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The (Financial) Ties That Bind: Social 
Networks of Intraparty Caucuses

Intraparty caucuses in the US Congress are often recognized for the infor-
mation sharing, voting blocs, and personal relationships they facilitate. This arti-
cle introduces an additional benefit to joining intraparty caucuses: campaign do-
nations. Applying social network analysis and exponential random graph models 
to the 115th and 116th Congresses, I find that members are more likely to donate 
to their fellow caucus members than other members in Congress. In addition, I 
find that party leaders, particularly Republican party leaders, are less likely to 
donate to members that join intraparty caucuses, indicating that Leadership PAC 
funding is strategic for rank-and-file members and party leaders alike. This article 
adds to our understanding of intraparty caucuses, particularly their role in fa-
cilitating member-to-member campaign donations, and the relationship between 
caucus members and party leaders.

Introduction

Congressional caucuses offer several well-documented ben-
efits to members of Congress, including information sharing, leg-
islative development, and leadership opportunities (Miler 2011; 
Rubin 2017). Ideological, intraparty caucuses, like the Freedom 
Caucus or Progressive Caucus, provide members with additional 
benefits: establishing an ideological “brand” within their party, 
tapping into a network of external donors and party advocates 
(Clarke 2020), and facilitating collective bargaining against pow-
erful party leaders (Rubin 2013, 2017). Across these activities, the 
inherent goal for intraparty caucus members is to differentiate 
themselves from the party core, either symbolically or through leg-
islative action.

But these advantages have their limitations. Intraparty cau-
cuses are not universally successful and are forced to be selective 
about their legislative endeavors within the chamber. Although 
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caucus connections can fill informational gaps (Hammond 2001; 
Miler 2011), well-organized groups can thwart procedural advan-
tages (Rubin 2017, 2013), and ideological branding can attract 
new donors (Clarke 2020); the congressional leaders’ toolbox re-
mains immense and institutionalized. In an era of party centrali-
zation—in which plum committee assignments, legislative success, 
and financial support is in the hands of congressional leaders—
the decision to join an intraparty caucus holds potential for re-
percussions (Curry 2015; Pearson 2015). While these institutional 
penalties are clearly not a deterrent (in the 115th Congress, 2017–
19, 57% of members belonged to an intraparty caucus1), existing 
research on intraparty caucuses is still divided on whether the re-
lationship between leaders and caucus members is complementary 
or divisive (Clarke 2020; McGee 2017).

This article introduces an additional—and tangible—
motivation to joining an intraparty caucus that, unlike other ben-
efits, is consistent and directly counters congressional leadership: 
member-to-member campaign donations via Leadership PACs 
(LPACs). Existing work on intraparty caucuses has noted the 
unique networks of external donors and party activists that in-
traparty caucuses can provide, alongside organizational support 
for campaign fundraising (Clarke 2020; Rubin 2017). But there is 
a vast network of direct donations within Congress worth explor-
ing. While research on LPACs has largely presented them as a tool 
for congressional leaders (Currinder 2003; Kanthak 2007), I con-
sider how LPACs can be a strategic tool for rank-and-file mem-
bers as well. Contrary to their name, LPACs allow all members 
of Congress to make political contributions to their peers. Thus, 
unlike other tools of leadership control, LPACs can be equally uti-
lized by rank-and-file members. And in the past 20 years, funds 
raised and donated by LPACs have grown exponentially: in 1990, 
LPACs contributed $2.8 million to federal candidates and mem-
bers of Congress, but in 2018, LPACs contributed $79.8 million 
(OpenSecrets.org).2 Yet despite this growth, we know little about 
how LPAC donations are awarded beyond party-leader strategies 
or case-study approaches (Currinder 2003; Kanthak 2007; McGee 
2017).

By applying an Exponential Random Graph Model (ERGM) 
to a social network analysis of  every member of  the US House 
of  Representatives in the 115th and 116th congresses, I consider 
how intraparty caucuses facilitate LPAC donations and protect 
members from party leaders’ financial repercussions. I ultimately 
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find that intraparty caucus members are more likely to donate 
to their intraparty peers than other rank-and-file members, even 
when controlling for vulnerability, retirement, or voting records. 
Furthermore, these caucus-driven donations juxtapose against 
the financial decisions of  party leaders: Republican intraparty 
caucuses more often replace leadership LPAC funding, while 
Democratic intraparty caucuses supplement leadership LPAC 
funding. Republican Party leaders are less likely to give to mem-
bers who join an intraparty caucus, while Democratic leaders are 
still willing to donate to all members, yet still significantly more 
likely to give funds to noncaucus members. Within the two par-
ties, moderate groups are more likely to maintain party-leader 
ties, while fringe caucuses are noticeably more exclusive in their 
donations—which I argue is a reflection of  both ideological 
branding and financial strategy.

This research offers three contributions. First, it docu-
ments an additional motivation for joining an intraparty caucus. 
Intraparty caucuses provide more than institutional advantages or 
information—they also facilitate financial opportunities. Second, 
this research clarifies our understanding of intraparty dynamics 
by documenting how leaders respond to members that join an in-
terparty caucus. Documenting LPAC giving provides an observ-
able network of giving, receiving, and denying. Third, this research 
contributes to the understudied arena of LPACs. Understanding 
the role intraparty caucuses play in member-to-member giving 
adds depth to the subset of research on congressional campaigns, 
as well as to the larger literature on the powerful role money plays 
in legislative actions.

Methodologically, this research applies social network and 
ERGM analysis to new, original data that includes every intraparty 
caucus in Congress during the 115th and 116th congresses, captur-
ing financial information for what it is: relationships. Further, by 
using information from the most recently completed congressional 
sessions, this research provides a modern look at the impact party 
centralization has on the decision-making of individual members, 
as well as the potential limitations of party power.

Intraparty Caucuses and Congressional Leadership

The power of congressional leaders over the legislative pro-
cess has ebbed and flowed, (Cooper and Brady, 1981; Cox and 
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McCubbins 2005; Lee 2016). Today, party leaders control com-
mittee assignments, information, party messaging, and—most 
importantly for this research—party campaign donations (Curry 
2015; Hall and Deardorff  2006; Pearson 2015). Congressional 
caucuses directly threaten that power by offering alternative chan-
nels of information, policy development, and constituent signaling 
(Hammond 2001; Rubin 2017; Wallner 2016). Historically, party 
leaders have been well attuned to the potential imbalance that cau-
cuses facilitate. The 1995 reforms that ushered in a new era of con-
gressional centralization took a purposeful swipe at all caucuses 
by stripping them of their Legislative Service Organization (LSO) 
status, which denied them permanent staff  and appropriated funds 
(Hammond 2001). Today, it remains difficult to hire staff  and 
maintain caucuses under these new rules (Meier 2020), making it 
more costly to join as a member (Rubin 2017). Yet these institu-
tional roadblocks did not completely stifle them. Since 1995, the 
number of caucuses has continued to expand, from an estimated 
118 in 1995 to over 400 today—a testament to their importance to 
rank-and-file members (Hammond 2001; Miler 2011).

