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CHAPTER 6

Voting and Elections

If there is any single institution that both scholars and the mass population
consider central for democracy it is elections. The United States has a near
mania for them; it is unlikely that any other country has so many. Not only do
Americans have the opportunity to elect officials to numerous offices at all lev-
els of government, in some states they can also take part in a special type of
election known as a recall, to remove elected officials [from office. In addition,
some states provide for initiative; if enough signatures are obtained by peti-
tion, that issue can be put on a ballot. Once the proposal is on the ballot, the
citizens will have the chance to vote for or against it in a referendum. The ref-
erendum allows citizens to make laws directly.

The ideal civics textbook model of a citizen is the issue-oriented voter.
This person examines the positions of competing candidates on the issues of
the day and then votes for the one closest to his or her own views. Most po-
litical scientists do not believe that this accurately describes American vot-
ers. Weighing against this characterization, they point out, are citizens’ low
levels of political information, the importance of a person’s habitual party
identification, and the relative lack of interest in politics.

This chapter examines the structure of elections and the nature of the elec-
torate, presidential and congressional election politics, and some basic issues
involvedwith the American electoral process. The final section considers what
elections can say about where power lies in the United States.
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The Electorate
Changes in the Electorate

Over time, the American electorate has expanded greatly. In the early
years of the republic, adult white men were the eligible 2@0838.“ some ?wo
black men in northern states were also able to vote. Property requirements in
some states further reduced the franchise. In the early third of the nineteenth
century, property requirements were loosened, increasing further the right to
vote. N

The Fifteenth Amendment to the Constitation, approved in 1870, specif-
ically granted the franchise to recently freed black slaves. moBm‘ decades af-
ter this, southern states moved to restrict blacks from voting, using methods
ranging from beatings to literacy tests. Over time, Eo:m?. the mﬁu@do Court
and, later, Congress took initiatives to restore the constitutional :mE of blacks
to vote. The Voting Rights Acts of 1965 had a particularly dramatic effect on
black voter turnout in the South. This law called for U.S. government regis-
trars to enter counties with a persistent record of thwarting black voters to reg-
ister blacks. Shortly after the act went into effect, black voter turnout rates
jumped significantly. . .

Although some states allowed women to vote, it was only in 1920, with
the passage of the Nineteenth Amendment, that American women as a group
were empowered to vote. This further expanded the size of the .&moﬁon:o. Fi-
nally, in 1971, the Twenty-sixth Amendment lowered the voting age to 18.

EY

Who Votes?

Considerable data have been generated to describe the types of people
most likely to vote in general elections. Major forces shaping :.wO:rooa om
voting are education, income, age, government employment, region, and mi-
nority status. . .

Those with more years of education participate in elections at a :on.oo-
ably higher rate, as do the wealthier. Age has a less clear-cut impact. Looking
at the simple relationship between age and voting, we find that EEoE goes
up until the sixties and drops off thereafter. If, however, we 8._8. into account
the fact that older Americans are less educated, then the statistics show that
turnout rates continue to increase until people enter their late seventies.

Government employees are quite a bit more likely to vote than @oom_w\ in
other lines of work, perhaps because their jobs may be at stake. People living
in the South vote at lower rates than people elsewhere in the United States.

Voting and Elections 111

Minorities, including blacks and Hispanics, turn out less in general elections.
Currently, there is no difference in voting rates between men and women.’

People’s political views have a modest impact on turnout rates, even when
education and income are taken into account. Republicans are somewhat more
likely to vote than Democrats; conservatives or liberals are more likely to vote
than moderates. Generally, on their basic political positions, those who vote
are similar to the entire population. There is no particular bias.

Recent Trends in Voter Turnout

Turnout rate in presidential elections declined markedly from 1960 to
1988, from about 63 percent to about 50 percent. In 1992, that figure re-
bounded to 55 percent. Why did turnout decrease steadily only to rise some-
what in 19927 One argument has it that the decline is primarily due to the
failure to vote of low-income whites, who have been dropping out of the elec-
torate faster than those who are financially better off. Howard Reiter contends
that the poor are turned off or alienated from politics, believing that the sys-
tem is not responsive to them.* However, this does not appear to be the major
factor in turnout decline.

Another perspective points to the effects of two factors—the declining
strength of party identification and lowered feelings of political efficacy.” The
stronger one’s partisan support, the more likely one is to vote. As Americans’
identification with the parties weakened throughout the 1960s and 1970s, so,
too, did their turnout. This accounts for about one-quarter of the decline in
voting rates. In addition, the belief among Americans that government would
respond to them declined. As this aspect of political efficacy declined, so did
turnout. If you do not think that government will respond to you, why vote?
This trend explains about one-half the decline in presidential election turnout
over a 20-year period.

These explanations of the 1960 to 1988 voter turnout decline are in terms
of an individual’s likelihood to vote. Several characteristics of elections them-
selves are important in shaping overall turnout rates. First among these is the
type of election. Presidential elections produce the highest turnout of all,
doubtless because of the extensive media coverage and attendant interest gen-
erated. Midterm congressional elections tend to run about 10 percent lower in
turnout rates. Primaries lead to the lowest turnout.

Second, if competition between the candidates is great, more people vote.
I, on the other hand, one candidate is a runaway leader, turnout tends to drop.
Third, registration laws have an impact. Some states make it easier to regis-
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ter to vote than others. For instance, in those states with m<oi=m and week-
end hours and minima) residency requirements (the amount of time one has
to reside in an election district before becoming eligible to vote), larger pro-
portions of citizens actually vote. . N

A fourth element is the effort of parties and groups to Boc._:No voters to
participate in elections. For instance, from 1956 through wa. if a party con-
tacted a voter, that increased the odds of that person turning out by about 8

4
wﬂomﬂmo:oo indicates that the bulk of the decline in turnout from the 1960s
through 1988—about 90 percent of the 11 percent drop—can be m.ooocioa
for by lower “mobilization” as parties and groups put less oBc:wm._m onmv m%?
ting out the vote and presidential elections became less competitive. Other
factors contributing to the decline were a younger electorate, weakened so-
cial involvement, declining sense of political mmmmmow, m:a 580.:3 bonds
with the political parties. Easing of voter mewﬁ.mcos and increasing educa-
tional levels worked to increase turnout, but their effects were swamped by
ibuting to the decline.

98@%%% chﬂocmc:a in 1992? Mobilization seems vaonE:.. The race for
president was competitive—with the added spice of a popular third-party can-
didate in Ross Perot. Also, the parties and groups appeared to put extra em-
phasis on getting people to vote. Finally, of course, <08Hm, moo.Boa to care about
the election, with change as the mantra in many people’s minds.

The Structure of Elections

The path to elected office has two central obstacles—getting nominated
and getting elected.

Getting Nominated

Before getting elected to office, one must become a candidate. HEm ordi-
narily means having to win a political party’s nomination. .2@35:% incum-
bents are nominated with little opposition. If no incumbent is interested in .Eo
nomination, then the struggle to get the party’s label for the general election
is more spirited.

