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ABSTRACT 

Prior research on congressional elections is decidedly 
candidate centered. While candidates are important to the 
electoral process, the individual is but one of a number of 
factors in congressional elections. In this research I 
expand the debate on congressional elections to include how 
political parties survive across time in congressional 
districts. To do this I model party turnover from 1972 to 
1996 using a number of district level attributes. This 
includes whether an incumbent candidate is seeking 
reelection, competitiveness of the district in the previous 
election, length of time a district has supported the 
incumbent party, district context (and district context 
change) and region of the covintry. The probability of a 
quality challenger emerging in a congressional district is 
also estimated given the aforementioned district level 
attributes. Presence of a quality challenger is then added 
to the district level model and the probability of party 
turnover is estimated. 

To estimate the effects of district level attributes on 
party turnover, an event history analysis with a logit 
specification is used. This allows for the inclusion of 
duration dependence given a binomial dependent variable. 

The implications for this research are numerous, 
including the effects of party turnover on representation 
and redistributive benefits for a congressional district. A 
second implication focuses on how political context affects 
the survival of political parties in congressional districts 
given the redistricting process. Finally, the possible 
effects of district level attributes and party turnover on 
party mobilization and voter turnout are discussed. 
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Chapter 1 

Party Turnover in Congressional Elections 

" the government in general should have a common interest with the 
people, so it is particularly essential that the branch of it under 
consideration [House of Representatives] should have an immediate 
dependence on, and an intimate sympathy with, the people. Frequent 
elections are unquestioneibly the only policy by which this dependence 

and sympathy can be effectively secured." 
James Madison, Federalist 52 

1.0 Introduction 

No single concept embodies the American idea of 

representative democracy more tham. consent of the governed. 

Fittingly, the consent of the governed in a representative 

democracy is executed through frequent elections. During 

these elections, and specifically for this research, 

congressional elections, the will of the people is exercised 

by the selection of fellow citizens to represent their 

collective interests in government. From a practical 

perspective, representative democracies rely on the 

population to select representatives to Congress who will 

make policy based on an intimate sympathy with the electoral 

population. From a symbolic perspective, elections allow 

the pxiblic to feel involved in government decision-making 

through the selection of members to elective office. 



As noted in the quotation from Federalist 52 cibove, 

frequent congressional elections were intended to compel 

elected officials to be responsive to the changing needs and 

desires of their constituencies. When an individual or 

party no longer meets the needs or desires of citizens, 

change, according to Madison, is the preferred outcome. As 

a result, and following the ideals articulated by the 

framers in Article 1 of the United States Constitution, 

elections have representational consequences that are 

exercised by the public via changes made on election day. 

Beyond the fact that elections lie at the heart of 

American representative democracy, it is also true that the 

desire to win elections is of paramount importance to 

Ccindidates and political parties (Downs 1958, Hermson 

1998). This idea is well documented, especially for 

incumbent candidates who are likely to draw upon the 

resources of their office and other assets acquired over 

time to help insure their reelection (Fiorina 1977, Fiorina 

1989, Jacobson 1997) . On the other hand, non-incumbent 

candidates and parties seek to maximize their likelihood of 

election by rxanning for office when they perceive the 
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electoral landscape favors their candidacy (Jacobson and 

Kemell 1983, Jacobson 1987) . 

Yet despite Madison's (and others') desire to see 

frequent congressional elections as a meaningful link 

between citizens and the parties and candidates seeking 

elected office, high incumbent reelection rates (Mayhew 

1972b, Jacobson 1997) have lead journalist and social 

commentators to question the efficacy of the electoral 

process. This may lead the casual observer to question the 

relative importance of congressional elections, let alone 

frequent elections intended to tie candidates to 

constituencies. 

Notwithstanding the appearance of limited replacement 

in Congress, turnover does occur. For in spite of high 

rates of reelection, not all incumbents are reelected. 

Furthermore, retirements, redistricting, and other voluntary 

and involuntary departures increase the number of new 

members elected to the House of Representatives. As table 

1.1 suggests, the number of new members in Congress ranges 

from a low of 32 in 1988 to a high of 110 in 1994'. Thus, 

' The years 1972-1996 are used because the time period 
includes all of the relevamt information necessary for this 
study. Earlier years lacked sufficient information given 



in any given year between 1972 and 1996, between 10% and 25% 

of the members of Congress are newly elected. 

the use of an event history model to test my hypothesis. 



16 

Tabl« 

New MemberB in the House, Incunibent Retirement, Electoral 
Defeat, and Percent Returning from Prior Congress 

Year New Members 
in Congress 

Retired* Lost in 
Primary/ 
General 
Election 

Percent 
Returning 
from Prior 
Congress 

1972 70 40 24 84 

1974 92 43 48 79 

1976 67 47 16 85 

1978 77 49 24 82 

1980 74 34 37 83 

1982 81 40 39 81 

1984 43 22 19 90 

1986 50 40 9 89 

1988 33 23 7 92 

1990 45 27 16 90 

1992 110 65 43 75 

1994 86 48 38 80 

1996 74 49 23 83 

•Note: Retired does not include resignations or persons who 
died in office prior to the election. 

• Tables 1.1 and 1.2 include Louisiana and Vermont (1990-
1996). As noted below, these two states are omitted from 
the analysis. 



Having suggested that elections provide a link between 

representatives and constituents, and that nearly 20 percent 

of members of Congress are newly elected in any given year, 

an important question follows. First, does a change in 

representative mean a change in representation? While this 

question is addressed in greater detail in chapter 2, 

Clausen (1973) provides some initial direction. He suggests 

that a change in elected official, when the new 

representative has a different party affiliation than the 

person previously representing a district, is likely to 

produce a change in the policy positions advocated. 

Conversely according to Clausen (1973), when a new 

representative is from the same party as the prior office 

holder, policy positions are likely to remain very similar. 

As we are interested in the representational consequences 

of congressional elections, it is necessary to begin 

thinking in terms of party turnover in congressional 

districts. 

Given the importance of partisan turnover for 

constituent representation, it may be natural to question 

the frequency of party turnover in congressional elections. 

