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Abstract

This paper explores the possibility that prime military contract awards go to parts of  constituencies of incumbent members of Congress (MCS) rather than the whole congressional district and that the parts of the constituency that provide more votes for the incumbent receive more  benefits.  I show that counties within a district  that provide more votes for  incumbent members of Congress (MCs) in the previous election subsequently receive a disproportionate share of defense defense awards, and that counties that receive a disproportionate share of defense defense awards in the previous year produce more votes for incumbents in the next election.
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The Nature of the Electoral Connection: A Within-District Analysis    


This paper suggests a different way of thinking about the relationship between elections and federal benefits.  Generally, this relationship is based on two hypotheses.  First, the electoral vulnerability  hypothesis suggests that vulnerable incumbents attempt to obtain federal funds for their constituents in order to produce more votes in the next election (Bickers and Stein 1994).   This hypothesis is based on the idea that previous votes predict the geographic distribution of federal benefits.  The second, the direct effect hypothesis is that the geographic distribution of federal benefits in the previous year has a positive effect on  electoral outcomes of incumbents in the next election (Mayhew 1974). This hypothesis suggests that the geographic distribution of federal benefits in the previous year predicts electoral outcomes.


Empirical studies of the electoral connection have tended to blur the relationship between these two hypotheses and have failed to find consistent evidence of the electoral connection (Feldman and Jondrow 1984; Levitt and Snyder 1995; Owens and Wade 1984).   What has not been explored is whether the basic hypothesis of a general relationship between benefits and votes occurs within congressional constituencies.  In order to examine this relationship,  I create three new hypotheses that explore the within-district relationship between votes and federal benefits.  First, from the electoral vulnerability hypothesis, I create two hypotheses: 1)  the within-district electoral reward hypothesis is that federal benefits are channeled to places within congressional districts where the incumbent received  more electoral support in the previous election and 2) the within-district electoral vulnerability hypothesis is that federal benefits are channeled to places within congressional districts where the incumbent received less  electoral support in the previous election.  These two conflicting hypotheses can tested by determining whether specific areas within districts are targeted with prime military contract awards.  Hypothesis 3--the within-district inducement hypothesis-- is that within a district, places that received a disproportionate share of defense benefits in the previous year will provide the most electoral support for the incumbent in the next election.
          Why are defense awards a good context in which to study these hypotheses?    First, military procurement spending is a classic distributive policy–it can be broken down into small pieces and distributed piece by piece to different places while being paid for by federal taxes.  Second, it involves amounts of money that are large enough to be electorally meaningful.   So if there is a relationship between the distribution of federal spending and electoral outcomes, it is reasonable to expect that it would be apparent in this policy area.    Some authors argue that military procurement spending is so big, complex, and / or important to American foreign policy that it should not be affected by American  electoral politics (e.g. Goss 1972).  To the extent that this is true it should be especially hard to find support for the within-district electoral reward or electoral inducement hypotheses.
             This article departs from conventional electoral connection analysis by analyzing the hypotheses within districts instead of between districts.  Analysis at the district level assumes that regardless of which places within a district receive federal benefits, all constituents will tend to have an incentive to support the incumbent as a result.  Similarly, regardless of where incumbents receive the most electoral support in the past, MCs attempt to benefit all parts of the district. I argue that  the core of  the relationship between votes and benefits exists at the within-district level.  Within each district, members of Congress have what Fenno (1978) calls a “reelection constituency” which divides the district into smaller electoral units. The unit(s) that provides the incumbent with consistent electoral support is his/her “reelection constituency.”  Because their reelection constituencies are central to incumbents electoral fate, incumbents may seek to reward their reelection constituencies by directing benefits to these parts but not to the whole constituency. 


Arnold (1979) states that bureaucrats have three main goals: budget  security, budget growth and  public service.  I argue that incumbents have the same type of electoral  strategies: electoral security and electoral growth.  As with bureaucrats, security is the most important goal.   As Arnold states (1979, page 22) 

“ The primary goal of budgetary security always takes precedence over the secondary goals of budgetary growth and public service. That is, bureaucrats will not adopt strategies designed to increase the size of their budgets or further their conceptions of the public interest if, by doing so, they also endanger the security of their budgets.”

