House, Office of the Press Secretary. “Remarks by the President in the State of the Union Address.” 27 
January 2010. <http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remarks-president-state-union-address> 
5 Kady, Mark II. “Justice Alito mouths ‘not true’.” Politico, 27 January 2010. 
<http://www.politico.com/blogs/politicolive/0110/Justice_Alitos_You_lie_moment.html> 
6 “…it shall be unlawful for any national bank, or any corporation organized by authority of any laws of Congress, 
to make money contribution in connection with any election to any political office…” Tillman Act of 1907. Ch. 420, 
34 Stat. 864 (January 26, 1907). 



[4] 
 

dealt only with independent “electioneering communications” paid for by corporations – 

communications independent from any candidate’s campaign. 

Though President Obama may have been incorrect in his assertion about federal elections, 

when it comes to state elections he is incorrect for a different reason: for many states, there is no 

precedent for banning direct corporate contributions. When his State of the Union address was 

delivered, six states – Missouri, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Virginia, and the President’s home 

state of Illinois – allowed for unlimited, direct corporate donations to candidates in state 

elections.7

As the public continues to evince fear about the role that corporations play in elections, it 

is worthwhile to examine how direct corporate donations affect the political culture of those 

states that allow them. States are often called the ‘laboratories of democracy’, and the nearly 

even divide between states that allow and ban direct corporate contributions provide a useful 

dichotomy for comparative study. The presence of a small sample group of states with no 

limitations whatsoever further offers a way of comparing the full treatment – unmitigated direct 

corporate donations to candidates – against the rest of the states which impose a degree of 

limitation (ranging from the location requirements in Washington to a complete ban on such 

donations). The different experiences of these states offer insight into how the country as a whole 

might react to their respective policies. 

 An additional twenty-three states allow for limited direct corporate donations – 

meaning that a full 58 percent of the country’s states allow for the sort of corporate donations 

that are banned on the federal level.  

States will be divided into three comparative groups: (1) states that have no limits on 

direct corporate contributions to candidates (mentioned earlier); (2) states that allow for direct 

                                                 
7 “State Limits on Contributions to Candidates.” National Conference of State Legislatures. 20 January 2010. < 
http://www.ncsl.org/Portals/1/documents/legismgt/limits_candidates.pdf> 
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corporate contributions to candidates, combining those six states with no limitations with the 

states that allow but regulate the amount that corporations can contribute; and (3) states that ban 

direct contributions from corporations to candidates. Comparing the first group of states against 

the whole allows for a ‘case study’ analysis, seeing how this small subset of states compares to 

the ‘untreated’ whole. The other two groups of states allows for a complete national comparison, 

with every state being subject to one of two treatments (permitting of corporation-to-candidate 

contributions, or forbidding of these contributions). It also helpfully bifurcates the discussion 

between a completely unregulated environment of corporate-to-candidate contributions and the 

mere permitting (but limiting) of the contributions – a distinction that is often lost in rhetoric 

over the issue. 

First, this paper will compare these three groups on a number of metrics relating to the 

qualities of those states. This analysis seeks to answer the question: “Do certain qualities of 

states lead to different approaches to regulating (or not regulating, as the case may be) direct 

corporate donations to candidates?  

The paper then looks at the policies and political environments that emerge given their 

corporate campaign contribution policies. This analysis seeks to answer the question: “Does the 

allowing/regulating/banning of direct corporate donations to candidates lead to different 

outcomes in other fields?”  

It bears emphasis that although the dichotomy between inputs and outcomes seems 

straight-forward, there is a substantial overlap between the two. Take, for example, the ‘outcome’ 

of corruption. Although this paper views the metric through an outcome lens (i.e. states with 

certain policies relating to direct corporate contributions to candidates have higher corruption 

scores relative to other policies), it could just as easily be viewed through an input lens (i.e. states 
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with certain levels of corruption are more prone to certain policies regarding corporate 

contributions to candidates). This reflects the fact that policies relating to campaign finance 

reform often have a feedback loop. Although the classification is subjective, the correlation 

between the states’ campaign finance policies and other metrics remain the same regardless of 

how they are classified. 

 

II. SURVEY OF STATE POLICIES ON CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS TO 

STATE CANDIDATES 

 

Figure 1 offers a visual depiction of current policy on direct corporate contributions to 

candidates in state elections. Six states – Illinois, Missouri, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, and 

Virginia – have no restrictions on these sorts of contributions. However, both Illinois8 and New 

Mexico9

 The rest of the country is divided almost evenly between states that ban all direct 

corporate contributions to candidates (twenty-one states, in green) and states that limit but permit 

corporate contributions to candidates (twenty-three states, in red). Although these limiting states 

are classified under the same header, they do not all impose the same restrictions on corporate 

contributions to candidates. The most common form of restriction is requiring corporations to 

 have recently passed bills in their legislatures that will impose new limits on corporate 

contributions as part of overall campaign finance reform, restrictions that will take effect in 

January 2011 and November 2010, respectively. (Since these restrictions have yet to take effect, 

both states will be considered ‘unlimited’ for the purposes of this paper.)  

                                                 
8 Illinois Governor’s Office. “Governor Quinn Signs Campaign Reform Law.” Press Release, 9 December 2009. < 
http://www.illinois.gov/PressReleases/ShowPressRelease.cfm?SubjectID=3&RecNum=8091> 
9 Jennings, Trip. “Campaign contribution limits bill passes N.M. House easily.” The New Mexico Independent. 21 
March 2009. < http://newmexicoindependent.com/22963/campaign-contribution-limits-bill-clears-house-easily> 
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adhere to the same contribution limits that are applied to individual contributors; this limit is 

found in sixteen10 of the twenty-three states. (These individual limits, in turn, vary from state to 

state.) Alabama and Mississippi, however, impose limits specifically on corporations, while 

allowing other contributing sources to offer unlimited contributions.11

 Although there are blocs of states that seem to indicate geographic trends in direct 

corporate contributions to candidates (e.g. the band of limiting states in the south and the swathe 

of banning states along the northern border), none of the nine geographic divisions defined by 

the United States Census Bureau

 Although these 

differences are interesting and present opportunities for future research, for this paper’s purposes 

they will be put aside. 

12

 

 share a common approach towards these sorts of 

contributions. Further, the six states without limitations are found in five different divisions and 

in three of the four regions – only the Northeast Region lacks such a state (although six of its 

nine states permit some form of direct corporate-to-candidate contributions). In spite of apparent 

trends from a first glance, the distribution of on a geographic basis is much closer to the “random” 

end of the spectrum.  

III. VARIABLES 

One factor that might have resulted in this lack of corporate-to-candidate donations may 

be the population of the states in question. It might be argued, for instance, that states allowing 

unlimited direct corporate donations to candidates are disproportionately large. With such a large 
                                                 
10 Arkansas, California, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Nevada, 
New Hampshire, New Jersey, South Carolina, and Vermont. Source: “State Limits on Contributions to Candidates.” 
National Conference of State Legislatures. 20 January 2010. <http://www.ncsl.org/Portals/1/documents/legismgt/ 
limits_candidates.pdf> 
11 “State Limits on Contributions to Candidates.” National Conference of State Legislatures. 20 January 2010. 
<http://www.ncsl.org/Portals/1/documents/legismgt/ limits_candidates.pdf> 
12 United States Census Bureau. “Census Regions and Divisions of the United States.” 
<http://www.census.gov/geo/www/us_regdiv.pdf> 
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population base to appeal to for state wide candidates (and even district-based candidates), the 

potential overbearing influence of direct corporate money is offset by a number of other 

institutions - unions, PACs, community groups, religious groups, etc. - that are able to compete 

thanks to their large base.  

Contrarily, one might argue that those states allowing such donations are 

disproportionately small. With relatively few corporations (or large institutions of any kinds), 

limits on donations would be superfluous. Not only would the corporation, but the relatively low 

influence of small-state politicians would lead to diminishing returns on very large donations. 

Either way, the presence of non-limiting states on either end of the population spectrum would 

cast doubt on the lack of regulation as a whole; rather than offering a model for the rest of the 

country to adopt, these states would represent aberrations from normal campaign finance policy. 

However, according to population estimates from the United States Census Bureau for  

2009 (see Appendix A), non-limiting states as a subset of the United States fall squarely in the 

middle of the pack. Three states (New Mexico, Oregon, and Utah) fall below the national median, 

while three states (Illinois, Missouri, and Virginia) are 

found above. Four of the six non-limiting states are 

below the national mean, the same percentage of 

states that are below the national mean. The mean population of states without limitations on 

corporation-to-candidate contributions is 5.02 percent lower than the mean of the country overall, 

while their median is 8.39 percent higher than the country overall. 

The differences are even smaller between states allowing corporate contributions to 

candidates and the country overall: the allowing states’ mean population is 6.82 percent higher, 

while their median population value is exactly the same as the overall population median. States 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited 5,900,080 4,906,619 
Allowed 6,635,675 4,526,659 
Banned 5,672,224 4,669,431 
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than ban such donations have a population mean that is 8.69 percent lower than the overall mean, 

but a median that is 3.15 percent higher than the overall median. 

Much of this reflects the vagaries of comparative population statistics, where the most 

populous states (California, New York, and Texas) do more to shift the mean up than the least 

populous states do to keep it down – thus the wide disparity between mean and median values. 

(Four of the top five most populous states permit corporate-to-candidate donations.) Yet if states 

actually exhibited differences in corporate contribution policy on the basis of population, their 

populations relative to the population as a whole would not be either higher or lower depending 

on the statistic used to compare them.  

Another factor that might lead to this laissez-faire environment is the average income of 

individuals in those states. Wealthier states, this argument goes, have wealthier interests; and 

since these interests tend to correlate with business interests, they would have an interest in 

fighting limitations on the ability of corporations to engage in campaign financing. Many of 

these wealthier individuals may themselves be involved in corporate leadership, and have no 

interest in fighting for restrictions on their ability to spend in electoral competitions. 

These states might also be disproportionately poorer. As with the states of lower 

population, there may simply be relatively few corporations to deal with. Further, poorer states 

tend to vote conservatively13

                                                 
13 Gelman, Andrew, Boris Shor, Joseph Bafumi and David Park. “Rich State, Poor State, Red State, Blue State: 
What’s the Matter with Connecticut?” Quarterly Journal of Political Science, 2007, 2: 345-367. 

, and these electorates may be less inclined to support a "big 

government restrictions" on an aspect of the business world.  
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 Though comparing the wealth of states is an imperfect science at best, this paper will use 

the 2009 state per-capita income data collected by the United States Bureau of Economic 

Analysis14

The mean per-capita income of the states 

without limitations on direct corporation-to-

candidate contributions is 3.84 percent lower 

than the country’s overall per-capita income

, which controls for population effects.  

15

  Although mean per-capita income values progress steadily upwards from states with no 

limits to states with complete bans, no such consistency is maintained through the median values. 

However, since the range between values is relatively low and Connecticut is the only statistical 

outlier, the mean is a better value of comparison.   

; its median is 3.27 percent lower. The differences 

are lower when states allowing corporation-to-candidate donations are compared to the country 

at-large: the mean per-capita income of these states is 0.94 percent lower than overall mean, 

although the median is 2.4 percent higher. States that ban direct contributions from corporations 

to candidates have a mean per-capita income that is 1.29 percent higher than the national per-

capita income; their median is 2.4 percent higher. 