Each of the three types of congressional caucuses—policy, 
national constituency, and intraparty or partisan—provide oppor-
tunities for members to sidestep various advantages of party lead-
ers. Policy caucuses—the overwhelming majority of congressional 
caucuses—allow members to gain expertise outside of (leadership-
assigned) committee jurisdictions and signal their dedication to a 
policy arena relevant to their district (Miler 2011). National con-
stituency caucuses such as the Congressional Black Caucus or the 
Congressional Caucus for Women’s Issues provide similar benefits 
of comradery, communication, and constituency signaling. Often, 
these national constituency caucuses act as a powerful voting bloc 
(Mixon and Ressler 2001).

But intraparty caucuses offer the most direct challenge to 
party leadership. Since their formation in the 1970s, intraparty 
caucuses have presented themselves as an ideological juxtaposi-
tion to the party core (Rosenfeld 2018). These groups are more 
ideologically cohesive than members in the party at large (Lucas 
and Deutchman 2009), leading to legislative and committee alli-
ances, often in response to party leadership (Green 2019; Wallner 
2016). Party leaders are attentive to these relationships, both for 
the threat they generate for the party’s whip count as well as their 
external affiliation. These groups are often representative of the 
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ideological base of parties, including donors and activists (Clarke 
2020).

Among intraparty caucuses, there are differences in the strat-
egies and dedication of members. Some groups, such as the House 
Freedom Caucus or Blue Dog Coalition, have pacts that require 
members to band together for tenuous floor votes (Rubin 2017). 
Others, such as the Republican Study Committee, focus on provid-
ing research or ideological messaging. The goals and formality of 
individual caucuses will vary across time, depending on political 
environment, internal leadership, or member needs. Additionally, 
a caucus’s actions will be dependent on the chamber environment. 
For example, intraparty caucuses, particularly moderate ones, are 
advantaged by a slim majority. Operational decisions ultimately 
affect the caucus’s institutional impact, as well as the attractive-
ness of membership. Demanding caucuses may be more impactful 
in the chamber, but more costly to join (Rubin 2017). But across 
these internal differences, intraparty caucuses uniformly facilitate 
relationships—particularly intraparty relationships, a founda-
tional requirement for member-to-member giving (Lazar 2015). 
Thus, donations to peers in intraparty caucuses benefit both the 
larger party goals (Currinder 2003) and their caucus connection 
and brand.

Intraparty Caucuses and Leadership PACs

Political Action Committees (PACs) are an essential part of 
congressional elections, donating millions of dollars every year to 
congressional candidates and party organizations. Congressional 
leaders dedicate thousands of dollars to vulnerable members and 
encourage (or require) rank-and-file members to donate to the 
party’s campaign arm. Rank-and-file members have their own 
personal motivations for falling in line with party requests for 
money: desirable committee assignments and leadership positions 
are well-documented rewards for members who assist with party 
fundraising goals (Heberling and Larson 2012; Ornstein 2000). 
Member-to-member giving outside of party campaign committees 
occurs through Leadership Political Action Committees (LPACs), 
Joint Fundraising Committees (JFCs), and personal campaign 
accounts.

LPACs pose unique advantages that are relevant for under-
standing congressional relationships. While party leaders often 
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advise members how to allocate the expenditures of their PACs 
(Gierzynski and Jewell 1992), ultimately, the individual member 
has the final say on who receives money from their LPAC. Unlike 
campaign committees, LPAC funds can be applied to campaign 
travel and expenditures and are considered a litmus test for a 
member’s fundraising prowess (Lazar 2015). LPACs are funded 
by donors and interest groups, but the purpose is solely to pro-
mote other politicians. This financial arrangement allows mem-
bers to give and receive from one another. Even congressional 
caucuses maintain their own LPAC. With the exception of the Tea 
Party Caucus, every intraparty caucuses in the 115th and 116th 
Congress had their own dedicated LPAC fund managed by cau-
cus staff. This indicates both a uniform professionalization among 
intraparty caucuses and the important role finances play within 
caucuses (Rubin 2017).

The system of LPACs permeates Congress. While not all 
members headed a LPAC in the 115th Congress, 282 did, and 
373 received money from one. Even members who have publicly 
disavowed their party’s campaign committees have done so while 
maintaining their own LPAC. In a 2020 interview, Rep. Ted Yoho 
(R-FL) denounced the party’s reliance on members of Congress 
to raise funds for the party, stating, “I don’t do the dialing for dol-
lars… that’s not my role as a congressman. I see too many people 
of these people spending 10 to 20 hours [at the NRCC] to raise 
funds” (Wamp 2020). Yet in 2018, he raised over $38,000 dollars 
for his own LPAC, America Unlimited—of which $35,000 was do-
nated to fellow Republicans.3 Rep. Yoho is not alone. In total, 417 
members of the 115th Congress were connected to one another ei-
ther by giving to or receiving from a LPAC. This web of donations 
provides opportunities for individual members to show support 
for colleagues—either echoing party leaders’ own LPACs support 
or as an opportunity to form bonds.

However, existing theories of LPAC donations have largely 
ignored the role of intraparty caucuses in these donations, instead 
centering on the strategies of party leaders given their majority or 
minority status in the chamber. Members of the majority party, 
in an attempt to maintain their majority status, will give heavily 
to current members; minority party members will look outward, 
directing funds toward congressional candidates and challeng-
ers with the hope of expanding the size of their party (Currinder 
2003). Work that has noted differences in LPAC giving between 
leaders and intraparty caucus members has limited analysis to the 
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prominent Freedom Caucus (McGee 2017). Other work has found 
relationships between party leaders, divergent DW-Nominate 
scores, and LPAC giving (Kanthak 2007). But in an era in which 
floor votes are preordained by party leaders (Cox and McCubbins 
2005; Curry and Lee 2020), these scores are increasingly corre-
lated with partisanship rather than ideology. Beyond statements 
to the press, there is little opportunity for rank-and-file members 
to express ideological differences. When looking to donate to like-
minded colleagues, members have few options to differentiate 
among their peers. Intraparty caucuses offer rank-and-file mem-
bers a unique opportunity to publicly signal an ideological devia-
tion that is increasingly unachievable in an era of centralized floor 
votes.