The Primary . .
The basic method for nominating candidates is the primary. A primary 1s
a type of election in which voters select one from among m_._ nos.ﬁ:qoa »,ow a
nomination. The primary has weakened the party organization, since a candi-
date can gain nomination under a party label if he or she garners enough votes
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in the primary. Consequently, one can become a party’s nominee without the
party organization’s support. This renders candidates less beholden to the or-
ganization,

The primary began as a reform to “democratize” the nomination process
around the turn of the century. However, relatively few voters turn out, and
those who do are not necessarily typical of party supporters as a whole. Other
problems may crop up, too. Candidates hostile to a party’s positions may get
nominated under the party banner; primaries may produce candidates who can
get the support of nonrepresentative primary voters but who are unpopular
with the general rank and file; primary contests between candidates may be
so heated that the party’s chances of winning the general election decline as
bitterness remains. This type of nasty contest is called a divisive primary.

Getting Elected
The Campaign

Once a person is nominated for office, he or she campaigns to gain enough
support to win the general election. Campaigns can be exciting, with debates,
flashy advertising, speeches, and parades. However, as a rule, campaigns do
not convert voters, that is, influence them to change their candidate prefer-
ence. They are more likely to reinforce people’s preexisting preferences or ac-

tivate people who may have been thinking about supporting the candidate into
actually doing so.

Rules of the Election Game

On election day, citizens troop to the polls to cast their vote, using the
Australian (secret) ballot.

Single-Member Districts. The elections for the national legislature in
the United States feature single-member districts, in which one person is
elected from a particular district. This technique of selecting representatives
strongly militates against success by a third party,’ as discussed in Chapter 5.

One Person, One Vote. Another important rule of the election game is
“one person, one vote.” In Wesberry v. Sanders (1964), the U.S. Supreme
Court decided that the number of voters in different congressional districts in
a state ought to be as equal as possible. This means that each person’s vote
has the same weight as that of each person in other districts. Prior to this de-
cision, there could be, for instance, 100,000 people in one district and 50,000
in another in the same state. An individual’s vote in the second district would
be worth twice that of a person in the first district.
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Gerrymandering. Nonetheless, parties can still try to draw district lines
in such a way as to benefit their candidates. According to the Constitution, the
states define district boundaries for seats in the U.S. House of Representatives.
After a census, these boundaries may have to be redrawn to comport with the
“one person, one vote” rule. If a party controls both houses of the legislature
and the governorship, its officials might construct districts in such a way as
to benefit candidates of that party. Such a practice is called gerrrymandering.
For example, if a Democratic incumbent were in a “marginal” district (one in
which his or her margin of victory was habitually low) and the state’s officials
were mainly Democrats, then the state legislature might add to the district an
area from a neighboring district that is heavily Democratic and move a Re-
publican area to another district. The House member would now be in a safe
district. There are limitations on gerrymandering—drawing district lines for
partisan gain—but a resourceful legislature can benefit one party, although the
impact is often overestimated.® Currently, gerrymandering on a partisan basis
is mostly designed to help incumbents (an incumbent-protection policy).

Occasionally, one finds strange bedfellows in the battle over gerryman-
dering. After the 1980 census, the Republican National Committee supported
a suit brought by Indiana Democrats against Indiana Republicans for im-
properly redistricting; simultaneously, the Republicans brought suit in Cali-
fornia against the Democrats for precisely the same reason. In the court battle,
the California Republicans and Indiana Democrats were, in effect, allied
against the Indiana Republicans and California Democrats.

The “New Style” in Campaigning

At one time, the party organization was the central actor in campaigns.
The party workers would canvass their precincts, wards, and neighborhoods
to get out the vote on behalf of the party’s candidates. In return, the candidates
who won would be beholden to the party organization.

Such is no longer the case. In the “new style” of campaigning, which be-
gan in the 1960s, the focus is on the candidate, not the party. The candidate is
akind of electoral entrepreneur, creating his or her own organization and gen-
erating his or her own support—perhaps completely independent of the party
organization under whose banner the candidate is running. In a real sense, can-
didates now rent a campaign. They hire professional campaign consultants,
public relations experts, media specialists, pollsters, and advertising people.
An entire industry of campaign consultants awaits, eager and willing to be
hired by candidates.

The campaign is based on marketing concepts, just as are efforts to sell
cereal, deodorants, or panty hose. Researchers conduct polls to determine
prospective voters’ interests, what voters want in a candidate, and how citi-
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zens evaluate different candidates. Then, a campaign is tailored to the specific

:Sm.%ﬁz identified by the research. The media become the most important

Mmﬁ:mqm of candidates’ messages in the new style—not the party faithful as be-
ore.

1;.@ new style has been defended as a more efficient way of getting in-
m.osdwcos to the voters. Some claim that it enhances democracy by forging
tighter links between voters and candidates. The people running for office try
to find out the voters’ concerns and then address those concerns. In this sense
linkage is strengthened. ,

However, there are problems. For one thing, the new style is expensive
Qoa example, buying television time quickly gobbles up huge chunks of cam-
paign funds). For another, it may, as some critics fear, lead to a cynical pack-
aging of candidates, with little care for getting the voters to know the real
person behind the candidate. In the end, the new style may be decried as ma-
nipulative. It seems clear that the party organization has suffered considerably
at the hands of the new style. What the party can provide is less valued now
so candidates invest less energy in supporting that organization. ,

Presidential Elections

. Presidential elections feature three key steps: party nomination, the cam-
paign for votes in the general election, and the electoral college.

Party Nominations: Primaries, Caucuses, and Conventions

.Hn get the nomination, technically, a presidential candidate must win a
majority of delegates at the presidential nominating convention convening the
summer before the general elections (the election itself is held on the first
Tuesday after the first Monday in November). Each state is allotted a set of
delegates to vote for presidential candidates (the formula is different for Re-
publicans and Democrats).

The two means by which delegates are selected in the state are the pri-
mary and the caucus.

Primaries

Those states with primaries provide for citizens to vote in a party primary
m.ua one candidate or another (the method by which this is done varies con-
siderably across primary states). Normally, a person must be a registered voter
of one of the parties to vote in its primary—the closed primary—although
other states allow a person to vote in either party’s primary—the open or blan-

ket primary. The votes are tallied and delegates are allocated from the state to
the different candidates.
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One question is how democratic the primaries actually are. A variety of
evidence indicates that turnout is lower in primaries than in the general elec-
tion. In 1976, about 29 percent of the voting-age population voted in primaries,
whereas about 54 percent of the eligible electorate turned out for the Carter-
Ford election. Data from other years show that turnout rates in primaries are
only about half of those for the actual election.

Furthermore, primary voters are somewhat atypical of the rank and file in
general. Those who take part in primaries tend to be middle- and upper-income
citizens, more educated, and more strongly attached to their party. Scholars
once thought that those who voted in primaries are more strongly liberal or
strongly conservative and are more motivated to vote than moderates or
slightly liberal or conservative people. That is, Republican candidates would
have to appeal to the conservative population and Democratic candidates to
liberal constituents, all of which would have distorted the nomination process
by underweighing the moderate elements of both parties.” However, more re-
cent evidence indicates that there are no significant ideological differences be-
tween primary voters and rank-and-file party members.®

Caucuses

Caucuses provide a second mechanism for selecting delegates. One com-
mon approach is this: (1) party members meet at the local or precinct level to
select delegates to a county convention; (2) a county convention selects del-
egates to a state convention; (3) the state delegation selects delegates to the
national nominating convention. .