In a similar vein, the absence of restrictions on corporate contributions to candidates may 

reflect the number of corporations within those states. Especially for large corporations, there are 

significant benefits to be had in the political sphere from political contributions – in fact, for all 

complaints to the contrary, there is in all likelihood too little spending from a maximization 

                                                 
14 United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. “State Personal Income 2009.” Press 
Release. 25 March 2010. <http://www.bea.gov/newsreleases/regional/spi/2010/pdf/spi0310.pdf> 
15 It should be noted that national values were obtained by averaging the fifty state per-capita income values, in 
order to maintain statistical coherence. This number will differ even from the national value offered by the BEA, 
due to the inclusion of the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico (among other factors).  

 Mean  Median  
Unlimited $36,749.17 $35,671.50 
Allowed $37,883.93 $37,780.00 
Banned $38,736.43 $36,822.00 
Overall $38,241.98 $36,878.50 
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perspective.16

Due to a wide range of state laws and regulations governing and defining corporations, it 

is hard in many cases – a “corporation” in North Dakota might not be considered such in 

California. The closest one gets to comparative state-by-state data is the Census Bureau’s 

Statistics of U.S. Businesses (SUSB), whose annual data offers the number of firms in each state, 

categorized by employment size of the firm

 States with a disproportionate amount of these large corporations, then, would be 

expected to have disproportionately lax policies on corporate involvement in campaigns – 

including direct contributions to candidates – as these corporations would spend greatly to 

preserve this privilege.  

17

States without limits on corporation-to-candidate contributions have a mean number of 

500+ employee firms that is 12.87 percent higher than the overall mean, and a median that is 

11.59 percent higher. States that allow but mostly restrict these contributions have a mean value 

that is 3.55 percent higher than the overall mean, but a median that is 2.77 percent lower. States  

. Since critics of corporate spending in elections 

generally are concerned with the influence of “big business,” and since small firms with few 

employees, this paper will compare the number of firms with 500 or more employees in each 

state. 

 with bans on such donations have a mean that is 

4.90 percent lower than the overall mean, but a 

median that is 2.77 percent higher.  

 This makes a degree of intuitive sense. In a campaign finance environment without any 

restrictions on contribution limits, firms gain a comparative advantage as they grow in size. 

                                                 
16 Ansolabehere, Stephen, John M. de Figueiredo and James M. Snyder Jr. “Why is There so Little Money in U.S. 
Politics?” The Journal of Economic Perspectives, Vol. 17, No. 1 (Winter, 2003), pp. 105-130 
 
17 United States Census Bureau. “Statistics of U.S. Businesses.” < http://www.census.gov/econ/susb/> 

 Mean  Median  
Unlimited 2,588 2,396.5 
Allowed 2,374.28 2,088 
Banned 2,180.52 2,207 
Overall 2,292.9 2,147.5 
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Larger firms have larger coffers, which in turn lead to larger contributions and greater influence 

on state policy. However, when corporate-to-candidate contributions are restricted to the 

maximum contribution levels allowed for individuals, the comparative advantage of being a 

large firm is lost. Once a relatively low size threshold is passed, the advantages are  

Thus, while states without any limits show a stark divergence from the national average in favor 

of larger firms, the difference between states that allow and states that ban direct corporate 

donations are fairly insignificant. 

The professionalism - or the lack thereof - of the various state legislatures may also play a 

role in the presence or absence of restrictions on corporate donations to political candidates. 

Previous research has found that legal professionalism is an important variable in the amount of 

money spent in district-level competitions in state governments, and that more professional 

legislatures are correlated with higher spending in these elections.18

As with the other variables, it’s easy to see how professionalism might play a role in the 

absence or presence of corporation-to-candidate contribution bans, but much harder to determine 

how exactly that role will ultimately play out. On one hand, states with more professional 

legislatures might be more inclined to impose restrictions on these sorts of contributions. These 

legislatures have the time and resources to move beyond basic legislative functions (say, budget-

setting), and to move into more “wonkish” issues such as campaign finance. Further, these 

legislatures deal with more spending in their political races – thus, the excessive spending by 

corporations that campaign finance regulators so fear is more likely to be a bigger issue than in 

the “citizen legislatures” (to use Hogan’s term), where there would be relatively less interest in 

spending on the part of corporations. 

 

                                                 
18 Hogan, Robert E. and Keith E. Hamm. “Variations in District-Level Campaign Spending in State Legislatures.” 
Campaign Finance in State Legislative Elections. Ed. Joel A. Thompson and Gary F. Moncrief. Congressional 
Quarterly, 1998. 59-79. 
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On the other hand, states with more professionalized legislatures may be less likely to 

ban or restrict corporate-to-candidate contributions. Due to the high cost of elections, individual 

legislators have a disincentive to restrict these sorts of contributions. Further, existing restrictions 

on corporate-to-candidate contributions may have played on a role in keeping these legislatures 

relatively unprofessional, by keeping funding levels (and, perhaps, subsequent demands for more 

professionalization in the form of resources or compensation) in check.  

 To compare the professionalism of state legislatures, this paper will use the most recent 

data that compares states on legislative professionalism – the 2003 Squire Index.19

 The mean Squire Index (SI) score of states without 

limitations on corporation-to-candidate direct contributions 

was 18.03 percent lower than the overall average, while its 

median was 8.81 percent lower. The mean of states allowing 

such contributions was also lower than the overall mean, by a factor of 7.10 percent, while their 

median SI score was lower than even the median for states without limits – 13.21 percent below 

the nation-wide average. States that banned direct candidate contributions from corporations had 

a mean SI score 10.38 percent higher than the national mean, and a median 19.50 percent above 

the national median. 

 The Squire 

Index is based on a combination of legislative salary and benefits, the time demands of service, 

and the staff and resources available to legislators, and is calculated against the 1.00 score held 

by the United States Congress.  

 The relatively large percentage differentials between the three subgroups – as well as the 

consistent trend line of increasing SI-professionalism from the regulation-free states to the states 

                                                 
19 Squire, Peverill. “Measuring State Legislative Professionalism.” State Politics and Policy Quarterly, Vol. 7, No. 2 
(Summer 2007): pp. 211-227. 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited 0.150 0.145 
Allowed 0.170 0.138 
Banned 0.202 0.190 
Overall 0.183 0.159 
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with complete bans – suggests that professionalism plays an important role in this aspect of 

campaign finance policy. Much as more developed countries evince more rigidly enforced 

regulation over a wider swathe of society than underdeveloped countries, it seems that 

“unprofessional states” may in some cases have yet to reach the point where controlling or 

prohibiting corporate money is simply not a priority.  

Partisanship is inherently an issue when it comes to political issues. However, simply 

looking at the latest election results does not provide a fully accurate view of the partisan bent of 

the states. States have shifted back and forth even over the past decade, from the Republican 

ascendancy in the wake of the World Trade Center attacks in 2001 to the Democratic majority 

that emerged around 2006. Especially for a policy that draws relatively little public attention, it is 

not enough to take the present political alignment and assume that it fairly represents the state as 

a whole.   

 Since 1993, Gallup has conducted field studies of partisan affiliation in the states, 

measuring the partisanship of these states by subtracting the percent of citizens identifying as 

Democratic or “leaning Democratic” from the percent of citizens identifying as Republican or 

“leaning Republican.”20 These studies have taken place in three different years, with three 

different national environments: 1993, 2002, and 200821

                                                 

20 Jones, Jeffery. “Special Report: State-by-State Analysis Reveals Republican Shift.” 7 January 2003. 
<http://www.gallup.com/poll/7543/Special-Report-StatebyState-Analysis-Reveals-Republican-Shift.aspx>. In the 
2008 edition of this report, the scores were reported in the reverse order, with the percentage of Republican/leaning-
Republican subtracted from the percentage of Democratic/leaning-Democratic. In order to accurately compare from 
year –to-year, however, this paper will use the R-D formula.  

. Averaging the state scores for these 

21 Jones, Jeffery. “State of the States: Political Party Affiliation.” 28 January 2009. 
<http://www.gallup.com/poll/114016/state-states-political-party-affiliation.aspx> 
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three years, though far from a perfect measure of the state’s inherent partisanship, helps to 

mitigate some of the year-to-year swings and provide a more accurate metric for comparison.22

 States without limitations on corporate contributions to candidates had a mean value 54.8  

 

percent higher (i.e. more Republic leaning) than the national mean, and a median that was 12.58 

percent higher than the national median. States that allow contributions from corporations to 

candidates had a mean that was 0.8 percent lower (more Democratic) compared to the national 

mean, but a median that was 16.21 percent higher than the national median. States banning direct 

corporate contributions had a mean that was 1 percent higher, but a median that was 13.64 

percent lower than the national median. 

 Although states without limitations are clearly 

conservative-leaning relative to the rest of the country, the 

message is far more muddled when it comes to comparing 

states that allow direct corporate contributions and those that 

ban them. The low percentage differences from nation-wide statistics, along with the 

contradictory patterns between the mean values (banning states more conservative than 

permitting states) and median values (permitting states more conservative than banning states), 

suggests that there are no significant partisan divides when it comes to this aspect of campaign 

finance policy. 

 In the case of the limitless contribution states, it is difficult to say whether the partisan 

shift is a result or a cause of the lax approach towards corporate contributions. Republican 

candidates generally support more ‘pro-business’ policies than their Democratic counterparts; the 

conservative bent of non-limiting states would reflect the success of these corporate 

                                                 
22 Neither Alaska nor Hawaii were measured for partisanship in the 1993 and 2002 studies; thus, their three-point 
averages derive only from the 2008 study, and should be taken with a grain of salt. 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited -2.26 -5.77 
Allowed -5.04 -5.53 
Banned -4.95 -7.5 
Overall -5 -6.6 
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contributions in electing officials and preventing proposed limitations on their influence. 

However, these states may be conservative-leaning for other reasons beyond campaign finance 

regulation; and because conservative polities are generally disinclined towards regulation, these 

states have opted to not restrict corporation-to-candidate contributions where other states have. 

Looking at factors that might have led to such policy, however, is only half the question. 

Viewing states as ‘laboratories for democracy’, the varied policies that they adopt might be 

considered ‘experiments’; and while it is important to take into account initial variables that may 

lead to differing results, it is just as important to consider what actually happens as a result of 

these ‘experiments’. In other words, we must analyze the results that ultimate come out of these 

varying approaches to corporate campaign contributions given directly to candidates.  

When considering the effects of campaign finance policy, one of the first things that 

come to mind is the impact the policy will have on elections. After all, elections are directly 

impacted by such policy, whereas other policy results are at best secondary results (i.e. campaign 

regulation regimes lead to certain election results, which in turn lead to various policies). In the 

sphere of elections and campaign finance regulations, it is spending levels in campaigns that are 

most directly impacted by campaign finance regulation, with other factors (e.g. voter turnout) as 

secondary factors of these spending patterns.  

