I. A Good Starting Point in Discussing Congressional Elections is to Look    

   at What the Public Desires from Congress and the Political System      

   (Hibbing/Theiss-Morse, APSR, March, 2001 and Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002)

   A. Congress is Typically Held in Lower Esteem by the Public than Other 

        Branches of Government (from Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., pp. 

        50, 53)

        1. 1998 Approval Ratings of Branches of Government

            
a. Supreme Court                   75%

              b. State Governments           69%


c. President Clinton               59%

         
d. Overall Political System    59%


e. Federal Government        

        2. Evaluations of Particular Congressional Referents


a. All Members                        24%

             
b. Leaders                               25%


c. Own Member                      67%

   B. So, What Does the Public Want?

        1. The People Don’t Want Back in Politics; They Want Out 

                                       (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, pp.223-224)

        2. For example, while 53% either agreed, or strongly 

            agreed, with the following statement: “If the American people

            decided political issues instead of relying on politicians, the 

            country would be a lot better off,” 47% disagreed, or strong

            disagreed.

           a. Additionally, 62% agreed that “people just don’t have enough

               time or knowledge about politics to make decisions about

               important political issues. (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, p. 224)   

   C. The Public Does Not Think Politicians are Incompetent
        1. When asked to rate (on a scale of 1 to 7) the level of information

            and intelligence of various groups, they rated elected officials

            as somewhat more intelligent and much more informed than

            ordinary Americans.

   D. The Public Does Not Necessarily Hold Itself in Such High Esteem
        1. When forced to choose between the following statements: “most

            people can be trusted” and “you can’t be too careful in dealing

            with people,” less than 44% picked “most people can be trusted.”

            (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, pp. 224-225)

   E. Economic Perceptions and Congressional Approval

        (drawn from Thomas J. Rudoloph, Nov. 2002, LSQ, pp. 578-581) 


1. Differences between How the Public Views Congress and the 

                  President on Economic Issues



a. In evaluating Presidents, voters tend to be prospective 

                               (looking forward – i.e., what will happen – which is not 

                               merely a reflection of what has happened) and 
                               sociotropic (concerned mainly with how they think the 

                               national economy, not the personal finances)




a. Presidents and presidential candidates are 

                                             frequently evaluated on the economic plans for 

                                             the future.



2. By contrast, voters tend to evaluate Congress more 

                               retrospectively and egocentrically (i.e., what is good 

                               for themselves) or particularistically.




a. Congressmen are often evaluated by casework 

                                             and other particularistic characteristics (what 

                                             they have done for the district)

II. What Types of Political Reforms the Public Does and Doesn’t Want
    A. Let’s Look at Suggested Reforms of Congress as a Guide

    B. What the Public Does Not Want (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, pp. 232-233)

        1. In the Main, the Public Does Not Want More Direct Democracy.

            a. Thus, if Congress were weakened by shifting some of its power

                current power to the people, it would still be unpopular.

                1. Indeed, such steps might very well reduce public approval

                   of Congress since the people do not want to be more connected

                   with politics.

        2. Perhaps Easiest to Reject is the Notion That Congress is Unpopular

            Because it Produces Unpopular Policies.

            a. In polling results, people who are both dissatisfied with Congress

                and dissatisfied with the policies Congress produces are quite 

                rare.  Only 30% of the public expresses this combination.

                (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, pp. 232-233)

                1. On the other hand, 40% of those who disapproved of Congress

                    were satisfied with it’s policies.

            b. Most people want centrist policies and believe they are getting

                them. (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse, APSR, March, 2001, p. 149)

            c. Additionally, it’s not bad press coverage that keeps Congress’

                popularity low.

        3. The Reality that Political Reformers must Confront is that the Public

            Does not Like the Conflict that is the Essence of Politics. 

            a. Ample evidence for the above statement comes from statistical

                studies of what factors influence the popularity of Congress.

                1. Having debates, passing conflictual major bills, overriding

                    presidential vetoes all lower the publics’ evaluation of 

                    Congress. (Durr, et. al., AJPS, 1997)

            b. But take the following six statements from citizens who had

                just attended a town hall meeting in a New England village.  Thus,

                this wasn’t legislators debating issues that weren’t relevant, or

                bad press coverage. (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, p. 234)

                1. “Well to me, all it is is more or less a fight ... a big argument.”

                2. “I get sick of it, sick ... I listen to ‘em argue and wrangle and it

                      goes on for hours.”

                3. “It’s just bickering back and forth.”

                4. “People knowingly going against one another, that is what

                      I don’t like.”

                5. “You get quarreling and a big hubbub.”

                6. “Too much personalities involved.”

       c. Thus, openness to the public, more dignified politicians,  and 

                public relations is not going to help much.

    C. What Reforms Would Be Beneficial

         1. Analysis indicates something that would help is to convince 

             citizens that members of Congress are not improving their own

             financial status by the actions they take. (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002,

                                                                                    page 234)

            a. The above is re-enforced by the public’s evaluation of the
                Supreme Court after the controversial Bush v. Gore (2000)

                decision.

                1. While people saw the court bickering, they perceived that

                    the justices did not profit personally from the decision.

                    (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, p. 235)

                2. It was also helpful that the public does not often see the 

                    justices arguing.  Thus, television Congressional sessions, 

                    and, more importantly, having excerpts from the debate 

                    televised on the evening news and reported in the newspaper, 

                    does not help the approval of Congress.

         2. Additionally, the public wants more than dispassionate, non-

             self-interested decisions; they want someone in government

             to understand.

             a. Despite the widespread effort of members of Congress to

                 travel to their districts and meet voters, the public does not

                 think that they are in touch with their lives.     

                 1. Being in the district does little to convince the average

                     citizen that the member of Congress appreciates what

                     the typical citizen’s life is like. (Hibbing, LSQ, May, 2002, p. 237) 

        3. A Large Difficulty for Congress is that the Public Does not like 

            Political Conflict.

            a. For example, when members of Congress are seen arguing over 

                policy, public approval of Congress decreases.  (Durr, et. al., 

                AJPS, Jan, 1997)

                1. The public will often say that the government should “do 
                    something” about a problem, but has little stomach for a debate 
                    about the means to achieving such their goals. (Hibbing and 

                    Theiss-Morse, Congress as Public Enemy, p. 55)

            b. The Public doesn’t typically realize that one of the prime reasons 
                Congress is divided is because the public is also divided.

                 1. Thus, Congress is often reflective of the public by having 

                     deep-seated division over either what the priorities should be 

                     and/or how to accomplish them.

            c. Therefore, even if Congress passed the sort of procedural 

                reforms the public typically supports, reducing 

                professionalization of Congress (e.g., term limits, reductions of 

                staff, etc.) and special-interest influence (e.g., banning paid 

                lobbyists, etc.), while the short-term approval of Congress
                might increase, the long-term effects would likely be that approval 

                of Congress would remain at current levels, or even decline (due 

                to the reduced ability of Congress to perform due to the reforms: 

                less staff, lack of knowledge from lobbyists, etc.).

                1. Since much of the public’s criticism of Congress is really a 
                    criticism of Democracy at work: ideological clashes over policy 
                    goals/methods, deliberative decision-making, etc., then 
                    “reforms” are unlikely to increase the approval rating of 
                    Congress in the long-term.  (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse, Congress 

                    as Public Enemy, pp. 153-155)

   D. However, Electoral Success Rates of Congressmen and

        Senators are high

        1. House over 90% of members who seek re-election are

            re-elected.

        2. Senate approximately 78% are re-elected.

        3. However, since House members must run every 2 years, while

            Senators only run every 6 years, it is worth comparing the
            6 year survive rate for House members to the re-election

            rate for Senators.  The rates are basically identical –

            about 78%. (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 90)

            1. Thus, the House is not “safer” than the Senate.

            2. This is interesting because usually electoral conflict

                increases with constituency heterogeneity.  Since 

                states are more heterogeneous than congressional

                districts, senators should be less “safe.”

