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ABSTRACT
Campaign contributions to political candidates are a contentious center of debate in the
media, public discourse, academia, and even within politics themselves. The research trying to
determine just how campaign contributions affect legislator behavior is similarly contentious and
mixed. While nearly any scholar believes that contributions exert some influence, it has proven
very difficult to create tests that definitively show conclusive influence. This paper seeks to
understand the influence fossil fuel interest groups have on the voting behavior of state
legislators. More specifically, it examines how contributions from oil, natural gas, and mining
interest groups to the campaigns of legislators from Pennsylvania and Ohio affect the probability
that they will vote against an environmental bill. The results of the probit regression suggest that
there is no definitive influence on the voting behavior, given the statistical insignificance of the
results. Moreover, it is the case that legislators vote almost entirely along party lines. This paper
underscores both the importance and difficulty of carefully constructed tests that can effectively
capture influence, as well as the nature of American party politics at the state level.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Driving east across Interstate 70 in Midwestern Pennsylvania, nestled among hills, farms,
state forests, and Trump 2016 signs are several billboards with the message “COAL KEEPS
THE LIGHTS ON” written in bold font. As one continues eastward into the heart of the state,
along the interstate are billboards advertising anything from attorneys who help negotiate the
terms of property sales to energy companies, drilling equipment for oil and natural gas
companies, and more signs with slogans such as “Trump Digs Coal,” “Keep Energy Jobs in
Pennsylvania,” and so on.
One hour’s worth of driving through the state makes it all too apparent just how
intimately tied parts of Pennsylvania are to fossil fuel production. Generations of Pennsylvanians
have worked as miners and drillers for coal, oil, and natural gas since the Industrial Revolution
began over a century and a half ago. For good reason, there is a deeply entrenched relationship
with the fossil fuel industry in the heartland of Pennsylvania, as its reach has expanded from just
the economic to the social and political sphere of life as well.
Parts of my home state of Ohio are very similar to Pennsylvania in terms of loyalty to
fossil fuel companies. In the rural eastern segment of the state bordering West Virginia and
Pennsylvania, both coal mining and natural gas drilling have a long and storied history with the
workers of Ohio and the powering of our economy. For good reason, fossil fuel production
enjoys a good reputation among much of the population in both states.
Always lurking in the background behind Pennsylvanian’s, Ohioan’s, and American’s
loving relationship with the fossil fuel industry is a unique threat thus far unseen by previous
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generations and without any precedent to figure out how it can be effectively confronted. We are
now at a crossroads of environmental security: climate change, and most importantly, how its
effects can be mitigated. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a leading collective
of the world’s top climate scientists, has released several reports over the last two decades,
culminating with its fifth that contains its most dire predictions yet: that the climate is indeed
changing due to human activity releasing greenhouse gas emissions, and that a global
temperature rise of over two degrees Celsius would drastically impact the environment and test
our ability to survive (IPCC, 2014). Unmitigated climate change brings with it a host of
problems, from increasingly unpredictable weather patterns, destruction to crops and agriculture,
droughts, flooding and rising sea levels, displaced peoples, and additional security threats.
Indeed, climate change is an issue that will require a great deal of ingenuity and immediate
cooperation on a truly global level in order to effectively combat it and minimize its
consequences.
At the crux of this cooperation is the political and personal impetus of individual actors,
from the ordinary citizen to state or municipal legislatures, national governments, and
international governing bodies. Despite the exigency of climate and environmental action, there
is a distinct lack of action among many of the countries who both contribute most to the problem
(through greenhouse gas emissions and other pollutants) and who are most capable of making
meaningful changes (with high GDPs and government capacity). Even with the widespread
consensus by the scientific community as to climate change’s validity, citizen opinion, and by
extension much of the political opinion representing these subsets of society does not reflect the
urgency the problem demands. As a result, in some countries such as the United States there has
been very little action taken specifically against climate change, and any that has been taken is
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met with significant resistance from members of Congress. Recent polls suggest that one of the
problems is insulation from the dangers of climate change (in that we don’t believe it’ll ever
effect us) (Popovich, Schwartz, & Schlossberg, 2017). As I pointed out earlier, an hour’s drive
through Pennsylvania (and perhaps other states) show the unique hold fossil fuel companies have
on states, and conversely the unique ability states have to influence both its citizens and the
political direction of environmental policy. The relationship between a state, fossil fuels, and
environmental policy is likely to vary wildly based on any one of several different demographics,
and therefore it is important to very critically evaluate each state and the prevailing factors
causing such a stagnation of environmental policy. This thesis seeks to understand one of the
popularly pointed to issues preventing environmental progress: money in politics buying
politicians off for votes that undermine environmental protection and green progression.
Specifically, it will investigate if money from interest groups representing fossil fuel companies
is influencing how state legislators vote on bills related to climate change.
Money in American politics has been studied relentlessly over the last fifty years, and is
rife with contradictory results. It receives a great deal of attention in popular discourse,
especially in recent years following the Citizens United v FEC Supreme court case in 2010.
Unfortunately, although many scholars believe lobbies are influential at least sometimes, the
literature cannot provide a conclusive answer. Since coming up with a definitive and
generalizable answer to this question is something that has eluded most scholars who specialize
in this field, I am only going to try to apply the question to a very narrow field: fossil fuel
interest groups in the U.S. states. Although people are quick to blame campaign contributions at
the national level from the likes of ExxonMobil and other nefarious environmentally suspect
companies for this opposition, I suspect it is a multifaceted and much more complex issue than
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meets the eye and one that is deeply woven into the infrastructure of energy, the economy, and
culture of energy consumption in the United States.
In an attempt to measure the influence of fossil fuel interest groups on state legislatures,
I will be examining votes on two separate bills, and how many campaign contributions the house
of representative members of each legislature received from these interest groups. The first bill is
House Bill 2235 (2010) from Pennsylvania, and the second is House Bill 133 (2011) from Ohio.
Both of these states have a long history with the fossil fuel industry. The coal industry especially
is deeply embedded in the economic past and cultural narrative of many counties in Pennsylvania
especially. Another important aspect about these states is that Ohio places limits on campaign
contributions from donors, whereas Pennsylvania does not, and will allow us insight as to
whether or not measures taken against alleged corruption are effective in stopping influence from
donors. States, feeling pressure from watchdog groups and worried about quid pro quo
corruption, have attempted to regulate the campaign contribution marketplace. Whether or not
this has been effective is not clear, and this study offers a small case study that can attempt to
provide some clarity about this. This is only a small part of the potential explanation, however,
since many studies have shown money may not be at the heart of climate and environmental
opposition.
Much like Wright (2004) showed in his study examining tobacco interest groups, it is
possible that ideology is the key component to opposition. Finding results that show money does
or does not influence politics for this specific issue will help contribute to a greater
understanding of the general relationship and perhaps inspire further research to see how many
other scenarios the relationship applies to. In addition, if money is not responsible for the lack of
meaningful legislature aimed at fighting the mounting dangers of climate change, it will be easier
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to frame an argument and campaign for how the environmental movement can make progress in
advancing their agenda. This is still true if money is still found to be influencing this subset of
politics. If ideology is found to be a better predictor of how a member of a state legislature votes
on a climate change bill, this will highlight the importance there is on the environmental
movement and voting populous to elect politicians with platforms more amenable to fighting
climate change. Like smoking, this could be the result of normative changes in society that
politicians follow. Furthermore, it would also force a greater reevaluation of how campaign
contributions from interest groups and individuals are being used to prop up politicians with
damaging ideologies. If money does indeed turn out to be behind the opposition to bills fighting
climate change, it would call for a closer look into why the fossil fuel lobby is different from
others in which previous studies have found no influence.
Now, with the recent boom of the natural gas industry and the discovery of the Marcellus
Shale in primarily Pennsylvania and Ohio, there will be even more political pressure to represent
the fossil fuel industry with favorable legislation. The U.S. has always prided its federalist
system of allowing states to be the incubators of change and policy innovation, and for
environmental issues, some states certainly have been. However, it is absolutely imperative that
we find ways to understand how the states whose histories, economies, and to an extent cultures,
are deeply connected to fossil fuels can overcome their dependence politically, economically,
and socially. A major key to this understanding is to find the sources that keep the industry so
tightly interwoven with the political culture.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
The only thing that is absolutely certain about the research done on interest groups and
the influence they have over votes in Congress is that there is no true consensus. Various studies
have come up with conflicting results that say different things about interest groups’ ability to
have their voice heard in various levels of the state and federal government (Rasmussen, Carroll,
& Lowery, 2014; Hojnacki, Marchetti, Baumgartner, Berry, Kimball, & Leech, 2015; Gilens &
Page, 2014). Influence itself is a very tricky concept to define; what exactly is influence, where
does it come from, under what circumstances is it most powerful, and who is subjected to it the
most? Lowery (2013) lists the many reasons that the very act of attempting to study and define
influence exerted by interest groups on members of Congress is fraught with difficulties and
ultimately requires extreme precision in research design. Even with the most meticulous design,
researchers often can only capture a very specific aspect and moment of influence, since
researchers can only catch glimpses of influence ever being exerted. Some believe that campaign
contributions are given with the expectation of voting a certain way in exchange, some say that
contributions are given for “good behavior,” some say that money simply buys access, and others
say that it prevents some bills from being put on the agenda or being talked about at all. Indeed,
to quote Burstein and Linton (2002, p. 398),
Virtually all sociologists and political scientists publishing in the top journals hypothesize
that...interest groups...influence public policy, and it is safe to assume that they
generally expect the impact to be substantial. This hypothesis is not as well supported by
the data as we might expect. The impact of political organizations is significantly
different from zero, by conventional statistical tests, only about half the time, and
important in policy terms (as assessed by the authors) in just over a fifth. For as much as
social scientists believe interest groups influence the political process, there isn’t quite
enough evidence to support it.
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The field is rife with contradictory evidence. For instance, Moore, Wolfe, Lindes, and Douglas
(1994) examined why tobacco regulation failed to pass for such a long time. Their findings are in
direct contradiction to the findings of the study upon which my thesis is based. Their study
showed that campaign donations from tobacco PACs is a very strong indicator for members of
Congress to vote in favor of the tobacco lobby. While the study is very similar to Wright’s, a few
key differences likely explain the contrasting results. Their sample size was limited to just the
102nd and 103rd Congresses and a handful of votes about tobacco regulation only. This doesn’t
give them a wide breadth of votes or opportunities for alleged influence. These authors failed to
account for the likelihood that the causal arrow can go in both directions for campaign
contributions, in that interest groups may only donate to candidates they believe will support
them, rather than expect something in return for their contributions.
Yackee and Yackee (2006) do a better job of designing a study that accounts for two key
issues in other interest group research: when measuring influence of interest groups on members
of Congress, you often do not have a baseline of how they would have voted or what their policy
preference was before they were subjected to lobbying. In their groundbreaking study, they
analyze the rulemaking of the bureaucracy, where whenever an agency makes a rule change, they
are required to promulgate it and allow for business, government, and private interest groups to
make comments on the change and suggest alternatives to it. Their results show that when
business groups are united over a change in a rule, the bureaucracy is very responsive to their
demands. Also, in their sample, business interest groups made up the vast majority of the
comments made. This allows for the observation of a baseline and subsequent change to be
observed, something that is always missing from Congressional studies. The study highlights the
importance of taking any study with a grain of salt, because there are not defined “before and
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after” results of influence that can provide definitive answers. Influence is particularly elusive
when studying Congress, and the conflicting results of studies reflect that.
Hojnacki and Kimball’s (2001) study totally discards the idea that money from interest
groups buys votes in Congress and instead investigates the claim that money actually buys access
to members of Congress, which can still be a perversion of the democratic process. The findings