 The argument, as it pertains to the regulation of direct contributions from corporations to 

candidates, is not hard to figure out – the less regulation, the higher the spending levels. States 

that ban direct corporate contributions can expect to have less overall spending that states that 

allow such contributions, and states without limits should expect the highest of all spending 

levels – after all, what is supposed to stop these corporations from spending more and more? 

This point is hardly disputed by critics of restrictions on campaign; instead, they argue that 
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spending is effectively a form of expressing speech, and as a result is protected by the First 

Amendment.23

 Total campaign spending in gubernatorial races has been documented by the 

Gubernatorial Campaign Expenditures Database, compiled by Thad Beyle and Jennifer M. 

Jensen, for elections going back to 1968.

 

24

 States that have no limit on direct corporation-to-candidate contributions have average  

 In continuing with this paper’s aim of providing the 

most recent available data (to provide a more accurate census), election spending is recorded for 

each state’s most recent gubernatorial election – a period of time that stretches from 2006 to 

2009.  

overall spending in gubernatorial races that is 

2.01 percent higher than the national average; 

however, their median value is 15.5 percent 

lower than the national median spending level. 

For states that allow contributions directly from corporations to candidates, the mean is 14.60 

percent higher than the overall average, and the median spending for these states is 8.54 percent 

higher. States that ban corporate-to-candidate contributions register spending in gubernatorial 

races that averages 18.58 percent less spending than the average spending across the country, and 

their median is a full 38.5 percent below the national median spending levels. 

 Although on the surface this seems to indicate a compelling data series for those arguing 

that less restrictions on direct corporate contributions leads to higher spending, the fact that states 

without limits on corporation-to-candidate contributions have lower average spending levels than 

                                                 
23 E.g. Esenberg, Rick. “Yes, money is speech.” Milwaukee Journal-Sentinel, 30 January 2010. < http://www. 
jsonline.com /news/opinion/83069507.html> 
24 Jensen, Jennifer and Thad Beyle. The Gubernatorial Campaign Expenditures Database. 2010. < http://www.unc. 
edu/~beyle/guber.html> 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited $21,079,931.33 $11,298,750.50 
Allowed $23,681,266.43 $14,513,582.00 
Banned $16,823,960.77 $8,223,498.50 
Overall $20,664,051.94 $13,371,766.50 
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the set of states that merely allow such contributions (and a lower median score than the country 

as a whole) should lead one to skepticism. This is largely due to the fact that California’s last 

gubernatorial election cost participants $129,026,425 – almost two and half times more than the 

next costliest election ($53,326,250, in Virginia). Generally, larger states tend to spend more in 

state-wide elections than smaller states – which makes sense, seeing as they have more 

constituents to which to appeal.  

To help control for the fact that total spending in state-wide races often serves as a proxy 

for the size of those states, spending in state gubernatorial elections is also recorded in the 

database on the basis of “cost-per-vote,” which operates effectively as a per-capita measure for 

election spending 

States without limits on direct contributions from 

corporations to candidates have a mean cost-per-vote value 

that is 5.46 percent lower than the overall average cost-per-

vote, but a median that is 19.11 percent higher. States that 

allow corporation-to-candidate direct funding have an average cost-per-vote that is 14.11 percent 

higher than the average cost-per-vote, and a median that is 32.91 percent higher than the overall 

median. States that ban direct corporate contributions to candidates have an average cost-per-

vote value that is 17.98 percent lower than the nation-wide average value, and a median that is 

23.45 percent lower than the nation-wide median. 

Despite for correcting for the “Californian skew,” the basic trends that held in overall 

spending hold in cost-per-vote measures as well. Spending levels in states where direct corporate 

contributions are banned have significantly lower spending levels than the national average, 

while states that allow for such contributions have significantly higher spending levels. 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited $11.25 $12.09 
Allowed $13.58 $13.49 
Banned $9.76 $7.77 
Overall $11.90 $10.15 
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Curiously, the subset of states without any limits have lower spending levels than states allowing 

contributions as a whole, and in some cases have lower spending levels than the national average. 

This suggests that although the presence of direct corporate contributions to candidates may lead 

to greater overall spending levels, it is not the only, or even determining, factor leading to these 

higher costs. 

It is also useful to look at average spending in legislative elections as well. As statewide 

races, gubernatorial competitions offer a better survey of statewide electoral spending; however, 

because these races draw much more attention that average legislative races, funding from any 

one source is will have less overall influence on the race. For those that fear that direct corporate 

contributions will serve to crowd the concerns of constituents as a whole, such a scenario is far 

more likely on a representative level, where a relatively low investment on the corporation’s part 

can dominate the candidate’s agenda. 

Spending in state legislative elections is collected by the National Institute on Money in 

State Politics. This paper will use the average cost figures – on a per-candidate basis (to control 

for the various sizes of state legislatures) – collected for the 2007-08 biennium, for both Senate 

and House elections.25

States without limits on direct corporation-to-candidate contributions had a mean 

spending for an average House campaign that was 37.76 percent higher than the mean for state 

 However, it should be noted that Alabama and Maryland have no 

equivalent data for either chamber’s elections, and thus will not be included in the statistics; 

further, Michigan and Minnesota have no data for Senate races, and thus will be not be included 

in Senate-based calculations (nor will Nebraska, as it is a unicameral legislature).  

                                                 
25 Barber, Denis Roth. “An Overview of State Campaigns, 2007-2008.” The National Institute on Money in State 
Politics. <http://www.followthemoney.org/press/PrintReportView.phtml?r=420&PHPSESSID=4c79f2c658 
4f5db83fd62100e85b9af9> 
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House races across the country; its median average spending level was a full 122.71 percent 

higher. Those states that allow candidates to accept contributions directly from candidates (often  

regulating them) had a mean average spending level 

that was 17.35 percent higher than the national 

average, but their median spending level was 6.9 

percent lower. States that banned such contributions 

had an average spending level that was 20.51 percent lower than the national per-candidate 

average, although their median value was 0.00 percent removed from the national median per-

candidate spending level of $77,679. 

A similar, if muted, effect holds in state 

Senate campaign spending as well. States with no 

limitation on direct contributions from corporations to 

candidates had an average spending level that was 

24.50 percent higher than the nation-wide average, and a median per-candidate campaign 

spending level 89.94 percent higher than the overall median. States that allow for candidates to 

accept direct contributions from corporations had average upper-house campaign spending levels 

7.69 percent higher than the national average, although their median spending level ($160,848.00) 

was exactly the same as the overall median. The campaigns for upper-house seats in states that 

banned these sorts of direct contributions had average spending levels that were 9.62 percent 

lower than the overall average, but a median that is 2.30 percent higher than the median for all 

fifty states. 

Even with the crude metrics of means and medians, it is apparent that the presence of 

unlimited direct corporation-to-candidate contributions correlates with much higher levels of 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited $182,371.17 $172,998.00 
Allowed $155,354.62 $72,318.50 
Banned $105,235.86 $77,679.00 
Overall $132,383.52 $77,679.00 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited $356,823.33 $305,513.00 
Allowed $308,668.16 $160,848.00 
Banned $259,048.50 $164,337.50 
Overall $286,614.98 $160,848.00 
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spending – the divergences between its average spending levels and the spending levels in states 

that regulate are higher for legislative campaign spending than any other variable. Less apparent 

is the theory that the presence of direct corporation-to-candidate contributions leads inherently to 

higher overall spending levels – although mean values for legislative spending was higher in 

both chambers for those states that permit such contributions, these states have median values of 

spending for both chambers that are lower than those of states that ban such contributions. Once 

again, this is likely a result of state-level campaign spending in California (although the effect is 

more muted here than for gubernatorial spending – per-candidate spending is only double the 

next state for lower-house races, and only 20 percent higher than the next state for upper-house 

spending).  

On a more general note, it is also interesting to contrast the averages of legislative 

spending with the averages for gubernatorial spending. The presence of corporate contributions 

to candidates seems to have a greater impact in gubernatorial elections, while the size of 

corporate contributions plays a greater role in legislative elections. The latter result suggests that 

the marginal benefit is higher for corporations in legislative races, where “a little money goes a 

long way,” than in gubernatorial races where it is likely to be considered as a general ‘business’ 

contribution. The former result is slightly less intuitive; however, it might relate to the division 

of powers between the executive and legislative branches. While the legislature passes spending 

bills (often with subsidies and other benefits for corporations), it is the executive branch that 

controls much of the regulatory apparatus with which corporations deal with on a regular basis – 

thus, gaining inroads to the governor’s office may be more important than having a voice on the 

legislature. This is at best a flight of fancy, though, and deserves analysis in its own right. 
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Beyond the sphere of elections, one of the most obvious results one might expect from 

the absence of a ban on corporate donations to candidates is a lower corporate tax rate. This quid 

pro quo suggests that the money candidates receive directly from corporations will prevent them 

from voting for higher corporate taxes, and may even inspire them to push for lower tax rates (it 

is presumed, at the expense of other legislative aims) in order to keep receiving these donations. 

Although the majority of states (36) have flat corporate taxes, other states have 

implemented bracketed corporate taxes - as many as ten brackets in the case of Alaska26

 States without limits on direct contributions from corporations to candidates have top 

corporate tax brackets that are 2.45 percent higher than the average top bracket nation-wide; its 

median tax bracket, however, is 3.14 percent lower than the national median. States that allow 

for corporate-to-candidate contributions have top corporate tax brackets 2.61 percent higher than 

the national average, and its median top tax bracket is 1.43 percent higher than the national 

median. States that ban direct contributions from corporations, meanwhile, have a mean top tax 

bracket that is 3.83 percent lower than the national mean, and a median that is 1.43 percent lower 

than the national median. Although popular perception would hold that corporate tax rates would 

go down as limits on corporate spending were removed, the actual tax rates show that tax rates 

go up as corporations have more leeway in campaign spending (if they show any pattern at all).  

. For the 

purposes of this comparison, the highest tax bracket rate will be used. The corporations most 

likely to make large amounts of direct donations are those corporations with large operating 

revenues - corporations that are subject to these rates. For the purposes of policy formation and 

campaign finance, it is the corporations that are subject (or possibly subject) to the highest tax 

bracket that can be expected to spend the most amount of money fighting it.  

                                                 
26 The Tax Foundation. “State Corporate Income Tax Rates, 2000-2010.” 29 March 2010. < 
http://www.taxfoundation.org/taxdata/show/230.html> 
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 Direct corporate income tax rates are not the only tax 

policy that corporations would be interested in influencing 

through contributions in the electoral process. Sales taxes 

can make or break a service-based corporation, while 

income taxes may serve as a draw or deterrent to potential employees. The Tax Foundation’s 

State Business Tax Climate Index (SBTCI) attempts to gauge this effect by “comparing the states 

on five separate aspects of their tax systems and then adding the results up to a final, overall 

ranking.”27 These five aspects are the corporate tax index, the individual income tax index, the 

sales tax index, the unemployment tax index and the property tax index; scores are calculated on 

a scale of 0 (worst) to 10 (best).28

 States without limits on corporate contributions to candidates recorded an average score 

that was 3.97 percent higher than the national average, and a median that was 9.34 percent higher  

  

than the overall median. States that allow corporate 

contributions to candidates averaged index scores that were 

0.57 percent lower than the overall average, but a median 

that was 2.98 percent above the national median. The 

average for states that ban direct corporate contributions to candidates was 0.57 percent higher 

than the national average, but the median was 2.19 percent lower than the overall median. 