            3. While the average percentage of the vote for the incumbent

                hasn’t changed that much (but has increased slightly to about

                65%), the variation in the vote for an incumbent over

                elections (i.e., in successive elections) has increased

                noticeable, which has made incumbents who might think they

                are safe, not all that safe. For example, in the 1990s,

                about 5% of incumbents who won with 60%-65% of the vote

                in their previous election, lost the next election.  

                a. This is about twice as high a percentage as the 1980s.

                     (Jacobson, The Politics of Cong. Elections, 5th ed., p. 28)

   E. Why do we Re-elect our Congressmen and Senators when we often

        Disapprove of Congress?

        1. Abstract vs. Specific 

            a. People are typically more favorably oriented toward a specific

                or concrete person than an something impersonal, such as

                an institution.

                1. Studies of the bureaucracy typically find that people

                    view “administration” negatively, but very often like

                    the individual administrator they had contact with.                 

            b. Notice that there are approximately twice as many favorable

                as unfavorable comments about individual incumbents.

                (Jacobson, The Politics of Cong. Elections, 5th ed., p. 131)

        2. Citizens are typically less supportive of political actors they see as

            more powerful.  (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse, Congress as Public Enemy,

            pp. 53-55)

            a. One of the reasons the Supreme Court is more popular than 

                Congress and the President is that people do see the Supreme 

                Court as not having much to do with the problems they view as 

                “most important.” (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse, Congress as Public 

                Enemy, p. 54)

            b. The public sees the Congress as more powerful than the 

                 President.

                 1. The public sees Congress’s power not as setting the agenda, 

                     but rather its ability to block what the president wants.

                     (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse, Congress as Public Enemy, p. 56)

   F. Who Approves/Disapproves of Congress?

         1. The more one values debate, compromise and is of the majority

             party in Congress, the more likely they are to approve.

             a. Many people do not like a clash of ideas.  Debate,

                 overriding presidential vetoes, enacting major 

                 legislation, etc., tend to lower the approval rating of       

                 Congress. (Durr, et., al., AJPS, January, 1997)

         2. Surprising, the greater the level of knowledge, the less

             likely to approve. (Congress Reconsidered, 5th ed., p. 62)

             a. In some instances, the level of knowledge is positively 

                 associated with the level of criticism.  The more knowledgeable 

                 (at least more educated) were less supportive of the Vietnam War 

                 in polls.

II. Congressional Elections

     A. The National Verdict in House Elections

          1. Since the House has always been popularly elected, whereas 

              the Senate wasn’t popularly elected until 1913 (probably

              began in 1914), it is natural to look to House elections

              as a measure of the “ebb and flow” of public preferences.

              At least this is what the founders hoped.

              (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 67)

          2. Variation

               a. Since 1950, the party division of the House has varied

                   from 67% Democratic (after the 1964 election) to

                   47% Democratic (after the 1994 election).
                   (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 68)

     B. Role of Partisanship

          1. Most people identify with one of the two major political

              parties.

          2. Most partisans vote for the candidate of their party and

               independents usually split their vote about evenly

               between the two parties.(Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p.69)

               a. In the 1990s, about 75% of voters in House elections 

                    voted for the candidate of their party.

                    (Jacobson, Politics of Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 108)   
                    1. The correlation between presidential vote and

                         House vote is again high.  Going from .86 in

                         in 1952, to .52 in 1972 (Vietnam), but rising

                         back to .83 in 1996.

                         (Jacobson, Politics of Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 148)

                          a. Presidential coattails: while they vary by

                              election, since WWII, every additional percentage

                              point of the vote beyond a parties normal strength

                              adds, on average, almost 1/3 of a percentage point

                              to the congressional vote of the president’s party.

                              (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 71)

                             1. Additionally, a voter in 1996 who otherwise (on

                                 the basis of party affiliation, incumbency,

                                 challenger quality, etc.) had 50% probability of

                                 voting for the Democrat would have a 70%

                                 probability of doing so if they voted for

                                 Clinton, but only a 30% probability if they

                                 voted for Dole.  (Jacobson, The Politics of

                                 Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 150)

                     b. Translating the House vote into seats: on average,

                          a party gains about 1.5% of the seats (which is

                          about 7) for each additional percentage point of

                          the House vote the party receives.  This number

                          1.5% is called the “swing ratio.”

                          (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 68)

               b. Over time the voters issue positions and ideology

                   have more accurately predicted their party affiliation.

                   1. In 1972, a voter’s positions on ideology, jobs, aid

                       to African-Americans, and women’s role predicted

                       the voter’s party identification accurately 62% of

                       the time. By 1998, this figure had risen to 74%.

                       (Jacobson, Politics of Cong. 5th ed., p. 249)

    C. Policy Mood

        1. When the public wants more government activism from Congress,

             it gives the Democratic party more votes.        

             (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., pp. 70-71)

        2. Mood is negatively related to macropartisanship (i.e.,

            when Democratic identification is high, policy preferences

            toward conservatism)

        3. In part, mood is driven by the economy.  Inflation worries

            trigger a more conservative mood while worries about

            unemployment trigger a more liberal mood.

             a. Mood is also a function of past policies. For example,

                 when a pent-up demand for more liberalism goes unmet,

                 the electorate gets even more liberal; the more liberal

                 policies the government produces, the demand decreases

                 and the public becomes more conservative.

                 (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 93, note #5)

    D. The Economy

         1. Sizeable effect on the vote: controlling for presidential

             approval, each 1% increase in real disposable income

             per capita, is associated with a 1.32% increase in the

             number of seats the president’s party holds.  

             (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 144)

    E. Midterm Loss               

         1. Anti-Democratic Bias: Since relative to the Republican base, the 

             Democratic base voters are lower socioeconomic status voters who 

             are less likely to vote in low stimulus elections such as midterm 

             Congressional elections.  (Wattenberg and Brians, LSQ, August, 2002)

             a. Low turnout by the Democratic base was important in the 

                 Republican takeover of Congress in 1994 and 2002.

         2. Referendum on the President

         3. Over the 14 midterm elections from 1946-1998, on average,

             the presidential party suffered a decline of 1% of its

             seats in Congress for every 1% of its margin of victory

             in the prior presidential election.

             (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 72)

     F. Ideological Fit between Candidate and District

         1. Median Voter Model (define median)

             a. Assuming candidates want to maximize their share of the vote,

                 they should converge to the issue positions of the median voter.

                 1. Thus, the more conservative the voters, the more conservative

                      the candidates for both parties should be.

                 2. Thus, candidates should gain through moderation.

             b. Findings: while some have found that in marginal house seats

                 the candidates diverge more in order to satisfy a “core”

                 constituency (Fiorina, 1974) and thus obtain a stable, but

                 small victory margin, more recent research suggests that while

                 the candidates for all districts don’t tend to converge,               

                 incumbents in more heterogeneous districts (which are typically 

                 more marginal) tend to be more responsive to their district’s 

                 opinion than incumbents in more homogeneous districts. (AJPS, 

                 Jan. 2001, p. 153 – An.,Snyder, Stew.)   

                 1. Additionally, the degree of responsiveness has declined since 

                     the impact of civil rights laws produced a more Republican 

                     South. Moderates in each party are less numerous and, as 

                     such, they parties are more distinct than in the 1930-80 period.

                     a. As the parties become more distinct, it means that those 

                         who would “win” in districts the party is less likely to carry 

                         (e.g., Republicans winning in liberal districts) become less 

                         numerous and as a result the parties become more unified 

                         and more ideologically distinct.  (Ansolabehere, et., al., p. 154)

                         1. This greater degree of ideological “purity” increases the 

                             ability of congressional leaders to present a unified party

                             and also makes compromise, and as a result, legislating,

                             more difficult.                

             c. Responsiveness, which typically means moderation, pays

                 electorally. 