The Role of Intraparty Caucuses in Leadership PAC Giving

Beyond the aforementioned benefits that intraparty caucuses 
offer, I posit that there is a financial gain to be made in joining an 
intraparty caucus. In addition to an external network of ideologi-
cal donors and activists (Clarke 2020), intraparty caucuses facili-
tate internal giving and receiving from like-minded members. Not 
only is this a tangible benefit, but these financial connections ulti-
mately strengthen the bond between caucus members in a mean-
ingful way, making the decision to join an intraparty caucus all the 
more appealing.

If  intraparty caucuses play a role in the decision to donate 
to a fellow member of Congress, I expect the social networks of 
LPAC donations to reflect this dynamic in two ways. First, given 
that intraparty caucuses, at their core, facilitate personal relation-
ships, members who have chosen to join an intraparty caucus will 
be well connected with each other, but not necessarily with other 
members of the chamber or their party. Thus, I expect that mem-
bers will be more likely to donate to members in their shared intra-
party caucuses and less likely to donate to members outside of their 
caucus. Members who do not belong to an intraparty caucus will be 
less likely to donate to members in an intraparty caucus.

Second, in an era where party leaders strategically work be-
hind the scenes to only allow for successful floor votes, there is 
little opportunity to rebuff individual members for ideological 
differences. LPACs offer a traceable, yet subtle, measure of po-
tential punishment. Given intraparty caucuses’ direct ideological 
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competition with congressional leadership, I expect congressional 
leaders to be less likely to give to members who join an intraparty 
caucus.

Lastly, this research also takes into consideration the reali-
ties of party maintenance (Currinder 2003). Party leaders are still 
inclined to prioritize a fractured majority over an ideologically ho-
mogeneous minority. I expect congressional leaders to support vul-
nerable members, regardless of caucus membership. I also consider 
vulnerability as a way to control for the possibility that ideologi-
cally extreme members—and thus, those more inclined to join a 
caucus—are more likely to be electorally safe (Bafumi and Herron 
2010; Jacobson and Carson 2015). The null hypothesis of these 
expectations is no significant monetary relationship between intra-
party caucus members compared to nonmembers, or no relation-
ship between party leaders and intraparty caucus members.

Application of Social Network Analysis

Network analysis is best applied when studying an entire 
population—in this case, members of the 115th Congress and 
116th Congress (Larson 2016). Yet while social network analy-
sis has been applied to congressional relationships through com-
mittee assignments (Porter et al. 2005), legislative cosponsorship 
(Fowler et al. 2007), lobbying donations (Victor and Koger 2016), 
and shared caucus membership (Victor and Ringe 2009), research 
has underutilized the relationship between rank-and-file members 
and party leaders via LPACs.

In a social network, there are individual “nodes” (members 
of Congress) that are connected by “edges” or “links” (LPAC 
donations). Social network analysis considers the relationship 
between two nodes, regardless of their individual attributes (Box-
Steffensmeier and Christenson 2014). Because of this, social net-
work analysis is largely descriptive. However, application of an 
Exponential Random Graph Model (ERGM) allows us to con-
sider the statistical probability of a shared connection given nodal 
covariates—in other words, how individual characteristics of a 
member impact the likelihood of a monetary connection with an-
other member. In addition to an ERGM of nodal attributes, I also 
consider how the amount of money being donated (the “weight” 
of the edges) impacts an individual node’s location within the 
network.
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Data

This study focuses on the House of Representatives, where 
caucuses play a more prominent role than in the Senate. I com-
piled an original dataset with every member of the House of 
Representatives in the 115th and 116th congresses by pairing bio-
graphical and district information with archival research on con-
gressional caucus membership. I analyze the full social network of 
the 115th and 116th congressional session—every member, includ-
ing those who retired or resigned. In addition to capturing changes 
among intraparty groups in a modern setting, this selection also 
allows us to compare how giving habits change with majority 
control (the Republican Party held the majority in the 115th; the 
Democratic Party in the 116th).

Each member represents a node within our analysis and in-
cludes covariates that reflect common variables expected to af-
fect campaign donations, including electoral vulnerability and 
announced retirements. There is a total of 450 individual nodes 
in the 115th Congress, with 417 of these members attached to 
the network (38 members did not give or receive any LPAC 
donations).4 In the 116th Congress, there are 398 members con-
nected, including the 101 new members.5 This research will detail 
the 115th congressional session, but results are consistent across 
the two sessions. Full results for the 116th Congress are found in 
the Appendix.

For caucus memberships, I relied on the archives of the 
Congressional Yellow Book—a quarterly publication of member-
submitted biographical and professional information.6 Within 
the 115th and 116th congresses, there are eight active intraparty 
caucuses7—five Republican and three Democratic. Based on 
the average first dimension of DW-Nominate scores (Poole and 
Rosenthal 1985), the most conservative intraparty caucuses dur-
ing the 115th Congress were the Liberty and Freedom Caucuses, 
while the most liberal was the Progressive Caucus. The Republican 
Study Committee is the largest by far with 153 members, followed 
by the Progressive Caucus’s 72 members. The smallest caucus is 
the conservative Liberty Caucus Table 1.

Race competitiveness is undoubtedly related to the amount 
of money members receive. To measure candidate vulnerability, 
I relied on the Cook’s Partisan Voting Index (PVI), measured in 
October 2018—the last PVI released prior to the 2018 midterm 
elections. During the 115th Congress, Republicans were far more 
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vulnerable than Democratic members. Cook’s PVI considered 45 
Republican districts as a “toss up” district, compared to three 
Democratic districts. I ultimately used the broadest measure of 
vulnerability: what Cook PVI labels “likely” seats that are “not 
considered competitive at this point but have the potential to be-
come engaged” (Cook and Wasserman 2018).8 Using this meas-
ure ensures that vulnerability is not biased by the most prominent 
and expensive races and captures unexpected political “upsets,” 
such as Rep. Steve Russel (R-OK), who lost to Democrat Kendra 
Horn (Wingerter 2018). Furthermore, incumbents tend to be-
lieve their reelection efforts are more vulnerable than they likely 
are (Jacobson and Carson 2015; Mayhew 1974). Thus, using this 
“likely” measurement more appropriately captures members’ own 
reelection concerns.