of their study only suggest that PACs have an above average advantage of access in districts
where its main cause already has a great deal of support. Indeed, the authors note, “when ties to
legislators' districts are absent, contact is seldom made even when money has been contributed to
support a legislator's election or re-election to Congress” (176). According to this study, the
prime advantage PACs have over non-PAC groups is their ability to organize support for an
issue in areas where that support actually matters. These findings would suggest that campaign
contributions from fossil fuel interest groups mean little, and that the amount of fossil fuels
produced by a member of Congress’ district or state would matter more. High amounts of fossil
fuels in a state would likely mean there is widespread popularity among voters to keep existing
jobs in the sector and oppose regulation that would hurt it. Therefore, fossil fuel interest groups
would only have a comparative advantage in the capacity that they can easily mobilize support in
those districts and states, and thus make the amount of fossil fuel production a more important
variable than campaign contributions.
Bronars and Lott (1997) attempt to overcome the unclear direction of the causal arrow in
their study by examining how voting patterns on specific issues that are relatively insulated from
the public are impacted by contributions over time among members of Congress. The authors
examined roll call votes on the repeal of the Glass-Steagall Act at two distinct points in time, and
took care of how much support from the financial industry each member of Congress received
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over time. The authors chose to examine these specific cases because financial services aren’t
usually a part of a legislator’s stated agenda, they could examine two distinct moments in time,
and because there was variation in how people voted. The financial sector also has a very large
presence in the political contribution arena, too. It allowed them to overcome issues that
consistently plague other measures of influence. While they do find that money did not influence
how members of Congress vote, by their own admission, “... they use voting indexes and broadly
defined contributions categories that may not be well suited for examining the effect of money
on votes (Strattmann, 2000, p. 347).”
Yet another study that found inconclusive examples of money buying votes was a study
conducted by Grenzke (1989). She notes that rather than buying votes, the money given to
legislators from interest groups “...are a surrogate measure of a more important and larger
package of support for the member from the interest group ( Grenzke, 1989, p. 1),” and that
interest group contributions are signals to the importance of an issue in that legislator’s district,
whether it consciously aligns with the wishes of the constituents or not. Ultimately though, once
again is the direction of the causal arrow difficult to follow. “Whereas the coincidence of power,
votes, and money is established in numbers of situations, the causality and the generality of the
relationships are unclear (2).” However, places that interest groups may exert a stronger amount
of influence are on issues that do not receive much public attention, or ones that neither party nor
a particular constituency has much of an embedded stance on. Lastly, she concludes that “the
public debate about PACs grossly exaggerates their influence because it does not distinguish
between a few cases of PAC influence on legislation of relatively minor importance to the public
and a general pattern of influence that systematically buys members' votes on major pieces of
legislation (1987, p. 20).”
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There will be two main articles on which I will be basing my research. The first is by
John Wright, and the second by Daniel Mallinson. Both scholars studied the effect particular
lobbies had on issue-specific bills. Wright studied the tobacco industry at the national level,
while Mallinson studied the natural gas industry at the state level. Both found the ideology of
each legislator to matter the most in their respective votes, but Mallinson finds that roll call votes
tend to allow for a bit more freedom from party and ideological restrictions.
In 2004 Wright published his study examining the success of the tobacco industry. In the
face of massive public hatred for cigarettes, the tobacco industry continually enjoyed success in
Congress in protecting their industry. Many fingers pointed at campaign contributions as the
culprit for corrupting the political process. Wright’s study seeks to find out if campaign
contributions really are to blame. He thinks otherwise, and his research shows that ideology
actually has the biggest effect on how a member of Congress votes. Wright examined 74 roll call
votes (18 in the House and 56 in the Senate) that were related to a tobacco issue for each
Congress from 1980-2000. This is a significant break from past studies on interest group
influence on Congressional votes, many of which had far too small a sample size and only
examine a handful of or single votes. He did a pooled analysis with his independent variables
being Party affiliation, an ideology score assigned by the Americans for Democratic Action, the
amount of tobacco produced in the Congress member’s district/state, the amount of people
employed by the tobacco industry, campaign contributions from 16 major tobacco PACs, and
whether or not the vote occurred during the Clinton presidency, when there was a particularly
high amount of negative focus on smoking.
Mallinson’s (2014) study examines the roll call votes on bills in the Pennsylvania
General Assembly that are related to fracking the Marcellus Shale to see what influence, if any,
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campaign contributions had on that vote. Mallinson finds that while the legislators tend to vote
based on ideology and along party lines at the onset and final vote, they have a lot more
autonomy at the amendment level, which is where PAC contributions are the most effective in
influencing legislators. This is a very significant finding for the state level, one that is not as well
studied in the national Congress.
Another critically important and not unrelated aspect of the literature on campaign
contributions and influence is how campaign finance restrictions affect them. Once again, on yet
another topic that has important implications for the democratic process of our country, the
literature is divided. The literature generally assesses one of two questions, and sometimes both:
Are campaign finance restrictions and regulations constitutional? and if so, what do they do?
Campaign finance regulations consist of any legal measure put in place by the federal or state
government to restrict or control how politicians receive money for their campaigns. This can
come in the form of caps on how much a donor can contribute to a campaign, restrictions on who
or what institutions or organizations are allowed to donate directly or indirectly to a campaign,
and laws that require politicians to report who has donated to them and the amount donated. This
is only to name a few of the most popular and most rigorously studied. Many forms of these sorts
of regulations exist in some iteration across most states. However, just how effective they are
and whether they are necessary (or even legal) varies from study to study.
The fundamental belief that defends the donation of money to political campaigns is that
it is an act of free speech and to represent an individual or organization’s political opinion, and
the fundamental court logic behind defending regulation is that it prevents quid pro quo
corruption (Noveck, 2010). According to Bradley Smith (1997), “When we are donating money
to a politician, we are paying for them to represent our views by ‘proxy.’ Lawyers do the same
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thing for their clients, and campaign ads do the same thing for the politicians they depict. Those
types of speech are protected, therefore so should contributions (p. 57-58).” However, other
scholars such as Spencer Overton (2004) point out that this inherently disadvantages those
without much money. Indeed, “the danger is not the content of any speech or even the amount of
speech produced, but instead the use of aggregations of wealth to gain political advantage or
access (Overton, 2004, p. 84).” Moreover, the majority of money in politics comes from an
incredibly small proportion of the population, suggesting that it is not a representative form of
speech. Overton goes on to say that “when less than 2% of voting-age Americans dominate a
crucial element of political participation like funding campaigns, a narrow set of ideas and
viewpoints obstruct fully-informed decision making. This is especially true in light of the special
access many donors enjoy at fundraising events and the homogeneity of the donor class: 70.2%
are male, 70.6% are age 50 or older, 84.3% have a college degree, 85.7% have family incomes of
$100,000 or more, and 95.8% are white (p. 102)” However, to this Smith points out that
Americans spend more per year on yogurt than politics (Smith, 1997). Another logical step in the
belief that campaign contribution restrictions are necessary is that if the most money wins a
political campaign, restricting donations effectively limits those with low resources to begin
with. From this view, the only campaign finance regulation that could perhaps be necessary
would be to require politicians to report who their donors are, in order to allow voters to sift
through the potential influencers of a politician. However, this also makes it easier for politicians
to track to whom they potentially owe favors to once they are elected, as well as the potential for
reprisals against a donor for donating to certain politicians or campaigns (Noveck, 2010).
The primary purpose of this thesis is to determine if money is influencing votes, which
would be a form of corruption, and in turn if any of the existing legal measures in place do
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anything to alter that. Already there is only dubious at best reasoning behind having restrictions
on campaign finance regulation, with little to no evidence beyond anecdotes that proves they can
prevent corruption (or that a lack thereof allows for corruption). Hogan (2005) examines how the
presence of campaign regulations affect the behavior of potential donors, and finds that in states
where limits on donations exist, rather than reducing the influence of interest groups, they
actually expand the role of such groups in a variety of other ways, such as indirect campaigning
and advertising. In fact, one member of an interest group said, when asked about how lower
campaign contribution limits would affect their group’s strategy that “Lower campaign
contribution limits would simply allow for more money to be spread around to candidates
(Hogan, 2005, p. 892).” This opens up the possibility that while campaign contribution limits
may be limiting influence on politicians, it is opening up voters to more forms of independent
campaigning and issue advertising on the part of interest groups, and thereby affecting the
political process in a different way.
The literature showcases the painstaking difficulty of proving any measure of influence
from interest group campaign contributions, but a growing pattern of distrusting the popular and
too easy contention that money buys votes. This thesis aims to extend that belief by gaining
empirical evidence from one specific subset of the interest group → legislator marketplace: the
fossil fuel industry and to show that more factors are at work than simply a highly monetized
group of fossil fuel companies and worker unions. It may be that the political ideology of the
fossil fuel industry and party politics are more responsible for the resistance to transitioning to
alternative forms of energy in the U.S., despite the growing urgency to do so and other countries
already taking the lead in clean energy.
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Chapter 3
Theory
As the literature clearly demonstrates, there are many competing beliefs – all backed by
seemingly credible empirical studies – as to what exactly influences voting behavior in Congress,
what influence is, and how it is exerted. Additionally, the role campaign finance regulations play
in the maelstrom of money, influence, and voting behavior has been subjected to minute
speculation in the years since Buckley v. Valeo in 1976. As with money and influence, whether
they hinder corruption or our democratic expression of free speech still is unclear, and moreover,
extremely difficult test and/or prove the direction of causality.
The federal legislature, bureaucracy, and lobbying corps has been the unit of analysis in
several studies over the years, and may be a part of the reason why the moment and direction of
influence has been difficult to capture. Members of Senate and House of Representatives must
all be extremely adept in fundraising to some degree. If they have spent years forging
relationships with donors in their paths to Congressional office, it is possible that their sources of
campaign contributions and financial cronies will already deeply entrenched. Especially in the
Senate, members of the federal congress often represent a wide spectrum of interests, and thus it
can be difficult to isolate individual moments of influence from the smorgasbord of competing
donors, issues at stake, and constituents.
Therefore, I will be using legislators at the state level as my unit of analysis. State
legislatures are often neglected areas of American politics, yet many regularly pass far more
legislation per year than Congress (Justice, 2015). In a political arena where legislation moves
very quickly and in high volumes, the average member of the public can be excluded from the
decision making process of important legislation, and professional, well funded political action
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groups often have the upper hand in voicing opinions about issues they have a large stake in.
These factors are part of what make the state legislature a compelling unit of analysis. States are
traditionally very good barometers for larger political issues in America and often allow for
individual hypotheses to be tested that aren’t as easily apparent at the federal level. For this
study, observing the states is particularly useful for testing whether or not campaign finance
regulations have any effect on the voting behavior of the legislators. Ohio has monetary limits on
the amount individuals, corporations, and political action committees can donate to politicians
whereas Pennsylvania does not. Apart from this key distinction, the two legislatures are
remarkably similar in makeup as both are professional legislatures and more conservative than
liberal. This allows for a test to be done that isn’t possible when only observing Congress.
Finally, form the lens of environmental bills, which is at the heart of my study, each state has a
unique makeup of mineral and fossil fuel wealth which is ingrained and uniquely tied to its
economic potential, and therefore, political marketplace. The interest groups present in states –
whether pro-fossil fuel or environmentally focused – compete over very specialized and statespecific issues often relevant only to that state itself and give researchers a front row seat to
direct campaigning on, for, and against issues with (seemingly) fewer potentially conflicting
interests than occur at the federal level.
With this theoretical background in mind, this study seeks to find if several factors that
have been shown to influence voting behavior in the federal legislature also occur at the state
level, and through the lens of bills related to fossil fuel production. The following hypotheses
were designed to test the limits and applications of previous research in this field:

16

- H1: Campaign contributions to members of state legislatures from fossil fuel interest
groups lead to higher probability of their voting against a bill favoring fighting climate
change.
This hypothesis is directly related to a very relevant discourse in the public, media, and
even among some presidential candidates. The logic goes that while in office, politicians reward
contributions to their political campaigns by voting in favor of the interests of their donors.
Although this behavior is strictly illegal, it has become a focal point of contention for many.
Since the implementation of the Citizens United (2010) decision by the U.S. Supreme Court,
campaign contributions and their effect on the political process are a contentious point, and
although previous research is divided on this issue, it is still a topic worth revisiting, especially in
regard to the specific field of fossil fuel interest groups and climate change.
In order to mitigate climate change, fossil fuel consumption and pollution resulting from
that any consumption will have to drop off drastically. Many states have enacted legislation that
curbs pollution by fossil fuels, such as scrubbers on coal-fired power plants or carbon-capture
measures. Additionally, some states have elected to place freezes on the further extraction of
fossil fuels to prevent future greenhouse gas emissions. Intuitively, it is in the best interests of
fossil fuel companies to oppose these measures so as to not interfere with their potential to
promote and sell their product. In instances where they have a high stake in a piece of legislation,
fossil fuel interest groups may be more inclined to contribute to the campaign of legislators who
are likely to vote in their favor. Politicians who receive these donations are expected to vote
accordingly when given the chance while in office.
As discussed before, it is difficult to determine what direction the causal arrow goes in
these cases. Are these legislators voting the way they do because of they received contributions
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from groups representing fossil fuels? Or are they receiving campaign contributions because they
are going to vote that way regardless of who donates to their campaign, and in a sense being
rewarded for “good behavior?” Contributions to political campaigns certainly attract the most
attention in the media when it comes to speculating how politicians are influenced to vote, but
contributions likely tell only part of the story and are therefore only one component of the
testing. However, regardless of the direction of causality, I predict that legislators who receive
campaign contributions from fossil fuel interest groups will be more likely to vote against proenvironment legislature.
-