 Comparing the average values offers no clear message, but the median values suggest 

that allowing corporate contributions to candidates are correlated with friendly tax environments 

for business. The incoherence of the mean values may reflect the presence of South Dakota and 

                                                 
27 Padgitt, Kail. “2010 State Business Tax Climate Index (Seventh Edition).” The Tax Foundation. 22 September 
2009. <http://taxfoundation.org/research/show/22658.html> 
28 Ibid. 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited 6.68% 6.78% 
Allowed 6.69% 7.10% 
Banned 6.27% 6.90% 
Overall 6.52% 7.00% 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited 5.5 5.5 
Allowed 5.26 5.18 
Banned 5.32 4.92 
Overall 5.29 5.03 
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Wyoming among the ranks of banning states, both of which registered perfect 10.0 scores (the 

next highest score among the banning states was Oklahoma’s 5.95).  

 In discussions of campaign finance reform, the term “corruption” is brought out early and 

often29. Although classified here as a result of the regulation of direct corporate contribution (or 

lack thereof), it could just as easily be considered a determining factor of this policy. States that 

allow candidates to accept contributions from corporations, this argument goes, are more likely 

to engage in a sort of quid pro quo – in return for the campaign contributions, candidates are 

expected to deliver returns in the form of preferred policy. The less stringent the limits on these 

sorts of donations, the more likely they are to be effective. Although this argument of “legalized 

bribery”30

 However, a lax enforcement environment may reflect an already corrupt political culture. 

Mirroring in miniature the problems faced by under-developed countries, ‘under-developed 

states’ are simply not in a position where arguments against apparent or actual corruption are 

enough to sway legislatures to put restrictions on corporation-to-candidate contributions. 

(Another, albeit less likely scenario, is one where a state has such a low culture of corruption that 

restricting contributions from corporations is a superfluous measure. Again, though unlikely, a 

case study can be seen in Oregon, which scores in the bottom quintile of both metrics of 

corruption without putting any restrictions on direct candidate contributions.) 

 was mentioned earlier in the context of corporate tax rates, a corporation may seek 

any number of benefits – subsidies, protection from lawsuits, and so forth.  

                                                 
29 E.g. “End Corruption: Campaign finance reform deserves a vote,” The San Diego Union-Tribune, 14 July 2001. 
This anti-corruption angle to campaign finance reform was also used in the Federal Election Commission’s brief in 
Citizens United v. Federal Elections Commission (2008): “1. Congress has a compelling interest in protecting the 
electoral process from both actual corruption and the appearance of corruption.” United States Supreme Court, No. 
08-205, Brief for Appellee. 
30 Campaign finance laws are built on a legal fiction. To wit: Electoral donations are considered within the law even 
though they are actually bribes at root. Think of them as ‘legalized bribery.’” Birnbaum, Jeffery. “The End of Legal 
Bribery.”Washington Monthly, June 2006. <http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2006/0606.birnbaum.html> 
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 Yet although corruption is frequently cited as a problem directly combated by campaign 

finance restrictions, it proves rather difficult to define. This problem in the context of campaign 

finance reform efforts is discussed at length by Nathaniel Persily and Kelli Lammie, who write: 

When government lawyers make arguments seeking to justify a state's 
infringement of a constitutional right, they tend not to say something like "most 
people think a problem exists, so the state has a compelling interest in allaying 
their fears." Yet in the context of campaign finance, government lawyers not only 
make such an argument, but such reasoning and evidence have become almost 
mandatory as courts have struggled to follow the line of cases from Buckley v. 
Valeo to McConnell v. FEC.31

 
 

However, there are some measures to compare states on their relative levels of corruption. One 

of these is the number of elected officials that have been convicted by the United States Justice 

Department on charges of corruption, from 1998 to 2007 (adjusted on a per-capita basis, 

convicted officials per one million constituents)32. This metric has been used as shorthand for 

corruption in other academic papers33

 States without restrictions on candidate-to-

corporation contributions had an average conviction rate of 

elected officials that was 24.25 percent lower than the 

national average, and a median value 21.43 percent that was 

lower. States that allow candidate-to-corporation contributions (often limiting them) had a mean 

; and although it is absurd to suggest that all of these cases 

stemmed directly from legal campaign contributions in the various states, a trend in conviction 

rates among the three categories of corporation-to-candidate contribution policy may suggest a 

correlation between policies and political culture rot. 

                                                 
31 Persily, Nathaniel and Kelli Lammie. “Perceptions of Corruption and Campaign Finance: When Public Opinion 
Determines Constitutional Law.” University of Pennsylvania Law Review, Vol. 153, No. 1, Symposum: The Law of 
Democracy (Nov., 2004), pp. 119-180. 
32 Marsh, Bill. “Which is the Most Corrupt State? Not Illinois . . .” The New York Times, 13 December 2008. 
<http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/14/weekinreview/14marsh.html?_r=3> 
33 E.g. Depken, Craig A. and Courtney T. LaFountain. “Fiscal consequences of public corruption: Empirical 
evidence from state bond ratings.” Public Choice (2006) 126: pp. 75-85. 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited 2.53 2.20 
Allowed 3.09 2.70 
Banned 3.70 3.00 
Overall 3.34 2.80 
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value 7.49 percent lower than the overall average, and a median value that was 3.57 percent 

lower. States that banned corporate contributions, however, had a mean conviction rate that was 

10.78 percent higher, and a median value 7.14 percent higher than the national median. Contrary 

to common perception, if there is any correlating trend between corporate contributions to 

candidates and elected official corruption conviction rates it is an inverse one: states with more 

restrictions on corporate campaign contributions seem to have higher rates of elected officials 

getting convicted on corruption charges. 

 To imperfectly gauge the ‘perception’ side of the two-edged sword of corruption, 

researchers Richard T. Boylan and Cheryl X. Long conducted a poll of state House reporters, 

asking them to rank their state governments on a scale of 1 to 7, from least to most corrupt.34

 States without restrictions on direct corporate contributions to candidates earned an 

average corruption ranking that was 8.3 percent higher than the overall mean, with a median that 

was 14.57 percent higher than the overall median. States that allow for these contributions had an 

average ranking 2.58 percent higher than the national average, but their median value (3.5) was 

exactly the same as the overall median. States that banned corporation-to-candidate contributions 

registered an average ranking 3.44 percent lower than the overall average, and a median 14.29 

percent than the overall median. Although the divergences from national norms are relatively 

small, there is a trend from least to most restrictive states that correlates with lower perceived 

levels of corruption. 

 

(Reporters from Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and New Jersey did not respond to survey 

requests, and thus will not be included in these calculations.) 

 

                                                 
34 Boylan, Richard T. and Cheryl X. Long. “Measuring Public Corruption in the American States: A Survey of State 
House Reporters.” State Politics & Policy Quarterly, Vol. 3, No. 4 (Winter 2003).  
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 The fact that actual corruption (in the form of 

convictions) and perceived corruption (in the form of 

journalist polls) diverge so greatly when compared on the 

basis of campaign finance policy underlines the curious 

rhetoric of potential campaign finance reformers alluded to by Persily and Lammie. The logic 

behind the journalists’ perceptions is essentially tautological. States that allow direct corporate 

contributions to candidates are more corrupt than those states that ban them, and those states that 

allow unlimited such contributions are even more corrupt. So why are these states more corrupt? 

Because they allow for direct contributions from corporations to candidates. Drawing these poll 

results from a poll of journalists that report on state legislative activity serves to exacerbate this 

problematic thinking; for them, the mere presence of direct corporate contributions may be 

enough to register as “corrupt,” whereas other citizens may be more inclined to look for empiric 

evidence of corruption (say, in the form of convictions).  

Another major policy issue associated with corporate interests is tort reform. Although 

supporters of reform to the tort system – reforms often focused on class-action lawsuits – argue 

that there are legitimate economic and legal justifications for supporting such reform,35 critics 

claim that “tort reform” is a “catchall phrase for legislative measures designed to make it harder 

for individuals to sue businesses.”36

                                                 
35 E.g. “ATRA’s Mission: Real Justice in Our Courts.” American Tort Reform Association. 2007. 
<http://www.atra.org/about/> 

 If direct corporate contributions have a significant impact in 

altering policy that is often alleged, one could expect to see more business-friendly tort 

environments in states that allow corporate contributions (as corporations would presumably 

36 Fisher, Daniel. “November Election A Lawyer’s Delight.” Forbes Magazine. 11 August 2008. 
<http://www.forbes.com/2008/08/08/obama-mccain-torts-biz-beltway-cz_df_0811torts.html>. 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited 3.78 4.01 
Allowed 3.58 3.5 
Banned 3.37 3 
Overall 3.49 3.5 
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contribute to further this end); further applying this logic, states without any restrictions on direct 

corporate contributions could be expected to have the friendliest tort environment for businesses. 

 The Institute for Legal Reform (a U.S. Chamber of Congress affiliate organization) 

conducts an annual “State Liability Systems Ranking Study,” conducting interviews with 

executives and attorneys about state policy, asking those polled to rank their states from 0 to 100 

on a series of metrics – those results were combined to create an overall score.37

 States with no limits on corporate contributions have  

 Higher scores 

are associated with friendly tort law environments for businesses.  

almost exactly the same mean score as the country as a 

whole, with an average only 0.03 percent higher. These 

states’ median, however, was 3.33 percent lower than the 

national median. States that allow corporation-to-candidate 

contributions had a mean that was 0.96 percent lower than the overall average, and its median 

was exactly the same as the national median (61.6). States that ban direct corporate contributions 

from candidates had a higher average than the overall country’s by 1.34 percent, and a median 

that was 0.81 percent higher than the overall median.  

 The small percentage differences from the overall mean and the lack of a consistent trend 

across the policy spectrum (spanning from unlimited to banned) indicate a lack of relationship 

between business legal environment and the permissibility of direct corporate contributions to 

candidates. In fact, the states that take the hardest attitude towards corporate contributions have 

higher average business scores than more permitting states – a surprising result if corporate 

contributions functioned as a quid pro quo. 

                                                 
37 “Lawsuit Climate 2010.” Institute for Legal Reform. 2010 < http://www.instituteforlegalreform.com/lawsuit-
climate.html#/2010> 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited 59.47 59.55 
Allowed 58.92 61.60 
Banned 60.29 62.10 
Overall 59.49 61.60 
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Throughout this paper, the proposed policy outcomes that may arise from the presence or 

absence of direct corporation-to-candidate contributions have been viewed through a relatively 

Manichean lens – a view that reflects national consideration of the issue. Put crudely, corporate 

money put into the election leads to corporate-friendly policy – policy that, in the words of New 

York Senator Daniel Squadron, “wash[es] out the voice of the people.”38

However, there is the possibility that different approaches to direct corporate 

contributions may simply result in different policy. One alternate outcome that may result from 

looser restrictions on direct corporate contributions is an emphasis on transparency of campaign 

finance, rather than control of it. The difference between these two approaches is ably spelled out 

by Kent Redfield in his study of campaign financing in Illinois:  

 

One alternative to a system of regulation is a system of regulation is a pure 
“sunshine” system. Such a system would combine a complete deregulation of 
money in politics with a real-time electronic reporting and disclosure system. The 
idea is that public scrutiny will cause candidates and contributors to modify their 
behavior in regard to campaign contributions and expenditures.39

 
   

Although Platonic ideals are rarely, if ever, found in the real world, it is possible to see whether 

or not states with a relative lack of regulation make up for this in the form of increased 

transparency efforts – in other words, do states with less regulation of direct corporate 

contributions lean towards “sunshine systems,” or are they more akin to underdeveloped polities? 