These individual nodes were then paired with a directed 
edgelist of LPACs. Each edge is an individual donation from one 
LPAC to an individual member or another LPAC. For this, I col-
lected original data from OpenSecrets.org, a nonpartisan research 
center that maintains a running list of LPACs, the amounts and 
recipients of LPAC funding, compiled from Federal Election 
Commission (FEC) records.9 Because these are unreciprocated do-
nations, the relationship is a “directed” edge. While members can 
maintain their LPAC after they leave office, I only include those 
that are operated by members of the 115th Congress. I only in-
clude edges (donations) that connect to a fellow member, although 
several LPACs donate to candidates as well. The average LPAC 
(across both parties) donates $144,031.91 in total. In the 115th 
Congress, there are 12,870 unique directed edges (donations) in 

TABLE 1  
Intraparty Caucuses (115th Congress)

Caucus Name, Party Affiliation N Mean DW-Nom, 1st Dim

House Freedom Caucus, R 26 0.674
Liberty Caucus, R 10 0.602
Tea Party Caucus, R 24 0.532
Republican Study Committee, R 153 0.529
Tuesday Group, R 14 0.32
Progressive Caucus, D 72 −0.469
New Democrat Coalition, D 57 −0.298
Blue Dog Coalition, D 18 −0.226
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our dataset and 417 connected nodes (450 total nodes, 38 nodes are 
unattached). LPACs can donate to several members of Congress, 
and members can receive funds from multiple PACs. Mutual giv-
ing between members is common, as detailed in the results below.

As expected, the two parties are clearly separated, with al-
most zero cross-party donations.10 Because of this, I analyze each 
party as their own network.11 Figure 1 presents the social network 
of Republican members in the 115th Congress, highlighting cau-
cus memberships. Figure 2 illustrates caucus members across the 
Democratic network.12 The closer the node is to the center of the 
network, the more connected it is to other members. Nodes on 
the edge of the network are less connected to fewer and less well-
connected individuals.

The networks highlight initial visual differences between the 
two parties. Republican nodes are much more concentrated toward 
the center, making a denser, more compact network. While clearly 
centralized, the Democratic network is not as tight knit as the 
Republican network. Measuring the clustering coefficients of each 
party’s weighted, directed network confirms this—the mean tran-
sitivity (the probability that adjacent nodes of a given member are 
connected, or form a “triangle”) of the Republican graph is 0.497, 
while the mean of the Democratic graph is 0.2768. Republican 
members are more densely connected to their party peers than 
Democratic members are to theirs. Continuing with a preliminary 
visual analysis, in the Republican network, the Freedom Caucus 
is both tight-knit and on the edge of the network, far from party 
leaders in the center. The large membership size of the Republican 
Study Committee is also notable in Figure 1, with members spread 
throughout the network. The moderate Tuesday Group is centered 
in the network, with a few connected nodes drifting toward the 
edge of the network. Lastly, the Liberty and Tea Party caucuses 
are collected on the edge of the network, but the pattern is less 
clearly defined, particularly when compared to their more organ-
ized ideological counterpart, the Freedom Caucus. Within the 
Democratic Party, the Progressive Caucus is dissipated through-
out the network, veering toward the outer rim. The moderate New 
Democrat Coalition has several nodes located near the center of 
the network and nodes dispersed to the edges. Lastly, the Blue Dog 
Coalition is largely compiled in the center of the network, with a 
small cluster near the edge.

Degree measures quantify the visual observations. “Raw” 
degree is the number of individuals a node is linked to. A higher 
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FIGURE 1  
Social Network of Republican Members (115th Congress) 

Note: Each node represents a member of Congress. Each edge (gray line) represents a 
donation via LPAC. For ease of viewing, edges do not capture weight (amount of donation). 
Layout is established using a force-directed algorithm (Fruchterman Reingold).
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degree signals that a member is better connected: giving to (or re-
ceiving from) several other members. In the 115th Congress, the 
top donors based on outward degree include several members of 
leadership. High inward degree correlates with vulnerable mem-
bers. These well-connected members are located in the center 
of the network. Weighted degree takes into consideration the 
weight—or size—of the donation in each connection. This cap-
tures differences between members who give smaller amounts of 

FIGURE 2  
Social Network of Democratic Members (115th Congress) 

Note: Each node represents a member of Congress. Each edge (gray line) represents a 
donation via LPAC. For ease of viewing, edges do not capture weight (amount of donation). 
Layout is established using a force-directed algorithm (Fruchterman Reingold).
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money more broadly and members who give greater amounts of 
money to fewer people.

In the 115th Congress, the density of the Republican network 
is explained by the sheer volume of donations, both in the number 
of connections and the amount of money being donated. In the 
Republican network, the average node is connected to 20 other 
nodes at an average donation of $1,908 outward and $4,759 re-
ceiving. Within the Democratic network, the average node is only 
connected to eight nodes, while the average donation outwards is 
$1,360 and $2,334 inwards. A look at the top donors for each party 
further highlights this: then-Speaker Paul Ryan (R-WI), the top 
donor of the Republican Party, gave to 195 members, while the top 
Democratic donor, former Rep. Joe Crowley (D-NY) only gave to 
80. Top recipients mirror this partisan trend as well.13 This follows 
a consistent trend of greater LPAC donations to Republican can-
didates over the past several years.

Within the two networks, there is consistency between raw 
degree and weight, meaning that those who are donating to a 
lot of people are also donating large amounts. The only anom-
aly between these two measures is in the Republican network, 
where Rep. Mark Meadows (R-NC)—a prominent member of 
the Freedom Caucus in the 115th Congress—is the third-highest 
donor by weighted degree. Yet Rep. Meadows is only ranked 55th 
when measuring by unweighted degree, only donating to 36 mem-
bers but giving $44,560 on average per donation. Compare this to 
Speaker Ryan, who donated to 195 members at an average dona-
tion of only $8,892. Outside of this discrepancy, the top donors 
and receivers are largely consistent across degree type.14 While this 
does not translate to consistency between degree and weighted 
degree throughout the entire network, a regression analysis con-
firms a positive relationship between congressional leadership 
and higher outward degree as well as candidate vulnerability and 
higher inward degree for both degree types.15

ERGM Application

While it’s clear that party leaders dominate spending and 
vulnerable members dominate receiving, we still lack information 
about donations throughout the entire network and potential mo-
tivations of the majority of members. To answer questions about 
LPAC relationships, I apply an ERG model to our social network 
of LPAC giving to capture the likelihood of an individual member 
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giving to his or her peer. ERG models develop their probability by 
comparing an actual network with the probability of a randomly 
generated network under the provided parameters (Cranmer and 
Desmarais 2011). In application, these models are similar to logis-
tic regression models by considering the likelihood of y (member-
to-member donation) given x (nodal covariates) but considers the 
relationships in a matrix format—thus capturing the likelihood of 
a connection between two members given all possible connections 
in the network. ERGM then uses these observed network statis-
tics to maximize the likelihood (MLE) of the actual network. I 
estimate the ERGM with Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) 
simulation, which improves the estimates until sample iterations 
are stable. This is a common approach to ERG models (Box-
Steffensmeier and Christenson 2014; Snijders et al. 2006).16 I apply 
this model using the ERGM package in R (Hunter et al. 2008).