I argue that incumbents  will not employ strategies intended to increase electoral support if, by doing so, they also “endanger the security” of their past electoral support.  Incumbents do not want to risk alienating loyal supporters. They will, however, adopt strategies that will increase their  electoral support as long as it does not take away reelection constituency votes. Since it  is easier to reinforce electoral support than it is to convert non-supporters, incumbents’ primary electoral strategies will be centered around the preservation of their reelection constituencies.  Generally,  incumbents lose reelection bids if they lose the support of their reelection constituencies and/or if they are faced with powerful candidates running against them in the  election.  With this in mind, incumbents focus their electoral strategies on maintaing the support of their reelection constituencies.  One such way is to direct federal benefits to their constituents. With limited funds available for distribution, the optimal strategy is to reward the voters that supported them in the previous election(s) instead of trying to “buy” future votes from marginal or opposition voters.

Electoral Connection Assumptions

According to Bickers and Stein (1994), there are three electoral connection assumptions.  Their first assumption is that members of Congress are able to influence the distribution of federal benefits.  Congress has  significant Constitutional and procedural powers regarding national security.  Congress authorizes and appropriates money for almost every defense program in the defense budget each year (Owens, 1990).  The defense budget request defines the amount of money that the Department of Defense proposes to spend on the thousands of separate defense programs. Each separate defense program has to be authorized and appropriated.  For example, one line item in the defense authorization bill may be to authorize the B-2 strategic bomber or the strategic defense initiative. The major weapons procurement programs are usually scrutinized in great detail.   Once the budget has reached Congress, the House and Senate Budget Committees define overall government spending limits. Next, the House and Senate Armed Service Committees (now called the National Security Committee) votes on  the Department of Defense Authorization Bill which grants DOD the legal authority to spend money on each specific program and contains funding recommendations for activities such as procurement.  The bill contains line items at the program level.  The defense budget is referred to the subcommittees which holds hearings, calls witnesses (usually from the DOD or the military) and investigates the proposed items. After the subcommittees have voted on the authorization bills, it is considered by the full committees. Once the Armed Service Committees have approved the defense authorization bill, it goes to the floor of each chamber for a vote. If there are discrepancies in the authorization bill from each chamber, a conference committee made up of members from the Armed Service committees from each chamber is created to resolve the differences.  Since the bill must pass both houses in the same exact form, each chamber votes again on the revised authorization bill.  Once authorized, programs must survive the same process through the Appropriations Committees and subcommittees on defense which appropriates the amount of money that can be spent on each defense program that has been authorized.   Once the budget has been passed, money is appropriated to the Department of Defense to allocate accordingly. Thus, defense programs are subject to change or elimination throughout the whole authorization and appropriation phases which gives each individual member of Congress a great deal of  power directly through their votes on each program or indirectly through their gatekeeping powers.


Bickers and Stein’s second assumption is that constituents in the district are aware of the federal benefits their incumbents bring in.  Bickers and Stein claim that this is unrealistic.  Because it takes a lot of time and energy to become aware of congressional activity, it is unlikely that the average voter pays attention to it.   However, they believe interest groups and the attentive public pay close attention to congressional activity.  The attentive public monitors congressional activity and informs their members of pertinent information like potential contract cuts.  They are likely to actively participate in the electoral process by providing support for or opposition to the member of Congress.  Because of this, members of Congress may target the attentive public with federal benefits.  My position is that  defense contractors are potent  interest groups and their employees, their families and local businesses constitute an attentive public. Because many contractors economic stability rests soley on federal contracts, it is imperative that they continue to receive funding.  In fact, Defense contractors use various methods to influence Congress which includes direct lobbying, grassroots lobbying, campaign contributions and strategically targeted subcontracts. Subcontracts are used to entice members of Congress to support their programs by creating an economic relationship with their constituents (Mayer 1991).  If  defense contractors feel threatened with a contract loss or budget cuts, they make sure that the inattentive public as well as the attentive public is informed so they can react accordingly. 


Bicker and Stein’s third assumption is that voters reward  members of Congress for acquiring federal benefits.  I argue that, within a district, each legislator has a reelection constituency– the areas within the district that the member of Congress can count on for  votes.  I propose that the defense contractors, their employees and the surrounding communities are part of  the reelection constituencies of certain members of Congress.  Since their economic livelihood depends on defense awards,  they are aware of federal benefits flowing to their area and are able to reward their member of Congress with their votes.


Bickers, Stein and others have explored the above stated assumptions at the district and individual level.  However, all three of these assumptions may have within-constituency geographic implications that have not yet been examined. 