Table 1.2 provides information on the total number of seats 
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that changed party control and seat chcuiges by party in the 

House of Representatives from 1972-1996. Clearly some years 

saw more turnover them others, however all but one year had 

at least 20 cases in which the political party representing 

a congressional district was defeated by the opposing party. 
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TABLE 1.2 

Turnover in the House o£ Representative: Total Party 
Turnover and Turnover by Political Party 1972-1996 

Year Total 
Party 
Turnover 

Democrat 

to 
Repiiblican 

Change 

Percent 
Democrat 

Turnover 

Republican 
to 

Democrat 

Change 

Percent 
Republiccin 

Turnover 

1972 23 15 

G
O

 in 

8 7.5% 

1974 55 
6 2.3% 49 26.1% 

1976 22 10 3.4% 12 8.3% 

1978 33 22 7.6% 11 7.5% 

1980 41 37 13.4% 4 2.5% 

1982 31 4 1.6% 27 14.1% 

1984 22 18 6.7% 14 2.3% 

1986 21 8 3.2% 13 7.1% 

1988 9 3 1.2% 6 3.3% 

1990 21 6 2.3% 15 8.6% 

1992 43 27 10.1% 16 9.6% 

1994 60 56 21.9% 4 2.2% 

1996 35 13 6.4% 22 9.5% 
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One final question remains when considering party-

turnover. Namely, how frequently does party turnover occur? 

Table 1.3 outlines the number of personnel and party changes 

in congressional districts from 1972-1996. Clearly the 

number of party changes (423) was only marginally less than 

the number of personnel changes (522) in the same time 

period. Given the number of events, a full understanding of 

congressional elections must include partisan turnover in 

congressional districts. 

TABLE 1.3 

Party and Personnttl Turnover in Congressional Districts, 
1972-1996 

Type of Turnover Number of Times 
Turnover Occurred 

522 
Personnel Only- No Party 
Change 

Party Turnover 423 
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1.1 Towards a Theory o£ Party Turnover 

Given that elections that elicit party turnover have 

representational consequences for congressional districts, 

and party turnover is not unconunon, research that focuses on 

party turnover is important to an understanding of 

congressional elections. Having identified party turnover 

in congressional districts as an important research area, a 

natural question follows. Namely, what factors influence 

party turnover in House elections? 

Imbedded in this general research question are a number 

of hypotheses, methods, and findings that make this study a 

unique addition to our understanding of congressional 

elections. Over the course of this dissertation, I examine 

this important research question by first laying the 

foundation for a study of party turnover. I then proceed to 

examine the current literature on congressional elections 

and suggest that available research does not specifically 

address my research question but is an instructive guide for 

cui understanding of partisan turnover. I then turn to the 

methods, models and data that will be used to address the 

question of party turnover in congressional elections. 

Finally, I present my results using an event history 



analysis to test a standard model of partisan turnover in 

congressional elections. 

Clearly my research question, as described so far, is 

very general. In order to build a better understanding of 

my research, it is necessary to address a few basic 

assumptions about party turnover and congressional 

elections. First, my approach to party turnover in 

congressional districts is representationally based, 

contextually oriented and dynamic. By representationally 

based I mean partisan turnover has consequences beyond that 

of personnel turnover that must be identified in order to 

fully appreciate the distinction between party and personnel 

turnover. 

It is important to note that some personnel turnover is 

necessarily partisan turnover. For example, research 

focusing on incumbent defeat in a general election due to 

scandal (Welch and Hibbing 1997) or overdrafts on the House 

Bank (Dimock and Jacobson 1995, Alford, Teeters, Ward and 

Wilson 1994) is both personnel and party turnover. 

Similarly literature focusing on party control of the 

redistricting process and its impact on partisan retention 

of, and expansion into other districts, is party turnover 
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(Swain, Borrelli and Reed 1998, Squire 1995, Niemi and 

Winsky 1992, Bom 1985, Cain 1984) . In each of these cases, 

the focus has not been on party turnover and its 

representational consequences. Instead the literature 

focuses on important, albeit narrower questions. 

In both the scandal emd redistricting literature 

authors identify the trouble that incumbents face with 

reelection and the effects of some action-either their own 

or that of the state legislature-on turnover. Conversely, 

research that focuses on the advantages of incumbency (Cover 

and Brumberg 1982, Fiorina 1977, Fiorina 1989, Gelman and 

King 1990, Cox and Katz 1997) suggest that personnel 

turnover, and concomitantly, party turnover, is less likely 

to occur because incumbency provides elected officials with 

a number of advantages. This includes resources gained by 

holding office such as the franking priveledge, contact with 

constituents, staff, travel, and a number of additional 

institutional adveuitages (Davidson and Oleszek 1998) . 

While the advantage of incumbency in congressional 

elections are one of the more enduring findings of the last 

quarter century, research in this area often overlooks 

elections when an incumbent is not ninning or cui incumbent 
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is defeated in a primary election. Furthermore, incumbency 

is not the only influence on party turnover. I suggest that 

incumbency is an important consideration, however my 

district level model of partisan turnover suggests other 

factors, including the presence of a quality challenger 

(Jacobson 1987, Jacobson 1997, Green and Krasno 1988) , 

district political composition, duration of support for the 

party in power in a district, region and prior vote/marginal 

district also play an important role. 

The contextual orientation of my research relies on an 

analysis of the factors that cause partisan turnover at the 

district level. My reliance on district level attributes is 

well rooted in the literature smd follows the trend 

described by Niemi and Weisberg (1993). These authors, in 

an overview of the congressional elections research, suggest 

that as researchers sought to explain the vanishing 

marginals (Mayhew 1974), congressional elections research 

moved away from a focus on the national level and redirected 

its attention to the district level. This "all politics is 

local" approach is rooted in a number of important findings 

regarding House elections. ITamely the emergence of 

incumbency and constituent service (as noted cJoove) , and 
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challenger quality (Jacobson and Kemell 1983, Krasno and 

Green 1988, Jacobson 1989) as major factors in determining 

the outcome of congressional elections. 

My district-level approach also includes an examination 

of the political and contextual diversity within a 

congressional district. This focuses on the composition of 

a district's population and how one party benefits from 

concentrations of citizens in groups that traditionally 

support that party (Koetzle 1998). In addition, I consider 

the effects of district diversity when change occurs due to 

redistricting or demographic shifts. 

Finally, my research is dynamic in that it considers 

congressional elections over a period of 25 years and 

includes time as a possible factor in party turnover in 

congressional districts. To foreshadow, an important 

hypothesis that drives my research is that the amount of 

time one party has controlled a district has an influence in 

whether that party continues to retain control of the 

district in the future. This is spelled out more clearly in 

chapters 4 and 5. 

As noted above, the time frame for my research is 1972-

1996. The selection of these years is driven by theoretical 
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considerations that drive my statistical technicjues. As a 

result, the decision to limit the time span was based on the 

availability of data. As noted in chapter 4, my use of an 

event history model requires complete data for the years 

under consideration. 