The dependent variable in the ERGM analyses below is the 
likelihood of a donation from one member to another. These links 
are captured by LPAC giving to another member’s LPAC or di-
rectly to another member. A caveat of  ERG models is that edge 
analysis is limited to binary ties (Cranmer and Desmarais 2011). 
Thus, this analysis does not take into consideration the weight 
(amount of money) of  the edge (donation), instead focusing solely 
on the presence of a relationship given nodal (member) quali-
ties.17 Given that LPAC donations are largely consistent by degree 
type as discussed above, this does not have significant implica-
tions for this research, but future applications should consider 
ways to engage with the monetary amount of each donation. For 
each member, dichotomous variables represent caucus member-
ships and whether they are in a leadership position.18 In addition 
to caucus membership and party leadership, I consider variables 
commonly thought to affect the likelihood of giving or receiving 
a member-to-member donation, including dichotomous measures 
of  vulnerability (Cook’s PVI) and whether a member retired later 
that year. For the models on party-leader giving, I include a con-
tinuous variable of  DW-Nominate score distance from the party 
leader mean.19

Lastly, network degeneracy is an important concern when 
analyzing network analysis. I address this in several ways. First 
and foremost, the use of ERGM analysis captures relational data 
more accurately than other approaches, such as dyadic regression 
models, by inherently taking into consideration the likelihood of 
network ties given the observed network. Thus, applying ERGM 
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to the actual LPAC network of the 115th and 116th Congresses 
means that our results accurately model both the exogenous (co-
variate) effects as well as the endogenous attributes (network struc-
ture) (Cranmer and Desmarais 2011). In addition, the specification 
of my models considers the reality of homophily among members 
of Congress—I control for mutual reciprocity between members 
of Congress, as noted in the table notes below. Lastly, I address 
concerns of network degeneracy by separating the congressional 
network into two separate party networks. We know that partisans 
are much more likely to donate to members of their own party. 
By estimating caucus-affiliated ties within a party, rather than 
throughout the chamber at large, I ensure that estimates are not 
overestimated, simply due to partisan alignment.20

In the results below, I first consider the likelihood of any mem-
ber of Congress donating or receiving money to another member, 
given an individual’s caucus membership in the party-wide giving 
models. Second, to capture party leadership giving habits, I isolate 
the outward donations of party leaders. Because there is no signifi-
cant cross-party giving, I consider each party as its own separate 
network. I present the results of the 115th Congress below. The 
full results of the 116th Congress can be found in the Appendix.

Results

Member-to-Member Giving (115th Congress)

I expect that network ties will be more likely when two mem-
bers are in the same intraparty caucus and less likely between mem-
bers who are not in a shared caucus. Table 2 presents the results 
of our undirected analysis for the Republican Party network, and 
Table 3 presents the results of our Democratic Party network.21 In 
each of these tables, the nodes—all members of the Republican 
or Democratic party—remain the same across all models, but the 
edge characteristics differ by model. Model A in each table pre-
sents the probability of a LPAC relationship between members 
who are mutually in the same intraparty caucus, while Model B 
presents the likelihood of a donation when neither member is in 
a given caucus. Model C and D present the likelihood of a mixed 
donation, one in which the donor (Model C) or recipient (Model 
D) is in the caucus, and the recipient (Model C) or donor (Model 
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D) is not. All models control for electoral vulnerability and mem-
ber retirement. If  a legislator is in multiple caucuses, each caucus 
membership is considered individually. For example, if  a member 
is in both the Freedom Caucus and RSC, Model A will demon-
strate the likelihood of that member receiving a donation from a 
fellow Freedom Caucus Member and the likelihood of receiving 
from an RSC member separately. These four models, applied to 
both parties, allow us to understand how caucus membership af-
fect intraparty giving within the two major political parties.

Interpretation of ERG models is similar to that of a logit 
model: when a parameter estimate is positive (negative), the prob-
ability of a link between two members is larger (smaller), condi-
tional on the other parameters in the model. In this case, a positive 
estimate indicates a likelihood over 50%, a negative estimate is 
a likelihood under 50%. For ease of interpretation, I discuss the 
findings as the converted predicted log-likelihood of a dona-
tion.22 Each of these member-to-member connections results in 
substantial reelection funds—an average donation of $3,682.19 
per individual. This sum, while seemingly small compared to the 
cost of an overall campaign, can translate to two national televi-
sion advertisements or several dozen advertisements at a state level 
(Bycoffe 2020). Given members’ insecurity about their reelection 
prospects, particularly in congressional primaries (Bonica 2017), 
the increased (or decreased) probabilities of receiving money are 
significant.

Looking first at our Republican network (Table 2), there is 
a clear pattern of selective giving by caucus members and non-
members. The baseline probability of any LPAC connection in 
the Republican Party is 8%—meaning that the random likelihood 
of one member giving to another member is only 8%. Across the 
models, we see a consistently positive effect for giving to electorally 
vulnerable members (around 70% more likely) and a consistently 
negative effect of retired members receiving funds (around 40%). 
However, when we look across congressional caucuses, there are 
noticeable differences in LPAC connections. Members that share a 
caucus membership in the Freedom Caucus and Tea Party Caucus 
are more likely to donate to each other at significant amounts—
but are also the most likely to lose out on donations from noncau-
cus members. Members not in the Freedom or Tea Party caucuses 
are more likely to donate to one another and are less likely to re-
ceive or give to members of those caucuses.
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Other groups are less impacted by their caucus membership. 
For within-caucuses giving (Model A), the Liberty Caucus and the 
Tuesday Group are less likely to donate to fellow caucus members 
than other members of their party. But they are also unlikely to 
lose out on funding. Tuesday Group membership is particularly 
inoffensive: Nonmembers are only 40% more likely to donate to 
one another, indicating there is no real punishment for Tuesday 
Group members. Further, Model C and D show that giving to and 
receiving from Tuesday Group members is more likely to occur 
with nonmembers—around 57% likelihood for both giving and 
receiving outside of the caucus. Likewise, the Liberty Caucus and 
Republican Study Committee are also largely unaffected by their 
caucus membership. There is no significant impact on Republican 
Study Committee membership, hovering around a 50% likelihood 
for donations between members and noncaucus peers.