Previous Research


The relationship between the geographic distribution of federal benefits and electoral outcomes has been studied by several scholars but there is no consensus on the results.  Studies of the electoral vulnerability hypothesis include that of Levitt  and Snyder (1995) who hypothesize that the number of Democratic voters in  district predicts the amount of federal expenditures allocated to districts. They conclude that incumbents are unable to target specific districts with federal spending.  Bickers and Stein (1994)  predict that federal benefits will be targeted to the congressional districts of electorally  vulnerable incumbents and  find that vulnerable incumbents are more likely to obtain new programmatic awards for their districts.  Also, Bickers, Stein and Sellers (1996) explore whether Democrats and Republicans use different types of federal aid  to reward  their districts.  They find that districts where voters are liberal and represented by Democratic incumbents  tend to obtain more discretionary awards like grants.  Districts where voters are conservative and represented by Republican incumbents tend to receive more contingent liability awards like federal guaranteed loans and insurance.  They report that vulnerable Democrats receive  more discretionary awards to help them in the next election.  Vulnerable Republicans secure more contingent liabilities to enhance their reelection chances. Thus, depending on their party, vulnerable incumbents use different types of federal assistance to help them get reelected.    
      Studies of the direct effects hypothesis consider whether incumbents benefit electorally when their constituents receive federal benefits.   Feldman and Jondrow (1984) analyzed the relationship between incumbents’ vote share and federal construction spending and federal civilian employment.  They  do not find any evidence that federal spending in a district increases subsequent electoral outcomes of incumbents.  Sellers (1997) contends that not all incumbents benefit electorally from the geographic distribution of federal benefits.  Instead, incumbents that maintain  consistency  in their voting record on federal spending programs, credit claiming, and the amount of federal benefits in their districts are rewarded with votes. However, Levitt and Snyder (1997) find that vulnerable incumbents are more likely to attempt to obtain more federal benefits.   Alvarez and Savings (1997) contend that the electoral relationship is contingent upon political party.
Within-District Hypotheses

Although recently scholars have found  positive correlations  between votes and federal spending at the district level, it remains unclear how the electoral connection works.  Does everyone in districts that receive  more federal benefits have a greater likelihood of voting for the incumbent?  Are federal benefits targeted at parts of districts and do only those parts reward incumbents with more votes?  Does federal money target parts of the constituency that has supported incumbents in the past or areas where they received the least support?


A pivotal assumption of distributive theories of Congress is that the accumulation of   federal benefits in a district increases the likelihood that a member will be reelected ( Rundquist and Ferejohn 1975).  If they are not reelected, or if  there is no electoral advantage to be gained from acquiring benefits for their constituents, there should be no incentive for members of Congress to try to produce such benefits.  Even though the empirical support for this premise is mixed, it is commonly believed that Incumbents attempt to benefit their districts.   As I have suggested,  a problem may lie with whom incumbents work to benefit.  Incumbents can have three different electoral strategies. First, they may work to benefit all of  their constituents regardless of whether they voted for them in the previous election.  Second, incumbents can target the constituents that provided the least amount of votes in hopes of enticing those constituents to vote for them.  Third, they can target the constituents that provided them with the most electoral support in the previous election to reward them for their votes.  From these I have developed two within-district hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1: Within District Reward Hypothesis

 Defense prime contract awards
 are channeled to places within congressional districts where the incumbent received the most electoral support in the previous election.

Hypothesis 2:  Within-district Electoral Vulnerability Hypothesis:

Defense prime contract awards are channeled to places within congressional districts where the incumbent received the least amount of electoral support in the previous election.


It is commonly believed that voters reward their incumbents when benefits are allocated to their district by voting for their incumbent in the next election.   I argue that incumbents may benefit electorally when their reelection constituencies receive federal benefits because they reward their incumbent with their votes in the next election.  This suggests the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Within District Inducement Hypothesis

Within a district, places that received a disproportionate share of military prime contact awards in the previous year will provide the most electoral support for the incumbent in the next election.
Research Design

I employ a pooled cross-sectional time series fixed effect model
 to analyze the geographic distribution of military prime contract awards and electoral outcomes of the House of Representatives
 at the county  level
 for the election years 1986, 1988, and 1990
 (Stimson 1985; Beck and Katz 1995). Because I am examining   the relationship between benefits and electoral outcomes of incumbents, I only  include races where incumbents ran for reelection and faced opposition
.  Thus, open seats are excluded from my analysis
.

Within District Electoral Reward  and Within-district Electoral Vulnerability Hypotheses

To determine if elections influence the geographic distribution of prime military contract awards
, the dependent variable is measured in two ways. First, the dependent variable is measured as the proportion of the district’s  military prime contract award expenditures spent in the county; second as the proportion of the number of district’s Department of Defense military prime contract awards allocated to the county. The main independent variable of interest is the  incumbent’s  percentage of the district’s vote provided by the county in the previous election (number of votes cast for the incumbent in a county/ total number of votes cast in the district)
. The control variables
 are (1) the proportion of district’s military prime contract awards allocated to the county in the previous year, (2) lagged values of per capita income, (3)change in within-district population, (4 )number of employees employed by a defense related company, (5)the number of  military bases in a county,  (6) the number of counties in a district, (7) the size of defense contractors and  (8) state and year dummies.