The inclusion of a 25 year time span^ also is important 

in that my research moves beyond the limits of a cross-

sectional approach that seeks to explain congressional 

elections based on an election or two. While 25 years is 

not a long period when compared to the 200+ years that 

congressional elections have been held, the last 25 years 

are long enough to provide interesting and important 

findings that contribute to an understanding of party 

turnover. Additionally, the time span is sufficient to 

allow fluctuation in the covariates of concern used in my 

model of partisan turnover. 

This in a very general way describes a number of the 

underlying assumptions and the basic approach that will be 

^ This 25-year time span includes 25 elections beginning 
with the 1972 election and including the 1996 election. 
These years include 13 even year elections (1972, 1974, 
1976, 1978, 1980, 1982, 1984, 1986, 1988, 1990, 1992, 1994, 
1996) when the entire House is up for election and 12 
election years when open seats are filled between scheduled 
election years. 
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used in. my research. 

To better understand the research addressed in my 

dissertation it would be helpful to examine a few concrete 

examples of congressional districts in the 1996 election. 

The districts described below share some similarities, but 

also are different in a number of important respects. By 

pointing out similarities and differences in these 

districts, I show how my research asks and answers important 

questions about partisan turnover in congressional 

districts. With this in mind, I turn to a "Tale of Two 

Districts." 

1.2 A Tale of Two Districts 

November 5, 1996. 

In the 7'^'' congressional district of Texas, incumbent 

Repiiblican Representative Bill Archer waited calmly for the 

first reports of the vote to come in. As a 26 year 

incumbent, his reelection was almost a foregone conclusion. 

He once again faced a little known and underfunded 

challenger. Nearly 2,000 miles away in Utah's 2"^ 

congressional district. Republican candidate Merrill Cook 



waited anxiously for the initial reports of the vote. As a 

candidate in a hotly contested open seat race, he was much 

more concerned about his chances of winning. Unlike 

incumbent Representative Archer who had a record of winning 

elections. Cook's chances of winning a seat were less given 

his status as a non-incumbent in a volatile congressional 

district. 

As the results came in. Representative Archer got the 

news he expected, while aspirant Cook got the news he had 

hope to hear. For long time Representative Bill Archer it 

was a comfortable reelection. For candidate Cook, election 

to the House was not as comfortable. Yet in each case, the 

Republican candidate was selected by the voters in their 

district to serve as their voice in the United States House 

of Representatives. 

Across the country in 433 other congressional districts 

a similar process was playing out. For incumbents and those 

candidates in xincontested seats, the evening was 

anticlimactic, while challengers and candidates for open 

seats waited suixiously for the results to show whether they 

would be representing their district in Congress. For many 

candidates, incumbency, the political composition of their 
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district, and/or lack of quality competitors gave them a 

clear edge in their (re)election chances. On the other 

hand, non-incumbent candidates waiting in electorally 

marginal districts had few such advantages and simply hoped 

their hard work would pay off. 

For Representative William Archer, a long time 

incumbent from a very Republican 7'^'' congressional district 

of Texas, reelection is expected, and he rarely experiences 

a competitive election. In fact, his last serious challenge 

came in his second election, in 1972, when an opponent 

received 43% of the vote. Since that time, he has remained 

a strong vote-getter, rarely facing a strong challenger and 

never dropping below 65% of the vote. Over the years his 

seniority in the House has proven beneficial for his career 

and his constituents as he gained a seat on the prestigious 

Way and Means Committee early in his career and assumed the 

chairmanship with the Republican takeover of the House in 

1994. 

In contrast, Merrill Cook, Republiccui from the 2°^ 

Congressional District of Utah is a relatively obscure 

Member of Congress who has not had the time to distinguish 

himself in the House. In addition. Cook's electoral victory 



is interesting in that he replaced outgoing incumbent Enid 

Waldholz, a scandal marred Republican first elected in 1994. 

Waldholz retired instead of facing the possibility of a 

crushing defeat at the polls. Perhaps more interesting than 

the scandal that led to Waldholz's retirement is the 

district's propensity for turnover. Cook's election in 1996 

was notable in that he became the ninth different candidate 

and the fifth Repviblican to win the seat since 1970. 

Figures 1.1 and 1.2 illustrate the differences between the 

districts of Representatives Archer and Cook. As Figure 1.1 

shows, party turnover was non-existent in Texas' 

congressional district from 1972-1996, while Utah's 2'"' 

congressional district oscillated between the parties four 

times, beginning with the first change in 1972 and 

continuing with party changes in 1976, 1986, and 1994. 
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FIGURE 1.1 

PARTY TURNOVER 

Texas Congressional Diatrict 

1970 1996 

< > 

Republican 

1 spell 
0 turnover 

Utah 2°" Congressional District 

1970 1972 1976 1986 1994 1996 

< >< >< >< >< > 

R D R D R 

5 spells 
4 partisan turnovers 



In figure 1.2 the difference between party and 

personnel turnover becomes clearer as personnel turnover is 

not necessarily party turnover. In the case of Utah's 2"^ 

CD, frequent personnel turnover did not mean party change. 
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FIGURE 1.2 

PERSONNEL TURNOVER 

Texas 1^^ Congressional District 

1970 1996 

< > 

William Archer (R) 

1 spell 
0 personnel turnover 

Utah 2"" Congressional District 

70-72 76-84 84-86 94-96 96 
Sherman Dan David Enid Merrill 
Lloyd (R) Marriott(R) Monson(R} Waldholz(R) CookCR) 

<- >< >< >< >< X X X > 

1970 1972 1974 1976 1984 1986 1992 1994 1996 

72-74 74-76 86-92 92-94 
•Wayne Allen *Wayne Karen 
Owens(D) Howe (D) Owens (D) Shepard(D) 

8 spells 
8 personnel turnovers 

*1 member, Wayne Owens, served 2 non-consecutive terms 
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At first glance, the reelection of Bill Archer to 

Congress appears to simply tell us what we already know. 

Namely that incumbents win reelection at a high rate 

(Erikson 1971, Mayhew 1974, Cover 1977, Fiorina 1977, Collie 

1981, Fiorina 1989, Jacobson 1997). This long established 

truism of political science is important to understanding 

congressional elections and is incorporated into my 

research. 

As an incumbent, Representative Archer has accumulated 

political and electoral capital that aids in his reelection 

chances. He has provided constituent services, established 

name recognition and amassed campaign money that were useful 

in defending "his" seat (Jacobson, 1997). On the other 

hand, candidate Cook has no such advantage. Yet Cook did 

take advantage of a number of district-level attributes in 

his election. First, he was running for a seat that had no 

incumbent candidate. By rtinning in an open-seat race his 

likelihood of winning the seat were increased. Second, he 

did not face a quality opponent who had held prior office. 

Third, as the district had elected a Republican in the prior 

election, it was more likely to elect a Repxiblican in 1996. 