The Democratic Party network (Table 3) has less consistent 
and clear patterns of intraparty giving. The likelihood of any ran-
dom member-to-member connection is 5%, and across the mod-
els, and there is a consistently positive likelihood of donating to 
vulnerable members (around 75%) and a consistently negative 
likelihood of donating to retiring members (45%), as expected. 
In Model A, Progressive Caucus and New Democrat Coalition 
members are more likely to donate to one another, while Blue 
Dog Coalition members are not. However, only the giving hab-
its between Progressive Caucus members reach standard levels 
of significance. But overall, Model B indicates there is less pun-
ishment from Democratic rank-and-file members for joining an 
intraparty caucus compared to the Republican Party. Across all 
caucuses, there is a decreased likelihood of exclusive donations for 
nonmembers. This is further illustrated by Model D, showing con-
nections in which noncaucus members donate to caucus members. 
All caucuses see a positive and statistically significant likelihood 
of receiving a donation from nonmembers, ranging from 60% like-
lihood (Progressive Caucus) to 67% likelihood (New Democrat 
Coalition). However, caucus members are not necessarily recipro-
cating. Model C shows that caucus members are significantly less 
likely to donate to noncaucus members. Progressive Caucus mem-
bers are 48% likely to donate outward, New Democrat members 
are 35% likely, and Blue Dog members are 40% likely.

While there is not a consistent pattern of giving and receiving 
across all caucuses, it appears that there is a strategic financial be-
havior occurring. Some caucuses—including the Freedom Caucus, 
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Tea Party Caucus, and Progressive Caucus—are more likely to 
connect with and reward their own members over nonmembers. 
Within the Republican model, the caucuses that are more likely to 
give and donate within their caucus—the Freedom Caucus and the 
Tea Party Caucus—are seemingly punished by noncaucus mem-
bers and are less likely to receive LPAC donations from noncaucus 
members. Conversely, the Tuesday Group and Republican Study 
Committee are less likely to rely on their caucus peers for dona-
tions and subsequently more likely to have financial connections 
with members outside of their caucus. And while Democratic 
caucus members are more likely to donate to one another, there 
does not seem to be a notable punishment for these connections 
from noncaucus members. But while noncaucus members do not 
feel a need to respond negatively to intraparty caucus signaling, 
Democratic caucus members are still giving preferential treatment 
to their caucus peers. Lastly, across all models, vulnerable members 
are likely to receive funds, yet they do not dampen caucus effects. 
Retiring members are consistently less likely to receive donations.

Party-Leader Giving (115th Congress)

Given theories of congressional centralization and intraparty 
caucus branding, I expect congressional leaders to be more likely 
to donate to noncaucus members. Groups that are juxtaposed 
against congressional leaders should be less likely to receive money 
from party leaders and loyal partisans. To test this, I run a directed 
ERG model, maintaining the full-party network from the above 
analysis, but I only consider the likelihood of edges directed by 
party leadership. In order to ensure party-leader giving is respond-
ing to caucus memberships rather than differences in floor votes, 
I control for vote difference using the squared difference between 
individual members’ DW-Nominate score and the mean score of 
party leadership.

Table 4 presents the results of the Republican Party model. 
For every caucus but the Tuesday Group, there is a negative and 
statistically significant likelihood of Republican leaders donating 
to intraparty caucus members. Freedom Caucus members particu-
larly see punishment: on average, Republican leaders are 86% likely 
to donate to Republican members of Congress, but this likelihood 
falls to only 30% for Freedom Caucus members. Tuesday Group 
members are again, unpunished: likely (59%) to receive funding 
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from Republican leaders. As expected however, Republican lead-
ers are more likely to donate to vulnerable members of any status 
(73%), while retiring members are less likely to receive party leader 
funds (39%). Contrary to Republican leadership, Democratic in-
traparty caucus members face no substantially negative impact on 
the likelihood of receiving a donation for party leaders. Table 5 
presents the Democratic Party results. While Democratic members 
as a whole are more likely to receive LPAC funding from congres-
sional leaders than members in intraparty caucuses, there is no 
punishment for caucus members. Every caucus maintains a posi-
tive and statistically significant relationship with party leaders.

TABLE 4  
Republican Party-Leader Giving (115th Congress, ERGM 

analysis)

Likelihood of Donation

All members 1.806***
(0.035)

Freedom −0.816***
(0.080)

Tea Party −0.533***
(0.079)

Liberty −0.225*
(0.103)

RSC −0.329***
(0.034)

Tuesday Group 0.361***
(0.066)

Vulnerable Member 1.004***
(0.027)

Retiring Member −0.397***
(0.048)

DW-Nom distance −0.838
(0.159)

Edges −3.048***
(0.051)

AIC 29,110
Bayesian Inf. Crit 29,200

Note: The dependent variable is the presence of an edge between two nodes. ERGM esti-
mates are reported with standard errors in parenthesis: *p < 0.1; ***p < 0.01. The baseline 
likelihood of any two members sharing a donation within this network is −3.07*** (0.054), 
while the likelihood of mutual giving and receiving is 0.455* (0.0064).
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Lastly, between the two models, the impact of DW-Nominate 
score distance differs by party. Republican members are less likely 
to donate to members who veer from the party center, while 
Democratic members see a positive impact for DW-Nominate dis-
tance, but there is no statistical or substantial impact on the rela-
tionship between caucus (or noncaucus) members. Additionally, 
when this measure is not included as a robustness check, results for 
leaders’ giving habits to caucus members remain consistent.

The findings across all models hold for the 116th Congress. In 
the Republican network, Freedom Caucus members are again the 
most likely to donate to one another and the least likely to donate 
to nonmembers. All Republican members who join an intraparty 
caucus are less likely to receive funds from noncaucus members. 
The Democratic network shows again that while caucuses are un-
likely to donate outward, they are not inherently punished by their 
peers for caucus memberships.23 For party leaders, the Republican 

TABLE 5  
Democratic Party-Leader Giving (115th Congress, ERGM 

analysis)

Likelihood of Donation

All Members 1.054***
(0.059)

Progressive 0.410***
(0.066)

New Dems 0.936***
(0.064)

Blue Dog 0.748***
(0.078)

Vulnerable Member 0.823
(0.077)

Retiring Member −0.055***
(0.102)

DW-Nom distance 1.159***
(0.265)

Edges −4.146***
(0.077)

AIC 10,198
Bayesian Inf. Crit 10,264

Note: ERGM estimates are reported with standard errors in parenthesis: ***p  <  0.01. 
The baseline likelihood of any two members sharing a donation within this network is 
−3.956*** (0.059), while the likelihood of mutual giving and receiving is 0.185 (0.164).
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network indicates party leaders are less likely to give to Freedom, 
Liberty, and Republican Study members but are still likely to 
maintain relationships with Tuesday Group members. Democratic 
leaders are less likely to give to intraparty caucus groups compared 
to party members as a whole, but they still maintain a positive re-
lationship with intraparty groups.24