Within-district Inducement Hypothesis

To determine if within-district distribution of prime military contract awards influences incumbents’ electoral outcomes, the dependent variable is measured as the  incumbent’s  percentage of the district’s vote provided by the county (number of votes cast for the incumbent in a county/ total number of votes cast in a district.  The main independent of interest is measured in two ways.  First, it is measured as the proportion of the district’s  military prime contract award expenditures spent in the county in the previous year; second as the proportion of the number of district’s military prime contract awards allocated to the county in the previous year. The control variables are (1) the incumbent’s within-district vote in the preceding election,, (2) number of counties per district, (3) change in within-district  population, (4) per capita  income of the county, (5) percent Democratic voters in a county, (6) party of the incumbent
, (7) interaction term for party of the incumbent multiplied by percentage of Democratic voters in a county,  (8)per capita income, (9) the natural log of defense awards and (10)state and year dummies.
Within District Electoral Reward Equation (1)

Within-district Defense Awardsit =  + B1(Within-district defense Awardsit-1) + B2 (Within-district votesit-2) + B3 (per capita incomeit-1 ) + B4(change in populationit-1) +B5(size of establishments it-1 )+ 

B6(number of military baseit-1) +B7(number of counties in a districtit) + 2)+B8 (number of establishmentit1)  state dummies + year dummies + cluster +  eit
Within-District Inducement  Hypothesis Equation(2)
Within-district House Incumbent Voteit = + B1 (within-district voteit-2) +B2 (within-district defense awardsit-1
) + B3 (per capita incomeit-1) + B4 (number of counties per districtit) + B5 (change in populationit) +B6(Percent of Democratic voters in a countyit-2) + By(Party of Representativeit-1) + B9(Party of Rep * % Dem voters in a county) + B9 (natural log of defense awards) + state dummies + year dummies + cluster +  eit
In these equations, “i” refers to individual county district units and “t” refers to a particular year.
Methodological Issues
Unit of Analysis:  Many scholars have analyzed the relationship between votes and benefits at the district level.  What has not been explored is whether the relationship exists within a congressional district.  In order to examine this, sub-district data are needed.  The unit of analysis in this study is counties in a district
.  By using this unit of analysis, I am able to create within-district measures of my main variables of interest.  The size of my data set is affected in two  ways. First, no within-district data are available for congressional districts that are entirely located within a single county.  Because many of my independent variables are at the county level, there is no way to separate the district data from the rest of the county data.  For example, Arizona’s 1st Congressional District is completely engulfed by Maricopa county.  Even though I have information on Maricopa County, I do not have data on the 1st Congressional district in Maricopa County.  Due to this problem, it is necessary to delete such districts from my analysis.   There are 3,581 county district units in my original data set, excluding Alaska
.   Deleting the above districts, I am left with 3,490 county district units per year.

Excluded Variables:  Because I am exploring within-district hypotheses, district level variables are excluded from my analysis.  Since district level variables are constant across all counties in a district, there is no variation to explain the within-district relationship between votes and benefits.  For example, Counties A, B and C are located in the 1st Congressional District where an incumbent is a Democrat.  If I included party of the incumbent in my analysis, counties A, B and C would be coded as Democrats, leaving no variation left to explain the relationship under study.  Since I am primarily interested in the with-district relationship between votes and benefits and am not concerned with predicting the levels of votes and benefits, I do no need district level variables to explain within-district relationships.  The party of incumbent as well as other district level variables may affect the total level of votes and benefits in a district, but it will not affect the within distribution.

Change in the Dependent Variable:  My models  include lagged values of the dependent variable as  explanatory  variables. When using a lagged value of an endogenous variable in the equation,  the remaining significant independent variables are predicting change in the dependent variable from one year to the next (Finkle, 1995).  In other words, the effect of within district electoral outcomes in the previous election in the House at time T-2 on defense awards at time T, controlling for defense awards at time T-1, should be interpreted as the effect of the within district electoral outcomes in the previous election on the change in the level of defense awards from T-1 to T.   Similarly, the effect of within district prime military contract awards at time T-1 on electoral outcomes at time T, controlling for electoral outcomes at time T-2, should be interpreted as the effect of the within-district defense awards in the previous year on the change in within-district electoral outcomes from T-2 to T.