The key for a candidate to do well in caucus states is to have his or her
supporters turn out at the local level to ensure that delegates supporting the
candidate are selected to the county convention. A good organization is nec-
essary to get out the voters at the local level.

Participants at local-level caucuses are unrepresentative of the parties’
rank and file. In 1976, only about 2 percent of the eligible electorate took part
in the caucuses. Those who are involved are more likely to be middle- or
upper-class, strongly partisan, and very ideological.’

Democratic “Superdelegates”

In 1982, the Democratic party added a new wrinkle to the presidential se-
lection process—the addition of “superdelegates” to the convention roster.
Among these superdelegates, allocated to the different states, are governors,
big-city mayors, members of Congress, and state party chairs. These people
will act as unpledged delegates at the convention, although they may well in
actual fact be committed to one candidate or another. In 1984, the superdele-
gates went predominantly for Walter Mondale, turning a rather narrow vic-
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tory in primaries and caucuses into a convincing victory in the convention.
Thus, it now seems possible—although probably not very likely—for a can-
didate to win the nomination who receives fewer delegates via caucuses and
primaries but wins the great bulk of the superdelegates,' although normally
the outcome has been decided by the primary and caucus routes well before
the convention.

The Nominating Convention

. The convention itself has less significance than it used to in carrying out
its primary function—selecting a presidential candidate. Now a majority of
delegates normally are pledged to a single candidate before the conventions
begin. The conventions are not without value, though. The two parties get con-
mEoH.mEm free media coverage because networks and newspapers define con-
ventions as news.

The Political Campaign: Presidential and Congressional

The Campaign Organization

Once the parties’ candidates are named for the presidency or for Congress,
the campaign begins in earnest. The employment of a solid campai gn organi-
zation is crucial. Key personnel might include a campaign manager, who helps
organize and carry out an overall campaign strategy; a fund raiser, who gath-
ers funds on a full-time basis; a lawyer, who advises the campaign on what is
demanded by the complex campaign finance laws; consultants, such as me-
dia advisors, pollsters, and public relations experts, who provide advice for
devising and carrying out a successful campaign strategy; an advance person,
who makes arrangements so that candidates get to where they are supposed
to be; and the general staff, including policy advisors and researchers who
help candidates come up with concrete policy proposals and can “dig up dirt”
on opponents and their positions.

Campaign Expenditures

ﬂmu%&m:m cost money—and the new style of campaigning with its em-
phasis on media has a voracious appetite. Campaign expenditures have in-
creased faster than inflation in recent years. To prevent abuses in raising
money for campaigns, Congress passed the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 and several amendments thereafter, with the 1974 amendments being
the most central. This act includes the following provisions:

1. Disclosure reports. Candidates and campaign committees must file de-
tailed reports outlining sources of funds and where money is spent.
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2. A presidential campaign fund. Taxpayers check a box on their income
tax returns if they wish to have $3 of their taxes go into a general cam-
paign fund to be allocated among eligible presidential candidates.

3. Federal funding of presidential campaigns. Candidates can 887.6
money from the campaign fund, up to 50 percent of their expenses in
prenomination campaigning and 100 percent for the general election. In
return, candidates must limit total spending to a certain amount stipulated
by the law. Candidates who do not use federal funds may spend unlim-
ited amounts.

4. Creation of a Federal Election Commission. This body oversees the
law to make sure that its requirements are observed by the candidates.

5. Approving the creation of political action committees QXG&.. _US.S-
ous laws prohibited corporations and unions from directly oo:ﬁ:c::.:m
money to campaigns. Now, such organizations can create PACs to raise
and disburse funds to parties and candidates.

The results of the reform laws are fairly clear. Greater monitoring of where
candidates get money and how they spend it reduces the odds of corruption,
since all monies have to be accounted for. The reforms have slowed the in-
crease in spending on presidential elections. Finally, and most unexpectedly,
PACs have exploded in number. Many more organizations and groups formed
PACs than had been anticipated, and they now provide a major portion of cam-
paign contributions, a fact which has led to much controversy. N K

Do campaign contributions affect government officials’ a@o;_osmmV O:m
study suggests that PACs can influence roll-call votes of U.S. representatives.
Members of the House who received contributions from PACs tended to be-
come more supportive of PACs’ positions on legislation. The omwoﬁ was most
pronounced for those who had been relatively neutral before. It is not proper
to infer that the votes were bought, however. What probably happened was
that the PACs “bought” access to the legislator, who, out of oocnmmx to a sup-
porter, allowed PAC representatives to make their case directly to him or her.
Information can be persuasive; hence, this access increases the chances of a
member of Congress coming to support the group. One factor diminishing the
impact of contributions was that PACs generally supported those .éro already
voted for their interests rather than those who were neutral. Significantly, the
great bulk of contributions went to incumbents. .

Moneyed interests may also influence Congress in other ways. For in-
stance, it appears that interest-group lobbying may affect committee work by
members of Congress more than do the voters themselves."
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Media and Campaigns

Media, including advertising, newspaper endorsements, and televised de-
bates, are important forces in elections.

Advertising.  Generally, ads reinforce preexisting preferences; few peo-
ple change their minds because of advertising. This is especially so in presi-
dential elections. More important, advertisements may provide potential
voters with knowledge about the candidates. In fact, Thomas Patterson and
Robert McClure found that televised presidential ads gave more information
on issue positions to voters than did television newscasts.'* The latter tends to
focus on the “horse race” aspects of elections and ignore issues and candidate
qualifications. Television ads may even help diminish the knowledge gap be-
tween the most and least informed voters.

In congressional elections, television advertising also has an important
role to play. The more that people are exposed to ads, the greater is their knowl-
edge of the candidate being “sold,” the greater is their interest in the cam-
paign, and the more likely they are to come to like the candidate being
advertised. Candidate advertising also helps set the election agenda; issues
emphasized in commercials tend to be issues voters come to deem as most
important. Incumbents can spend more money on television advertising;
hence they receive a further advantage over challen gers. Ads have greater im-
pact if they are repeated often and are entertaining. However, last-minute tele-
vision programs paid for by parties or candidates affect more voters’ choices.

Tactically, then, a last-minute television blitz in a close election can make a
difference."

Media Endorsements. Normally, the Republican candidates for presi-
dent receive more newspaper endorsements than Democratic candidates. The
candidate being endorsed receives a modest boost in support (although if com-
petition exists in a newspaper market and different papers endorse different
candidates, there is no net change). In congressional elections, endorsements
affect the vote indirectly, by raising a candidate’s name recognition. Since to
know a candidate is to like him or her, endorsements translate into votes.'®

Televised Debates.  Six presidential campaigns have featured televised
debates—1960, 1976, 1980, 1984, 1988, and 1992. While the debates may not
change the course of an election, they do have an impact on voters.