Discussion

These findings indicate that intraparty caucuses play a role 
in facilitating LPAC donations between members. For Republican 
members, these intraparty connections often make up for a lack of 
donations received from noncaucus peers and congressional lead-
ers. In Republican caucuses that overwhelmingly donated to one 
another (i.e., the Freedom and Tea Party caucuses), this financial 
punishment from nonmembers was particularly stark. And given 
that the Republican Party should have been focused on coalition 
maintenance in the 115th Congress, this decreased likelihood to 
give to members of their own party is notable. But this treatment 
was not uniform across all caucuses. The Tuesday Group, who 
themselves were unlikely to give to their own caucus members 
(Table 2), were still likely to receive funds from the entire party. 
Democratic members appear to use congressional caucuses to sup-
plement depressed—but still present—giving from nonmembers 
and party leaders. Caucus members often give preferential treat-
ment to one another, but even then, noncaucus members are still 
likely share the wealth. Likewise, Democratic Party leaders did 
not necessarily punish their members for joining intraparty cau-
cuses, particularly compared to Republican leaders. But given that 
Democratic leader donations to caucus members were still lower 
than to that of all members, intraparty caucuses likely supplement 
congressional giving rather than replace it, as appears to be the 
case for some Republican groups.

Despite the differences between the two parties, some simi-
larities along ideological divisions appear. The most ideologically 
extreme groups—the Freedom Caucus and Progressive Caucus—
were the most likely to donate to one another and less likely to 
receive from party leaders. In many cases, members that joined 
moderate groups such as the Tuesday Group and Blue Dog 
Coalition experienced weaker bonds within the caucus but an in-
creased likelihood of receiving from their peers and party leaders. 
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However, ideology (at least as commonly captured in Congress) 
does not alone explain the likelihood of caucus members receiving 
donations. This research found no impact of distance from party-
center DW-Nominate scores on financial donations. Another al-
ternative explanation is that internal legislative negotiating could 
have negatively impacted organized Republican groups’ relation-
ships in the chamber. Intraparty caucuses’ influence can ebb and 
flow depending on majority control and agenda setting, and we 
should assume that ideological Republican groups were particu-
larly powerful under unified party control in the 115th Congress 
(Rubin 2017). However, the consistent findings across congres-
sional sessions indicates that any potential bargaining advantage 
did not impact financial donations.

Rather, this research presents financial gain as an additional 
benefit of intraparty caucuses that is not inherently tied to other 
institution-wide goals. First, at the most basic level, members are 
being strategic for monetary gain. Caucuses are an opportunity 
to build relationships, including financial ones. Intraparty cau-
cuses allow members to tap into smaller, more exclusive networks 
of prominent fundraisers beyond the wide reach and demands of 
party leaders. And given there was no negative impact for mem-
bers who joined multiple caucuses, it’s possible that certain cau-
cuses have well-known financial relationships. Second, given that 
financial connections are stronger for fringe caucuses, these finan-
cial relationships also further bolster members’ ideological brands 
(Clarke 2020). LPAC funding allows members to connect to peers 
within Congress, facilitated by formal intraparty groups. Some 
caucuses use these relationships as a way to further differentiate 
themselves from party leaders. Conversely, intraparty groups in-
clined to brand themselves as moderates are less motivated to iso-
late themselves from their peers. I suspect the limited impact of 
the conservative Republican Study Group throughout our analy-
sis is reflective of these benefits (or rather, the lack thereof)—as a 
majority of the Republican party, this membership may provide 
them with an ideological brand, but no meaningful or exclusive 
relationships.

This research also challenges the idea that intraparty cau-
cus membership is purely beneficial for intraparty relations. 
Party members and leaders are less likely to donate to members 
that join certain caucuses, particularly in the Republican party. 
However, because LPAC funding—unlike other forms of leader-
ship retribution—can be accessed by all members of Congress, for 
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members that prioritize individual or caucus goals over that of the 
party as a whole, this cost is potentially worth it.

Conclusion

By using an original dataset of congressional caucus member-
ships paired with the LPAC donations, this research presents a new 
benefit to joining an intraparty caucus: LPAC funding. But this 
benefit is not without cost, particularly for caucuses that choose 
financial exclusivity. For Republican members in the majority of 
intraparty caucuses, LPAC giving from caucus peers is often in 
juxtaposition to a lack of funding from congressional leaders. For 
Democratic and moderate Republican caucus members, intra-
party caucuses provide a supplementary source of LPAC funding. 
In return, party-leader LPAC giving habits cannot be explained 
by attempting to maintain majority status or to punish members 
for rogue votes. Party leaders are cognizant of financial networks 
beyond their control, as reflected by their giving habits.

Existing work has noted intraparty caucuses often allow 
members to tap into exclusive donors and ideological party ac-
tivists, particularly for Republican caucus groups (Clarke 2020; 
McGee 2017), and LPAC funding pairs with these findings. And 
as the Republican Party becomes more ideologically distant from 
their Democratic counterparts (Theriault 2008), the decision to 
break from the party center both within and outside of Congress 
could be increasingly rewarding, or even necessary, for primary 
survival.

Comparatively, existing work has not sufficiently considered 
modern intraparty divisions within the Democratic Party. The 
Democratic Party is somewhat plagued by a diverse and often vul-
nerable constituency (Gaynor and Gimpel 2021), and these find-
ings indicate party leaders are aware of this by choosing to reward 
all members with financial giving. But there are still traceable divi-
sions along interparty lines. Democratic members are gaining not 
only a brand, but actual financial support from these caucuses. As 
members of Congress—and their constituencies—continue to po-
larize, I expect the importance of intraparty caucuses to increase 
for both parties. While differences in party-leader giving habits 
certainly warrant further research, these findings show LPACs can 
be a useful way to monitor an evolving Congress.

This research also encourages future work on the role of 
LPACs in other aspects of Congress. For example, researchers 



27Social Networks of Intraparty Caucuses

should consider how LPAC giving is tied to voting, committee ac-
tion, and bill sponsorship. For members vying for committee chair 
positions and internal party leadership, how do LPACs build an 
individual network of support? Likewise, what do cross-chamber 
donations indicate for the senator or representative’s legislative 
goals and personal ambitions? Lastly, how do demographic groups 
build financial relationships? For example, the Congressional 
Black Caucus has a powerful, institutionalized fundraising arm, 
but LPACs could trace more informal connections based on gen-
der or race.