Yet when we look more closely at the two winning 

Republican candidates (see figxires 1.1 and 1.2), the 

districts which elected them to Congress in 1996 share far 

fewer attributes than one might expect. For the 7^ 

Congressional District of Texas, the election and reelection 

of one member of Congress for nearly thirty years is a rare 

feat in comparison to other districts. Few areas have the 

option of returning a member of Congress to office for such 

a long period of time, and for those that do, the likelihood 

that a member has survived through the 15 elections from 

1970 to 1996 is a rare event indeed. In fact, following the 

1996 election only 56 members of Congress (13%) were serving 

their 10th term or more."' 

In contrast to the continuity of the 7^'' congressional 

district of Texas, reelection to Utah's 2°'^ congressional 

district is anything but assured. In the past fourteen 

elections, spanning 1970 to 1996, the district has elected 

nine different members of Congress.^ This represents five 

Source-. Norman Omstein, Thomas Mann amd Michael Malbin, 
Vital Statistics on Congress 1997-1998, (Washington, 
DC:Congressional Quarterly Press, 1998) . 

^ Actually Utah's 2°'* Congressional district has elected 8 
different members of Congress from 1970-1996 with one 
person, Wayne Owens(D) serving two non-consecutive terms. 
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different changes in the political party representing the 

district. Notably, Repxiblicans controlled Utah's 2°^ from 

1970 to 1972, from 1976 to 1986, and then recaptured the 

seat and have held it since 1994. Democrats held the seat 

in the other years, 1972-1976 and then again from 1986 to 

1994. Thus while the 7'^*' congressional district of Texas 

represents continuity, Utah's 2"^ congressional district has 

undergone numerous changes in party and personnel from 1970 

to the present. 

Yet the continuity (Texas 7^ congressional district) 

and change (Utah 2'"' congressional district) that is evident 

in the two districts over time is not so clear when we 

simply look at an individual election. This continuity and 

change over time lies at the heart of my research. Are the 

elections of two representatives, from the same party, 

similar events? I suggest that they are not similar and 

that differences between district-level attributes, 

including incumbency, challenger quality, time the district 

has supported the party, district political context, margin 

of victory in the last election, and region of the country 

may all play a role. 
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1.3 Conclusion 

The use of the aforementioned examples as a comparison 

between two districts is important to understanding the 

basic premise of this research project. Namely that the 

election and reelection of members of Congress, and the 

ability of political parties to survive in congressional 

districts over time, varies considerably. Furthermore, 

differences in reelection rates and party turnover are 

strongly influenced by district-level attributes. Using the 

above example, why was the 7'^'' congressional district of 

Texas less likely to incur turnover in 1996 than the 2""^ 

congressional district of Utah? Are there identifiable 

reasons that can explain why one district had no turnover 

and another has numerous party changes during the same 

period? More formally the research question becomes what 

influences electoral competition, namely party turnover, 

within congressional districts, over time? 

This research question has a number of important 

elements that must be identified before a clear picture of 

this research can proceed. First, electoral competition 

raises the important question of what influences result in a 
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change in the political party representing a congressional 

district? Using the aforementioned examples, why do some 

districts, like Utah's 2^, have more personnel and party 

changes than other districts, like Texas' 

A second important component of this research is the 

use of the congressional district as a unit of analysis. 

For my research I focus on the influences that are at work 

at the district level in order to identify why some 

congressional districts are more prone to turnover and 

others are not. While a research program that examines 

aggregate change is important, a district-level approach is 

key to understanding the differences between Utah's 2°'*, 

Texas' , and all other congressional districts. Only at 

the district level will differences become apparent cuid lead 

to a better understanding of congressional competition and 

turnover. 

A third component of my research is the use of an 

extended time period. By tracking the influences on party 

turnover within congressional districts for a longer time 

frame, I am able to make assumptions about the influences on 

congressional elections that a single year or short time 

frame cannot. Again using the above example, a single year 
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study may view the reelection of Bill Archer (R-TX) and 

Merrill Cook (R-UT) as similar events. Upon further review 

it is not difficult to see that each district has a unique 

history that may be useful to understanding party continuity 

and turnover. 

In this chapter the concepts addressed in this research 

were introduced and the research question more precisely 

stated. In chapter 2, the research question is placed in a 

more formal framework by outlining the importance of 

partisan turnover and why party is an important concept in 

Congress. 

In chapter 3 congressional election scholarship that is 

pertinent to this study is outlined to show why this 

dissertation is important within the larger field. In 

addition, I note how this research fills a void that studies 

focusing solely on candidate turnover cannot adequately 

address. 

In chapter 4 the methods, models, data and findings 

that explain party turnover in congressional districts are 

discussed. Finally, in chapter 5, the implications of this 

research for an understanding of congressional elections are 

summarized. 
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Chapter 2 

Party Turnover in Congressional Districts 

2.0 Introduction 

In this chapter the justification for a model of party-

turnover in House elections is presented. First, the 

differences between prior studies, which have a limited 

focus on party turnover, and this study, which has as its 

central goal a district-level explanation of partisan change 

in House elections, are outlined. Second, the case is made 

that partisan turnover has representational consequences at 

the district-level and within the House of Representatives. 

At the district-level, the replacement of one party with the 

other party is meaningful in that there are clear 

differences between the policy positions of the two parties 

and their candidates (Clausen 1973, Norpoth 1976). 

Furthermore, the importance of party and party turnover is 

reinforced as many of the influences on a member's decision

making come from House members of the same party (Kingdon 

1989, Norpoth 1976) . As a result, when turnover occurs the 

party of the new member is a strong influence on what policy 

positions they support. 
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Party txirnover in a congressional district also has 

consequences within the House of Representatives. The 

political parties and their leaders exert influence over 

party members in an effort to increase party support for a 

common issue and ideological agenda (Cox and McCubbins 1993, 

Gimpel 1995). As a result of the ability of political 

parties euid their leaders to influence members of Congress, 

party turnover alters the voting patterns and representation 

of congressional districts. 

2.1 Party vs. Personnel Turnover 

Central to this dissertation is the fact that 

congressional elections are much more than reelecting an 

incumbent or electing a new member to Congress. Instead, 

the process is a complex pattern of incumbents, challengers, 

and open seats that may result in personnel turnover, party 

turnover, or no change in the party or person representing a 

district. While there are a number of research questions 

that have investigated these and other aspects of 

congressional elections, this study focuses on an aspect of 

congressional elections—party turnover in congressional 

districts. 
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It is important to this study to first differentiate 

between personnel and party turnover in House elections, 

while acknowledging that personnel turnover and party 

turnover are not mutually exclusive concepts. By defining 

each term it becomes clear that the two concepts, while 

overlapping, are different enough to warrant further study. 