 The transparency of campaign finances is measured by the Campaign Disclosure Project, 

a joint project of the UCLA School of Law, the Center for Governmental Studies, and the 

California Voter Foundation. States are rated on a weighted basis, with their final score based on 

                                                 
38 Mortimer, Lenina. “Corporate campaign restrictions proposed.” New York Legislative Gazette, 19 April 2010. 
<http://www.legislativegazette.com/Articles-c-2010-04-19-66946.113122_Corporate_campaign_ 
restrictions_proposed.html> 
39 Redfield, Kent. “Sunshine and the Shoe Box: Money and Politics in Illinois.” Money, Politics, and Campaign 
Finance Reform Law in the States. Ed. David Schultz. Carolina Academic Press: Durham, N.C. 2002. 55-97. 
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standing laws (40 percent), the usability of the campaign finance website (25 percent), the 

accessibility of the website (25 percent), and the strength of electronic filing programs (10 

percent). Although states are given scores, these are ultimately used to provide a 1 (best) through 

50 (worst) ranking of the states, provided for each category and their overall place in the 

country.40

 States without limitations on direct contributions 

from corporations to candidates ranked much higher than the 

national average. The mean score for these states was 27.14 

percent higher than the national mean – the equivalent of 

seven spots in the rankings. The median rank of these states is 58.82 percent better than the 

country’s average, and over twelve spots higher. States that allow direct corporation-to-candidate 

contributions had a slightly better mean than the country as w hole, by a factor of 1.93 percent; 

these states’ median score, however, was 5.88 percent worse than the national median. Although 

states that ban corporation-to-candidate contributions have a mean score that is 2.60 percent 

lower than the national mean score, its median score is 9.8 percent higher.  

 

The relationship between allowing and prohibiting corporate contributions and resultant 

transparency is muddled at best, but it is hard to deny that states with no limits on corporate 

contributions to candidates do significantly better than their regulating counterparts. However, it 

is worth emphasizing that the range of values for this group of states – 37 – is high for such a 

small sample size (and where all values fall between 1 and 50, without repetition). Both Utah (40) 

and New Mexico (41) rank in the bottom ten states in the country, but are outweighed by the 

three states that rank in the top ten (Oregon (4), Virginia (5), and Missouri (7)). Although these 

                                                 
40 Alexander, Kim and Will Barrett. “Nationwide Study Grades and Ranks Campaign Disclosure in the 50 States.” 
Press Release. 17 September 2008. <http://www.campaigndisclosure.org/gradingstate/index.html> 

 Mean Median 
Unlimited 18.5 10.5 
Allowed 24.9 27 
Banned 26.05 23 
Overall 25.39 25.5 
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latter three states may be pursuing a “sunshine” model, it is probably an inapt term to use in the 

context of New Mexico and Utah.  

 

IV. ANALYSIS 
 
 
 This paper is, at best, an introduction and an invitation to future study of these sorts of 

contributions. It does not seek to provide a regressed study of these various factors on the three 

categories on state enforcement, nor does it seek to demonstrate that the permitting or banning of 

direct corporate contributions causes or is caused by any of the demonstrated factors. Instead, 

this summary of data points should be viewed as a census of the present state of direct 

contributions for corporations to candidates.  

This paper opened with a story that highlighted some perceptions concerning corporate 

contributions on a national level, and it will close with a story that highlights misconceptions on 

a state level. The United States Supreme Court heard Caperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Company, 

Inc. in 2004, a case where a State Supreme Court justice in West Virginia, Brent Benjamin, 

refused to recuse himself from ruling in the case, despite the fact that the chief executive officer 

of the defendant company – Donald Blankenship – had spent $3 million in contributions during 

the supreme court election campaign, on campaigns entirely in support of Mr. Benjamin.41

I'm generally skeptical of arguments for campaign finance reform that paint it as 
a panacea for political wrongdoing. But reform that limits what Massey and 

 

Despite the fact that the Supreme Court ultimately ruled that Justice Benjamin was obligated to 

recuse himself and that the case must be reheard as a result, it was enough to lead Dylan 

Mathews to claim:  

                                                 
41 Caperton v. AT Massey Coal Co., Inc., 129 S. Ct. 2252 - Supreme Court 2009 
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Blankenship can spend on West Virginian campaigns would clearly make for a 
fairer democratic process, where public opposition to coal can actually matter.42

 
 

Perhaps unbeknownst to Mr. Mathews, though, West Virginia not only prohibits any direct 

donations from corporations such as A.T. Massey Coal to candidates in any election (including 

those for the state Supreme Court), but it prohibits corporations from making any donations to 

political committees as well.43

 Though the Massey case is interesting in its own right, for our purposes it is illustrative of 

a general principle that there exists a wide disparity between sentiments for the need for 

“campaign finance reform” – a slightly modified take on the “something must be done!” mindset  

– and actual consideration of the instruments at hand to accomplish such an end. There is a 

formidable gap between “corporate money” and contributions from corporations.  

 Although Mr. Blankenship receives his salary from the Massey 

corporation, the Court’s opinion made it clear that it was his money ultimately funding the 

election groups; telling him that it is impermissible to spend his money in this way would be akin 

to Safeway telling its employees that they will be fired if they donate to the Republican Party.  

  President Obama’s now-infamous remark on campaign finance in his 2010 State of the 

Union Address was another example of ignoring this divergence. Yet even if his remarks may 

have been technically incorrect, taken as an argument (rather than a statement of fact) they pose 

an interesting thesis in the context of this paper: repealing the 1907 Tillman Act prohibition on 

direct contributions from corporations to candidates would lead to elections being “bankrolled by 

America’s most powerful interests.” The New York Times went further, stating that the Citizens 

United ruling “strikes at the heart of democracy” by “erod[ing] a wall that has stood for more 

                                                 
42 Mathews, Dylan. “Coal, corruption and campaign finance reform.” The Washington Post, 6 April 2010. < 
http://voices.washingtonpost.com/ezra-klein/2010/04/coal_corruption_and_campaign_f.html> 
43 “Limitations on Contributions to Political Committees.” National Conference of State Legislatures. June 2006. 
<http://www.ncsl.org/Portals/1/documents/legismgt/limits_PACs.pdf> 
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than a century between corporations and electoral politics.”44  Writing for the Huffington Post on 

the matter, Professor Daniel J.H. Greenwood entitled his piece, “Restoring Democracy After 

Citizens United.”45

 This all must come as news for those six states where corporations actually have had the 

capability of contributing directly to candidates without any limits, along with the twenty-three 

states that allow, but limit, these direct contributions. When people are asked to point to the end 

of democracy, Oregon is rarely the first place that comes to mind. 

 

 Throughout this paper, states have been compared on a number of variables in an attempt 

to provide a first-step towards a quantified response to the question of whether the states that 

allow direct corporate contributions are canaries in the post-Citizens-United coalmine, a 

harbinger of the withered democracy to come.  

 Though preliminary, the actual results for these states offer a far less horrific than one 

might expect, given the rhetoric offered in defense of the ban on direct corporate contributions to 

candidates. Overall gubernatorial campaign spending is higher in states with direct donations 

than those without them, but states without limits on corporate contributions have lower average 

spending levels than states with limits; so much for “opening the floodgates.” This rhetorical 

device is more apt in referencing state legislative races, as states without limits have dramatically 

more expensive races than their limiting counterparts; however, states with limited direct 

corporate corporations have effectively the same legislative spending levels as states that ban 

such contributions.  

                                                 
44 “The Court’s Blow to Democracy.” The New York Times, 21 January 2010. < http://www.nytimes.com/2010/ 
01/22/opinion/22fri1.html> 
45 Greenwood, Daniel J.H. “Restoring Democracy After Citizens United.” The Huffington Post, 16 March 2010. < 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/daniel-j-h-greenwood/restoring-democracy-after_b_500807.html> 
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 More important than the actual spending levels, though, is the end result of such spending. 

Inherent in arguments for supporting restrictions on contributions from corporations is the fact 

that spending by corporations in elections ultimately leads to policy that is skewed in favor of 

these corporations at the expense of the “people.” Consideration of a number of policy factors 

that are appealing to corporations as a whole – low corporate tax rates and friendly liability 

environments – find that evidence for these resultant policy shifts is lacking.  

 Perhaps the most common argument offered against allowing direct corporate 

contributions is the charge that it would lead to a greater degree of corruption. Once again, there 

is a paucity of evidence suggesting that allowing for these sorts of direct contributions has led to 

greater levels of corruption. Only the perceptive metric (a poll of journalists) even hinted that 

there might be a relation – it is very possible that this represents a feedback loop of a certain way 

of thinking, rather than any actual systemic problem.  

 From other the side, though, it should also be emphasized that although federal 

candidates have been prohibited from accepting contributions directly from corporations for over 

one hundred years, this by no means has stemmed the impact of corporate money in the electoral 

process. Through instruments such as political action committees and 527 groups, money from 

corporations continues to play a role in federal elections; in the 2008 federal election, these 527 

groups expended a total of $202.1 million. 

 Yet a hint at a solution to this problem might be seen in the scores on campaign finance 

transparency discussed earlier in this paper. Here, contrary to predictions that direct corporate 

contributions would lead to a crippled democracy, states allowing unlimited contributions from 

corporations to candidates scored significantly higher on all comparisons of campaign finance 
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transparency than the country as a whole. (The differences between states that allow such 

contributions and those that ban them were relatively insignificant enough to be inconclusive.) 

 Campaign finance regulation can be considered 

conceptually on an x-y axis graph, with the broad 

concepts of “transparency” and “restrictions” on the x-

axis and y-axis, respectively (see figure on the left). 

Positive values are associated with greater degrees of 

the variable (legal transparency requirements and ease 

of access, stricter contribution limits and even outright 

bans on contributions).46

 Traditionally, campaign finance policy is viewed as ‘evolving’ from the bottom-left 

quadrant to the upper-right quadrant. However, restrictive measures such as bans and limits on 

contributions from various sources have proven troublesome. As the Massey case demonstrates, 

campaign money seems to find a way, regardless of what legal barriers stand in the way. 

Enforcement of these rules very quickly becomes a cat-and-mouse game – initial rudimentary 

measures to prevent such measures (the language of the Tillman Act is simplistic compared to 

the bureaucratic restrictions that followed in its stead) are countered with the creation of new 

legal instruments into which to funnel campaign money, and an endless cycle of regulatory tit-

for-tat is instigated.  

 

 Concerns of First Amendment violations are just as important, if not more so, than the 

limits of actual enforcement. Between the rulings in the Citizens United and Speechnow.org v. 