Ultimately, this research shows how money in Congress can 
provide wider insight into how rank-and-file members bond in 
an age of powerful party leaders. Given that a major benefit to 
joining an intraparty caucus is differentiating oneself  from party 
leadership—namely, ideological branding (Clarke 2020) and legis-
lative bargaining (Hammond 2001; Rubin 2017)—it’s understand-
able that party leaders would respond negatively to intraparty 
caucus members. But unlike other types of leadership punishment 
(Pearson 2015), LPACs provide an opportunity for rank-and-file 
members to respond directly. This research shows that members 
are working together, using intraparty caucuses to not only share 
information or make a legislative stand, but to financially support 
one another through LPAC giving.

SoRelle Wyckoff Gaynor is a PhD Candidate in government and 
political science at the University of Maryland. Her research inter-
ests the U. S. Congress, specifically party leadership and committees, 
interest groups, and the policymaking process.

NOTES

Many thanks to Sebastián Vallejo Vera, Kristina Miler, Patrick Wohlfarth, 
participants of the Fall 2020 University of Maryland American Politics 
Workshop, and three anonymous reviewers for their helpful comments and feed-
back. All errors are my own.
	 1.	Membership in intraparty caucuses is not exclusive. Some mem-
bers are in multiple caucuses. In the 115th Congress, around 30 Republicans 
and Democrats in intraparty caucuses are in two or more intraparty caucuses. 
Leaders, for their part, are far less likely to join caucuses—one Republican and 
five Democratic leaders joined an intraparty caucus in the 115th Congress.
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	 2.	Adjusting for inflation, LPAC contributions in 1990 were around $5.5 
million in 2018 dollars.
	 3.	OpenSecrets.org: America Unlimited, Contributions to Federal 
Candidates, 2018 Cycle. https://www.opens​ecrets.org/pacs/pacgot.php?cm-
te=C0056​7180&cycle​=2018. Accessed April 28, 2020.
	 4.	There was natural fluctuation in membership of the 115th Congress, in-
cluding resignations, deaths, and special elections to replace departing members.
	 5.	LPAC data for the 116th Congress network was collected January 27, 
2020, capturing donations made during the first session of the 116th Congress. 
The 116th Congress serves as a robustness check to the overall findings of the 
115th Congress. See the Appendix.
	 6.	The Congressional Yellow Book relies on self-reporting for its bi-
ographical information. Thus, there may be some members who are part of an 
intraparty caucus but chose not to report it. This research relies solely on the 
Congressional Yellow Book to establish caucus membership to ensure consis-
tency and replicability.
	 7.	While Clarke (2020) considers the Liberty and Tea Party caucuses de-
funct post-2014, members were still reporting membership in the Liberty Caucus 
through 2020 and the Tea Party Caucus until the 2018 Congress.
	 8.	This is measured as a dichotomous variable in the below ERGM 
analysis—vulnerable: 1; not vulnerable: 0. As a robustness check, each measure 
of vulnerability is statistically significant with a similar degree of impact.
	 9.	Replication files to collect this data from OpenSecrets.org are available 
via the author.
	 10.	There was one cross-party giver in the 115th Congress. Matt Cartwright 
(D-PA) donated to Trent Franks (R-AZ) and Steve Knight (R-CA).
	 11.	In addition to clarity of figures, separating the parties into two separate 
networks has methodological benefits to counter the common problem of degen-
eracy in ERGM models (discussed further below).
	 12.	See the online supporting information for figures of the full congres-
sional session network and all caucus memberships graphed on the same party 
network.
	 13.	See Tables OA1 and OA2 in the online supporting information.
	 14.	See Tables OA1 and OA2 in the online supporting information.
	 15.	See Table OA3 in the online supporting information.
	 16.	MCMC degeneracy diagnostics for the variables can be found in Figure 
OA4 in the online supporting information.
	 17.	There are further extensions of ERGM models that can account for 
edge weight, such as XERGM. However, this research is centered on the pres-
ence of a relationship between members of Congress, dependent on their caucus 
affiliation. Thus, the use of ERGM analysis capturing dichotomous variables is 
appropriate. Data on the weighted and unweighted degrees of the network high-
lights that party leaders are the most prominent leaders in amount donated and 
number of people they are donating to—i.e., the weight of the edge does not 
impact the likelihood of a donation to another member.

https://www.opensecrets.org/pacs/pacgot.php?cmte=C00567180&cycle=2018
https://www.opensecrets.org/pacs/pacgot.php?cmte=C00567180&cycle=2018
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	 18.	This includes, but is not limited to, Speaker of the House, Majority 
and Minority Leader, Whip, Conference Chair, Campaign Committee chairs, and 
Whip Team.
	 19.	I also consider shared home state as a robustness check, finding a pos-
itive relationship between members from the same state. However, these findings 
have no impact on the role of congressional caucus giving.
	 20.	Alternative models including Geometrically Weighted Edgewise Shared 
Partnerships (GWESP) to control for model closure (triads) are computationally 
unfeasible, given the size of the network. However, I have attempted to address 
this in alternative ways, namely by countering effects of intraparty bias by divid-
ing the two parties into separate networks and controlling for mutual reciprocity 
between members of Congress (Cranmer and Desmarais 2011). Additional diag-
nostics of model and covariate degeneracy, including inclusion of GWESP vari-
ables to control for model triangulation in individual caucus models are available 
in the online supporting information and upon request.
	 21.	All models achieve accepted levels of network degeneracy, with covari-
ates achieving normal distribution.
See the online supporting information for goodness-of-fit evaluations.
	 22.	Log-odds of the below results can be found in Tables OA4–OA7 in the 
online supporting information.
	 23.	See Tables A1 and A2 in the Appendix.
	 24.	See Tables A3 and A4 in the Appendix.
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TABLE A3  
Republican Party-Leader Giving (116th Congress, ERGM analysis)

Likelihood of Donation

All members 1.154***
(0.066)

Freedom −0.085
(0.105)

Liberty −1.439***
(0.343)

RSC −0.172**
(0.065)

Tuesday Group 1.405***
(0.118)

New Members 0.693***
(0.071)

DW-Nom distance −2.062***
(0.197)

Edges −2.540***
(0.096)

AIC 9,389
Bayesian Inf. Crit 9,464

Note: There are 175 connected nodes in these models. This data was collected midway 
through the 116th Congress and does not include information on vulnerability or retire-
ment. **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.

TABLE A4  
Democratic Party-Leader Giving (116th Congress, ERGM analysis)

Likelihood of Donation

All Members 1.539***
(0.287)

Progressive 0.212**
(0.064)

New Dems 0.899***
(0.063)

Blue Dog 0.177*
(0.071)

New Members 0.652***
(0.039)

DW-Nom distance −1.462***
(0.229)

Edges −3.987***
(0.098)

AIC 12,571
Bayesian Inf. Crit 12,638

Note: There are 188 connected nodes in these models. This data was collected midway 
through the 116th Congress and does not include information on vulnerability or retire-
ment. *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.