H2: More fossil fuel employment in a legislator’s district will lead to a higher probability
of voting against a bill favoring climate change.
Interest groups from individual districts with a large base of fossil fuel employment are

expected to be particularly vocal and mobilize the grassroots or monetary support for or against
bills related to climate change. The representative of each district is the person most likely to
argue their case to the rest of the state legislature, and therefore likely to be the target of intense
electioneering from fossil fuel lobbies. I expect that representatives whose districts have a great
deal of fossil fuel employment will want to protect an industry that keeps people employed, as it
might account for a great deal of their economy, labor, and political support. Fossil fuel interest
groups often politicize the idea of job loss and economic slowdowns that would be caused by cap
and trade bills, transitions to alternate forms of energy, energy production regulations, and
pollution standards. If fossil fuel production were to be restrained in any way, economic output
and employment opportunities could potentially bring about economic hardship in a
representative’s district and jeopardize their reelection chances. In districts where coal, natural
gas, and petroleum are produced, refined, and mined, the effects of climate change fighting bills
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would be more acutely felt by the energy sector, making those areas ripe for targeting by fossil
fuel interest groups. Politicians representing these districts would then be incentivized to appease
the voters in order to stay in office. Therefore, it may have a very large influence on the
probability that a member of the legislature vote against a climate change bill, and more
importantly, it might have more impact than contributions to political campaigns. Alternatively,
interest groups may specifically target campaign contributions to members of the state legislature
who represent districts with high amounts of workers employed in the fossil fuel sector and who
are likely to defend and protect those assets. In districts that have relatively low overall levels of
fossil fuel sector employment, but with regions that account for all or nearly all the state’s
employment by fossil fuel companies, the representative from those districts would have a great
incentive to protect that area.
-

H3: Voting against bills favoring fighting climate change is most strongly related to a
member of the state legislatures’ political ideology.
The third hypothesis tests one of the more accepted theories of what influences a member

of Congress’ voting the most: their ideology. The party a politician belongs to and their place on
the ideological spectrum likely has the most influence on their decision-making. Interest groups
likely assess which politicians are already most sympathetic to their concerns and make
higher/more frequent campaign contributions to those politicians in hopes of keeping them in
office. Ideology can be thought of the culmination of both campaign contributions and overall
level of fossil fuel production; politicians with pro-fossil fuel ideology are elected by the districts
and states that rely heavily upon them, and these politicians and states/districts are subjected to
enhanced attention from fossil fuel interest groups due to the importance the politicians have to
the interest groups. The interest groups have an incentive to keep these politicians in the
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legislature and to keep the voting base interested in voting them back in. The three are
undoubtedly linked, but will have varying levels of direct influence. In my theoretic framework,
ideology is the foundation from which attention and donations from interest groups comes.
However, political ideology and party are very closely linked, and as will be shown in my
results and discussion section, often indistinguishable from each other in Pennsylvania and
Ohio’s legislatures. When a legislator whose ideological preferences are closely aligned with the
preferences of their party, the tendency to vote along party lines will be very strong. It follows
then that for both states, being a conservative Republican – a party traditionally pro-fossil fuel –
will be a very strong predictor of voting behavior. Loyalty to the party values and the party
platform is expected to be the key factor in both receiving money from specific interest groups
how a legislator votes.
- H4: Campaign finance regulation will have no effect on the probability a legislator
votes for or against a bill.
When conceptualizing, researching, and debating the merits and effects of campaign
contributions, it is impossible to ignore campaign finance regulation and its legality, importance,
and effectiveness. Logically, one would initially suspect states with rigid campaign finance
regulation to have reduced influence of interest groups on how legislators vote, because the
regulation distances and insulates legislators from the vast amounts of money interest groups can
provide them with. However, studies have shown that these regulations simply make interest
groups spend money in alternative ways to ensure that their candidates are elected or that their
issue is significantly advertised to voters. Indeed, by their own admission, most of the time
interest groups contribute to politicians at the same level they would regardless of any
contribution limits in place (assuming it is within the legal boundary) (Hogan, 2005). Therefore,
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in states with the regulations, voters may actually be targeted more about the fossil fuel energy
agenda and more prone to vote in politicians who have specific records against environment
action, and therefore likely to vote against climate related bills anyways. I predict that legislators
coming from Ohio, the state in this sample that has campaign finance regulations (in the form of
caps on donation amounts from any one individual, corporation, or political action committee to
a candidate), should have a higher probability to vote against a bill based on contributions alone.
Campaign finance regulation may not discourage certain voting behavior because it caps total
contributions; it is more likely that a contribution of any significant amount above a token
donation will be sufficient for interest groups to signal their demands to legislators.
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Chapter 4
Data
The data being used in this study come from a wide variety of federal, state, and private
sector agencies and watchdog services. For each state legislator in Ohio and Pennsylvania, data
were collected for the following dependent and independent variables. Due to the nature of the
databases from which most of the data came from, all data were collected at the county level.
From there, I used maps of the state legislative districts compared with county maps to
approximate which counties legislative districts spanned, and averaged the data across those
counties. For example, District 1 of Ohio is in two separate counties, and the household median
income in each is $35,000 and $50,000, respectively, the median household income entry for
District 1-OH in my dataset would be $42,500. While not strictly ideal, this method was used
due to the lack of state legislative district level data. In total, my dataset has 197 legislator
observations: 76 from Ohio and 121 from Pennsylvania.
The bills being examined are HB 133 from Ohio and HB 2235 from PA. Both bills deal
with leasing public and private land throughout the state for gas, oil, and coal companies. They
were chosen due to their divisive nature between environmental activism groups, folks who don’t
want drilling or mining close to their communities, and fossil fuel interest groups who want to
expand their enterprises. Both bills were divisive in the general assemblies of their respective
states, too. Many different groups had stakes in the outcome of each bills, from the fossil fuel
companies, environmental protection groups, and energy consumers. Ultimately, both bills are
signals of how each state wanted to proceed into the future of energy policy. Beginning in 2010,
the natural gas industry was in the early stages of a boom, and drilling rights across Ohio and
Pennsylvania quickly came under scrutiny. The expansion of drilling into previously untapped
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(and off-limits) state lands to accommodate the natural gas industry would also set precedents for
how land was granted to the dying coal industry as well.
House Bill 133 was introduced in March of 2011 and spanned many facets of energy
politics. First, it would establish the Oil and Gas Leasing Commission, which would grant state
agencies the ability to sell off parcels of their land to private oil and gas enterprises. This
controversially includes state parks and forests. The purpose of the bill was to exploit the newly
discovered Marcellus and Utica shale for hydraulic drilling, as well as conventional oil drilling
and exploration. HB 133 would allow for more state agencies, such as universities, to sell land to
natural gas, oil, and coal companies for the purpose of drilling. The Commission would redefine
what kinds of lands are available to be exploited for mineral use.
This new Commission would consist of five members: the chief of the division of
geological survey and four members appointed by the governor. Two of these members would be
representatives of the oil and gas industry, one from the finance or real estate sector, and one
from an environmental agency. No commission was to be granted without at least three yea votes
from the commission.
Right away, one can see where the balance of power can easily be shifted towards the
energy sector. With two members representing the industry the commission was supposed to be
“regulating,” it would only take agreement from any one of the other three members to approve
commissions. However, those concerned with the potential environmental impacts created by
more drilling as a result of the commission were placated with provisions that money received by
a state agency from signing fees, rentals, and royalty payments would be deposited into one of
several environmental or recreational protection funds. Also, nominally at least, the commission
is required to consider many environmental, economic, geological, and social impacts on the
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land being considered for a drilling grant. Each bill went through various roll calls and
amendment processes. HB 133 would eventually after strictly partisan voting, but as the
Republicans were in control of both the House of Representatives and Senate, there was little
resistance.
House Bill 2235 was a bill to place a moratorium on leasing PA state forest land to
natural gas companies. Since commercial drilling of the natural gas in the Marcellus Shale began
in 2008 in Pennsylvania, the state government has taken an extremely aggressive approach to
drilling and enforced little oversight and regulation. HB 2235 was introduced as a brief pause in
the deluge of drilling and as a way to assess the impacts it was having on the environment. It was
heralded by environmental groups as a necessary step to protect state recreational land and as a
way to make more informed decisions about the future of hydraulic fracking in Pennsylvania.
However, the bill was very narrow in scope, accounting for only a small percentage of land being
drilled for natural gas, with the vast majority occurring on private land that remained unaffected
by the moratorium. Additionally, it would not affect the state lands already being drilled at the
time of the bill’s inception.
State land could resume being leased for drilling in the future, but only after a
comprehensive evaluation and assessment of the impacts of drilling on the various ecosystems
contained within the state land up for lease. This bill received a great deal of support from
environmental groups as a way to slow the rapid pace of growth in the natural gas sector. When
the bill went to the General Assembly, it passed the House of Representatives but was rejected
by the Senate. In response to the Senate’s refusal to pass the bill, then-governor Ed Rendell
issued an executive order instituting the moratorium. It was overturned by Governor Corbett in
2014, and then recently re-instated by Gov. Wolf in 2015 with yet another executive order.
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Clearly, support for the concept of limiting drilling, and HB 2235 specifically, has followed the
path of partisan politics in Harrisburg. Members of the General Assembly are not strangers to
energy politics in Pennsylvania. Since the discovery of drilled oil in Titusville in 1859,
Pennsylvania has embraced, for better or for worse, all forms of energy found beneath its soil for
the last 150 years. In doing so, Pennsylvania politics have a long and checkered history of
embracing energy and subsequently adjusting to the environmental, economic, and social
pressures caused by their energy policies and wealth. HB 2235 is one more bill in a long line of
testing the waters for a new energy extraction technology.