                                                 
46 It is worth emphasizing that public financing systems, such as those found in Arizona and Maine (as well as on a 
federal level), do not fit well on this plane. 
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FEC47

 Thus, as restrictive measures on campaign financing look to be more and more in 

question, the ‘sunshine’ model of high transparency and low restrictive measures look to be the 

model of the future. Rather than viewing campaign finance regulation regimes as an upward-

sloping linear trend, it should be viewed as a cycle, with the overreach of the ‘tough’ states 

model giving way to a model that emphasizes disclosure of information rather than limiting of it. 

 cases, the federal justice system has shown an increased scrutiny applied to these civil 

liberty concerns.   

 For many, this is not a pleasant answer to the problem – after all, it does nothing about 

levels of spending in elections (even as this begs the question of what that money is supposed to 

represent). Yet public policy solutions are rarely pleasing, and this model serves to ameliorate 

civil liberties concerns while making citizens more aware of the level and extent of corporate 

spending in their elections. Just as citizens make better decisions in other aspects of their life 

through access to more information, so it should be hoped that they will make better decisions 

with more information in the marketplace of democracy.  

 

V. CONCLUSION 

This paper analyzed the ‘strictness’ of state regimes on direct contributions from 

corporations to candidates in state elections (ranging from states that imposed no limits on such 

restrictions to states that banned them entirely) on a number of variables. Significant 

relationships between both input factors and resultant policy (measured here as percentage 

divergence from national values) were few and far between, showing up most prominently in 

measures of legislative professionalism (where states with unlimited contributions exhibited low 

                                                 
47 “All that matters is that the First Amendment cannot be encroached upon for naught” Speechnow.org v. FEC., No. 
09-5342- United States District Court for the District of Columbia 2010. 
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levels of professionalism measured by the Squire Index), in overall spending on legislative races 

(states with less restrictions had higher spending levels), and campaign finance transparency 

(states with less restrictions had better rankings on campaign finance transparency). Consistent 

relationships (where mean and median values exhibited a consistent trend from one end of 

‘strictness’ to the other) were found only in the Tax Foundation’s State Business Tax Climate 

Index (SBTCI), where strictness of contribution regime was associated with a lower index score. 

Consistent relationships were also observed in measures of both perceived and actual corruption; 

however, these measures went in different directions, making the picture even more muddled. 

These statistics, however, are not complete, and should be taken with caution until more rigorous 

statistical regressions are performed. They do suggest, however, that there might be promise in a 

campaign finance regime that avoids the speech issues tied up in limitations on contributions in 

favor of a strict policy of disclosure. 
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FIGURE 1: MAP OF STATES BY CORPORATE CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION 

POLICY 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A : STATE POPULATION 

ALABAMA  Yes, limited 4,708,708 
ALASKA  No 698,473 
ARIZONA  No 6,595,778 
ARKANSAS  Yes, limited 2,889,450 
CALIFORNIA  Yes, limited 36,961,664 
COLORADO  No 5,024,748 
CONNECTICUT  No 3,518,288 
DELAWARE  Yes, limited 885,112 
FLORIDA  Yes, limited 18,527,969 
GEORGIA  Yes, limited 9,829,211 
HAWAII  Yes, limited 1,295,178 
IDAHO  Yes, limited 1,545,801 
ILLINOIS  Yes, unlimited 12,910,409 
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INDIANA  Yes, limited 6,423,113 
IOWA  No 3,007,856 
KANSAS  Yes, limited 2,818,747 
KENTUCKY  No 4,314,113 
LOUISIANA  Yes, limited 4,492,076 
MAINE  Yes, limited 1,318,301 
MARYLAND  Yes, limited 5,699,478 
MASSACHUSETTS  No 6,593,587 
MICHIGAN  No 9,969,727 
MINNESOTA  No 5,266,214 
MISSISSIPPI  Yes, limited 2,951,996 
MISSOURI  Yes, unlimited 5,987,580 
MONTANA  No 974,989 
NEBRASKA  Yes, limited 5,987,580 
NEVADA  Yes, limited 2,643,085 
NEW HAMPSHIRE  Yes, limited 1,324,575 
NEW JERSEY  Yes, limited 8,707,739 
NEW MEXICO  Yes, unlimited 2,009,671 
NEW YORK  Yes, limited 19,541,453 
NORTH CAROLINA  No 9,380,884 
NORTH DAKOTA  No 646,844 
OHIO  No 11,542,645 
OKLAHOMA  No 3,687,050 
OREGON  Yes, unlimited 3,825,657 
PENNSYLVANIA  No 12,604,767 
RHODE ISLAND  No 1,053,209 
SOUTH CAROLINA  Yes, limited 4,561,242 
SOUTH DAKOTA  No 812,383 
TENNESSEE No 6,296,254 
TEXAS  No 24,782,302 
UTAH  Yes, unlimited 2,784,572 
VERMONT  Yes, limited 621,760 
VIRGINIA  Yes, unlimited 7,882,590 
WASHINGTON  Yes, limited 6,664,195 
WEST VIRGINIA  No 1,819,777 
WISCONSIN  No 5,654,774 
WYOMING  No 544,270 
SOURCE: http://www.census.gov/popest/states/NST-ann-est.html 

 

APPENDIX B: STATE PER-CAPITA GROSS STATE PRODUCT (GSP) 

STATE POLICY PER-CAPITA GSP 
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ALASKA  No $43,321  
ARIZONA  No $32,953  
COLORADO  No $42,377  
CONNECTICUT  No $56,248  
IOWA  No $36,680  
KENTUCKY  No $31,826  
MASSACHUSETTS  No $50,735  
MICHIGAN  No $35,299  
MINNESOTA  No $42,772  
MONTANA  No $34,256  
NORTH CAROLINA  No $34,439  
NORTH DAKOTA  No $39,321  
OHIO  No $35,511  
OKLAHOMA  No $36,899  
PENNSYLVANIA  No $40,265  
RHODE ISLAND  No $41,008  
SOUTH DAKOTA  No $37,375  
TENNESSEE No $34,330  
TEXAS  No $38,575  
WEST VIRGINIA  No $30,831  
WISCONSIN  No $37,314  
WYOMING  No $49,719  
ALABAMA  Yes, limited $33,643  
ARKANSAS  Yes, limited $31,266  
CALIFORNIA  Yes, limited $42,696  
DELAWARE  Yes, limited $40,852  
FLORIDA  Yes, limited $39,070  
GEORGIA  Yes, limited $33,975  
HAWAII  Yes, limited $40,490  
IDAHO  Yes, limited $32,133  
INDIANA  Yes, limited $34,130  
KANSAS  Yes, limited $37,978  
LOUISIANA  Yes, limited $36,271  
MAINE  Yes, limited $35,381  
MARYLAND  Yes, limited $48,091  
MISSISSIPPI  Yes, limited $29,569  
NEBRASKA  Yes, limited $37,730  
NEVADA  Yes, limited $40,353  
NEW HAMPSHIRE  Yes, limited $42,830  
NEW JERSEY  Yes, limited $50,919  
NEW YORK  Yes, limited $48,076  
SOUTH CAROLINA  Yes, limited $31,884  
VERMONT  Yes, limited $38,880  
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WASHINGTON  Yes, limited $42,356  
ILLINOIS  Yes, unlimited $42,397  
MISSOURI  Yes, unlimited $35,228  
NEW MEXICO  Yes, unlimited $32,091  
OREGON  Yes, unlimited $35,956  
UTAH  Yes, unlimited $30,291  
VIRGINIA  Yes, unlimited $42,876  
SOURCE: http://www.bea.gov/newsreleases/regional/spi/2010/pdf/spi0310.pdf 

 

APPENDIX C: NUMBER OF FIRMS WITH 500+ EMPLOYEES 

STATE POLICY 
# OF 500+ 
FIRMS 

ALABAMA  Yes, limited 2250 
ALASKA  No 529 
ARIZONA  No 2911 
ARKANSAS  Yes, limited 1605 
CALIFORNIA  Yes, limited 5660 
COLORADO  No 2910 
CONNECTICUT  No 2011 
DELAWARE  Yes, limited 1368 
FLORIDA  Yes, limited 4356 
GEORGIA  Yes, limited 3855 
HAWAII  Yes, limited 840 
IDAHO  Yes, limited 1068 
ILLINOIS  Yes, unlimited 4315 
INDIANA  Yes, limited 2884 
IOWA  No 1700 
KANSAS  Yes, limited 1897 
KENTUCKY  No 2207 
LOUISIANA  Yes, limited 2039 
MAINE  Yes, limited 916 
MARYLAND  Yes, limited 2602 
MASSACHUSETTS  No 2912 
MICHIGAN  No 3038 
MINNESOTA  No 2495 
MISSISSIPPI  Yes, limited 1574 
MISSOURI  Yes, unlimited 2770 
MONTANA  No 707 
NEBRASKA  Yes, limited 1361 
NEVADA  Yes, limited 2088 
NEW HAMPSHIRE  Yes, limited 1125 
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NEW JERSEY  Yes, limited 3144 
NEW MEXICO  Yes, unlimited 1441 
NEW YORK  Yes, limited 4218 
NORTH CAROLINA  No 3406 
NORTH DAKOTA  No 627 
OHIO  No 3733 
OKLAHOMA  No 1890 
OREGON  Yes, unlimited 2023 
PENNSYLVANIA  No 3861 
RHODE ISLAND  No 928 
SOUTH CAROLINA  Yes, limited 2247 
SOUTH DAKOTA  No 692 
TENNESSEE  Yes, limited 2952 
TEXAS  No 5105 
UTAH  Yes, unlimited 1772 
VERMONT  Yes, limited 621 
VIRGINIA  Yes, unlimited 3207 
WASHINGTON  Yes, limited 2656 
WEST VIRGINIA  No 1148 
WISCONSIN  No 2376 
WYOMING  No 605 
SOURCE: http://www.census.gov/econ/susb/>  

 

 

 

APPENDIX D : SQUIRE INDEX SCORE 

STATE POLICY SQUIRE INDEX 
ALABAMA  Yes, limited 0.071 
ALASKA  No 0.227 
ARIZONA  No 0.232 
ARKANSAS  Yes, limited 0.106 
CALIFORNIA  Yes, limited 0.626 
COLORADO  No 0.202 
CONNECTICUT  No 0.19 
DELAWARE  Yes, limited 0.148 
FLORIDA  Yes, limited 0.223 
GEORGIA  Yes, limited 0.116 
HAWAII  Yes, limited 0.225 
IDAHO  Yes, limited 0.138 
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ILLINOIS  Yes, unlimited 0.261 
INDIANA  Yes, limited 0.102 
IOWA  No 0.17 
KANSAS  Yes, limited 0.125 
KENTUCKY  No 0.148 
LOUISIANA  Yes, limited 0.129 
MAINE  Yes, limited 0.089 
MARYLAND  Yes, limited 0.194 
MASSACHUSETTS  No 0.385 
MICHIGAN  No 0.342 
MINNESOTA  No 0.169 
MISSISSIPPI  Yes, limited 0.107 
MISSOURI  Yes, unlimited 0.174 
MONTANA  No 0.76 
NEBRASKA  Yes, limited 0.162 
NEVADA  Yes, limited 0.138 
NEW HAMPSHIRE  Yes, limited 0.027 
NEW JERSEY  Yes, limited 0.244 
NEW MEXICO  Yes, unlimited 0.109 
NEW YORK  Yes, limited 0.481 
NORTH CAROLINA  No 0.198 
NORTH DAKOTA  No 0.051 
OHIO  No 0.304 
OKLAHOMA  No 0.187 
OREGON  Yes, unlimited 0.159 
PENNSYLVANIA  No 0.339 
RHODE ISLAND  No 0.133 
SOUTH CAROLINA  Yes, limited 0.124 
SOUTH DAKOTA  No 0.064 
TENNESSEE  Yes, limited 0.116 
TEXAS  No 0.199 
UTAH  Yes, unlimited 0.065 
VERMONT  Yes, limited 0.144 
VIRGINIA  Yes, unlimited 0.131 
WASHINGTON  Yes, limited 0.197 
WEST VIRGINIA  No 0.125 
WISCONSIN  No 0.439 
WYOMING  No 0.054 
SOURCE: Squire, Peverill. “Measuring State Legislative Professionalism.” State Politics and Policy 
Quarterly, Vol. 7, No. 2 (Summer 2007): pp. 211-227. 