Lagged Independent Variables:  The models also incorporate the incremental policy making process of distributive politics by the lag structure of the independent variables.  The geographic distribution of defense awards at time t is based upon the decision making of the previous year.  If any of the independent variables effect the geographic distribution of defense awards, it will be from the year that the budget was passed.   Because the budget for the current year was authorized and appropriated in the previous year, it is necessary to use lagged values of the variables. For example, defense awards for 1990 were authorized and appropriated in 1989.  Thus the values of the independent variables from 1989 are the variables that would have affected the distribution of defense awards in 1990.   

Change in Population:  Since population is commonly believed to be an important element of both equations, it is  necessary to include some measure of population. However,  since county district population is highly correlated with county level votes (.935), I created a change in population variable.  This variable measures how the change in population from t-1 to t corresponds with the change in the dependent variables from t-1 to t.  Thus, this variable serves to control for population shifts in counties.

Expenditures or Awards:   Should  expenditures or the  number of awards be analyzed in these equations?   According to Stein and Bickers (1994), the number of awards is the appropriate measure when analyzing the relationship between votes and federal benefits because each award gives the incumbent a chance to claim credit for obtaining the award regardless of the dollar amount.  Thus, twenty small awards give the incumbent more opportunities to claim credit than does one large award. However, others (Feldman and Jondrow, 1984) believe that voters actually are more aware of expenditures than the  number of awards.  The more money the better.  I  have followed Alvarez and Savings (1997) by analyzing both the number of defense prime contract awards and the dollar amounts associated with them.  

Reciprocity:  Rundquist and Carsey (1999) have shown that some distributive hypotheses share reciprocal relationships. They show that committee representation and the geographic distribution of military procurement awards share a reciprocal relationship.  I suggest that there may be a reciprocal relationship between federal benefits and electoral outcomes.  Past electoral support may affect the future geographic distribution of federal benefits and  past federal benefits may predict future electoral outcomes.

Subcontracting Problem:    A problem in  studying  prime military contracts is that most data sources do not report subcontracts.   The data source that I am using does not report subcontracts, but it does present data based on the place of performance. Thus, even though I am unable to examine the subcontracting process, since my hypotheses examine the relationship between where defense awards are actually being allocated and if they produce votes for incumbents.

Capacity Controls:  In order to control for the economic capacity of a county to produce defense related items, I include four variables.    First, the number of companies in a county that fall under the chosen SIC codes.  Second, I control for the employment size of companies able to produce defense related items.  Employment size measures the size of each establishment in a county.  Third, the number of  military bases in a county is included  to see if military contracts are going to places where bases are located.  Finally, I include the lagged values of  defense awards.  I argue that places that have received defense awards in the past are places that have the capacity to produce related items since they are the companies that have produced defense items in the past.  Level of Defense Awards: Because voters may notice absolute levels of awards and not the proportions,  I include county level measures of defense awards in the equation (2) which predicts within-district votes.  This variable controls for voters reactions to increases or decreases in the level of defense awards.  If this variable is positive and significant, then areas that experience increases in the level of defense awards provide more within-district votes for the incumbent. If it is negative, then areas that experience a decline in defense awards are punishing their incumbent by not voting for the incumbent.   Since the distribution of defense awards is skewed, I took the natural log of defense awards.  
Analysis

In this section, I present my findings regarding the relationship between  the within-district geographic distribution of defense awards and  within-district electoral outcomes. 

Within-district Electoral Reward and Within-district Electoral Vulnerability Hypotheses
 Table 2  reports the estimations of equation (1) which predicts the  proportion of the districts’ prime military contract expenditures that counties receive (Column 2) and  the proportion of the number of military  contracts going to districts that each county receives (Column 4). My  findings support the within-district electoral reward  hypothesis that counties are rewarded for their past electoral support.  On average, for each additional percentage point in within-district votes in the previous election that a county produced for the incumbent,  it receives an  8 percentage point increase in within-district prime contract  expenditures than it did in the previous year.   Similarly, for every percentage point increase in  within-district votes for an  incumbent in the previous year,  a county  receives a 2 percentage point  increase in the within-district number of defense awards  than it did in the previous year.  Thus, counties that provided more electoral support for incumbents get more defense contracts awards than do counties providing less support for  incumbents.  Because the significant coefficient for within-district votes is positive the within-district electoral reward hypothesis is supported and the electoral vulnerability hypothesis is not.  Within-district defense awards are not channeled to places within a district where the incumbent received the weakest electoral support. Rather, areas that supplied incumbents with strong electoral support are rewarded with subsequent defense awards.