1. Debates may enhance or diminish candidates’ images. John F.
Kennedy no longer was seen as too young and inexperienced in 1960;
Ronald Reagan’s performance in 1980 helped dispel the notion that he
could not keep facts straight; Michael Dukakis’s dispassionate rendering
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of what he would do if his wife were murdered hurt his image in the 1988
election; Bill Clinton came across as the overall debate winner in 1992,
dispelling some doubts that people had about him.

2. Debates can yield higher information levels. Studies of the 1976 and
1984 debates conclude that viewers learned more about the candidates
and had a clearer sense of the differences between them. Debates also
seem to stimulate political discussion, as they did in 1960.

Not surprisingly, viewing debates diminishes the knowledge gap between
the most and least informed citizens. Those who followed politics leastin 1976
gained the greatest amount of information about the candidates; those who
read papers regularly and already had elevated levels of information learned
much less.

Data suggest that the major effects on voters’ choices are reinforcement
and activation; little conversion takes place.'®

People’s preexisting candidate preferences shape their judgments of who
won or lost a debate. For instance, in 1980, individuals believed that their pre-
ferred candidate won."” An exception to this is 1984’s first debate. Ronald Rea-
gan did very badly, as even his supporters recognized. Nonetheless, voter
preferences remained relatively unchanged.

The Electoral College

In presidential elections, voters do not directly elect the winner. Rather,
their votes select electors, who, in turn, select the president. Each state is al-
lotted a set of electors equal to the number of senators (2) plus the number of
representatives from that state. The largest states consequently have the great-
est weight, with California holding the most (54). Lightly populated Alaska
and Wyoming have 3 electoral votes each. The Twelfth Amendment to the
Constitution details the process. Electors meet in their home state and note
their votes for president and vice president. Since selection of electors is on a
winner-take-all basis, the electors’ vote from the state is unanimous. The re-
sults are sent to Washington, where the president of the Senate counts the elec-
toral votes. Whichever slate wins a majority is named the winner.

What if there is no majority? The House of Representatives steps in to
choose a president. Each state casts one vote, so its delegation meets to de-
cide for whom to cast that state’s vote. The candidate who gets a majority (26)
of all the states becomes president. A similar process works in the case of a
vice president, except that here the Senate selects the winner. Each senator
casts his or her vote, and the person receiving the majority (51) of all sena-
tors’ support becomes vice president.
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Today a candidate must receive 270 electoral votes to gain the necessary
majority. The last time an election went to the House of Representatives was
1824, when John Quincy Adams defeated Andrew Jackson. Close contests in
1960, 1968, and 1976 led some to fear that there would be no clear victor in
the electoral college; however, in each of those elections a majority emerged
for the winning candidate. .

For presidential candidates, the electoral college shapes campaign strat-
egy. One has to “go where the ducks are,” the most populous states. Indeed,
presidential candidates do spend more time in such states than in the less pop-
ulated ones.

What Shapes Voters’ Choices?
Presidential Elections

The Three-Factor Explanation of Voting

The standard approach to analyzing voter choice is to weigh the long-term
force of party identification (called long-term because it tends to persist in in-
dividuals from election to election) against the short-term forces of issue po-
sitions and candidate evaluation (called short-term because they can change
from election to election).

In the 1950s, party identification was the dominant force shaping indi-
viduals’ voting choices. However, its importance has declined since then. By
the middle 1960s, issue voting began to increase. Issue voting refers to vot-
ers’ examination of the issue positions of candidates and comparison of those
with their own stance. Such voters select the candidate who ranks closest to
their own views. Issue voting in elections from 1952 to the present peaked in
1972, but it seems to have declined since then. In fact, in 1984 many voted
for Ronald Reagan despite their policy/issue disagreement with him. The third
factor, candidate evaluation, has been a powerful force all along.

The Six-Factor Explanation of Voting

A more recent approach to explaining how people vote considers candi-
dates’ past performance (retrospective evaluations), their likely future per-
formance, their past issue positions, their future policy stands, their attributes
(such as personal integrity), and the voter’s party identification. With these six
factors, as Miller and Borelli contend, one can statistically examine what is
most important for predicting voter’s choices at the polls.'®

How has this six-factor approach worked in recent presidential elections?

1980. Jimmy Carter gained votes from party identification (there were
more Democrats than Republicans) and perceived candidate attributes (vot-
ers were uncertain about Reagan’s command of factsand his age, for instance).
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On other factors, Ronald Reagan had the advantage over President Carter.
Most significant of all factors was retrospective performance. Simply, voters
felt that Carter had not done a good job. On the remaining factors, Reagan en-
joyed some advantage over Carter. Reagan reflected a more conservative
mood among the public, although his mandate was only modest. He did re-
ceive 51 percent of the popular vote (Jimmy Carter and third-party candidate
John Anderson split the rest)}—but 49 percent of the American people who
bothered to vote did not support him.

In the final analysis, 1980 represents a rejection of Jimmy Carter by vot-
ers on the grounds of his perceived poor record as president and a reflection
of a conservative mood (to end shortly thereafter).'” Reagan was not viewed
in particularly positive terms. One could conclude that the outcome was to a
considerable extent “ABC”—"“Anyone but Carter.”

1984.  Oddly enough, in 1984, only one of the six factors operated in
President Reagan’s favor—retrospective performance. Americans evaluated
Reagan’s past performance very positively and Walter Mondale’s very nega-
tively (voters associated him with what they saw as a flawed Carter presi-
dency—Mondale, after all, had been Carter’s vice president).

All the other factors worked on Mondale’s behalf. Voters’ party identifi-
cation (again, 1984, more people defined themselves as Democrats than as
Republicans) was most important. Next was retrospective policy; voters in-
dicated that they were not enchanted with Reagan’s policies. They felt that he
had moved too far toward conservatism, and this yielded an electoral benefit
for Mondale. With prospective policy, voters had a mild preference for Mon-
dale’s future policy proposals over Reagan’s. The conservative mood that had
peaked in 1980 had begun receding by 1982, and Reagan was no longer in
complete tune with this change in mood.”* Least influential of all was prospec-
tive performance, for which Mondale, by the tiniest amount, was preferred
over Reagan. Consequently, although Reagan benefited from only one item,
retrospective performance, approval of his work (and disapproval of Mon-
dale’s performance as associated with Carter) was enough to provide a re-
sounding victory.

Miller and Borrelli conclude by noting of 1984

While Reagan received the most positive evaluation for retrospective per-
formance of any incumbent president during the past three decades, he
was also the most negatively assessed on the retrospective policy dimen-
sion. The preponderance of 19 percent more negative than positive com-
ments regarding the policies he enacted during his first term in office
represents, by all historic comparisons, an astounding rejection of his con-
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servative program. No other presidential candidate, incumbent or chal-
lenger, received such a clearly negative appraisal from the public of ei-
ther past or prospective policies. Yet he was reelected to the office in a
landslide. How did that happen?