Dependent variable:
How legislators voted on their bill – For HB 2235 and HB 133, there were nine votes each. This
variable is coded for each legislator on each of the nine votes in for the bill in their state. This
variable will be the measure of how likely a member of the legislature is to vote against a bill
regulating the fossil fuel industry and will be acquired through a probit test. Probits and logits
will both yield very similar results and the usage of one or the other often comes to personal
preference. In the footsteps of Mallinson (2014), I chose a probit as my choice of regression
method. Probits capture a change in the likelihood that something will occur given new
conditions, and for this study, is an optimal measure of how a legislator will change their voting
behavior given the presence of campaign contributions when compared to other legislators. In
my data set, each legislator who voted against their respective bill is coded with a 1, and those
who voted for it a 0. It should be noted that there was a tenth vote on Ohio’s bill (the vote to
approve the Senate amendments), but it was unanimous and had no variance and was excluded,
meaning that each bill had 9 observations in my dataset. Each legislator received a 1 or 0 for all
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of the nine votes in their respective state. Any legislator who abstained was excluded from the
data set due to the binary constraints of probit analyses. Although abstentions are potentially
interesting phenomenon in themselves, for the sake of this study they were excluded.
Additionally, any legislator who did not have data for any of the following variables was
excluded. The majority of these instances were members who left office during the middle of
their term to accept other nominations and therefore did not vote on the bill in their state.
Specific cases will be discussed in each of the following sections.

Independent variables:
Amount of campaign contributions to legislator from fossil fuel interest groups – These data
were found at FollowTheMoney.org, a non-partisan group who collects and collates political
donations received from interest groups and individuals that represent the interests of coal,
natural gas, and petroleum companies. The organization uses the filings required by each state
for campaign contributions to total the amounts each election cycle, and then the identities of the
groups and people responsible for the donations. FollowTheMoney is particularly useful in that it
has an extensive database of all state legislators in addition to members of Congress. Once its
researchers have identified the groups or individuals responsible for donations in a given election
cycle, they group them based on the sector they represent. The data in my dataset come from any
donor of the Oil & Gas and Mining sectors. Donors of these sectors represent “multinational oil
and gas producers, independent oil and gas producers, natural gas transmission and distribution
services, oilfield service, equipment and exploration providers, petroleum refining and marketing
firms, gasoline service stations, fuel oil dealers, and LPG/liquid propane dealers and producers
(FollowTheMoney, 2017).” The Mining sector includes “coal mining, metal mining and
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processing, non-metallic mining, and mining services and equipment (FollowTheMoney, 2017).”
These data will serve as the main explanatory variables to seek if large, small, or no sums of
money from one of these sectors of interest groups to each of the legislators in the sample have
any impact on the likelihood of voting against bills that would help fight climate change. The
database has entries for each legislator in both states. The two sectors were counted separately in
order to determine if donations from one had more influence than the other. For each legislator,
the donation total in the dataset reflects the total amount of donation dollars they have received
in every single election cycle leading up to the most recent one before the votes on their
respective bills. In Pennsylvania, the average donation from the Mining sector was $1144, and
$840 from the Oil & Gas sector. In Ohio, the average donations were $2625 and $2209.
Table 1: Comparing campaign contributions by state. Mean and Median contributions from the Oil & Gas and
Mining sectors in Ohio and Pennsylvania.

When comparing each party side-by-side, Republicans in both states receive more donations than
their Democratic counterparts, with the exception of Ohio Democrats, who receive more from
the mining sector. As seen in Table 2, in Pennsylvania, the average amount of donation totals
from the mining sector to Republicans is $1808.68 vs $292.26 to Democrats. For the Oil & Gas
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sector, Republicans received on average $1269.63 compared to the $290.57 received by
Democrats. In Ohio, Republicans received an average of $3269.0 from the Oil & Gas sector
while Democrats received $669.35. The mining sector proved to be the only exception to this
general trend. Democrats received far more than their Republican counterparts: $3254.23
compared to $2190.71, respectively. The main reason for this is an outlier in the Ohio
Democratic party who received $85,686 in donations. No other single legislator came close to
this total in either state.
Table 2: Comparing variables by state and party

Oil, natural gas, or coal employment per district - The data for this variable are taken from the
U.S. Census Bureau. They report the number of people employed in the mining, quarrying, oil,
and gas sector for each county in Ohio and Pennsylvania. I averaged the county level reports
across state legislative districts at the beginning of each quarter for each legislator. The data
reported are the average across all four quarters in the year 2010 for Pennsylvania and 2011 for
Ohio. These are the years during which each respective bill was voted on. Districts with higher
numbers of employment will most likely have very vocal and active interest groups rallying
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voters to elect leaders amenable to the fossil fuel industry, and will also be likely to contribute
heavily to these politicians as well. As seen in Table 3, Pennsylvania has a much higher total
employment by the Fossil Fuel sector than Ohio. Pennsylvania’s fossil fuel sector is concentrated
in the south west and south. Ohio’s employment by the fossil fuel sector is not insubstantial,
either, but is concentrated in the western half of the state near the West Virginia and
Pennsylvania border.
Table 3: Fossil Fuel employment by state

Ideology of legislator - Ideology for each legislator is taken in the form of a score issued by the
American Conservative Union, an independent partisan group who assigns scores to state
legislators based on how often they align with conservative principles. Legislators are given
points each time they vote conservatively on a variety of bills that address economic,
environmental, and social issues. The higher the score, the more conservative the legislator is.
Neither of the bills used in this study were ones used by the ACU to score legislators. ACU was
chosen as a measure of ideology due mostly to the fact that while there are an abundance of
groups who evaluate the ideology of members of Congress, most organizations do not usually
assign rankings to state legislators. Additionally, this is the measure used by Mallinson (2014) in
his similar study. This measure is meant to reflect the tendency with which a legislator votes
according to ideological principles, which can sometimes differ slightly from party lines. In my
sample, 55 of 99 members of the Ohio state House of Representatives scored 50 or above on the
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ACU score, making it a majority conservative house. In Pennsylvania, 75 of 130 observed
legislators in the state House of Representatives had a score of 50 or above. The bill being
studied for PA was voted on in 2010, but due to the ACU only beginning to score PA legislators
in 2012, only house members who voted on the bill in 2010 but were still in office two years
later were included in the dataset. As seen in Table 4, the Ohio House of Representatives is more
conservative than Pennsylvania’s, and moreover, Ohio Republicans are far more conservative
than Pennsylvania’s. The great partisan divide in Ohio is a significant one, and will be discussed
in further detail later.