Too, partisan turnover is underdeveloped in the literature 

and deserves the substantial effort that this research 

undertakes. 

While party and personnel turnover can occur in the 

same election, for example defeating an incumbent in the 

general election is both party and personnel turnover, it is 

necessary to define these terms to place the research in 

perspective. Personnel turnover is a straightforward 

concept that means replacing one elected member of Congress 

with another. With personnel turnover, the newly elected 

member may or may not have the same political party 

affiliation as the prior member from that district. 

The current state of the research suggests that studies 

of congressional elections may include both personnel 

turnover cuid party turnover. For example, the reason that 

incumbents are elected in such high numbers (Fiorina 1977, 
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Fiorina 1989, Cox and Katz 1996, Cover and Blumberg 1983, 

Jacobson 1997) or how campaign spending differentially 

benefits incumbents and challengers (Jacobson 1978, Jacobson 

1981, Green and Krasno 1988, Abramowitz 1991, Erikson and 

Palfrey 1998) often implicitly touches on party and 

personnel change. Yet the research question does not 

address partisan turnover as a central concept. Thus my 

research adds to this literature by focusing directly on 

what affects partisan turnover. 

It may be natural to think in terms of personnel 

turnover given the electoral landscape. Wattenberg (1990) 

and Jacobson (1990) note that the rise in candidate-centered 

elections has placed the responsibility to win elections on 

individuals and their personal organizations. Fiorina 

(1978) suggests this is a result of the decline of party 

organizations that once recruited candidates and provided 

considerable assistance during an election. 

In addition, Cain, Ferejohn and Fiorina (1987) in a 

study of U.S House Members and British Members of 

Parliament, suggest that a portion of the support for those 

seeking reelection is due to their establishment of a 

personal vote. In effect. House members build personal 
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support among constituents and seek to maintain that support 

over time. As a result, this personal support aids the 

reelection chances of the individual member of Congress. 

While this is a very important finding, the authors focus 

on a member of Congress and their ability to win elections 

while giving little attention to the cjuestion of party 

turnover, or no party turnover, in congressional districts. 

Candidates seeking reelection also benefit from their 

status as incumbents. Incumbency increases name recognition 

through constituent services and other contact, and thus 

current office-holders are readily recognized (Fiorina, 

1989, Jacobson 1997, Cover and Blumberg 1983) . Similarly, 

candidates who have held office, but not a congressional 

seat, may benefit from increased name recognition and the 

skills acquired in winning a prior election (Jacobson 1989). 

Other attributes, such as recognition from a prior vocation 

or personal wealth, also make an individual a better 

candidate for a House seat (Green and Krasno 1988). 

Finally, in itemizing the decline in party 

identification since the I960's, Norpoth and Rusk (1982) 

note a steady decline in partisan attachment. This decline 

suggests that party identification is less significant to 
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the voting pxiblic now than in prior decades. As a result, 

individual factors, such as incumbency, name recognition and 

candidate organizations are becoming more important as party 

identification decreases (Cover and Mayhew 1982, Fiorina 

1978) . Thus it is probably natural to think of the 

individual candidate as the central player and diminish the 

role of political party in congressional elections (Jacobson 

1997) . 

Even if the importance of political party in deciding 

the outcome of a congressional election has been reduced in 

recent years, and replaced by other factors, the political 

party identification of the elected official is important in 

predicting their policy positions and roll-call votes 

(Clausen, 1973). Thus as party identification among voters 

has declined, individual and district-level attributes are 

becoming more important to understanding elections. Yet the 

decline in partisanship among the electorate does not mean 

party links are weak among elected officials. Party voting 

has in fact increased in the 1980's and 1990's as party 

leaders exert stronger influence over fellow members 

(Davidson and Oleszek 1997). As a result, party turnover is 
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an important connection to better vinderstanding 

representation. 

In contrast to the personnel focus of prior research, 

party turnover within congressional districts has not 

received the same amount of attention. Party turnover 

entails a change in political party representing a district. 

In this study, each partisan turnover is also a personnel 

turnover, but a personnel turnover need not be a party 

turnover. For example, when a Republican replaces a 

Democrat in a congressional district, personnel and party 

turnover has occurred, but a Republican replacing a 

Repiiblican is only personnel turnover and not partisan 

turnover. 

Perhaps the best available example of research that 

focuses on partisan turnover concerns redistricting and the 

change in party control of congressional districts. The two 

central research questions of this literature are: 1) does 

redistricting affect the number of seats that each party 

wins? And, 2) does redistricting affect the reelection rate 

of incumbents (Basehart and Comer, 1995)? Clearly the 

ability of a party to control the redistricting process cuid 

gain seats is a party turnover question. I explore this 
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literature in depth in the next chapter, but a quick look at 

a few pieces of scholarship illustrates the importance of 

party turnover in congressional elections. 

Erikson (1972) addresses the question of party turnover 

by considering the distribution of party seats given 

malapportionment and gerrymandering effects in the non-south 

for the years 1952 through 1970. He suggests that a 

Republican gerrymander, or shaping districts to benefit the 

Republican Party, resulted in the over representation of 

northern Republicans in Congress prior to 1966. According 

to the author, this party advantage was overcome with the 

Democratic landslide in 1964 and persisted as the incumbency 

advantage for Democrats elected during the election grew. 

Despite these findings, in his conclusion Erikson hedges his 

bets and suggests that the effects of partisan-inspired 

redistricting plans are not strong enough to conclude that 

Republiccui legislatures intentionally created Republican 

districts. Instead, he suggests that the gerrymandering 

undertaken by the Republican party "appears to be largely 

the inevitable result of the way Democratic and RepubliccUi 

voters are geographically located" (p 1244) . The political 

context of a congressional district is addressed later. For 
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now it is important to note that Democratic and Republican 

efforts to increase partisan advantage in states is a clear 

example of party turnover. 

Partisan change is also important to Tufte's (1973) 

study of the relationship between seats and votes. In his 

study of two party systems, he concludes that redistricting 

and reapportionment have important effects on the number of 

seats a party has in the legislature given its percentage of 

the vote. Like Erikson (1972), his focus is on the ability 

of one party to control the redistricting process and 

ultimately, party turnover. 

Later studies follow the same path and debate the 

ability of state legislatures to influence the partiscui 

balance of that state's congressional delegation. Cain 

(1985), in an overview of the redistricting plans undertaken 

in California in the 1980's, suggests that the redistricting 

plan increased the number of Democratic seats won and 

precipitated partisan turnover. 