Contrary to much speculation . . . that landslide victory cannot be ac-
counted for by Reagan’s supposedly overwhelming personal appeal. No
doubt Reagan received predominantly positive evaluations for his strong
leadership and charismatic style . . ., but that appeal was offset by the
public perception that he lacked compassion and was unconcerned and
uninformed about much of what went on in government. . . .

Reagan’s popular appeal rests on his past performance and success in
office, rather than his personal characteristics or conservative policies, as
the media have tried to suggest.?!

1988. By 1988, the mood in America, as reported in Chapter 4, was
rapidly becoming more liberal-—yet George Bush defeated Michael Dukakis.
How could this be? It appears that Dukakis had the advantage primarily in
two areas: party identification (more Americans called themselves Democrats
than Republicans, but by a smaller margin than prior to the Reagan years) and
candidate attributes (Bush was seen as cool and distant and removed from the
affairs of ordinary people). On the other hand, Bush’s single greatest strength
was retrospective performance. People associated him with the Reagan ad-
ministration, and they still evaluated the former president’s performance pos-
itively. Although the mood of the country was moving to the left, people felt
Bush’s positions to be closer to theirs than were Dukakis’s. The “Willie Hor-
ton” ad, for example, reinforced many people’s sense that Dukakis was out of
step on the issue of crime. Prospectively, the mood was becoming more Iib-
eral, but Dukakis was unable to take advantage of this.*

1992, This election has some similarities to that of 1980. At least one
element of this election might be referred to as the “ABB” (“Anyone but
Bush”) effect. One analyst was uncharitable enough to refer to George Bush
as “the most ineffective person to occupy the White House since the creation
of the modern presidency by Franklin Roosevelt.”? This kind of commentary
suggests that retrospective performance would not play in favor of the Re-
publicans this time around. Kathleen Frankovic simply notes that “1992
turned out to be a very simple election. It was a referendum on the incumbent
president—and George Bush lost.”**

In this election, despite his encounters with stories of marital infidelity
and draft evasion, Bill Clinton was viewed more positively than either George
Bush or Ross Perot in terms of his personal attributes; Clinton “caught the
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wave” of the more liberal mood (introducing a mandate quality into the elec-
tion results, much as with Ronald Reagan in 1980); Clinton was closer to the
American people on the issues that the public wanted addressed A%Smmaoﬂ?o
policy); Clinton gained a slight advantage on party identification. g ‘g_m elec-
tion was, in two key respects, similar to that in 1980: first, retrospective per-
formance evaluations torpedoed an incumbent president; second, the
challenger better captured the public’s ideological mood. Thus, in both o_.oo-
tions, performance (“What have you done lately?”) and ideology (the public’s
mood) played a role. Both elections can be seen as laying the groundwork for
rather weak mandates—but mandates nonetheless.

Third-Party Presidential Voting

Sometimes, of course, Americans vote for neither the Republican nor the
Democratic candidate for president. Why would people seemingly throw
away their vote for a candidate who has normally no chance of wining? Vot-
ing for a third-party candidate is hardly a common event. Still, Eugene Z.o-
Carthy received 756,691 votes in 1976; John Anderson won mhwo,ooo._z
1980; David Bergland (Libertarian party) had 228,314 in 1984; Ron Paul (Lib-
ertarian) garnered 432,179 votes in 1988; H. Ross Perot (United <<o. Stand)
picked up an astonishing 19,741,048 in 1992. The electorate’s @Qoo.ﬁsoz that
the two major parties are not addressing major problems goes with increased
voting for third-party candidates in the 50 American states. More populous
states have lower levels of third-party voting; closer contests for president re-
duce third-party voting.*®

Congressional Elections

As with presidential elections, both short- and long-term forces influence
voting choices in congressional elections. Especially with Rm.@oQ to the House
of Representatives, incumbency must be accorded great weight. Voters have
less information about Senate races than presidential races, however, and even
less about contests for the House of Representatives. Congressional elections
are just not that important to them. In 1972, for instance, 63 wmaooi ﬁ.vm a sam-
ple of Americans said they cared a lot about the presidential election—but
only 39 percent cared a lot about congressional races. .

It is to be expected, then, that issues are not as important n oonm:nmmé:m_
races as in presidential elections. Issues have only half the impact in elections
for the House as for president (the Senate ranks in between). Candidate
evaluations play a limited role, too. When voters are asked what they do or .ao
not like about House candidates, perceptions of personal characteristics
(especially trustworthiness and competence) were found to weigh very heav-
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ily—more so than for senatorial or presidential contenders. Since House in-
cumbents work so hard to gain the trust of their constituents, this is hardly a
surprising finding.

A key variable influencing people’s votes in congressional elections
is party identification. Voters tend to rank candidates sharing their party
label more positively than those under the opposition’s banner. However,
over time, an increasing number of voters have “defected” from their party
identification to support the other candidate. Why? It seems that defecting is
tied to voter support for incumbents. Many people are willing to vote against
their party if the incumbent represents the other party. This incumbency ef-
fect is less pronounced in the Senate than in the House, although it still exists.

Incumbents, especially in the House, have much higher name recognition
than their opponents. Most analysts of Congress conclude that to know any-
thing about a candidate is to like him or her, so, consequently, incumbents
have a huge built-in advantage. In the House, challengers of incumbents are
generally not well known. One result is 90 percent or better reelection suc-
cess rates for House incumbents—even in a year like 1992, in which there
was said to be an “anti-incumbency” mood. The reelection rate is lower for
Senate incumbents, apparently because their challengers are more likely to
have considerable name recognition (such as former governors).”’

What leads to the incumbency effect? Two primary causes are normally
identified: errand running for constituents and bringing back to the district fed-
eral funding for projects that will benefit the constituency. However, the pic-
ture is probably not quite this simple.

Incumbents often act as errand runners for their constituents, carrying out
“casework” to help people with problems. For example, if a citizen on social
security does not get his or her check on time, that person may contact the
House member. The representative (or, more likely, an assistant), in turn, con-
tacts the Social Security Administration to see what has gone wrong. Finally,
the agency responds to the congressional inquiry and mails the check out. The
result is one happy constituent who will now supposedly support the incum-
bent. An astonishing number of people ask for help from their repre-
sentatives; one survey finds that 22 percent of those interviewed claim to have
requested assistance from their representatives. Moreover, 28 percent said that

they had heard of others who had asked for help.? Evidence indicates that
casework does increase victory margins®—but perhaps not in as straightfor-
ward a way as many believe.

Members of Congress also can try to bring federal dollars and jobs into
their districts through “pork barrel” legislation and then claim credit for this
bounty. One common means of “bringing home the pork™ is to get support for
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the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which builds dams, widens river channels,
and constructs flood-control projects. Winning and losing elections (espe-
cially for House incumbents) is largely a local event, based on how good an
errand runner, “pork” provider, and credit claimer the incumbent is.