                1. Within the plausible range of possible ideological movement

                    for a Democratic candidate, they could increase their share

                    of the vote about 3% through greater 

                    responsiveness/agreement with district opinion.

                     a. While not overwhelming, this is about the same as the effect

                          of challenger quality and about one-third to one-half the

                          value of incumbency itself.

                          (Ansolabehere, Snyder, and Stewart, AJPS, 2001, p. 146) 

         2. Based on a multivariate analysis, a range of about 10%

             of the two-party vote is “in play” as a function of

             ideological positioning.  Somewhat more for Democrats

             than Republicans. 

             a. For example, among Democrats, liberals represented

                 “safe seats” whereas moderates represented competitive

                 districts in which the 1996 Clinton vote was approximately

                 50%.  This is evidence that politicians moderate according

                 to electoral need. 

             b. Additionally, whereas the liberals ran about even with

                 Clinton in their districts, the moderates all exceeded

                 Clinton’s 1996 margin by a considerable amount.  Thus,

                 had the moderates ran as liberals they would have had

                 electoral trouble. (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 85)

             c. Representative’s ideological positions and constituency

                 opinion (measured by the presidential vote) correlate

                 at a high, .77. (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 87)

             d. Its not one vote, but a string of bad votes that can

                 hurt you.  (Kingdon, Congressman’s Voting Decisions)

                 1. Only about 3% of votes will attract much attention

                      in the district.  (Kingdon or Bernstein)

                      a. Even on salient votes, most constituent don’t

                          know how their representative votes.  Even on

                          the impeachment of President Clinton, less than

                          50% knew how their congressman votes.  

                 2. Waxman Example

                      a. Henry Waxman (D-California) changed his usual 

                          pro-regulatory stance on health supplements

                          when angry constituents confronted him. 

    G. Challenger Quality

         1. Typically, challenger quality is measured as whether, or

             not, the challenger has held elective office.  

             (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elect., 5th ed.,  p. 156)

                a. Additionally, financial backing and name recognition

                    are also useful.

         2. Very important: the strength of the challenger’s candidacy

              is far more important than the marginality of the incumbent.

              (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections, 5th ed.,

              p. 196)

              a. Controlling for other factors, each additional one percent

                  of Democratic challengers that have held elective office

                  increases the percentage of seats held by Democrats about

                  one-quarter of one percent. (Jacobson, The Politics of 

                  Congressional Elections, 5th   ed., p. 158)    

         3. Determinants of the Percentage of Experienced House

             Challengers, 1946-98:

             a. The same factors that political scientists think

                 are important: popularity of the President, economic

                 conditions, the size of the majority party’s margin,

                 all effect the decisions of both potentially quality

                 challengers and contributors. (Jacobson, The Politics

                 of Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 154)

             b. For example, in explaining variation in the quality

                 of Democratic challengers, holding the number of seats

                 held by Democrats and the approval rating of the 

                 President constant, a 1 percentage point increase
                 in real per capita disposable income is associated

                 with approximately a 1.25% increase in the percentage

                 of Democratic challengers who have held prior elective

                 office. 

                1. Additionally, under the above conditions, a 1

                     percentage point increase in the popularity of

                     a Democratic president is associated with approximately

                     a one-quarter of a percentage point increase in the

                     percentage of Democratic challengers who have held

                     prior elective office. (Jacobson, The Politics of

                     Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 157)             

                2. Effect of Electoral Margin on the Probability of

                    Facing a Quality Challenger: 1998
                    Probability of Facing a Quality Challenger

                               Democratic Incumbent           Republican Incumbent 

Safe: 60% or more              12%                                         10%

Unsafe: 60% or less            42%                                         44%
                (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 80)

              3. Quality Challengers are increasing being concentrated

                   in a smaller number of districts.  

                   a. This makes these “targeted” districts less safe, even when the 

                       incumbent won their last election by a healthy margin, 

                       but makes the bulk of incumbents more safe since they don’t have 

                       to be that concerned about facing a quality challenger. (Jacobson, 

                       The Politics of Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 95)               

    H. The Value of Incumbency

        1. To measure this, you can’t just use the share of the

            vote the incumbent receives.  This includes the effect

            of party identification.  Some of the incumbent’s votes
            would go to any candidate from that party in that district.

            The real question is: How much better would the particular

            candidate do running as an incumbent as opposed to

            running as a nonincumbent?  

            a. After partisan adjustment, it is probably around 6%

                today (using the Gelman-King measure)

                (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections,

                5th ed., pp. 24-26)

               1. Often a congressmen will increase their margin

                   when they first run for re-election (Sophomore  

                   Surge)

        2. But what is the advantage in Incumbency?

            a. Taking popular stances on issues, casework, trips back to

                the district, newsletters all help a congressman develop

                a favorable reputation with voters.
            b. For example, reactions to incumbents, both in general

                and specific terms, are largely favorable.  

                1. 85% approve of the typical incumbent’s job performance.

                    (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 126)

                2. Incumbents average about twice as many “mentions”

                    per respondent as the challenger.

                    (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 128)

                3. However, that party/policy/ideology elicit more

                    negative responses than personal traits.  

                    Also, over time, these more “political” responses
                    are a greater percentage of the total responses.

                    (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections, 5th ed., pp. 128-

                     130).              

                4. The increasing value of political responses is

                    bad for incumbents.  It means that the election
                    is fought on a more national basis, which is

                    more difficult for the incumbent to control.

                    a. Thus, the incumbent is more vulnerable to electoral

                        tides, such as the pro-Republican tide of 1994.

                        1. The above helps explain why the variance in

                            an incumbent’s share of the vote over time

                            has increased.

               5. However, incumbency is still valuable.

II. Incumbent Strategies for Re-election

    A. Congressional Allowances: 1999 and their Ability to Aid in Re-election

         1. Salary: $136,700  (low by comparison with responsibility)

         2. Staff: annual allowance:  $632,000

              a. Maximum Size: 18 

              b. 18 is small relative to other democracies
              c. Typically, about half  (43%) serve in the district office
              d. Staff average salary: $39,100 – less than comparably educated                   

                  worker.    

              e. Staff size was increased by Democrats in mid-1970s (fits with                                       

                  Fiorina’s emphasis on casework) but decreased after Republican                  

                  takeover of 1995.

         3. Franking – Mail

             a. Free to members

             b. Typical member sends about 574,000 pieces of mail per year.

                 1. One study of Senate mail showed that 96% were mass

                     mailings and only about 4% were letters to constituents

                     about constituent problems.

                 2. Thus, most mail is general purpose newsletters advertising

                      the congressman. (much of the above comes from Davidson and         

                      Oleszek, Congress and Its Members, 7th ed., pp. 153-157)   

             c. Only about 3% of questionnaires are returned. However, 

                 even though people typically toss newsletters out as

                 “junk mail,” they still see the congressman’s name and

                 may think that the congressman is interested in their

                 opinions.

 B. Opportunities for Congressmen to Help Re-election by doing

      Casework
       1. While new members obviously do not have seniority,

            they do have power in that they are on smaller sub-committees.

       2. Leverage of the Congressman with the Bureaucracy

           a. due to the prestige and power of the position 

           b.  the FACT THAT MEMBERS OF CONGRESS CONTROL THE    

                ALLOCATION OF FUNDS TO THESE AGENCIES.

 C. CREDIT CLAIMING also helps name recognition and re-election    

      chances. This involves taking credit for popular legislation   

      that may have passes
       1. For example, PORK BARREL projects that  

          bring particular benefits to your constituency (i.e., roads).   

       2. These benefits are best when they are visible (such as a 

           public building)

  D. POSITION TAKING

       1. This is important because it can help members make "nice  

           statements." 