Redistricting and reapportionment studies are not alone 

in addressing partissm. turnover. Other examples include 

Gimpel's (1996) c«id Jacobson's (1996, 1997) look at party 

turnover in the 1994 election. In mcmy ways an election 
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that changed partisan control of the House of 

Representatives is the penultimate example of the aggregate 

effects of party turnover in congressional districts. With 

the Republican addition of 52 seats previously held by 

Democratic members, organization of the chamber and 

leadership of the policy agenda changed to the new majority 

party in the House (Gimpel 1996). 

A final note about partisan turnover concerns the 

aggregate-level approach taken in some research. In many of 

the prior investigations, the primary concern was the change 

in partisan distribution in the House given the aggregate 

vote totals of the two parties. Gelman and King (1994) 

outline this electoral responsiveness and note the change in 

seats held by each party given a party's share of the vote. 

The authors suggest that the parties often acquire an 

advantage in the seats held that is greater than their gain 

in aggregate vote totals. Thus aggregate changes in 

partisan composition of congressional delegations is 

partisan turnover, however little attention is paid to 

district-level effects {Gelman and King 1994) . 

Clearly researchers have examined partisan turnover. 

However much of the focus has been at the aggregate level in 
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an effort to measure the variation in seat change given a 

party's share of the two party vote. Other studies have 

examined partisan effects of redistricting or the effects 

(often implicit) of incumbency on reducing partisan 

turnover. 

The prior examples not with standing, previous research 

on congressional elections has not asked nor answered the 

fiindamental question that drives this research. Namely, 

what district-level factors influence party turnover in 

House elections? 

Thus far it has been suggested that this research is 

meaningful because it addresses serious questions about 

congressional elections that have not, to date, been fully 

examined. In the next two sections political party turnover 

and the consequences for individual members of Congress and 

their policy positions are also considered. In the 

following section I focus on the individual effects of 

party. Next, I briefly touch on how the organization of 

Congress and party leaders are able to exert influence on a 

member, thus reinforcing the representational consequences 

of partisan turnover. 
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2.2 The lo^ortance of Party Turnover in Congressional 
Elections 

"If party influence is effective in producing 
differences in policy positions, one would expect a 
partisan turnover in the representation of a 
constituency to produce a change in the policy 
representation provided." (Clausen 1973, pp 136-137) 

While the primary focus of this dissertation is the 

district-level influences on party turnover, it is necessary 

to touch briefly on the effects of partisan turnover in the 

House. In this section it is suggested that changes in the 

party representing a district has consequences for policy 

support and vote outcomes within Congress. Indeed, 

constituents in congressional districts should expect to be 

represented differently by the two political parties 

(Clausen 1973) . 

What evidence would support the hypothesis that party 

in Congress, and by extension party turnover in 

congressional districts, is important to an understanding of 

congressional elections? First, parties must play an 

important role in developing a policy agenda that will be 

pursued in the House of Representatives. Second, parties 

must have the cUsility to influence members of the party 

caucus to support their policy agenda. In the following 

sections I draw on the findings of congressional scholars 
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who suggest that parties suid party leaders play an important 

role in the House of Representatives. Parties are also 

important because a member's party affiliation helps explain 

the issues that member advocates and his or her roll-call 

voting decisions (Poole and Rosenthal 1985, Norpoth 1976). 

Prior research can be broken down into two parts, each 

briefly outlined below. The first section focuses on 

individual-level influences of party on a member's decision 

making. The second focuses on incentives and powers of the 

parties and their leaders. 

2.3 Political Party and Members of Congress 

"Party affiliation is the strongest single correlate of members' 
voting decisions" (Davidson and Oleszek 1998, p260-261) 

To suggest that party is a strong predictor of an 

individual's vote is not novel. However in the context of 

this study, the representational consequences of party take 

on added importance. For if replacing one party with 

another in a congressional district is likely to change the 

policy positions advocated by that district's elected 

representative, xinderstamding party turnover is very 

important. As noted eUaover this is the precise finding of 

Clausen (1973) . Accordingly, he finds that "in both the 



House and Senate a partisan turnover produces a reversal in 

the...policy positions of representatives serving the same 

constituency" (p. 143). This reflects his conclusion that 

party is the single best predictor of member's votes in 

three issue areas; government management, social welfare and 

agricultural assistance. This is further supported if we 

return to the congressional districts noted above, the 7^*^ 

congressional district in Texas and Utah's 2°'^ congressional 

district. When party turnover occurs, major differences in 

the issue positions of the member are clearly evident. This 

is indicated by Table 2.1, which shows the Americans for 

Democratic Action scores of both congressional districts. 

ADA scores in this case are measures of support for 

legislation supported by the liberal interest group. 



TABLE 2.1 

Americans For Democratic Action Interest Group Scores: 
Texas 7^ Congressional District and Utah 2*^ Congressional 

District 

Texas Utah 
Year Mamho-r ADA ADA 
1972 Archer (R) 6 Lloyd (R) 19 
1973 Archer (R) 8 Owens (D) 70 
1974 Archer (R) 0 Owens (D) 70 
1975 Archer (R) 0 Howe (D) 68 
1976 Archer (R) 0 Howe (D) 40 
1977 Archer (R) 5 Marriott (R) 5 
1978 Archer (R) 10 Marriott (R) 5 
1979 Archer (R) 0 Marriott (R) 5 
1980 Archer (R) 6 Marriott (R) 17 
1981 Archer (R) 5 Marriott (R) 5 
1982 Archer (R) 0 Marriott (R) 10 
1983 Archer (R) 5 Marriott (R) 0 
1984 Archer (R) 0 Marriott (R) 5 
1985 Archer (R) 5 Monson (R) 10 
1986 Archer (R) 0 Monson (R) 0 
1987 Archer (R) 0 Owens (D) 76 
1988 Archer (R) 0 Owens (D) 75 
1989 Archer (R) 0 Owens (D) 70 
1990 Archer (R) 0 Owens (D) 72 
1991 Archer (R) 0 Owens (D) 70 
1992 Archer (R) 0 Owens (D) 70 
1993 Archer (R) 5 Shepard (D) 80 
1994 Archer (R) 0 Shepard (D) 94 
1995 Archer (R) 0 Waldholz (R) 0 
1996 Archer (R) 5 Waldholz (R) 10 



The influence of party also is evident at the 

individual level according to Clausen. He suggests that 

"partisan cuing of members may take place at every point in 

the decision process" (p. 122). Early in the process 

members are influenced by other members of their party who 

help them stake out a position on a policy idea. For 

members who are not immediately swayed, information from 

fellow partisans continues to arrive up until immediately 

before a roll-call vote is taken. Thus members of a 

political party provide cues to fellow members in an effort 

to aid their decision-making process. Yet this process was 

difficult for Clausen to measure with absolute precision. 