Table 2 also shows that three of the capacity variables are significant.  First, the lagged values of within-district defense awards is positive and significant.  This shows that counties that have received within-district defense awards in the past are getting more within-district defense awards.  Counties that benefitted last year are benefitting this year.  Second, counties that have large firms that have the capacity to produce defense related items receive more within-district defense expenditures.  Third,  the more military bases in a county, the more within-district defense awards. This shows that within-district defense awards are allocated  to counties that also have military bases.   The number of establishments is not significant.  This may mean that counties that have a few large defense contractors are receiving the most defense awards instead of many smaller companies.  Thus, it is clear that defense contracts are going to counties that have economic capacity.  As the coefficient for per capita income shows they also tend to go to wealthier counties. 

Within-district Inducement Findings

In this next section, I present the findings for the within-district inducement hypothesis that predicts within-district electoral outcomes for incumbents.  The main independent variable of interest is measured in two ways First, it is measured as within-district defense expenditures. Second, it is measured as  the number of within-district defense contracts.  Column  4 in Table 3 reports the coefficients for equation (2).  Counties that received more prime military contract awards in the previous year produce more votes for the incumbent in the next election on average, than do counties that received lower levels of defense benefits.    For each percentage point increase in within-district prime military contract expenditures in the previous year, counties produce a 3 percentage point increase in votes for the incumbent.   Also, for each percentage point increase in the number of defense awards, counties evidence a 4 percentage point increase in votes for the incumbent.  Thus, I find support for the within-district inducement hypothesis as counties that benefit from defense awards reward their incumbent in the next election with their votes.  


Table 3 also shows that controls for other factors thought to be correlated with voting are significant and in the expected directions. These include per capita income, change in population,  number of counties in a district, percent democratic, party of incumbent and Democratic voters represented by Democrats.  What is interesting is that the absolute  level of defense expenditures predicts within-district votes while the absolute number of defense awards do not.   Thus, counties that receive high levels of defense awards provide electoral support for their incumbent. 

Conclusion

The results of this paper shed  new light on the nature of the electoral connection in the House of Representatives. First,  I have provided  evidence supporting the electoral connection using within-district measures of votes and benefits.  One of the reasons it has  been difficult to find support for the relationship between votes and benefits may be that the wrong level of analysis has been studied.   By looking within districts, I provided evidence of a relationship between votes and defense awards.   Second, I find support for the within-district electoral reward hypothesis and not the within-district electoral vulnerability hypothesis.   My results show that even after taking into account the economic capacity of a county to produce defense related items, incumbents are able to maximize the effects of defense awards by targeting awards to areas within their districts where they received the most electoral support in the previous election.  Defense benefits are not channeled to places where incumbents have received the least amount of votes in hopes of gaining  votes in such places in the next election. Rather, incumbents appear to  strategically reward their loyal supporters with additional defense awards.  Third, I find support for the within-district inducement hypothesis.  Voters are induced to supply their incumbent with votes when they receive more within-district defense awards received in the preceding year.  Even after controlling for the overall  level of defense expenditures in a county, voters provide electoral support for their incumbent when they receive more within-district defense expenditures in the previous year. Fourth, my results show that, within districts, military defense awards and electoral outcomes share a reciprocal relationship.  Within-district defense benefits in the previous year result in a higher level of within-district electoral support in the next election. Similarly, support for the incumbent in the previous election results in higher within-district defense benefits.  My interpretation is that the cyclical nature of this process works over time to benefit members reelection constituencies.  Reelection constituencies benefit from the receipt of defense awards and then  reward  incumbents with votes in the next election. This in turn gives incumbents an incentive to channel more benefits their way.  Fifth, because defense spending is so large, complex and important to national security it should not be affected by political factors.  However, my results show that political factors play a role in the geographic  distribution of defense awards.


 There are a few limitations of this study.  First, I am only able to analyze counties that are located within multi-county districts.  Highly urban counties are deleted from my analysis.  Second, this study analyzes only defense awards. Future work should examine the same hypotheses in various areas of domestic spending.  Third, since this study only analyzes data for 1986, 1988 and 1990,  future research should try to expand the analysis to additional years and elections.  However, at least the first two of these limitations produced biases against finding support for the reward and inducement hypotheses, and the study found support for them anyway.

Table 1 :   Operationalization of Variables

	Within-District Defense Awards


	Measured as county defense expenditures/district defense expenditures.  Awards is measured as military prime contract expenditures and as the number of contracts.  Data Source: PRIME CONTRACTS ON CD-ROM.