       2. How do you do this without hurting one's chances at votes? 

           a. Take positions on issues that are popular, neutral--such      

               as "I want safe streets."

   E.  Valence Issues (issues that carry emotion and image but no real       

        policy content) are very useful: an issue with relatively little 

        ideological content, which is easy to gain support for among a variety 

        of constituents (ADA, drunk driving, vaccines, education).

   F. The common element of position taking, credit claiming, and  

        advertising is that all are NON-CONTROVERSIAL. They are NON-

        PARTISAN, have LIKE-ABILITY, and HELP BUILD NAME 

        RECOGNITION.

        1. The ways in which members accomplish this (pork barrel,     

            constituency services, etc.) are all NON-PARTISAN. Both  

            Democrats and Republicans do these same things in the same 

            ways.

            a. By pursuing this non-partisan strategy, you can assure 

                votes. 

    G. Controversial Issues

       1. Concept of Issue Ownership
           a. The two parties have each developed reputations with the

               public for handling certain issue areas better than the

               opposing party. (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 222)

      2. Issue Advantage by Party

          a. Democratic Issues tend to involve government activism

             on domestic issues, or where there is a “class component.”

             1. For example, from 1993-99, the Democrats have a 30% 

                 advantage on the environment (e.g., 65% would see the

                 Democrats as better at handling the environment whereas 

                 35% would see the Republicans as better handling the

                 environment), about 15%-20% better on health, about
                 10% better on education, about 10% on social security.

          b. Republicans tend to do better on issues on non-class

              issues such as defense (about a 30% advantage) or

              foreign policy (about 5%-20% advantage) and taxes (about

              a 10% advantage).(Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 223)

      3. Candidates do seem to follow this logic.

Percentage of House Candidates Whose Campaign Ads Focused on

Selected Issues – 1998
                                  Democrats                                   Republicans
                   Incumbents  Chall.  Open Seat        Incumbent  Chall.   Open Seat

Education          42%       18%       45%                 15%            27%      15%

Taxes                  7%         6%         5%                  16%            23%      23%

Social 

Security            28%       18%        20%                 20%            16%      23%      

Health Care      7%        24%        25%                    3%              6%      15%

(Herrnson, Congressional Elections, 3rd ed., p. 198)

      4. If you vote against both party and constituency, you will lose - String 
          of Votes:

         Issue:                        Polls:
         Euthanasia:               90-10%
         Abortion:                  90-10%   
        Gun control:              90-10%
       Affirmative action:     90-10%
       School prayer:            90-10%


          a.  the minority is much more intense on any one issue


          b.  series of votes can alienate a majority of the electorate: STRING             

               OF VOTES can hurt you (Coalition of Minorities Effect)

    F. Advantages of House incumbents:

       1.  Name Recognition:

                                              Recall:             Recognize:
                Incumbent:            42%                  91%
                Challenger:            17%                  52%

       2. Control Agenda

       3. Party ID is the basis for vote if you don’t know  the challenger. 

       4  Feeling thermometer - people are fairly positive toward incumbent


I. HOW INCUMBENTS RELATE TO THEIR DISTRICT

     A. Home Style

          1. Types of Constituencies

              a. Geographic – legal constituency, but too broad ideologically in
                  most districts to be the electoral constituency.  Realistically,

                  the congressman will aim for his party plus independents.

                  1. While independents are increasing as a percentage of the

                      electorate (around 30%), they are more fickle and less likely

                      to vote.  Politics isn’t that important to them.

              b. Re-election Constituency - those most likely to vote for the    

                  member

                  1. Even when you vote on the majority side of an issue, you risk 

                      losing some.

                      The minority side (e.g., those opposed to abortion) are intense in 

                       feeling.

                  2.  Re-election constituency is  likely to vote retrospectively (i.e.,                              

                       to judge congressman on what they have done) than vote  

                       prospectively (what they think you’ll do).

                       a. Retrospective is easier.  Are you happy?

                       b. Prospective means you would have to understand the 

                           issues and see real differences between the parties.  Voters 

                           increasing have this capability, but it is hard for many.                  .

                 3.  Effect of Constituency on voting is tough to pin down.

                      a. On NAFTA, for Senators from homogenous states (i.e.,

                          less diverse constituency –clearer signal)  constituent  

                          ideology, but not job loss, mattered. (Den/Bish, JSE 2000)
                      b. On the Assault Weapons Ban in the Senate, violent crime

                           rate, homicide rate, NRA membership, and constituent

                           and legislator ideology all mattered.

                      c. Usually legislator ideology is a much better predictor of the

                          legislator’s vote than most constituency measures.

            c. Primary Constituency: most loyal voters-subset of reelect. const.        
           d. Personal constituency: closest friends of the member

               1. May not be representative of re-election constituency.

     B. Home Style: how a member relates to his constituency

· 1. Convince people that the member is not really a member, rather,

·    "just one of the  folks" -worst thing to think about a member is      "out of touch," partisan and big money

- "Gone Washington" - no longer one of us
          -most people believe that they will do anything to get elected
          -elitist, criminal...

· 2. Scandals such as the House banking scandal hurt image (members wrote with large overdrafts often didn’t run for re-election)       

                    a.  Notice how the House Banking Scandal Hurt Incumbents

                          Number of Overdrafts

                            None            1-99             100-199                200 or more

Retired                 8.9%          11.9%           15.0%                    33.3%

Primary Loss      2.0%            2.2%            18.8%                    27.8%

General Loss       2.8%            5.6%             23.1%                   15.4%

Not in                  17.3%          24.7%             50.0%                   59.3%     

next Congress
                   (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 175)

                3. The Public Does not want Congressmen to favor district                

                    interests over the National Interest

                     a. 85% agreed that “Members of Congress should do what is

                         best for the entire Country, not just their district.”

                         1. This national vs. local concern is similar to the greater 

                             effect of the perception of the national economy than 

                             perception of personal finances on an individual’s vote.  
                4. Voters Seem to Hold Similar Expectations for Congressmen 

                    and Senators (Gronke, p. 131)

                    1. Thus, voters do not perceive of Senators as being concerned 

                        with “important issues” and Congressman ombudsmen 

I. What leads to a home style?

   A.  Member's personality:
    -Bob Dornan (bad home style): lost in 1996, claimed voter fraud, hung around Congress after loss, verbally assaults people
 

   B. Not necessarily personal choice: nature of district - where they're from:
        Examples:  Montgomery County (don't run against DC, talk issues, well-educated pro-environment, pro-choice, pro-government spending crowd)
                     South (local issues, agriculture, vague values)
    -what they look like:
        heterogeneous - north vs. west vs. south
        homogenous - majority minority districts (black district), Midwest districts (Kansas)

   C. Redistricting: 

        1. Redistricting can change the economic/social base of your district. 

        2. Could become a “hawk” if a military base becomes part of your district.

            a.  600,000 people per district, urban areas more difficult, media oriented    

   D.  Requirements of "local good person" image


           -1. physical presence in the district (most business in DC is conducted Tuesday -   Thursday)    -sixth sense: doesn't rely on polls, knows what people in district think, uses it to build one-on-one relationships with voters:
    -office hours (usually Saturday mornings)
    -hold public forums (more proactive)
    -attend lots of public functions (some even attend private functions, making sure not to eat anything to avoid offending anyone at other events)
    -establish goodwill with constituents despite hate of Congress


         2. -Fenno's Paradox: love your member, hate the Congress - tears down reputation of Congress, works in short term but not in long run because a long-term  member becomes seen as part of Congress

  E. Stage of Congressional Career

     a. Typically, during the early parts of a House career, what

         is often termed the “expansionist” phase, a congressman
         will spend more time in their district than later in

         their career.  