Instead, he recognized that party is an integral party of 

how a member of Congress decides to vote on an issue, even 

if he was unable to measure the influence precisely. 

John Kingdon (1989) in an interview based study of 

congressmen's voting decisions, found that political party 

is cin important factor in determining why members decide to 

vote for or against legislation. True, constituency sets 

the boundaries for dec is ion-making, but other direct and 

indirect party influences play cui important role. According 

to Kingdon (1989) the influence is not simply a direct 
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influence, although party leaders do influence the decision 

members make when deciding how to vote. Instead congressmen 

"turn to those within their own party" (p 81) for advice on 

legislation. These fellow partisans are often members of 

the committee with jurisdiction over an issue and possess 

expertise in the policy of interest. 

Members also look to fellow partisans from the same 

state or region, as they often share many of the same 

ideological and constituent interests. In addition, junior 

members may look to more senior party members for direction 

on voting decisions. 

The effect of cues provided by other members is a key 

finding of Norpoth (1976) in an examination of party 

cohesion in Congress.® Like Kingdon, he finds that members 

consult with other party members on policy issues that they 

have yet to form a solid opinion on. As a result, "This 

kind of consultation with trusted colleagues would seem 

likely to encourage party voting, for it occurs almost 

exclusively within the ranks of a party group" (pll70) . 

® Norpoth examines 3 groups in his study: Republicans, 
Democrats and Southern Democrats. 
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Norpoth also finds that in addition to cue giving by 

like party members, representatives coalesce aroxind party 

positions because they share policy attitudes. In each of 

three policy domains (foreign policy, civil rights and 

social welfare) he finds that the mean position of party 

members differs significantly from the other party. Party 

members' attitudinal positions are also highly correlated 

with their roll-call vote. 

This follows the literature on roll-call voting which 

suggests that partisanship is key factor in determining the 

outcome of roll-call votes within the House. Poole and 

Daniels (1985) and Poole (1991), in a spatial model of party 

and ideological voting, suggest that nearly 90% of 

congressional voting can be explained by ideological and 

other party differences. 

One additional finding is also worth noting. According 

to Norpoth (1976) , incumbents and nonincumbent candidates of 

the same party share policy attitudes. This is a valuable 

insight as it supports the assertion that party turnover has 

representational consequences in congressional districts. 

Given a member's own policy attitudes, and the 

propensity to discuss legislation with like party members 



who have insight or interest in the pending legislation, 

party may be both a direct and indirect influence on 

decision making. The direct effect centers on shared policy 

attitudes, while the indirect effect comes through cue 

taking from trusted colleagues. In both cases, his or her 

political party identification influences the decision

making process of a member. 

An important question that follows this line of 

thinking relates to the link between constituency and 

members' policy positions in the House. Miller and Stokes 

(1963) indicate that members and their constituency often 

share similar attitudes on public policy. Fenno (1978) 

suggests this is more likely in homogeneous districts that 

(usually) elect like-minded representatives. Yet Fenno 

(1978) also offers an answer to how the two parties may 

represent the same district when he notes that members gauge 

the feelings of their reelection constituency on high 

salience issues, but most issues are unknown to most 

constituents. Given occasional disagreement with the 

reelection constituency, members may suggest voters assess 

their overall record and not one example of their 

inconsistency. Because, according to Fenno, aa. evaluation 
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of a member's overall record relies on. more than close 

knowledge of a member's issue positions. Factors such as 

incumbency, trust, and homestyle may replace close issue 

correlation between members and their constituencies. This 

allows party to be a more significant influence in member's 

decision making. 

2.4 The Role of Political Party in Congress 

The representational consequences of party turnover are 

also evident within the House of Representatives. Within 

the House, institutional arrangements and incentives 

available to the party and party leaders, influence members' 

policy positions. As a result, party turnover in a 

congressional district leads to different representation as 

pressures from the Republican and Democratic party caucuses 

influence members' policy support. 

In this section, a number of institutional arrangements 

and powers that permit the parties to influence the policy 

positions of party members in the House are considered. It 

is also suggested that the connection between party and 

member is not absolute, although party support scores are 

robust. 
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If party turnover at the district level is important in 

the aggregate, the political parties in Congress should 

exhibit cohesion in their policy goals and an ability to 

unify members behind a common party plan (Palazzolo 1992) . 

Thus Democrats will have a different policy agenda than 

Republicans and work together to implement their proposals. 

As the evidence suggests, this is exactly what happened as 

reforms in Congress, begun in the 1960's, strengthened the 

parties' ability to take the lead on policy issues. This 

trend continues as the parties have become even more 

ideologically distinct as they work to pass their policy 

program (Davidson 1992) . 

In addition, part of the aggressive role of political 

parties has been in response to the system of divided 

government. In response, members of the House have charged 

party leaders with speaking with a stronger voice and 

creating effective strategies for dealing with the president 

and members of the opposing party (Jacobson 1992, Smith 

1995) . 

The importance of political party in the contemporary 

Congress often focuses on the centralization of leadership 

powers in the House of Representatives (Palazzolo 1992) . 
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This centralization increases the institutional powers of 

the party and the ability of leaders to coordinate policy 

positions of caucus members. Among the tools available to 

party leaders are: use of the Rules Committee to structure 

floor choices available to the Congress, the scheduling of 

votes when most convenient to the majority party, and 

exercising control of the party caucus through a strong whip 

system that collects information on legislation and 

mobilizes party members. Other means, such as convening the 

party caucus a month prior to the beginning of the 

legislative session to formulate a party agenda and 

considering reforms within the party also can be used to 

increase party influence (Smith and Deering 1997) . 

In addition, the party caucus and party leaders have 

exercised increased oversight by shifting committee 

assignment powers from the Democratic members of the Ways 

and Means Committee to the party leadership dominated Policy 

cind Steering Committee (Deering and Smith 1997, Dodd and 

Oppenheimer 1997). The selection of committee chairs also 

is more closely controlled by the party caucus and party 

leaders. In bypassing the once strict seniority system, the 

process has strengthened the influence of party leaders 
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within committees (Deering and Smith 1997). These changes 

have allowed the party to set policy goals and orchestrate 

policy and legislative outcomes within committees of 

jurisdiction (Gimpel 1996). Finally, the political parties 

became more homogeneous as the Southern Democratic wing and 

the Northern Republican wing of their respective parties 

decreased in size (Deering and Smith 1997). 