Table 4: Comparing variables by state and party.

Note the Ideology scores of each state, especially that Ohio Republicans are far more conservative than
Pennsylvania Republicans, and that Ohio overall is more conservative
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Control variables:
Campaign Finance Regulations: this is a dummy variable for whether or not a state has
campaign finance regulation. In my dataset, only Ohio has these. They come in the form of
contribution limits. Interest groups cannot contribute more than $12,532.34 to House members in
any one campaign cycle, $37,597.02 to the state party, $18,798.51 to the legislative campaign
fund, and are prohibited from contributing to the county parties. In Pennsylvania, there are no
such contribution limits. All legislators from Ohio will be assigned a “1” for this dichotomous
variable, and PA legislators will be assigned a “0.” These numbers are the up-to-date regulations
provided by the Secretary of State office of Ohio.
Unemployment: When the economy is in a slow period, environmental measures often take a
back seat to more immediately important ones, and the fossil fuel industry often emphasizes how
intimately tied their product is to employment in many areas. Districts with high rates of
unemployment may be more likely to have legislators voting down environmental bills that are
perceived to have negative effect on the economy. The desire for job creation and the potentially
negative effect between the fossil fuel industry and jobs cannot be discounted as an important
influencer for how legislators vote. The data for this variable come from the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics at the county level, and then are averaged across legislative districts. Both Ohio
and Pennsylvania were hit hard by the 2008 Recession, and by 2011 and 2010 respectively,
neither had fully recovered. Rural counties in both states generally had very high levels of
unemployment, with some approaching 17%. In my sample, Pennsylvania had an average of
8.64% unemployment and Ohio an average of 9.12%.
2008 Presidential Election Results: This is a measure of the ideology of each district. By finding
out the ideology of the district, it can be seen if districts simply elect legislators who reflect their
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predisposed opinions about fossil fuels and climate change. Interest groups representing fossil
fuels will probably not be very active in districts that that are extremely liberal given the lack of
ideological support they would have in campaigns for Republican representatives. In those types
of districts, legislators who vote against the ideology of their constituents and who received high
amounts of campaign contributions may be a big red flag. These data were taken from the 2008
election returns provided by both states’ electoral commissions and were again averaged across
legislative districts. Counties that voted for Barack Obama were coded as 0 and counties voting
for Mitt Romney were coded as 1. If a district spanned three counties, two of which voted for
Romney and one for Obama, the district would be coded as 0.333. In districts spanning two
counties that voted for opposite candidates, the district was coded 0.5. Reflecting national trends,
in both states, the majority of the counties voted for Romney, but urban centers carried both
states for Barack Obama.
Party Affiliation: In our political system, the influence party caucusing has on votes can affect
the voting process a great deal. Each Republican in both states’ legislature is given a “1” and
expected to vote against fossil fuel regulation, given that the Republican energy policy generally
includes fossil fuels, as well as being anti-regulatory. In the dataset, there are 53 Pennsylvania
Democrats, 31 Ohio Democrats, 68 Pennsylvania Republicans, and 45 Ohio Republicans. As will
be shown in the results section, voting for each bill was almost entirely on party lines. In Ohio,
both Republicans and Democrats voted along party lines in nearly every single instance. Out of
every legislator for each of the 9 observed votes, there were only 12 instances of voting against
the respective party (2 for Republicans and 10 for Democrats), and only three legislators are
responsible for these instances. Pennsylvania Republicans, who are much less conservative than
Ohio Republicans, frequently crossed party lines on their votes early on in the voting procedure,
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but became much more unified later on in the process. Democrats in Pennsylvania only voted
against the party line 9 times.
Vote Margin in most recent election: This is a measure of the competitiveness of the most recent
election a legislator went through. In very close, tough elections, legislators would be expected
to rely more heavily on campaign contributions in order to win. Once in office, the winners of
closer elections may feel more beholden to their supporters and more likely to vote in accordance
with their demands and interests, whereas those who won easily and without reliance upon the
support of others may have more flexibility and independence while in office. The vote margin is
measured as the percentage of the vote each legislator received minus that of his or her closest
competitor. Cases where a candidate ran unopposed where coded as 100, representing a 100%
margin of votes. In Ohio, 8 house members ran unopposed, while the same was true for 56
observations in Pennsylvania. The large discrepancy between unopposed races accounts for the
large difference in average vote differential between Pennsylvania and Ohio. While the races in
Ohio were relatively close and Republicans and Democrats won by roughly the same amount,
Pennsylvania races were rarely close, especially for Democrats.
Table 5: Vote Differential by state. Total percentage of votes candidates beat their closest opponent by in most
recent election.

Median Income: Poorer districts would be expected to rely more on the cheap energy provided
by fossil fuels than would wealthier ones, so median household income may have an impact on
the ideology of legislators elected. Tied to high fossil fuel employment, low median income may
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also be an indicator of an unwillingness to impede the production of fossil fuels in a district. In
poorer districts, there may not be enough alternative forms of employment or energy that would
allow for legislation inhibiting fossil fuel companies to easily pass. Legislators from poorer
districts may have an increased interest in protecting the cheap energy costs associated with
fossil fuels than those from wealthy districts, who can afford to invest in alternatives. Therefore,
it may be within the interests of legislators from poor districts to vote down any bill that
threatens to discontinue fossil fuel usage. These data are taken at the county level and averaged
across legislative districts. The data come from the U.S. Census Bureau. The districts observed
were consistent across both states at the high and low ends, as well as on average. In both states,
on average Democrats represented lower income districts than Republicans.

Table 6 Median Household Income by state
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Chapter 5
Data Analysis
I tested the aforementioned hypotheses using probit regression models that predict the
probability a state legislator will vote against their respective bill given the presence of a variety
of variables. Since probit results are not directly interpretable based solely off their coefficients,
the coefficients presented in the tables are only evaluated for their statistic significance and
direction, positive or negative.
A probit was run for each of the 9 votes done on both bills. In both states, each legislator
voted on the bill a total of 9 times, which makes for a total of 1773 observations in the sample. I
will break down the results vote by vote, one state at a time. The following model tests all
independent and control variables simultaneously for their effect on voting against each of the
bills. All votes except the first in Ohio are statistically insignificant.* None were remotely close
to achieving p scores at the minimum significance at 0.01 or lower. Table 7 shows the results for
Vote 2 in Ohio.

____________________________________________________________________________________________
*It should be noted that the very first vote on Ohio’s House Bill 133 produced positive and statistically significant
results for all variables. However, as can be seen by the extraordinarily large z score and miniscule p scores, these
results are skewed due to collinear variables in my data set and not to be taken as true. Ideology, party affiliation,
and district party affiliation are very closely related measurements, and when any one variable is removed from the
regression model, the results change drastically. Only models with one of the three variables removed returned
statistically normal results. Thus, exceptionally odd results such as those displayed in vote 1 from Ohio, while
statistically significant, are nonsensical results that stem from particularities in the data set.
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Table 7: Probability estimates of voting against HB-133.

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Pr(>|z|)” column contains
p value. Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05

As shown in Table 7, on Vote 2 none of the variables were statistically significant, and therefore
did not influence the probability of voting against HB 133 in this sample. Votes 2-9 in Ohio
returned similar results due to the fact that after the first vote, except in a few rare instances,
legislators didn’t change their votes for the remainder of the voting procedure.
The votes in Pennsylvania, however, yielded different results. Table 8 shows the results
of Vote 1 in Pennsylvania. The opening round of voting showed that, holding all other variables
equal, median household income and party were both statistically significant and positive,
meaning that having higher median household income in a legislator’s district, as well as being a
Republican increased the probability of voting against HB 2235 in the first vote.
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Table 8: Probability estimates of voting against HB-2355.

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Pr(>|z|)” column contains
p value. Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05.

As the voting process continued, only the Republican Legislator and Median Income variables
were consistently significant. Of the 9 votes on HB 2235, five votes had statistically significant
variables. In all but one, the Republican Legislator variable was both positive and significant,
holding all else equal. Tables 9-13 show these respective results.
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Table 9: Probabilities of voting against HB-2355.

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Pr(>|z|)” column contains
p value. Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05.
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Table 10: Probabilities of voting against HB-2355.

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Pr(>|z|)” column contains
p value. Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05.
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Table 11: Probabilities of voting against HB-2355.