        1. Typically, such efforts payoff electorally in a 

           “sophomore surge.” The representative receives a 

            noticeably greater share of the vote in their first

            bid for re-election than they did when they were

            first elected.

    b. Two factors tend to lead a congressman toward a more “protectionist” 
        stage:  

         1.  greater electoral security; 

         2.  the desire to “make good public policy” by taking a more active 

              role on a committee and/or becoming part of the leadership.

              1. Both of these factors lead congressmen to eventually

                  spend less time in their districts trying to further

                  their electoral support.

              2. A stiff challenger can cause a member to more from

                  a more protectionist stage back to a more expansionist phase, 

                  but the congressman doesn’t typically enjoy it and some retire. 

                  (Fenno, Home Style, pp. 171-189)

I. An Important Change Over Time is that Such Factors as Advertising,

   Credit Claiming and Position Taking Become More Important While

   the Congressman’s “Home Style” has Become Less Important.

   A. This change is important because it means that the congressman

        is more vulnerable to national or local forces (a challenger
        who has the “right” opinions) than was previously the case.

II. Money – Another Important Factor in House Races

    A. Incumbents have a great advantage

       1. In 1998, the average incumbent in a House race spent

          approximately $700,000 while the average challenger

          spent approximately $265,000.

          Sources: Where the Money Comes From

                      Incumbents          Challengers

Individual

Contributions        17%                    21%

of under $200  

Individual

Contributions        34%                   33%

of greater

than $200

PACs                     39%                    14%

Party

Contributions         5%                    10%

Candidate 

Themselves             1%                    19%

Other                       4%                      3% 

(Source: Herrnson, Congressional Elections, 3rd ed., pp. 155 and 165)

       2. Today, a challengers needs at least $200,000 to be taken seriously.   

    B. Electoral Prospects

       1. Republicans are typically more well-funded than Democrats.

           Vulnerable incumbents receive more money than safe

           incumbents.

                          Incumbents - 1998

             Democrats                          Republicans

    In Jeopardy         Safe               In  Jeopardy      Safe

    $1,146,000        $576,000            1,110,000        $773,000

                          Challengers - 1998

             Democrats                       Republicans

    Hopefuls        Likely Losers       Hopefuls       Likely Losers

    $644,000            $86,000              $760,000         104,000 

    (Herrnson, Congressional Elections, 3rd ed., pp. 157, 166)           

    C. The Impact of Money

       1. Since challengers are typically less well-known than

           incumbents, the impact of expenditures on the vote

           is greater for challengers than for incumbents.

          a. Typically, this occurs because contact (personal,

              by mail, mass media, etc.,) increases with expenditures.

              Contact increases the voter’s knowledge of the candidate

              and usually, a more favorable assessment and higher

              probability of voting for the challenger.  For incumbents,

              expenditures have a statistically insignificant effect

              on contact.  This is because of past campaigns and the

              district-oriented activities of the incumbent in past

              campaigns. (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional

              Elections, 5th, ed., pp. 116-122). 

          b. For example, for challengers, as spending goes from

              $30,000 to $300,000, the probability that an individual

              voter in the district will have contact with the challenger rises 

              from 42% to 66%. (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections,

              5th ed., p. 121)

       2. Spending is also useful for incumbents.  The relationship

           seems “negative” (i.e., the more they spend the lower

           their share of the vote).  This is misleading, since the

           reason they spent more was because their project vote

           was low.  Expenditures raise the incumbent’s vote total
           more than would be the case if they spent less.  However,

           the “dollars per vote rate” is higher the more well-known

           the candidate.   

           a. However, in very close races, spending has about the

               same effect for incumbents as challengers.

               (Erikson and Palfrey, APSR, September 2000, p. 606)

    D. Campaign Finance Law 

       1.  We’ll Look at the Politics of Campaign Finance Reform Later When 
            We Discuss Interest Groups


a. Right Now: The Law and It’s Likely Electoral Impact

       2. Governed by the Federal Elections Campaign Act – 1974

           which created the Federal Elections Commission which is

           composed of three Democrats and three Republicans.

           a. A reaction to the Watergate Scandal
       3. McCain-Feingold/Shays-Meehan – 2002
           a. Summary (from Common Cause Website – I believe)

 
1. National Parties – Bans national political parties from raising and 

                        
spending “soft” money (unaccountable money                                      

- independent expenditures often used for party building – 

                           get out the vote drives, etc. or issue advocacy adds that 

                           don’t mention a particular candidate).



a. “Hard Money” is money donated directly to a candidate.


2. Prohibition on Soft Money Solicitation – Prohibits Federal 
                   
officeholders and candidates from raising soft money at         

                            Federal, state, and local levels, and from soliciting or 

                            raising soft money in connection with Federal or non-

                            Federal elections.

 
3. State Parties – Prohibits state parties and local party committees 

from using soft money to pay for TV ads that mention 

        

Federal candidates and get-out-the-vote activities that 



mention Federal candidates.



a. Permits state parties and local party committees to use 

                               contributions, up to $10,000 per donor per year, for 

                               generic get-out-the-vote activities – also same allowance

 

    for activities for state and local candidates.


4. Issue Ads – Prohibits use of corporate and union treasury money 

for broadcast communications that mention a Federal 




candidate within 60 days of a general election or 30 days of 

a primary election and are targeted at the candidate’s 





electorate.



a. However, unions and corporations can finance these ads 

  

    through their  PACs.



b. Requires individuals and groups of individuals to 

                                disclose contributions and expenditures for similar 

                                broadcast communications.


5. Individual Contribution Limits – Raises limits on individual 
     

                 contributions to House, Senate and Presidential campaigns to   

                 $2,000 per candidate and indexes for inflation (use to be $1,000).

                 Individual contributions to a political party limited to $25,000 
                 annually. (LA Times, August 12, 2002, page A10)                  
              
a. Doesn’t seem to like past where primary and general 
                               election are each considered a campaign (hence 
                               doubling the amount).



b. Allows for increases for candidates running against 
                               wealthy opponents who spend large amounts of their 
                               own money.


6. Severability – If any provision is declared unconstitutional, the 

                               remainder of the law is not affected.


7. Effective Date – Immediately after the 2002 election.

I. Potential Problem for McCain-Feingold/Shays-Meehan
   A.  The only practical way to stop soft money is to ban all private 

        donations and use public funds.  

   B. Since the public doesn’t support public financing of campaigns, 

        it may be unconstitutional to prohibit groups/individuals from 

        advertising. 

        1. Thus, if money = speech, then there may be 1st               

            Amendment protection for campaign contributions

            a. Could make part of the above reforms unconstitutional – 

                which is why “severability” provision above.

II. Potential Impact of McCain-Feingold/Shays-Meehan
    A. It May be Useful to Distinguish between the Goals of Decreasing             

         Incumbent Security and Reducing the Impact of Money on 
         Elected Officeholders.

        1. Since incumbents tend to be defeated by well-financed

            Challengers, anything which makes it more difficult to 

            raise money could potentially harm challengers more,  

            and hence help incumbents.

        2. On the other hand, limiting the amount that contributors

            can contribute in soft money, while raising hard money

            limits, might still either lower campaign expenditures or 

            reduce the rate of increase, which might reduce, or limit 

            the increase, in incumbents’ reliance on contributors 

            and hence might more limit their impact on legislators. 

    B. The Impact of the New Law Appears Not to Adversely Impact One 

         Party Relative to the Other.

         1. In practice, the priorities of “candidate” ads and “issue” ads were 

             very similar in 1998 and 2000. (PS, June, 2002, p. 209)

             a. Thus, banning issue ads paid with soft money would not 

                 appear to advantage one party relative to the other.

         2. The number of ads paid with soft money for each party was nearly 

             equal in both 1998 and 2000. (PS, June, 2002, p. 209)

III. Campaign Communications

   A. The Major Focus of Advertising in House Campaigns

              Incumbents              Challengers                        Open Seats

     Vulnerable    Safe       Hopefuls    Likely Losers       Strong  Weak
Cand.