 

APPENDIX E : PARTISANSHIP 
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STATE POLICY 1993 2002 2008 Average 
ALABAMA  Yes, limited -12.7 4.7 0.8 -2.4 
ALASKA  No N/A N/A 10.6 10.6 
ARIZONA  No 6.9 17.2 0.4 8.17 
ARKANSAS  Yes, limited -14 -17 -12.5 -14.5 
CALIFORNIA  Yes, limited -12.1 -6.8 -19.4 -12.77 
COLORADO  No -0.3 10.4 -10.6 -0.17 
CONNECTICUT  No -7.8 -13 -26.3 -15.7 
DELAWARE  Yes, limited -15.5 -5.6 -23.2 -14.77 
FLORIDA  Yes, limited -1.7 -0.4 -9.2 -3.77 
GEORGIA  Yes, limited -15 2 -3.6 -5.53 
HAWAII  Yes, limited N/A N/A -33.8 -33.8 
IDAHO  Yes, limited 12.5 28.8 15.3 18.87 
ILLINOIS  Yes, unlimited -14.4 -5.3 -24.3 -14.67 
INDIANA  Yes, limited 2.8 10 -9.3 1.17 
IOWA  No -11.4 0.2 -18.1 -9.77 
KANSAS  Yes, limited 15.2 10.8 2 9.33 
KENTUCKY  No -14.4 -1.1 -13.5 -9.67 
LOUISIANA  Yes, limited -30 -6.1 -9.4 -15.17 
MAINE  Yes, limited -3.2 -11 -19.4 -11.2 
MARYLAND  Yes, limited -20.2 -20 -26.3 -22.17 
MASSACHUSETTS  No -22.6 -21.2 -34 -25.93 
MICHIGAN  No -8.4 0.7 -17.1 -8.27 
MINNESOTA  No -23 -1.7 -15.1 -13.27 
MISSISSIPPI  Yes, limited -7.3 16.6 -1.1 2.73 
MISSOURI  Yes, unlimited -17.7 1.8 -10.9 -8.93 
MONTANA  No -1 2.7 -3.9 -0.73 
NEBRASKA  Yes, limited 10.1 21.3 6.6 12.67 
NEVADA  Yes, limited 9.7 8.5 -11.3 2.3 
NEW HAMPSHIRE  Yes, limited 2.2 6.9 -13.2 -1.37 
NEW JERSEY  Yes, limited 3 -4.3 -19.1 -6.8 
NEW MEXICO  Yes, unlimited -1.9 6.2 -13.8 -3.17 
NEW YORK  Yes, limited -15.9 -12.8 -27 -18.57 
NORTH CAROLINA  No -5.5 3.5 -10.7 -4.23 
NORTH DAKOTA  No 4.2 12.7 -0.6 5.43 
OHIO  No -10 8.5 -17.7 -6.4 
OKLAHOMA  No -17.6 0.7 -5.6 -7.5 
OREGON  Yes, unlimited -5.3 -3 -16.8 -8.37 
PENNSYLVANIA  No -8.3 -4.9 -15.8 -9.67 
RHODE ISLAND  No -18 -14.6 -36.6 -23.07 
SOUTH CAROLINA  Yes, limited 0.6 9.6 -0.1 3.37 
SOUTH DAKOTA  No 1.8 15.2 -1.3 5.23 
TENNESSEE  Yes, limited -7.5 8 -5 -1.5 
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TEXAS  No -5.4 12.8 -2.4 1.67 
UTAH  Yes, unlimited 9.8 35 22.7 22.5 
VERMONT  Yes, limited 4.3 0.5 -32.7 -9.3 
VIRGINIA  Yes, unlimited -1.3 7.5 -9 -0.93 
WASHINGTON  Yes, limited -5.8 -5.3 -16.8 -9.3 
WEST VIRGINIA  No -23.1 -12.5 -18.8 -18.13 
WISCONSIN  No -13.6 -3 -17.8 -11.47 
WYOMING  No 18.5 42.1 20 28.87 
SOURCE: http://www.gallup.com/poll/7543/Special-Report-StatebyState-Analysis-Reveals-Republican-
Shift.aspx ; http://www.gallup.com/poll/114016/state-states-political-party-affiliation.aspx  

 

APPENDIX F : GUBERNATORIAL CAMPAIGN SPENDING 

STATE POLICY TOTAL SPENDING COST/VOTE 
ALABAMA  Yes, limited $18,542,577.00  14.83 
ALASKA  No $5,070,682.00  21.28 
ARIZONA  No $3,709,599.00  2.42 
ARKANSAS  Yes, limited $9,953,116.00  13.27 
CALIFORNIA  Yes, limited $129,026,425.00  14.87 
COLORADO  No $7,776,977.00  4.99 
CONNECTICUT  No $14,267,105.00  12.7 
DELAWARE  Yes, limited $10,281,051.00  26.01 
FLORIDA  Yes, limited $41,947,768.00  8.69 
GEORGIA  Yes, limited $29,068,945.00  13.7 
HAWAII  Yes, limited $6,962,704.00  20.22 
IDAHO  Yes, limited $3,614,694.00  8.02 
ILLINOIS  Yes, unlimited $48,460,979.00  13.9 
INDIANA  Yes, limited $36,178,240.00  13.83 
IOWA  No $16,653,062.00  15.89 
KANSAS  Yes, limited $6,414,413.00  7.55 
KENTUCKY  No $33,676,869.00  31.91 
LOUISIANA  Yes, limited $42,149,344.00  32.48 
MAINE  Yes, limited $4,987,665.00  9.05 
MARYLAND  Yes, limited $28,939,498.00  16.18 
MASSACHUSETTS  No $42,313,712.00  18.86 
MICHIGAN  No $52,816,237.00  13.89 
MINNESOTA  No $8,670,020.00  3.94 
MISSISSIPPI  Yes, limited $17,976,455.00  24.16 
MISSOURI  Yes, unlimited $1,177,256.00  0.41 
MONTANA  No $1,523,187.00  3.13 
NEBRASKA  Yes, limited $5,206,169.00  8.77 
NEVADA  Yes, limited $14,857,797.00  25.52 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE  Yes, limited $1,323,536.00  1.95 
NEW JERSEY  Yes, limited $43,583,606.00  17.98 
NEW MEXICO  Yes, unlimited $8,428,134.00  15.07 
NEW YORK  Yes, limited $46,107,945.00  10.39 
NORTH CAROLINA  No $36,163,392.00  8.47 
NORTH DAKOTA  No $2,172,052.00  6.88 
OHIO  No $29,353,950.00  7.3 
OKLAHOMA  No $7,325,496.00  7.91 
OREGON  Yes, unlimited $14,169,367.00  10.27 
PENNSYLVANIA  No $40,993,556.00  10.02 
RHODE ISLAND  No $4,468,747.00  11.55 
SOUTH CAROLINA  Yes, limited $12,574,166.00  11.52 
SOUTH DAKOTA  No $1,295,714.00  3.86 
TENNESSEE No $7,040,983.00  3.89 
TEXAS  No $34,547,895.00  7.85 
UTAH  Yes, unlimited $917,602.00  0.97 
VERMONT  Yes, limited $1,609,465.00  5.3 
VIRGINIA  Yes, unlimited $53,326,250.00  26.87 
WASHINGTON  Yes, limited $25,290,293.00  8.42 
WEST VIRGINIA  No $2,275,782.00  3.22 
WISCONSIN  No $16,627,424.00  7.69 
WYOMING  No $1,384,696.00  7.14 
SOURCE: http://www.unc. edu/~beyle/guber.html  

 

 

APPENDIX G: LEGISLATIVE CAMPAIGN SPENDING 

STATE POLICY  HOUSE  SENATE 
ALABAMA Yes, limited  N/A  N/A 
ALASKA  No $68,217.00 $86,201.00 
ARIZONA  No $155,905.00 $84,994.00 
ARKANSAS  Yes, limited $42,370.00 $112,089.00 
CALIFORNIA  Yes, limited $888,491.00 $1,412,253.00 
COLORADO  No $82,181.00 $126,412.00 
CONNECTICUT  No $34,850.00 $144,644.00 
DELAWARE  Yes, limited $55,778.00 $100,090.00 
FLORIDA  Yes, limited $215,638.00 $536,178.00 
GEORGIA  Yes, limited $64,101.00 $111,764.00 
HAWAII  Yes, limited $54,729.00 $160,848.00 
IDAHO  Yes, limited $33,952.00 $43,877.00 
ILLINOIS  Yes, unlimited $335,338.00 $568,338.00 
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INDIANA  Yes, limited $166,549.00 $139,215.00 
IOWA  No $152,692.00 $201,717.00 
KANSAS  Yes, limited $40,124.00 $130,100.00 
KENTUCKY  No $47,265.00 $254,779.00 
LOUISIANA  Yes, limited $190,102.00 $427,879.00 
MAINE  Yes, limited $10,814.00 $50,734.00 
MARYLAND Yes, limited N/A N/A 
MASSACHUSETTS  No $78,027.00 $184,031.00 
MICHIGAN  No $118,746.00 N/A 
MINNESOTA  No $61,131.00 N/A 
MISSISSIPPI  Yes, limited $45,324.00 $87,396.00 
MISSOURI  Yes, unlimited $80,536.00 $440,030.00 
MONTANA  No $16,100.00 $26,751.00 
NEBRASKA  Yes, limited $110,566.00 N/A 
NEVADA  Yes, limited $186,760.00 $442,985.00 
NEW HAMPSHIRE  Yes, limited $4,472.00 $105,187.00 
NEW JERSEY  Yes, limited $479,588.00 $550,326.00 
NEW MEXICO  Yes, unlimited $51,729.00 $83,802.00 
NEW YORK  Yes, limited $143,774.00 $707,518.00 
NORTH CAROLINA  No $110,129.00 $290,613.00 
NORTH DAKOTA  No $17,197.00 $19,043.00 
OHIO  No $335,673.00 $657,475.00 
OKLAHOMA  No $94,604.00 $275,316.00 
OREGON  Yes, unlimited $265,460.00 $170,996.00 
PENNSYLVANIA  No $213,232.00 $773,009.00 
RHODE ISLAND  No $31,428.00 $40,533.00 
SOUTH CAROLINA  Yes, limited $53,891.00 $194,270.00 
SOUTH DAKOTA  No $37,314.00 $55,908.00 
TENNESSEE No $80,114.00 $407,832.00 
TEXAS  No $429,819.00 $1,172,159.00 
UTAH  Yes, unlimited $45,862.00 $135,950.00 
VERMONT  Yes, limited $7,213.00 $31,061.00 
VIRGINIA  Yes, unlimited $315,302.00 $741,824.00 
WASHINGTON  Yes, limited $150,757.00 $231,994.00 
WEST VIRGINIA  No $61,236.00 $111,024.00 
WISCONSIN  No $77,331.00 $254,527.00 
WYOMING  No $11,998.00 $14,002.00 
SOURCE: http://www.followthemoney.org/press/PrintReportView.phtml?r=420&PHPSESSID=4c79f2c658 
4f5db83fd62100e85b9af9 