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Pr(>|z|)” contains p value.
Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05.
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Table 12 Probability estimates of voting against HB-2355.

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Pr(>|z|)” contains p value,
in this case significant at the 0.001 level

Additionally, I ran a model comparing each state’s Democratic and Republican parties to
each other. In these comparison models, the sample sizes were the Democratic and Republican
parties. All the same variables were included with the exception of “Republican Legislator.” This
model tested whether or not any of the variables particularly influenced one party more than the
other. As with the other Ohio votes, neither Democrats nor Republicans had any statistically
significant results in Ohio. The same was true for Pennsylvania Democrats. However, on two
votes by Pennsylvania Republicans, Median Household Income was statistically significant and
positive, holding all other variables equal. This suggests that for Republican legislators in
Pennsylvania, a higher Median Household income in their district increases the probability that
they will vote against HB 2235. The results for these two votes are shown in Tables 13 and 14.
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Table 13: Probabilities of voting against HB-2355.

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Pr(>|z|)” contains p value.
Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05.

42
Table 14: Probabilities of voting against HB-2355.

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Pr(>|z|)” contains p value.
Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05.

The final regression run was an interactive model that tested whether contributions from
either fossil fuel sector in Ohio, where there are campaign finance regulations, had a different
effect than those from Pennsylvania, where there are no such regulations. In these models, the
variables for Oil & Gas and Mining contributions relate only to members of the dataset who are
from Pennsylvania, while the new variable at the bottom of each results table indicates members
who received contributions from the respective in Ohio. Four models did exhibit meaningful
relationships between contributions from both the Mining and Oil & Gas sectors and voting
against the bill. However, interestingly on one occasion the sign was the wrong direction for the
Mining sector, going against my predicted hypothesis. The results are shown in Tables 15-18.

43
Table 15: Probabilities of voting against each state’s respective bill in an interactive model.

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Oil & Gas Contributions”
and “Mining Contributions” indicate contributions in Pennsylvania. “Mining Contributions * Campaign
Regulations” and Oil & Gas Contributions * Campaign Regulations” indicates respective contributions in Ohio.
“Pr(>|z|)” contains p value. Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05

Table 15 indicates a negative and statistically significant relationship between Mining
contributions in Ohio, which is contrary to my hypothesis. More notable is a positive and
significant relationship between Mining contributions in Pennsylvania and voting against the bill.
This indicates that in the state that lacks campaign contribution finance regulation
(Pennsylvania), legislators who receive contributions from the mining sector have a greater
probability of voting against HB 2235 on at least one of the votes during the entire voting
procedure.
This trend is evident in a few more instances. Table 16 shows another model for Vote 1
in which contributions from the Oil & Gas sector are the interactive variable.
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Table 16: Probabilities of voting against each state’s respective bill in an interactive model

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Oil & Gas Contributions”
and “Mining Contributions” indicate contributions in Pennsylvania. “Mining Contributions * Campaign
Regulations” and Oil & Gas Contributions * Campaign Regulations” indicates respective contributions in Ohio.
“Pr(>|z|)” contains p value. Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05

In this model, once again, contributions from Pennsylvania’s mining sector are both statistically
significant and positive, making legislators receiving those contributions more likely to vote
against HB 2235 on the first vote.
Table 17 shows the interactive model run for Vote 2 with Mining contributions as the
interactive variable. Although the results for Pennsylvania Oil & Gas contributions are
statistically significant, they are negative.

45
Table 17: Probabilities of voting against each state’s respective bill in an interactive model

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Oil & Gas Contributions”
and “Mining Contributions” indicate contributions in Pennsylvania. “Mining Contributions * Campaign
Regulations” and Oil & Gas Contributions * Campaign Regulations” indicates respective contributions in Ohio.
“Pr(>|z|)” contains p value. Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05

Lastly, Table 18 contains the results for Vote 3 in which Mining contributions were the
interactive variable. In these results, contributions in Pennsylvania from both the Oil & Gas and
Mining sectors are positive and significant, while those from Ohio were not in either case. Once
again, this means that for Vote 3, Pennsylvania legislators who received campaign contributions
from either sector (or both) were more likely to vote against HB 2235, but members of Ohio’s
legislature were unaffected.*
___________________________________________________________________________________________
* In each of these tables, “Ideology” and “Republican Legislator” were statistically significant. This is most likely
an instance of collinearity that has been an issue elsewhere in various models.
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Table 18: Probabilities of voting against each state’s respective bill in an interactive model

“Estimate” column contains the estimated coefficients with their standard error beneath. “Oil & Gas Contributions”
and “Mining Contributions” indicate contributions in Pennsylvania. “Mining Contributions * Campaign
Regulations” and Oil & Gas Contributions * Campaign Regulations” indicates respective contributions in Ohio.
“Pr(>|z|)” contains p value. Signif. codes: 0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05
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Chapter 6
Results, Implication, and Discussions
The results of my probit regressions were by and large statistically insignificant, but
despite this lack of fulfilling results, a compelling story about the nature of state politics still lies
beneath the large p scores. Partisan party politics in both states can potentially explain what the
numbers do not: in both states, members of the legislature stuck to their party line and not much
else. Although there aren’t empirical data in this study to confirm this suspicion, I suspect that
above all other factors, political party explains the voting behavior for legislators in both states.
-

H1: Campaign contributions to members of state legislatures from fossil fuel interest
groups lead to higher probability of voting against a bill favoring fighting climate
change.
Throughout all probits of each vote in both states, there were no instances in which

campaign contributions were statistically significant, except for the very first vote in Ohio.
Therefore, my main hypothesis that, for this sample, campaign contributions from the fossil fuel
sector iwill influence voting behavior was not confirmed. Mallinson (2014) found that, among
Pennsylvania legislators votes during the amendment procedure were most influenced by
campaign contributions from fossil fuel interest groups, but those findings were not confirmed in
this study. At no point during the entire voting process or lifespan of HB 2235 were campaign
contributions found to be significant. While this is certainly good news for those concerned
about the post-Citizens United political landscape, it still raises important questions: if campaign
contributions do not influence voting behavior, why do corporations, interest groups, and
individuals so frequently flood the political process with money? Why are political campaigns
increasingly becoming more and more expensive? Why do we need to regulate campaign
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contributions at all? If money is indeed as important for influencing voting behavior, why don’t
companies spend exponentially more of it? Especially in states where contribution limits exist, a
single $13,000 contribution is hardly going to make a difference to companies with yearly
earnings like ExxonMobil has. As much of the literature reviewed in this study has suggested,
perhaps, rather than think of campaign contributions as a quid pro quo version of corruption, it is
more useful to think of interest groups as part of the larger party structure, and serve as a way for
both parties and interest groups to help legislators who exhibit strong loyalty to ideology and
party platforms stay in office. While the evidence that money influences voting behavior is not
consolidated, it is far more certain that money helps a candidate win elections. Therefore, money
serves as a means to keep the political status quo and fill legislatures with predictable voting
patterns. With contributions not being statistically significant in any of my cases, it certainly
suggests that they serve a role other than buying influence in Ohio and Pennsylvania’s
legislatures.
When examining the dataset and the demographics of the legislators who received
contributions, in Ohio, any kind of Republican received contributions, whereas Democrats very
rarely did at all. Republicans from wealthy and poor districts as well as districts with a high
amount of fossil fuel employment and those without any at all received contributions.
Democrats, on the other hand, whether or not there was fossil fuel employment in their districts
did not tend to receive as many contributions. The only pattern in contributions was that it
happened most frequently to Republicans. This certainly weakens the argument that
contributions are meant to change voting behavior and lends more credibility to the argument
that interest groups target politicians most likely to vote on their behalf no matter what, which in
this study are the Republicans, whose platform favors the fossil fuel industry. If voting is tied
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more closely to party than who gives you money, then it makes sense why Republicans are the
target of the most campaign contributions. In Pennsylvania, the same is largely true. Almost
every single Republican received campaign contributions, but of those few who did not, some
had fossil fuel employment while some didn’t, some were wealthy districts while others weren’t.
Once again, there seemed to be very little pattern. The same was the case for Democrats.
-

H2: More fossil fuel employment in a legislator’s district will lead to a higher probability
of voting against a bill favoring climate change.