Image    22%       39%           11%              18%                   16%     50%             

Cand.

Issue    70%        49%           60%              52%                    64%    39%

Position 

Opp.

Image     2%        1%              3%               5%                       4%      0%  

Opp.

Issue     5%         1%             18%               9%                     12%     0%

Position

Other     0%        9%               9%             16%                       4%    11% 

       1. Notice how greater electoral strength leads to less reliance

           on issues (except for open seats). Hopeful challengers are

           still typically less secure than vulnerable incumbents.

           (Herrnson, Congressional Elections, 3rd. ed., p. 195)

   B. Negative Campaigning

      1. Prevalence: Negative campaigning is used by one or both

          candidates in almost 75% of all House contests and virtually

          every Senate contest.

          a. The more even the polls, the more likely the campaign
              will become negative.

              (Herrnson, Congressional Campaigns, 3rd. ed., p. 200)

      2. Importance: Attack ads be useful to challengers because

          they can get voters to at least think about not voting

          for the incumbent 

          a. Incumbents often use them to define their challengers

              before the challengers can define themselves.

          b. Because open seat races tend to be the closest, they

              are also the most negative. (Herrnson, The Politics of Congressional  

              Elections, 3rd ed., p. 200)

      3. Impact of Negative Campaigning

           a. The problems with positive ads is that you have to

               run them again and again to make them stick.  

               1. Negative ads, the poll numbers will move in 3-4 days.

                   People say they hate negative ads, but they work.

                  (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 86)

           b. Negative adds inform, but may decrease turnout.

               (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections,

               5th ed., p. 86).  However, this is a “hot topic” of

               research where the jury is still out.  

     4. How to do Negative Advertising

         a. The most effective negative adds are grounded in fact,
              document their sources, focus on some aspect of the

              opponent’s policy views rather than personality,

              use ridicule, are delivered by a surrogate, and avoid

              discussing the plight of unfortunate citizens.

              (Herrnson, Congressional Elections, 3rd ed, p. 200) 

              1. Ridicule is effective because it is hard to vote

                  for a candidate that you just laughed at.

   C. Television

      1. Roughly 90% of Senate Campaigns and 70% of House 

          Campaigns use Television.

      2. Exposure: More people watch television than read a newspaper.

      3. High costs and the mismatch between media markets and the

          boundaries of congressional districts discourage House

          candidates in highly urban areas.

          (Herrnson, Congressional Elections, 3rd ed., p. 206)

           a. How many congressional districts to local LA stations

                blanket?  You are paying to reach many people who

                can’t vote for you.

            b. In 1992, Steve Horn spent 57% of campaign budget

                on direct-mail and less than 1% on broadcasting.

                (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections,  5th ed., p. 82)
   D. Radio

        1. More than 90% of House candidates and virtually every

            Senate candidate uses radio.

        2. Radio is inexpensive and is ideal to build name recognition.

            a. Some candidates are intimidated by television cameras

                and prefer radio. (Herrnson, Congressional Elections, 3rd ed., pp. 

                210-211)

   E. Newspaper

        1. Approximately 70% of House and 80% of Senate campaigns

            purchase ads in newspapers.

            a. Advantages: Inexpensive and provide opportunity

                for detailed messages.

            b. Disadvantages: Do not lend themselves to emotional

                appeals and do not communicate images or convey

                emotion as well as television. 

                (Herrsnson, Congressional Elections, 3rd ed., p. 211)

   F. Direct Mail

       1. More than 90% of House candidates and virtually all

           Senate candidates use direct mail.

       2. Advantages: inexpensive, can be used to raise money, convey

           a message or encourage people to vote.  However, you need

           a good mailing list.

       3. Disadvantages: often tossed out as junk mail, as with
           newspapers – doesn’t communicate images or emotions

           very well.

   G. The Internet

         1. Websites tend to attract only hard core supporters/ideological      

             extremists

a. Information on websites tends to be more ideologically extreme 

                  than the candidate typically expouses. (much of this from a late

                  2002 editorial in the Washington Post)


b. One of the prime purposes of the greater extremism of 

                  information at websites is to prompt those who visit the site to 

                  contribute money to the campaign.

        2. Websites are inexpensive to create and maintain.  Now,

             all Congressmen and Senators have them.

        3. Can create a “buzz.”

             a. Brian Baird, D-Wash, used a website to publicize

                 his opponent, incumbent Don Benton’s poor attendance

                 record.

                 1. Although the website didn’t get many “hits,” it

                     did impact on media coverage of the campaign and

                     helped Baird unseat the incumbent.  The website

                     is credited with getting the local paper to 

                     endorse Baird. (Herrnson, Congressional Elections, 3rd ed., pp.        

                     213- 214)

                 2. Its worth mentioning that given the lopsideness of

                     most votes and competing uses of a Congressman’s

                     time, a poor voting record is not a good indicator

                     of effort.  The major reason to have a good voting

                     record is to avoid having a poor one used as a

                     campaign issue.

   H. Free Media

      1. Because of greater interest in Senate campaigns, its easier

          for Senate candidates to get free television time than

          for House candidates. 

          a. Few people watch political talk shows.

     2. Newspapers and radio will give free coverage, but

         again, more to Senate candidates.

         a. However, this typically helps the incumbent.

             1. A vicious cycle develops for challengers-if early

                 on, they don’t have money, standing in the polls,

                 endorsements, and the backing of “insiders,” they-

                 and the race-are written off, not covered, which means 

                 that the likelihood of a competitive race developing

                 is almost nonexistent. 

            2. Additionally, some newspapers won’t report on the

                challenger until after the primary, which really

                hurts. (Herrnson, Congressional Elections, 3rd ed., pp. 216-217)

I. Effects of Being in the Leadership on Electoral Safety

   A.  Leaders have to put district interests aside to broker deals, spend         

         time away from constituency on talk shows and raising money, 

         campaigning for others


   B.     Leaders face tough elections (Speaker Tom Foley defeat in 1994 and 

            faced tough elections almost every time)
        
            1.   People don't understand what leaders do and that they cannot  

                  solve problems.
  

            2.  Difficult to keep and gain institutional power and run for re-

                 election.

II. Primaries

      A. Divisive primaries do hurt.  

          1. They weaken the nominee in the general election. 

          2. Encourages the opponent because the nominee of a

              divisive primary appears weak, beatable.

              a. This helps the winner of the non-divisive

                  primary (assuming only one divisive primary)

                  raise money.

III. Redistricting and Electoral Safety

     A. The partisan advantage in redistricting when a party

          controls state government is sometimes difficult to 

          predict.

      B. The governing party in a state may be cross-pressured

           by those wanting to maximize the party’s total number

           of seats and incumbents wanting to make their districts

           even safer.  (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 373)

IV. The Rise of Southern Republicanism

      A. Today, the South, with the exception of Louisiana and

           Arkansas, is almost solidly Republican.  

           1. Bush carried all southern states in 2000.

               a. Florida isn’t a southern state!

     B. Basically, southern Republican strength is a function of

          white voters, especially men, moving into the GOP as

          a result of the Democrats association with Civil Rights

          beginning in the mid-1960s.  

          1. Republicans had been doing better in presidential

              elections in the 1950s, than in the 1940s, but

              the Civil Rights push of the 1960s really accentuated
              the trend.

              a. Thus, so far, the Republicans have been able to get the poorest 

                  region in the country to vote on civil rights and culture and not 

                  economic self-interest.

             b. It appears that southerners have fused race with class.  This  

                 really hurts the South.

                 1. Thus, poor white voters are voting with wealthy

                     white voters (who are drawn to Republican economic

                     policy – e.g., less taxes overall and less progressive

                     tax rates) instead of African-American voters.

             c. Today, African-American makeup well over 50% of the

                 Democratic vote in most southern states. 