However, the success of incumbents is probably not due directly to this
hard work on behalf of constituents.*® They scare off strong challengers by
bringing home the pork, by errand running, by publicizing (advertising) their
good deeds for the district. Incumbents also build up large campaign war
chests. As a result, incumbents tend to face weak challengers with low name
recognition, who serve as “cannon fodder” for the incumbent. Potentially
strong challengers decide to wait for another time, when conditions are ripe
for winning. After all, why endanger a promising career by running against
an incumbent who has a satisfied constituency and formidable electoral fi-
nancial resources?

In addition, there appears to be a party effect—with Republicans gener-
ally offering less attractive and weaker candidates to challenge incumbents
than do the Democrats. Here may be one hidden reason for the continuing
Democratic hegemony in the House of Representatives.” Indeed, some Re-
publican winners may not easily learn how to play the game of casework and
district attentiveness—thus reducing their odds of reelection.

U.S. senators, for example, tend to vote their own way until the two years
before their reelection quest; then they moderate their positions in order to
gain electoral support.*> However, southern Republican conservatives elected
for the first time to the Senate in 1980 did not moderate their positions and
did not carry out any significant casework—and they went down in flames in
1986.% Other Republican conservatives, such as New York’s Alphonse D’ Am-
ato (known as “Pothole Al” for his virtuosity as a caseworker), who learned
the casework lessons, went on to successful reelection. A related point:
Republican members of the U.S. House of Representatives tend to retire from
that body sooner than their Democratic counterparts. Thus, incumbency is less
of a resource for the House Republicans as a whole than for their Democratic
peers.>

There is some role for national concerns in congressional elections; they
are not solely local events. If voters judge the country’s economic condition
as bad, incumbents of the president’s party will lose some support; in some
cases, this translates into defeat.” Some evidence suggests that if voters be-
lieve that the president is generally not doing a good job, they tend not to vote
for candidates of the president’s party in midterm elections. This also adds a
national component to congressional elections.*
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Divided Government: The Voters’ Choice?

As we noted in Chapter 5, in recent decades the norm has been a govern-
ment divided between Democrats controlling Congress and Republicans hold-
ing the White House. Indeed, Bill Clinton’s election as a Democrat with a
Democratic Congress appears unusual in these times. Is there any sensible ex-
planation in terms of voter behavior for divided government’s having been so
common in recent years?

One argument is quite straightforward: It is not gerrymandering; it is not
simply casework; it is not presidential approval or disapproval, it is not coat-
tails; it is not just the bursting campaign war chests of incumbents. Rather, it
is political. As Gary Jacobson, a leading congressional election scholar, has
put it, “You can’t beat somebody with nobody.”*” And Republicans tend to
field poor-quality challengers against Democratic incumbents.

Furthermore, the voters may be leery of entrusting full control of gov-
ernment to either party. While they see Republicans as more frugal and as
wanting to put the lid on tax increases, they also see Republicans as not par-
ticularly concerned about ordinary citizens and as likely to cut popular pro-
grams. At the same time, they see Democrats as apt to tax and spend—but also
to defend the programs that they like. In fact, according to this argument,
Americans see both parties as too far from the middle of the road. Hence, one
solution is to create gridlock—to elect the Republican candidate for president
to restrain excessive Democratic taxing and spending, but to counter by elect-
ing Democrats to control Congress in order to prevent draconian Republican
cuts in programs. Is this asking too much of the voters? The evidence is cer-
tainly not yet clear, but this is one argument that merits consideration.*®

What are the consequences of divided government? David Mayhew’s re-
search suggests that divided government per se does not seem to reduce the
amount of innovative policy-making enacted by the national government.”
Other research indicates that when one party controls the presidency and the
other Congress, Supreme Court decisions are apt to be more moderate in civil
liberties and civil rights decisions, suggesting that divided government leads
to more moderate justices being appointed.*

Why, then, did voters end their romance with divided government in
19927 To a large extent, theirs was a retrospective performance evaluation of
George Bush—and they did not like what he had done for them lately. Also,
Bill Clinton did appear to catch the ideological mood of the public better than
George Bush did. And, perhaps, voters became somewhat tired of what the
media kept referring to as “gridlock.”
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Voting, Elections, and Public Policy

Do elections influence government decisions? To do so, several condi-
tions would have to be met:

1. Candidates must take different positions on the issues of the day. If the
candidates held the same views, it would make little difference who was
elected.

2. Candidates have to try to carry out their campaign promises. If candi-
dates do not, then those who vote for them on the basis of those promises
will not have their preferences enacted.

3. Voters must be able to discern differences between candidates and vote
on the basis of issue positions.

Differences between Candidates

An often heard comment is that “there ain’t a nickel’s worth of difference”
between candidates or between parties. This can be called the “tweedledum-
tweedledee” perspective. One argument on its behalf comes from the work of
Anthony Downs.*' Figure 6.1 summarizes Down’s logic. If one assumes that
most voters are ideologically moderate, then rational parties (or candidates)
will take the middle-of-the-road position, where the votes are. This results in
parties (or candidates) promulgating similar positions. Others point out that
candidates will take ambiguous positions on controversial issues to gain sup-
port without arousing opposition. For instance, both Hubert Humphrey and
Richard Nixon advocated “peace with honor,” an ambiguous position, in Viet-
nam in 1968. Thus, American voters were unable to distinguish between the
two men on what the citizens saw as the most important issue of the day.”

However, other evidence suggests that there are often discernible differ-
ences between candidates. Certainly Ronald Reagan did not adopt middle-of-
the-road positions in his quest for the presidency. More generally, in
presidential elections, it seems that there are predictable divergences between
the two parties’ platform promises. For example, Republicans tend to point
toward better management of government, Democrats toward a pro-labor,
sympathetic social welfare position.”

Carrying Out Campaign Promises

Sometimes candidates, on being elected, do not carry out their promises.
John Kennedy proposed to close the “missile gap” with the Soviet Union—a
very difficult promise to carry out given that there was no missile gap (unless,
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Fig. 6.1 Source: Anthony Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy,
Harper & Row, New York, 1957.

of course, one notes that the United States had a substantial advantage over
the Soviet Union)! Lyndon Johnson claimed that he would not introduce
>.anom= troops into Vietnam in large numbers when, in fact, he and his ad-
visors were planning to do exactly that. More recently, Jimmy Carter and
Ronald Reagan both asserted that they would balance the federal budget (al-
though this is probably not so much a broken promise as one beyond their
ability to fulfill). George Bush wanted people to read his lips—“No new
taxes.” Bill Clinton assured the middle class that they would receive a tax re-
duction.

Statistically, however, the evidence indicates that promises are generally
redeemed. One study reports that in presidential elections, the party winning
the presidency carries out 75 percent of its promises and ignores only about

10 w.oaomzr Indeed, even the losing party is able to carry out a reasonable pro-
portion of its promises.*

Voters’ Ability to Vote on the Basis of Differences

Voters also have a responsibility if elections are to guide public policy.
One requirement is that they be aware of candidates’ positions on the issues.
\wm described in Chapter 4 and in previous sections of this chapter, this crite-
rion is, at best, only partially met. In presidential elections, as we have seen,
voters tend to know something of basic issues; with House races, there is lit-
tle issue awareness. Yet if a presidential incumbent is running for reelection,
voting is likely to be based on “approval”—not issues. Although the electorate
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was moving in a rather more conservative direction by 1980, that was only
part of the reason that Ronald Reagan won. Ironically, in 1984, the president
won big even though the public disagreed with his policy positions.