 

APPENDIX H: CORPORATE TAX RATE & INDEX 
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STATE POLICY TOP BRACKET INDEX 
ALABAMA  Yes, limited 6.5 5.05 
ALASKA  No 9.4 5.02 
ARIZONA  No 6.968 5.11 
ARKANSAS  Yes, limited 6.5 4.59 
CALIFORNIA  Yes, limited 8.84 4.67 
COLORADO  No 4.63 5.77 
CONNECTICUT  No 7.5 5.26 
DELAWARE  Yes, limited 8.7 3.66 
FLORIDA  Yes, limited 5.5 5.54 
GEORGIA  Yes, limited 6 5.92 
HAWAII  Yes, limited 6.4 5.79 
IDAHO  Yes, limited 7.6 5.28 
ILLINOIS  Yes, unlimited 7.3 4.97 
INDIANA  Yes, limited 8.5 5.18 
IOWA  No 12 4.27 
KANSAS  Yes, limited 7.05 4.55 
KENTUCKY  No 6 4.5 
LOUISIANA  Yes, limited 8 5.25 
MAINE  Yes, limited 8.93 4.39 
MARYLAND  Yes, limited 8.25 5.58 
MASSACHUSETTS  No 8.8 4.16 
MICHIGAN  No 4.95 4.03 
MINNESOTA  No 9.8 4.32 
MISSISSIPPI  Yes, limited 5 5.62 
MISSOURI  Yes, unlimited 6.25 6.06 
MONTANA  No 6.75 5.42 
NEBRASKA  Yes, limited 7.81 4.67 
NEVADA  Yes, limited 0 9.44 
NEW HAMPSHIRE  Yes, limited 8.5 3.29 
NEW JERSEY  Yes, limited 9 4.55 
NEW MEXICO  Yes, unlimited 7.6 4.78 
NEW YORK  Yes, limited 7.1 5.21 
NORTH CAROLINA  No 6.9 5.04 
NORTH DAKOTA  No 6.4 4.92 
OHIO  No 0.26 4.6 
OKLAHOMA  No 6 5.95 
OREGON  Yes, unlimited 7.9 4.86 
PENNSYLVANIA  No 9.99 4.62 
RHODE ISLAND  No 9 4.62 
SOUTH CAROLINA  Yes, limited 5 5.85 
SOUTH DAKOTA  No 0 10 
TENNESSEE  Yes, limited 6.5 5.78 
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TEXAS  No 0 4.19 
UTAH  Yes, unlimited 5 6.03 
VERMONT  Yes, limited 8.5 4.96 
VIRGINIA  Yes, unlimited 6 6.32 
WASHINGTON  Yes, limited 0 4.75 
WEST VIRGINIA  No 8.5 5.04 
WISCONSIN  No 7.9 4.92 
WYOMING  No 0 10 
SOURCE: http://www.taxfoundation.org/taxdata/show/230.html; 
http://taxfoundation.org/research/show/22658.html 

 

APPENDIX I : CORRUPTION 

STATE POLICY 
JOURN. 
RANK 

PER CAPITA 
CONVICTIONS 

ALABAMA  Yes, limited 4.909 5.6 
ALASKA  No 3 7.9 
ARIZONA  No 4.714 2.5 
ARKANSAS  Yes, limited 3.667 3 
CALIFORNIA  Yes, limited 3.333 1.6 
COLORADO  No 1.5 1.7 
CONNECTICUT  No 4.5 3.2 
DELAWARE  Yes, limited 5 5.4 
FLORIDA  Yes, limited 3.5 4.9 
GEORGIA  Yes, limited 3.5 1.9 
HAWAII  Yes, limited 4 4.1 
IDAHO  Yes, limited 2.5 2.8 
ILLINOIS  Yes, unlimited 4.667 4 
INDIANA  Yes, limited 4 2 
IOWA  No 2.25 1.2 
KANSAS  Yes, limited 2.429 1.4 
KENTUCKY  No 4.857 5.9 
LOUISIANA  Yes, limited 5.4 7.5 
MAINE  Yes, limited 1.667 1.9 
MARYLAND  Yes, limited 4.052 2.7 
MASSACHUSETTS  No N/A 3 
MICHIGAN  No 2.958 2.1 
MINNESOTA  No 2 1.3 
MISSISSIPPI  Yes, limited 4 7.4 
MISSOURI  Yes, unlimited 3.692 2.8 
MONTANA  No 2.143 6.4 
NEBRASKA  Yes, limited 2.667 0.7 
NEVADA  Yes, limited 3.5 2.1 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE  Yes, limited N/A 1.1 
NEW JERSEY  Yes, limited N/A 4.9 
NEW MEXICO  Yes, unlimited 5.333 1.6 
NEW YORK  Yes, limited 4 3.7 
NORTH CAROLINA  No 3.471 2.1 
NORTH DAKOTA  No 1.5 8.3 
OHIO  No 4.667 4.8 
OKLAHOMA  No 5 3.1 
OREGON  Yes, unlimited 2 1 
PENNSYLVANIA  No 4.455 4.5 
RHODE ISLAND  No 5.5 2.5 
SOUTH CAROLINA  Yes, limited 3.5 1.8 
SOUTH DAKOTA  No 1.5 5.4 
TENNESSEE  Yes, limited 3.25 4.2 
TEXAS  No 3 2.6 
UTAH  Yes, unlimited 4.333 1.6 
VERMONT  Yes, limited 2 2.1 
VIRGINIA  Yes, unlimited 2.667 4.2 
WASHINGTON  Yes, limited 3 1.6 
WEST VIRGINIA  No 4.714 4.1 
WISCONSIN  No 2.6 2.2 
WYOMING  No 3 2.8 
SOURCE: http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/14/weekinreview/14marsh.html 

 

 

APPENDIX J : LIABILITY SYSTEMS 

STATE POLICY SCORE (/100) 
ALABAMA  Yes, limited 45.5 
ALASKA  No 56.6 
ARIZONA  No 65 
ARKANSAS  Yes, limited 48.7 
CALIFORNIA  Yes, limited 47.2 
COLORADO  No 65.8 
CONNECTICUT  No 62.1 
DELAWARE  Yes, limited 77.2 
FLORIDA  Yes, limited 53.9 
GEORGIA  Yes, limited 60.9 
HAWAII  Yes, limited 56.4 
IDAHO  Yes, limited 63.9 
ILLINOIS  Yes, unlimited 47.9 
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INDIANA  Yes, limited 69.6 
IOWA  No 69.4 
KANSAS  Yes, limited 64.6 
KENTUCKY  No 54.4 
LOUISIANA  Yes, limited 39.6 
MAINE  Yes, limited 65.2 
MARYLAND  Yes, limited 63.2 
MASSACHUSETTS  No 65.6 
MICHIGAN  No 59.5 
MINNESOTA  No 65.3 
MISSISSIPPI  Yes, limited 40 
MISSOURI  Yes, unlimited 56.1 
MONTANA  No 52.4 
NEBRASKA  Yes, limited 69.7 
NEVADA  Yes, limited 59.8 
NEW HAMPSHIRE  Yes, limited 64.2 
NEW JERSEY  Yes, limited 57.8 
NEW MEXICO  Yes, unlimited 53.9 
NEW YORK  Yes, limited 62.5 
NORTH CAROLINA  No 64 
NORTH DAKOTA  No 71.1 
OHIO  No 59.7 
OKLAHOMA  No 59 
OREGON  Yes, unlimited 63 
PENNSYLVANIA  No 56.6 
RHODE ISLAND  No 55.2 
SOUTH CAROLINA  Yes, limited 55.1 
SOUTH DAKOTA  No 65.6 
TENNESSEE  Yes, limited 63.7 
TEXAS  No 56.3 
UTAH  Yes, unlimited 67.8 
VERMONT  Yes, limited 61.6 
VIRGINIA  Yes, unlimited 68.1 
WASHINGTON  Yes, limited 61.6 
WEST VIRGINIA  No 35.1 
WISCONSIN  No 62.8 
WYOMING  No 64.5 
SOURCE: http://www.instituteforlegalreform.com/lawsuit-
climate.html#/2010 

 

APPENDIX K : TRANSPARENCY RANKING 
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STATE POLICY RANK 
WASHINGTON  Yes, limited 1 
ALABAMA  Yes, limited 49 
ALASKA  No 30 
ARIZONA  No 23 
ARKANSAS  Yes, limited 34 
CALIFORNIA  Yes, limited 2 
COLORADO  No 9 
CONNECTICUT  No 37 
DELAWARE  Yes, limited 46 
FLORIDA  Yes, limited 5 
GEORGIA  Yes, limited 17 
HAWAII  Yes, limited 7 
IDAHO  Yes, limited 31 
ILLINOIS  Yes, unlimited 14 
INDIANA  Yes, limited 27 
IOWA  No 36 
KANSAS  Yes, limited 34 
KENTUCKY  No 21 
LOUISIANA  Yes, limited 26 
MAINE  Yes, limited 15 
MARYLAND  Yes, limited 32 
MASSACHUSETTS  No 19 
MICHIGAN  No 3 
MINNESOTA  No 20 
MISSISSIPPI  Yes, limited 44 
MISSOURI  Yes, unlimited 7 
MONTANA  No 38 
NEBRASKA  Yes, limited 42 
NEVADA  Yes, limited 45 
NEW HAMPSHIRE  Yes, limited 39 
NEW JERSEY  Yes, limited 10 
NEW MEXICO  Yes, unlimited 41 
NEW YORK  Yes, limited 16 
NORTH CAROLINA  No 23 
NORTH DAKOTA  No 47 
OHIO  No 12 
OKLAHOMA  No 21 
OREGON  Yes, unlimited 4 
PENNSYLVANIA  No 25 
RHODE ISLAND  No 17 
SOUTH CAROLINA  Yes, limited 33 
SOUTH DAKOTA  No 48 
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TENNESSEE  Yes, limited 13 
TEXAS  No 11 
UTAH  Yes, unlimited 40 
VERMONT  Yes, limited 43 
VIRGINIA  Yes, unlimited 5 
WEST VIRGINIA  No 28 
WISCONSIN  No 29 
WYOMING  No 50 

SOURCE: 
http://www.campaigndisclosure.org/gradingstate/index.html   
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