                 1. Approximately 90% of African-Americans who vote

                      vote Democratic.

                 2. This is the only reason Clarence Thomas was

                     confirmed to the Supreme Court. (APSR article)

    C. Congressional Voting for the Republicans in the South lagged

         behind Presidential voting.

         1. This is because congressional races are less about issues

             and turn more on name recall, constituency service and

             bringing tangible benefits to the district than do 

             presidential elections.

             a. Additionally, Democratic congressmen and senators

                 of the 1960s did not support national Democratic racial

                 policies.

             b. Obviously, when whites left the Democratic party in the

                 South and the Democratic coalition was strongly African-

                 American, this changed.

        2. Increasing liberalism of southern Democratic congressmen in roll 
            call voting has increased because of two factors: 

            a. The mobilization of African-Americans
            b. The Southern Republican party being seen as the legitimate 
               “conservative” party in the South. (Hood, et. al., LSQ, Nov. 2001) 

    D. Majority-Minority Districts

       1. This is where a majority of the district are members of a minority 

           group.  Typically, African-Americans in the South.

       2. The idea is to provide symbolic representation: electing

           African-Americans.  This is important because it is very

           difficult for African-American congressman to be elected

           in the South initially (re-election is easier).

       3. However, in terms of African-American policy interests,

           this is a terribly costly strategy.  By lumping a large

           number of African-Americans into one district, while it

           virtually ensures an African-American will be elected,

           it dilutes Democratic strength across several districts
           and results in more Republicans being elected.

           a. This is why the Republican party supports majority-

               minority districts.

       4. It is difficult to see, for example, in Georgia, how

          African-American interests are better served by having

          one or two African-American Democratic congressman and eight

          or nine Republican congressmen as opposed to say 6 Democrats

          and 4 Republicans.  

V.  Preceding Discussion of a More Republican South Raises a Large

     Question of the Change in the Partisan Composition of Congressional
     Districts  (from Brewer, Marian and Stonecash, LSQ, August, 2002)


A. Changes in the North:  



1. As Republicans have done better in the South, 

                               Democrats now win a greater percentage of seats in the 

                               North than previously;



2. There are more districts in the North that are urban, 

                                lower-income and nonwhite – which tend to be more 

                                liberal and Democratic.



3. Points #1 and #2 above, when coupled with increasing 

                               Republican strength in the more conservative South, 

                               lead to greater polarization between the parties and less 

                               compromise in Congress.

VI. SENATE CAMPAIGNS

     A. The Senate deals much more with ideology and less with 

          constituency services. Therefore, they are:

          1. Not as widely liked as House members

          2. Have stronger opponents in elections

               a. Approximately 2/3rds of Senate challengers are “quality

                   challengers.  

               b. Only about 1/5th of House challengers are “quality       

                   challengers.”

          3.  Name Recognition    Incumbent    Challenger

                House                            92%                 52%

                Senate                           97%                 77%

               Name Recognition not recall of name (Jacobson, The Politics of 

                         Congressional Elections, 5th ed., p. 112) 

    B. Senators also tend to take POLICY STANDS (instead of non-      

         controversial position taking).

         1.  Many have their eye on higher office, and want national     

              recognition. This is one of the key reasons they draw  

              stronger challengers.

    C. Remember that states are more diverse than the typical House

         district.
    D. Approximately 1/3 of Senators served in the House.

         1. Few House members are former senators.  

     E. But as Jacobson’s book suggests at numerous points, due to an        

         increase in the effects of issues, ideology and partisanship on 

         voting in House elections, Senate and House elections are 

         becoming more similar.

I. The 2000 Congressional Election

    A. House Elections

         1. The high levels of public satisfaction with Congress

             and the absence of a discernable partisan tide had a

             predictably dampening effect on House competition

             in 2000.

             a. Only the most vulnerable incumbents attract tough

                 competition.

             b. Only 6 incumbents were defeated in the general 

                 election.

             c. Much money spent in the few hotly contested races.

                  1. Most prominently, Republicans from Democratic

                      districts who voted for impeachment.

        2. Republicans successfully reversed their 1994 strategy:

            Instead of nationalizing the election, they ran on 

            local issues.

   B. Senate Elections

        1. By contrast to the House, the Senate elections did

            change the balance of power: Republicans lost 5

            seats for a 50-50 tie.

        2. However, no pro-Democratic trend.

        3. What hurt the Republicans was that this was the first

            test of the Republican class of 1994 and some of the

            losers were perceived as being well to the right

            of their constituents (Ashcroft, Grams, Abraham)

   C. Regional Alignments

        1. Region was important: Bush won 25 of the 26 states

            comprising the South, Plains and Mountain West (New

            Mexico was the exception) and after the 2000 elections

            the Republicans held 63% of the House seats and 67%

            of the Senate seats in these regions.

        2. Gore carried 19 of the 24 states in the Northeast, Midwest,

            and West Coast and the Democrats now hold 57% of the

            House seats and 69% of the Senate seats in those regions.

     D. The vote seemed to be highly related to voter’s positions

          on noneconomic issues: abortion opponents voted 42% more

          Republican than those supporting legalized abortion   

     E. Partisan Polarization

         1. In both the House and the Senate, partisan polarization

             increased slightly from 1996-1998 to 1998-2000 and

             the parties are now further apart than at any time

             in the last 50 years.

             a. Again, note the strong correlation (approx. .90) between the Gini 

                 index of income inequality and the difference in the voting 

                 pattern of Democratic and Republican congressmen. (Poole also,                        

                 Lowry and Shipan, LSQ, Feb., 2002 - .90 is from Poole)

         2. In the electorate, voters are also becoming more polarized.  

             a. More voters are placing themselves either to

                 the right or left of center than previously.

             b. Additionally, voters are more consistent in their

                 party identification, ideology, and their voting

                 behavior.

     F. Looking Forward to 2002

          1. Republicans will gain from reapportionment as the

              states gaining seats are more Republican than the

              states losing seats.

              a. Additionally, the GOP holds more governorships

                  and state legislatures, which also helps in

                  redistricting. 

          2. The Republicans will also gain from the increased

              use of majority-minority districts in the South.

              a. This process, by concentrating Democrats in

                   lopsidedly Democratic districts is, in effect,

                   a pro-Republican gerrymander.

          3. Democrats best hopes lie in negative reaction to

              Bush. (2000 campaign information from Gary

              Jacobson, The Clinton Legacy and the Congressional

              Elections of 2000, Midwest Political Science Association, April, 2001)  

I. Congressional Districting


A. District lines drawn after every census

B. Principles in Drawing Districts (Stewart, Analyzing Congress, pp. 

                                                                                       202-203)



1. Compactness – desired because the help both the 

                               representative and those represented: the legislator can 

                               more easily meet their constituents and vice versa.



2. Contiguous – all the pieces are connected to each other



3. Equal Population – if all districts contain the same, or 

                               virtually the same, number of constituents then each 

                               person’s vote is of equal value.




a. Equal population has been established by a 

                                             number of Supreme Court decisions



4. Respect Existing Political Communities – not dividing 

                                geographical communities (e.g., cities or counties) or 

                                identifiable demographic communities (e.g., racial or 

                                religious communities) 



a. In some ways it is difficult to square this 

                                             principle with liberal democracy: the principle of 

                                             preserving existing political communities 

                                             elevates collectivities of individuals over the 

                                             individual themselves.




b. However, preserving existing political 

                                             communities can help enhance individuals as 

                                             individuals through channels that are already 

                                             likely to be present: political organizations that 

                                             are already organized in the political community 

                                             in questions (e.g.,  a county Republican party).