	Within-District Incumbent Vote
	Measured as votes for the incumbent at the county level/ district level votes for the incumbent.  Data Source: Record of American Democracy.

	Change in Population
	Measured as the change in population from one year to the next.

	Per Capita Income
	Measured as per capita constant income in counties*. Data Source is the Regional Economic Information System.

	Number of Bases
	Measured as the number of military bases in a county.

	Number of Establishments
	Measured as the number of establishments in a county that fall into the 19 chosen SIC Codes.* Data Source is County Business Patterns for 1985, 1987 and 1989.

	Size of Establishments
	Measured as the size of establishments that fall into the 19 chosen SIC codes*.  Data Source is County Business Patterns for 1985, 1987 and 1989.

	Number of Counties
	Measured as the number of counties in a district. Data Source is the Consolidated Federal Funds Report.

	Percent Democrats
	Measured as the percentage of Democrats in a county  that voted in the previous election. Data Source is the Record of American Democracy. 

	Party of Incumbent
	Coded 1 if the county was represented by a Democrat;0 otherwise. (Sanders of VT was coded as a Democrat)

	Party*Dem
	Party of Incumbent*Percent Democrats.

	LN of Defense Awards
	Measured as the natural log of defense awards at the county level.   Awards is measured as military prime contract expenditures and as  the number of contracts.


Constant dollars are measured in 1982 dollars.

*Since the data is at the county level, the number of establishments were multiplied by the proportion of the county’s population in a district. 

Table 2: Within-district Electoral Reward and Vulnerability Hypotheses
	Variables
	Equation (1)

Dependent Variable=

Within District Military Prime Contract

Expenditures
	Equation (2)

Dependent Variable=Number of Within-district Defense Awards

	(ctyvote/distvote)t-2
	..08***                 (.01)
	.02**                 (.01 )

	Within-district

defense awardst-1
	.87***                  (.01)
	.97***               (.005)

	Per capita income t-1
	1.25e-06**          (5.41e-07)
	3.97e-07*          (2.34e-07)

	number of establishments t-1
	.0001                 (.00009)
	-9.43e-06           (.00003)

	size of establishmentst-1
	8.73e-06**           (3.00e-06)
	-3.44e-07             (1.21e-06)

	number of basest-1
	.005**                 (.002)
	.004***              (.001)

	Number of Countiest-1
	-.00005              (.00009)
	-.00005              (.00006)

	Change in Population 
	1.22e-07             (7.03e-07)
	-4.31e-07           (3.13e-07)

	 R2
	.86


	.96




Note: standard errors are in parentheses. ***= p=.00,   **p<.05 *p<.10

Table 3: Results of Within-District Inducement Hypothesis

	Variables
	Independent Variable=

Within-District Military Prime Contract

Expenditures
	Independent Variable = Number of Within-District Defense Awards

	(ctyvotes/district votes)t-2
	.88***                 (.007)
	.87***                   (.02)

	Defense awards-1
	.03***                  (.006)
	.04***                    (.02)

	Per Capita Incomet-1
	1.40e-06***         (2.35e-07)
	1.32e-06***          (2.33e-07)

	natural log of defense awardst-1
	.0003**                  (.0001)
	.0004                    (.0005)

	Percent Democratic voterst-2
	.002                     (.006)
	.002                      (.006)

	Party of Incumbent
	-.03***                (.005)
	-.035***               (.006)

	Party* Dem voters
	.002***               (.005)
	.05***                  (.009)

	Number of Countiest-1
	-.002***              (.00005)
	-.0003***             (.00005)

	Change in Population 
	2.77e-06***        (5.86e-07)
	2.74e-06***         (5.71e-07)

	 R2
	.92


	.92




Dependent variable is the percentage of  district votes provided by the county for the incumbent.

Note: standard errors are in parentheses. ***= p=.00,   **p<.05 *p<.10


Appendix A:Illustration of Different County District Unit

Type 1: County district units in which 1 or more districts are entirely located within a county

	County A

	Dist 1
	Dist 2
	Dist 3





Type 2: Counties located completely within a single multi-county district

	District 1

	County A
	County B
	County C 
	County D



Type 3: Counties located in more than one district


	
	Dist 1
	
	Dist 2
	
	

	county A
	County B
	County C
	County C
	CountyD 
	County E


Notes

*This paper would not have been possible if Kenneth Mayer had not generously shared a data set with me.  I also gratefully acknowledge Barry Rundquist and Tom Carsey for their guidance and support throughout my graduate education.
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�Unless otherwise noted, the terms defense awards or defense benefits are used interchangeably to mean both prime military contract expenditures and the number of prime military contracts which I analyze separately.