Fossil fuel employment was also insignificant in all votes, meaning my second hypothesis
was also not confirmed. In Pennsylvania, a potential reason for this is that fossil fuel
employment extends across much of the state and most districts in some way. While there are
certainly districts with a much higher density of employment than others, fossil fuel production
and mining is a constant across the entire state, and therefore may simply be a benchmark of
policy regardless of the district. Due to its importance to the entire state rather than a select few
districts, it makes sense that this variable is not significant in this sample. However, for Ohio,
employment in the fossil fuel industry is concentrated in a handful of districts in the east and
southeastern part of the state, and I expected it to be a significant variable. However,
employment by the fossil fuel industry is much lower overall in Ohio than Pennsylvania, and
Ohio’s economy relies on it far less than Pennsylvania’s. It may be the case that even in the few
districts with a great deal of employment from the fossil fuel industry, there are diversified
economies.
-

H3: Voting against bills favoring fighting climate change is most strongly related to a
member of the state legislatures’ political ideology
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Ideology, while not a statistically significant variable in any of the regressions, is closely
related to party affiliation. So, while ideology was not significant and this hypothesis not
confirmed, party affiliation did have the most to do with how a legislator voted in Pennsylvania.
Political parties are a way of sorting legislators by their ideology, and so while being more
conservative did not show any significance in this study, being a member of the more
conservative party (Republican) was significant in several instances in Pennsylvania. This has
important implications for what party platforms mean for the development of new legislation and
how the lawmaking in states works. In a state like Pennsylvania, which has a very large
legislature and which isn’t quite as ideologically partisan as Ohio’s, a party influencing voting
behavior is extremely important. Legislators potentially on the fence about voting for or against a
bill are more likely to be absorbed by the party machine and vote in line with the platform.
Through their endorsement and funding potential, political parties are influential in their ability
to support a candidate for election and thus incentivize good behavior from legislators.
-

H4: Campaign finance regulation will have no effect on the probability a legislator votes
for or against a bill

The results for this were somewhat surprising and directly in contrast to my hypothesis. In
Pennsylvania, the results indicate that at different times contributions from both sectors were
significant and positive, as opposed to those in Ohio, which were never significant or positive at
any point. With campaign finance regulations being the differing factor between the two states in
this sample, it suggests that a lack of campaign finance regulations does in fact mean
contributions from the fossil fuel lobby increase the likelihood of voting against HB 2235.
This gives credence to many of the claims that the post-Citizens United world of politics
– one being increasingly filled with monetary contributions to politicians – is one that, lacking

51

more strict limits on contributions will influence legislative voting behavior. If states that allow
infinite contributions, there follows an implication that perhaps it leads to increased
responsiveness to the donor class, which breaches many of the fair-play ethics of democracy and
that having access to money gives one more power to see favorable legislature passed.
However, these findings must be tempered by the fact that in none of the regressions in
either Pennsylvania or Ohio were contributions from either sector found to be significant. In each
case, party affiliation or the median income of the district explained the voting rather than
contributions. Had the independent variables been significant in any case, there would be more
weight given to these findings. Additionally, it should be noted that HB 2235 was not as directly
related to the mining sector as it was to the Oil & Gas sector. The bill only put a moratorium on
hydraulic drilling, not mining, which enjoyed fairly loose regulations. That being said, the bill’s
biggest significance is sending a signal to the fossil fuel lobby as to the state’s desire to more
closely monitor and regulate the impact fossil fuels have on the environment.
Nonetheless, these findings do suggest a need to more closely study the quantifiable
effect campaign finance regulation has on voting behavior specifically. Much of the literature
surrounding campaign finance regulation surrounds whether or not it stops quid pro quo
corruption or if it is democratic, but these findings may indicate a need to carefully construct
studies that test the relationship between the relative relation campaign finance regulations have
on diminishing the influence money has on voting behavior on specific issues.
Control Variables
Of the control variables, only three had statistical significance and all were in
Pennsylvania: Median Household Income, Republican District, and Republican Legislator. These
findings show the importance of strong party policies in Pennsylvania’s state legislatures. Two of
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the three variables to some extent represent a measure of party influences. Being from a
Republican district suggests that the constituents are consenting of the official party platform,
which in my sample means a strong energy policy that supports fossil fuels. So, the relative
income of district, which party the district constituents support, and which party their legislator
comes from turned out to be the biggest (and only) indicators of how a legislator voted on HB
2235. In Ohio for HB 133, while none of the results were statistically significant, the legislators
voted more strictly along party lines than did Pennsylvania’s and is far more partisan in its
ideological makeup, too. So, while party may not have explained the voting for this particular
issue, I suspect that it would be the case for others, and perhaps even different environmentally
related bills. Median Household Income’s significance comes as somewhat of a surprise. Nearly
every district and country in Pennsylvania that has a significant amount of fossil fuel
employment had a median income far below both the state average and median. This means that
in this sample, the legislators representing wealthier districts with little to no fossil fuel
employment are the ones most likely to have voted against HB 2235. Why might that have been?
Potentially, it speaks to the selective targeting by pro-fossil fuel interest groups. It is likely
generally assumed that legislators who come from certain districts with a great deal of fossil fuel
employment will vote in their favor and therefore interest groups target their electioneering
campaigns in wealthier districts more up for grabs. As other results show, all it takes is for the
legislator to be Republican for them to vote certain ways. When looking at the sample for this
study, Republican-led districts in Pennsylvania had a much higher median incomes than their
Democratic counterparts. In all likelihood, this is the main reason why Median Household
Income was a significant variable.
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Chapter 7
Conclusion
These findings, or lack thereof are indicative of the difficult nature in proving, defining,
and understanding exactly what money does in politics, as well as in creating an adequate study
capable of capturing influence. Money certainly helps elect politicians, but finding whether or
not it affects voting behavior is far a far more difficult task for researchers. In the case of this
study, campaign contributions from the relevant economic sectors were largely not shown to
have an effect on how legislators voted on bills important to certain interest groups, and, at least
nominally, party emerged as the single most important explainer of voting behavior on both bills.
Remember, in both states, all legislators ultimately voted entirely on party lines. While
empirically I cannot say that party affiliation influenced voting behavior on these bills,
intuitively it can be suggested that party has an important – if not definable from this particular
study – role in political decision-making. Political campaign contributions can be thought of as
part of the greater party machine and interest groups play an important role in coordinating with
parties to ensure that the best people are elected. The results of this study suggest that, in
addition to designing further studies that question the nature of campaign contributions, further
research into the role that parties play in voting behavior among legislators is an important and
complementary subject.
There are certainly many limitations in this study. The first and most significant is the
lack of a time-based comparison. Tracking voting behavior on a single issue over time alongside
contributions from the sector related to that issue allows for a more comprehensive analysis,
because it is easier to see how behavior responds to monetary stimuli. Another problem with this
study is that it only measures the influence of one single actor in the political arena. While I
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tested the influence of pro-fossil fuel groups, I did not measure the influence of the opposite
influencers, such as pro-environment groups on how a legislator voted. Those actors likely had
an impact on the legislative process as well, but were not included in this study. Ultimately, as
with so many other studies, it is difficult to determine the direction of causality in contributions.
Many of the legislators in the sample had historically received a fair amount of money from the
fossil fuel sector, but I would conjecture that that’s simply because they vote staunchly
Republican - which means almost always in favor of the fossil fuel industry – and therefore want
to keep them in office to maintain the status quo.
Overall, while heartening to see that for this particular issue, money is not the issue at the
heart of fossil fuel support in Ohio and Pennsylvania, these results suggest that in order to make
meaningful environmental progress at the state levels, drastic changes in party platforms are
necessary. The recent poll by The New York Times (Popovich, Schwartz, & Schlossberg, 2017)
shows that the public firmly believes in a reduction of carbon emissions in order to curb climate
change, even in the counties of Ohio and Pennsylvania bounded firmly to the fossil fuel sector.
However, the party will be the vehicle through which change is enacted, and rather than bemoan
campaign contributions for corrupting politics, parties with outdated platforms at odds with the
long-term needs of the constituents need to be addressed. Campaign contributions can be thought
of as a red herring for what actually matters: political parties being the heart of our political
inclinations and filtering the action of legislators through their narrow, platform driven lens.
While campaign contributions are a more easily quantifiable problem for members of the media
and political sphere, they may only be a small segment of a much larger picture that includes
deeply held loyalty to parties and the power of party caucusing. The data presented here suggest

55

that state legislators, who often go unopposed in elections and receive little media attention, are
more the tools of party politics rather than campaign contributions.
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