    (Stewart, Analyzing Congress, p. 203)




5. Partisan Fairness



a. Two Parts: (1) symmetry – each parties share of 

                                             the seats varies to the same extent with their 

                                             share of the vote (e.g., if the Republicans get 

                                             52% of the vote and 60% of the seats, so should 

                                             the Democrats); (2) proportionality – the 

                                             percentage of the vote is the same as the 

                                             percentage of the seats (a party that receives 

                                             52% should receive 52% of the seats).





1. Since we don’t use a proportionally 

                                                           system, symmetry we are much closer to 

                                                           achieving symmetry than 

                                                           proportionality.




2. Proportionality would imply a “swing 

                                                           ratio” of 1 whereas it is often around 1.8 

                                                           (i.e., each 1% more of the votes for the 

                                                           House of Representative the Democrats 

                                                           receive yields 1.8% more of the House 

                                                           seats) (Stewart, Analyzing Congress, p. 

                                                           204)



6. Racial Fairness




a. The Voting Rights Act of 1965 outlawed 

                                             legislative districts that diluted minority voting 

                                             power.




b. Example of Mississippi: In the 1960s African-

                                             Americans were approximately 40% of the 

                                             population but constituted a majority in only 1 

                                             district.




c. When the Voting Rights Act was extended in 

                                             1982, it altered the burden of proof in 

                                             redistricting cases so that minority voters had to 

                                             show only that districting plans had the effect of 

                                             diluting minority votes, regardless of the intent.  

                                             This resulted in the creation of majority-minority 

                                             districts.  





1. White voters later sued claiming that 

                                                           districts that maximized the chance of 

                                                           electing African-Americans to the House 

                                                           violated the rights of white voters.  The 

                                                           Supreme Court ruled, in Shaw v. Reno, 

                                                           that if a district was drawn primarily with 

                                                           race in mind, it was constitutionally 

                                                           suspect. (Stewart, Analyzing Congress, pp. 

                                                           206-207)




d. Most research in political science indicates that 

                                             majority-minority districts are, in effect, a pro-

                                             Republican gerrymander which increases the 

                                             number of minority legislators, but reduces the 

                                             policy impact of minority voters by increasing 

                                             Republican legislative strength.

II. Conflict Among Districting Principles (Stewart, Analyzing Congress, p. 208)


A. Compactness/Continuity: (1) equality may produce unwieldy 

                  districts; compactness may undercut equality; (2) existing  

                  political divisions may be unwieldy; (3) dispersed minority 

                  populations may encourage rambling districts.


B. Equal Population:  strict equality usually requires dividing up 

                  existing communities.


C. Racial Fairness: (1) community boundaries may have been 

                  drawn for racial reasons; (2) racial and party fairness may 

                  conflict.



1. Symbolic representation (i.e., having a minority 

                               representative) is not the same as, and may run counter 

                               to, policy representation. 



2. By placing so many members of minority groups in one 

                               district in order to elect a minority representative, the 

                               effect is have a pro-Republican gerrymander which 

                               reduces the number of Democratic representatives and, 

                               hence, the ability of minority groups to further their 

                               political agenda.

III. Alternatives to the Single Member District (Stewart, Analyzing Congress, 

     pp. 210-213)


A. Legislatures, in the U.S. (e.g., the House of Representatives) are 
                  typically elected in single member districts – each district  

                  selects one representative. 


B. Multimember Districts – Each district has more than one 

                  member and hence, members of minority parties/groups are 

                  more likely to be elected than under a single member system.  

                  Japan uses this system in their lower house (the Diet).


C. Party List System (Israel) – each political party rank orders a list 

                  of candidates.  The more votes the party receives, the more 

                  candidates the party elects to the legislature. (Stewart, Analyzing 

                  Congress, p. 210)



1. The party list system is the simplest form of 

                                “proportional representation” – a party receives the 

                                same proportion of seats as it’s share of the national 

                                vote.



2. Since many Americans don’t like political parties, a 

                                proportional system is unlikely to be adopted in the 

                                United States.


D. Cumulative Voting – a variant of multimember district elections 

                  that functions much like proportional representation: legislators 

                  run in multimember districts.  However, instead of each voter 

                  having only one vote, each voter has multiple votes which they 

                  either spread over a group of candidates (e.g., six votes going to 

                  six different candidates) or concentrate up to all their votes on 

                  one candidate (i.e., giving all six votes to one candidate).  

                  Assuming minority (however defined – race, religion, party, etc.) 

                  voters concentrate their votes on one, or a very limited number 

                  of candidates, they can achieve representation. (Stewart, 

                  Analyzing Congress, p. 211)



1. While non-majority voters can also concentrate their 

                                votes, minority voters are more likely to elect at least 

                                one member of their group than under non-cumulative 

                                systems. (Stewart, Analyzing Congress, pp. 211-212)


E. Impact of Cumulative Voting: (1) the composition of the  

                  legislature will tend to reflect the divisions in society (whether 

                  they are racial, economic, whatever); (2) allows the composition 

                  of the legislature to reflect society without drawing bizzarely 

                  shaped districts; (3) the divisions in the legislature reflect the 

                  divisions that most voters care about, not necessarily the ones 

                  that those drawing the district lines choose to emphasize.  

                  (Stewart, Analyzing Congress, pp. 212-213)

>>>>>>>> Extra Material

expenditures are independent expenditures

                   made by independent groups or individuals who have

                   not consulted the candidate they are supporting  

           b. Individuals may give up $1,000 per candidate per

               campaign (primary and general election are two campaigns)

               up to a total of $20,000 in an election year.  

           c. Nonparty political action committees my give no more

               than $5,000 per candidate per campaign.

               (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections,

               5th ed., p. 95, note 6)

           d. Direct party contributions are limited to $5,000

               per candidate per election (again, primary and general

               are two elections).

               1. Since both the national committees and the

                   congressional campaign committees of each party

                   can contribute this amount, its actually $20,000

                   per candidate for the election ($10,000 primary,

                   $10,000 general)

          e. However, the FECA allows party committees to spend money

              on behalf of congressional candidates.  This is called

              “coordinated spending” and is adjusted for inflation

              (unlike other limits).  By 1998, for a House race the

              limit was $32,550.  For Senate campaigns the limit

              is adjusted by the state’s population.

              (Jacobson, The Politics of Congressional Elections, 5th
              ed., p. 71)

          f. The above contributions are terms “hard” money.

              1. Violators can be expelled from Congress but it

                  doesn’t happen.  One problem is that violations

                  can’t be processed until after the election and

                  the victorious candidate has taken office.  This

                  significantly hurts the FEC’s authority.        

                  a. Prior to 1994, incumbents could keep whatever 

                      money they didn’t use and “roll it over” for

                      the next election.

              2. You can contribute as much money as you want to

                   your own campaign.  Money is equated with speech

                   and therefore can’t be limited.  Buckley v. Valeo

                   (1974).

          g. “Soft” Money is unaccountable money.  

               1. Thus, soft money is not subject to the above limits.

               2. Soft money expenditures are independent expenditures

                   made by independent groups or individuals who have

                   not consulted the candidate they are supporting.

                   The requirement is that they do not either consult

                   the candidate or directly advocate the election

                   of the candidate.  This often takes the form of

                   advocacy ads.

                   a. This can make it difficult for the candidate

                       to control their own campaign.  Issue advocacy

                       groups may spend money emphasizing an issue,

                       or a stance on an issue, that is uncomfortable

                       for the candidate they are probably trying to

                       help.

                3. Amount of Soft Money

                    a. Since all soft money isn’t reported, it is

                        impossible to get an exact total.  However,

                        the following are though to be conservative

                       1998 election estimates: the parties spent

                        in excess of $75 million which was transferred

                        to state and local party committees and candidates;          

                        interest groups spent between $170 and $200 

                        million on issue advocacy efforts – which

                        does not include organizing and voter mobilization

                        efforts; and individuals contributed at least

                        $50 million. (Congress Reconsidered, 7th ed., p. 116)  
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