�Because my unit of analysis is the county in a district, I would be giving up too many degrees of freedom by using dummy variables for each county in a district. Thus, I use dummy variables  for each state and year.


�B. Sanders from Vermont was coded as a Democrat for my analysis.


�Anton, Cawley, and Kramer (1980)Heitshusen (1991),Martin (2000), Rundquist, Carsey and Schmit (1997) and Schmit (1998) have shown the merit in exploring the distribution of federal spending at the county level. 


�              5The years of the election data that coincide with the expenditure data used in my study are available at the county district level only for the election years 1984-1990.


�  Many unopposed races were excluded because of lack of data.


�                 7Open seats are excluded from my analysis.  Deleting these districts leaves  3,126 county district units in 1986, 3,278 in 1988 and 3,190 in 1990.


�Data on the number of defense prime contracts awards are from the Federal Procurement Data System(FPDS).   The FPDS reports prime military contract obligations from approximately 65 executive branch agencies including the Department of Defense.  The FPDS reports dollar obligations exceeding $25,000 and collects summary information for smaller transactions. Obligations are monies committed to be spent by a federal government agency over a fiscal year.A few cases had negative numbers.   De-obligations may be due to a number of factors such as  a downward revision in cost estimates, cancellation of projects or the company going out of business.   I have set the negative values of defense awards and dollars equal to 0.  This data set also has county and district indicators which allowed  me to aggregate individual military prime contracts to the county district level.


�            9Data on county district level elections are from the Record of American Democracy (ROAD) data set.  ROAD is an extensive data set that includes the number of Democratic and Republican votes and turnout for U.S. Senate and House elections,  Presidential elections as well as other state level elections for election years from 1984-1990. This data set is at the precinct level which I have  aggregated to the county district level	.


�See Table 1 for operationalization of the variables.


�Party of the incumbent is a district level variable (see excluded variables in the Methodological Issues section).  This variable is included in the analysis in order create an interaction term by multiplying party of the incumbent by percent Democratic.  I do this in order to see if the counties that are represented by Democrats and have a high percentage of Democratic voters provide the incumbent with more within-district electoral support.


�


�See Appendix A for an illustration of the unit of analysis.


� Alaska was deleted from the analysis due to discrepancies in the different data sources.  Alaska added counties during the 1980's to the 1990's. The data sources counted new counties differently, making it impossible to merge the data together


�Type 1 Counties  include:  Alabama: District 6 in Jefferson County; Arizona: District1 in Maricopa County; California: distrct 9 in Alameda County, district 7 in Contra Costa County, districts 22,23,24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31,32,33,34 located in Los Angeles County, districts 39 and 40 in Orange County, district 37 in Riverside County, district 3 in Sacramento County, districts 41 and 44 in San Diego County, district 44 in San Francisco County, district 11 in San Mateo County, district 13 in Santa Clara County; Connecticut: district 4 in Fairfield County; Florida: district15 in Broward County, districts 17 and 18 in Dade County, district 7 in Hillsborough County, district 8 in Penellas County; Hawaii: district 1 in Honolulu County; Illinois, districts 1,2,3,5,7,8,9, and 11 in Cook County; Indiana: district 10 in Marion County; Kentucky: district 3 in Jefferson County; Louisiana: district 2 in Orleans Parish; Maryland: district 8 in Montgomery County, district 5 in Prince George’s County; Michigan: districts 1 and 13 in Wayne County; Minnesota: district 5 in Hennepin County; Missouri: district 5 in Jackson County; Nevada: district 1 in Clark County; New Jersey: district 14 in Hudson County; New York: district 33 in Erie County, districts 4 and 5 in Nassau County, districts6,7,9,10,11,12, 13,14,15,16,17,and 18 in New York County, districts 1 and 2 in Suffolk County, district 20 in Westchester County; Ohio: districts 20 and 21 in Cuyahoga County, district 1 in Hamilton County, district 15 in Madison County, district 3 in Montgomery County, and district 14 in Summit County; Pennsylvania: districts 14 and 18 in Allegheny County, districts 1,2 and 3 in Philadelphia County; Tennessee: district 9 in Shelby County;   Texas: district 20 in Bexar County, districts 5 and 24 in Dallas County, districts7,18 and 25 in Harris County,district 12 in Tarrant County; Utah: district 2 in Salt Lake County; Washington: district 7 in King County.