In House of Representative contests, where incumbency is a key factor,
there seems to be rather little issue content. One can hardly blame the voter,
by the way, for not doing a lot of issue voting in congressional races. After all,
representatives serve as errand runners, bearers of “pork,” and the like. If in-
cumbents tend not to emphasize issues, the electorate cannot be expected to
do so. Indeed, in Senate elections, incumbents become much more moderate
in their roll-call voting in the two years before the election—as if trying to
“curry favor” with the voters, effectively “tricking” them,* thus making ef-
fective issue voting that much more difficult!

So What?

Do elections make a difference? Evidence indicates that the national econ-
omy is influenced. From 1950 to 1983, when a Democrat resided in the White
House, unemployment rates were lower; a Democratic Congress goes with
greater transfers in income from the better-off to the less well-off. The over-
all effect is a reduction in the income gap between rich and poor.”® In those
years in which there is a Democratic president and the number of nonsouth-
ern Democrats in Congress increases due to electoral fortunes, social spend-
ing is stimulated.”’” Since World War II, we find that when Republicans control
the White House, inflation seems to decline, as the administration places more
concern on keeping the economy from overheating, whereas unemployment
tends to decline with Democratic administrations, as they speak to the inter-
ests of their electoral base.*®

Elections are considered to be one prerequisite for representative democ-
racy. That elected officials so assiduously court voters in the United States is
one measure of the significance of elections. Two of the three requirements for
the vote to serve as a guide to policy seem fairly well met, thereby supporting
the idea that elections can be democratic instruments.

Elite theorists can point to the type of people who become candidates—
upper-middle-class or upper-class, well-educated, white men. Those who run
for office and hold office are not typical of Americans at large. Further, the
voters who select candidates in primaries (and presidential caucuses) tend to
be from higher strata and atypical of the larger citizenry.

Pluralists point out that candidates try to build coalitions large enough
to attain electoral success. They seek the support of different groups.

Voting and Elections 131

Recommended Reading

Angus, Campbell, Philip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller, and Donald Stokes: The
American Voter, Wiley, New York, 1964,

V. O. Key, Ir.: The Responsible Electorate, Vintage Books, New York, 1966.

Enrwa G. Niemi and Herbert F. Weisberg, eds.: Classics in Voting Behavior, Con-
gressional Quarterly Press, Washington, D.C., 1993.

Richard G. Niemi and Herbert F. Weisberg, eds.: Controversies in Voting Behavior,
3d ed., Congressional Quarterly Press, Washington, D.C,, 1993.

Steven J. Rosenstone and John Mark Hansen: Mobilization, Participation, and
Democracy in America, Macmillan, New York, 1993.

Raymond A. Wolfinger and Steven J. Rosenstone: Who Vores? Yale University Press,
New Haven, 1980.



368 Notes

25. John S. Jackson III, Barbara Leavitt Brown, and David Bositits, “Herbert Mc-
Closkey and Friends Revisited,” American Politics Quarterly, 10:158-180, 1982.

26. Nelson W. Polsby and Aaron Wildavsky, Presidential Elections, 8th ed., Free
Press, New York, 1991, p. 33.

27. James L. Gibson, Cornelius P. Cotter, John F. Bibby, and Robert J. Huckshorn,
“Whither the Local Parties?” American Journal of Political Science, 29:139-159,
1985.

28. John F. Bibby, Cornelius P. Cotter, James L. Gibson, and Robert Huckshorn,
“Parties in State Politics,” in Virginia Gray, Herbert Jacob, and Kenneth N. Vines,
eds., Politics in the American States, Little, Brown, Boston, 1982; James L. Gibson,
Cornelius P. Cotter, John F. Bibby, and Robert J. Huckshorn, “Assessing Party Or-
ganizational Strength,” American Journal of Political Science, 27:193-222, 1983.

29. For more detail, see Larry J. Sabato, The Party’s Just Begun, Scott, Foresman,
Glenview, Ill1., 1988.

30. Gary C. Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections, 3d ed., Harper-
Collins, New York, 1992, p. 76.

31. John P. Frendreis, James L. Gibson, and Laura L. Vertz, “Local Party Organi-
zations in the 1984 Elections,” paper presented at the American Political Science As-
sociation meeting, New Orleans, 1985.

32.  William Crotty, “Party Effort and Its Impact on the Vote,” American Political
Science Review, 65:439-450, 1971; Phillip Cutright and Peter Rossi, “Grass Roots
Politicians and the Vote,” American Sociological Review, 63:171-179, 1958.

33. Joseph Schlesinger, “The New American Political Party,” American Political
Science Review, 79:1152-1169, 1985. For an update, see Samuel C. Patterson, *Par-
tisanship in the New Congress,” Extension of Remarks, June:7-8, 1993.

34. Daniel S. Ward, “The Continuing Search for Party Influence in Congress,” Leg-
islative Studies Quarterly, 18:211-230, 1993.

35. Edward G. Carmines and James A. Stimson, ‘“The Two Faces of Issue Voting,”
American Political Science Review, 74:78-91, 1980; Edward G. Carmines, Steven B.
Renten, and James A. Stimson, “Events and Alignments,” in Richard G. Niemi and
Herbert F. Weisberg, eds., Controversies in Voting Behavior, Congressional Quar-
terly Press, Washington, D.C., 1984. And see Edward G. Carmines and James A.
Stimson, Issue Evolution, Princeton University Press, Princeton, N.J., 1989.

36. Martin P. Wattenberg, The Decline of American Political Parties, Harvard Uni-
versity Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1986.

37. J. Merrill Shanks and Warren E. Miller, “Policy Direction and Performance
Evaluation: Complementary Explanations of the Reagan Elections,” British Journal
of Political Science, 20:143-235, 1990.

38. Wattenberg, op. cit.

39. Morris Fiorina, Divided Government, Macmillan, New York, 1992.

Notes 369

Chapter 6

1. Steven J. Rosenstone and John Mark Hansen, Mobilization, Participation, and
Democracy in America, Macmillan, New York, 1993; Raymond E. Wolfinger and
Steven J. Rosenstone, Who Votes?, Yale University Press, New Haven, 1980.

2. Howard Reiter, Parties and Elections in Corporate America, St. Martin’s, New
York, 1987. And see Francis Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward, Why Americans
Don’t Vote, Holbrook, New York, 1988.

3. PaulR. Abramson and John H. Aldrich, “The Decline of Electoral Participation
in America,” American Political Science Review, 76:502-521, 1982.

4. Steven J. Rosenstone and John Mark Hansen, Mobilization, Participation, and
Democracy in America, Macmillan, New York, 1993, pp. 130-131.

5. G.Bingham Powell, Jr., Contemporary Democracies, Harvard University Press,
Cambridge, Mass., 1982.

6. Gary Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections, HarperCollins, New
York, 1992, pp. 12-15.

7. John F. Bibby, Politics, Parties, and Elections in America, Nelson-Hall,
Chicago, 1987.

8. E.g., see Barbara Norrander, “Ideological Representativeness of Primary Vot-
ers,” American Journal of Political Science, 33:570-587, 1989.

9. Bibby, op. cit. And see Barbara Norrander, “Nomination Choices: Caucus and

Primary Outcomes, 1976-1988,” American Journal of Political Science, 37:343-364,
1993,

10. Priscilla L. Southwell, “The 1984 Democratic Nomination Process,” American
Politics Quarterly, 14:75-88, 1986.

11.  Benjamin Ginsberg and John Green, “The Best Congress Money Can Buy,” pa-
per presented at the American Political Science Association meeting, Washington,
D.C., 1979.

12. Richard L. Hall and Frank M. Wayman, “Buying Time: Moneyed Interests and
the Mobilization of Bias in Congressional Committees,” American Political Science
Review, 84:797-820, 1990.

13.  Thomas K. Patterson and Robert D. McClure, The Unseeing Eye, Putnam, New
York, 1976.

14.  For instance, see Charles K. Atkins and Gary Heald, “Effects of Political Ad-
vertising,” Public Opinion Quarterly, 40.216-228, 1976,

15. Edie Goldenberg and Michael W. Traugott, Campaigning for Congress, Con-
gressional Quarterly Press, Washington, D.C., 1984.

16.  Arthur H. Miller and Michael MacKuen, “Learning about the Candidates,” Pub-
lic Opinion Quarterly, 43:326-346, 1979.



370 Notes

17. Lee Sigelman and Carol K. Sigelman, “Judgments of the Carter-Reagan De-
bate,” Public Opinion Quarterly, 48:624-628, 1984,

18. Arthur H. Miller and Stephen A. Borelli, “Explaining Policy and Performance
Evaluations in the Electorate,” paper presented at the American Political Science As-
sociation meeting, Chicago, 1987.

19. William G. Mayer, “The 1992 Election and the Future of American Politics,”
Polity, 25:461-474, 1993. For more detail, see William G. Mayer, The Changing
American Mind, University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, 1992. On the develop-
ment of a conservative mood, see James A. Stimson, Public Opinion in America,
Westview, Boulder, Colo., 1991.

20. Stimson, op. cit.

21. Miller and Borelli, op. cit., pp. 8-9.

22. J. Merrill Shanks and Warren E. Miller, “Alternative Explanations of the 1988
Elections,” paper presented at the American Political Science Association meeting,
Atlanta, Georgia, 1989.

23. Mayer, “The 1992 Election . . .,” op. cit.

24, Kathleen A. Frankovic, “Public Opinion in the 1992 Campaign,” in Gerald Pom-
per, ed., The Election of 1992, Chatham House, Chatham, N.J., 1993, p. 130.

25. Gerald M. Pomper, “The Presidential Election,” in ibid. See also Paul J. Quirk
and Jon K. Dalager, “The Election: A ‘New Democrat’ and a New Kind of Presiden-
tial Campaign,” in Michael Nelson, ed., The Elections of 1992, Congressional Quar-
terly Press, Washington, D.C., 1993; Mayer, “The 1992 Election . . .,” op. cit.

26. George A. Chressanthis and Stephen D. Shaffer, “Major-Party Failure and
Third-Party Voting in Presidential Elections, 1976-1988,” Social Science Quarterly,
74:264-273, 1993,

27. Barbara Hinckley, Congressional Elections, Congressional Quarterly Press,
Washington, D.C., 1981.

28. Hinckley, op. cit.

29. George Serraand Albert Cover, “The Electoral Consequences of Perquisite Use:
The Casework Case,” Legislative Studies Quarterly, 17:246, 1992.

30. Paul Feldman and James Jondrow, “Congressional Elections and Local Federal
Spending,” American Journal of Political Science, 28:147-164, 1984.

31. Gary Jacobson, op. cit.

32. Martin Thomas, “Electoral Proximity and Senatorial Roll Call Voting,” Amer-
ican Journal of Political Science, 29:96-111, 1984; Sunil Ahuja, “Electoral Status
and Representation in the United States Senate,” American Politics Quarterly,
22:104-118, 1994.

33. L. Marvin Overby, “Political Amateurism, Legislative Inexperience, and In-
cumbency Behavior,” Polity, 25:401-420, 1993.

Notes 371

34. John B. Gilmour and Paul Rothstein, “Early Republican Retirement: A Cause
of Democratic Dominance in the House of Representatives,” Legislative Studies
Quarterly, 18:345-366, 1993.

35. DonaldR. Kinder and D. Roderick Kiewiet, “Sociotropic Politics,” British Jour-
nal of Political Science, 11:129-161, 1981.

36. Samuel Kernell, “Presidential Popularity and Negative Voting,” American Po-
litical Science Review, 71:44-66, 1977.

37. Gary Jacobson, The Electoral Origins of Divided Government, Westview, Boul-
der, Colo., 1990, p. 45.

38. Morris Fiorina, Divided Government, Macmillan, New York, 1992. For one
study that attempts to test these assumptions, see R. Michael Alvarez and Matthew
M. Schousen, “Policy Moderation or Conflicting Expectations,” American Politics
Quarterly, 21:410-438, 1993,

39. David R. Mayhew, Divided We Govern: Party Control, Lawmaking, and In-
vestigations, 1946—-1990, Yale University Press, New Haven, 1990.

40. Lilliard E. Richardson, Jr., and John M. Schieb, II, “Divided Government and
the Supreme Court,” American Politics Quarterly, 21:458-472, 1993,

41. Anthony Downs, An Economic Theory of Democracy, Harper & Row, New
York, 1957.

42. Benjamin I. Page and Richard A. Brody, “Policy Voting and the Electoral
Process,” American Political Science Review, 66:979-995, 1972.

43. Gerald M. Pomper with Susan M. Lederman, Elections in America, Longman,
New York, 1980.

44. Ibid. And see lan Budge and Richard Hofferbert, “Mandates and Policy Out-
puts: U.S. Party Platforms and Federal Expenditures,” American Political Science Re-
view, 84:111-131, 1990.

45. Thomas, op. cit.

46. Douglas A. Hibbs, Jr., and Christopher Dennis, “Income Distribution in the
United States,” American Political Science Review, 82:467-490, 1988.

47. Robert X. Browning, “President, Congress, and Policy Qutcomes,” American
Journal of Political Science, 29:197-216, 1985.

48. Hibbs and Dennis, op. cit. And see John T. Williams, “The Political Manipula-
tion of Macroeconomic Policy,” American Political Science Review, 84:767-795,
1990; Alberto Alesina and Howard Rosenthal, “Partisan Cycles in Congressional Elec-
tions and the Macroeconomy,” American Political Science Review, 83:373-398, 1989.

Chapter 7

1. Robert Dahl, Who Governs?, Yale University Press, New Haven, 1961.
2. E.E.Schattschneider, The Semisovereign People, Holt, New York, 1960, pp. 7-18.