The importance of party leadership in committees is 

evident in the changes brought about when Repiiblicans took 

control of Congress in 1995. In fact, ''gaining control over 

committee activity, then, would be one of the most important 

of all leadership strategies in the 104^" Congress" for the 

new Republican majority (Gimpel 1996, p 34) . New Speaker 

Gingrich took to the task by appointing committee chairmen 

who shared his (and by default the party's) philosophy and 

would be sympathetic to the Speaker's and party's policy 

goals (Gimpel 1996). 

Clearly the ability of the majority party to offer 

policy cuid see it through the legislative process is greater 

thcui it is for the minority party. Nonetheless, minority 

party members "expect their leaders to offer popular policy 

alternatives" (Hermson 1998, pl24) and to work to unify the 



party behind them. From a representational perspective, 

turnover from the majority to minority party in the House 

may change not only the policy positions of a member, but 

given the institutional advantage of majority party status, 

the member's ability to pass legislation and represent the 

district in Congress. 

One final point must be made about the importance of 

political party at the aggregate level. For both political 

parties, party reputation is important in providing a reason 

for strengthened party organization in the House. Despite 

the decrease in partisan attachments and increase in 

individual affects on the vote, political party is still 

meaningful to msuiy voters and influences their voting 

decisions. As a result, it is in the interests of parties 

to select leaders who will create an attractive policy 

agenda, use the media to further their policy goals, and 

create an atmosphere that will influence committee and roll-

call decisions to be favorable to the party (Arnold 1990, 

Sinclair 1992, Smith 1995) . Party members then have an 

incentive to support votes that are attractive to 

constituents, or at least defensible at home (Fenno 1978, 

Bianco 1992). They also must work together to increase the 
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piiblic perception, that the party is doing a good job 

representing their interests (Arnold 1990, Bianco 1992). 

As the research noted above suggests, political parties 

exercise influence over members of their party. To identify 

the effectiveness of party cohesion and party influence, 

scholars often use measures of partisan support via roll-

call voting (Poole and Rosenthal 1985, Poole 1992). To 

bolster the argument that parties do matter, party support 

scores should reflect a difference between Democrats and 

Repxiblicans on roll-call votes. 

Before we examine the scores, it is important to note 

that two measures of party support are used. The first, 

which follows as Figure 2.1, illustrates party unity votes 

in Congress from 1970-1996. Figure 2.1 presents the 

percentage of all House votes in which a majority of 

Democrats opposed a majority of Republicans (Davidson and 

Oleszek 1998). 
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FIGURE 2.1 

Party Unity Votes in Congress, 1970-1996 

Percent 
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Source: Roger Davidson and Walter Oleszek, Congress and Its 
Members, 6'" edition (Washington, D.C.:CQ Press, 1998). 

A second measure, defined by Davidson and Oleszek as 

"the percentage of times the average Democrat or Republican 

in Congress voted with his or her party majority in party 

votes" is included as Figure 2.2. 
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FIGURE 2.2 

Levels of Party Voting in Congress 1970-1996 
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Source: Roger Davidson and Walter Oleszek, Congress and Its 
Members, e®'' edition (Washington, D.C.rCQ Press, 1998). 

In both figures 2.1 and 2.2, it is evident that members 

of the two political parties support distinct policy 

agendas. Furthermore, policy congruence between members and 

the political party has increased during the 26 year span 

identified. As a measure of the representational 

consequences of party tximover, these roll call scores 

suggest that a change in party is likely to change the roll 
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call votes that are placed by the congresswoman from a 

district. 

2.5 Discussion 

In this chapter I have outlined the difference between 

personnel turnover and partisan turnover in congressional 

elections. Given that differences exist, it was important 

to delve a bit further and see if party turnover is 

important to representation within congressional districts. 

According to the authors noted above, party turnover has 

representational consequences as party plays a large role in 

the decision making of members of Congress. The use of cue-

giving as a common shorthand used to save members from 

gathering information on all pieces of legislation was 

noted. 

Party also is important to representation given the 

institutional advantages enjoyed by political parties and 

their leaders. These advantages are even more pronounced 

for the majority party as its' role in organizing Congress 

is greater. Thus a change of party within a congressional 

district likely means different roll call votes and policy 

support than with the prior office-holder. 
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Given that political party is important to 

understanding members of Congress and the institution of 

Congress itself, it is necessary to take the next step and 

consider what influences congressional elections. With that 

in mind, it is necessary to examine the relevant 

congressional election literature. 
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Chapter 3 

Literature Review 

3.1 Introduction 

In a recent review article, Ragsdale (1994) noted that 

perhaps no single area of political science has received as 

much scholarly attention as the field of congressional 

elections. In fact, the topic has produced a number of 

excellent books (e.g. Jacobson 1997, Hermson 1997) focusing 

on the literature and findings of recent scholarship. In 

this chapter a more limited approach is undertaken that 

focuses on the literature with theoretical importance to 

partisan turnover in congressional elections. 

In order to frame current approaches, an outline that 

identifies the influences on congressional elections as 

national events and local events is used (Jacobson and 

Kemell 1981, Niemi and Weisberg 1993) . For national 

events, the referendum model is considered which examines 

the effects of the economy (variously defined) and 

presidential popularity on aggregate measures of House 

elections. However as early as twenty years ago the trend 

in scholarship has been moving away from national-level 
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influences to focus on district factors (Erikson 1990, and 

Fiorina 1978). In fact, Erikson (1990) finds little support 

for national level influences. As a result, the research 

presented in this project concentrates on district-level 

attributes and their influence on party turnover. 

For this study, the literature on district-level 

attributes including challenger quality, incumbency, 

political context, and redistricting effects are considered. 

But first an overview of national-level factors and some of 

the shortcomings of the approach are highlighted. 

3.2 National Conditions in Congrassional Elections 

When examining research on the effects of national 

conditions on congressional elections it is importauit to 

note that scholars suggest national conditions may influence 

the outcome of House elections in two ways. The first 

influence is directly and usually measured in the aggregate. 

These influences include the incumbent party's handling of 

the economy and the popularity of the incumbent president. 

This follows a retrospective voting hypothesis (Fiorina 

1978, 1981; Key 1966) cUid suggests that economic performance 

in the year before the election, and presidential popularity 
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prior to the vote, will be key factors in determining 

election outcomes. As a result, the midterm elections are 

viewed as a referendum on the incumbent President and his 

party's handling of the economy. 

A second means of influence for national conditions is 

indirectly, through mobilization of candidates for office. 

In this section I focus on the influence of the economy and 

presidential popularity on congressional election outcomes 

in the aggregate. Again following the lead of Jacobson and 

Kemell (1983), I cover the indirect effect of national 

conditions in a later section when I examine the emergence 

of quality challengers. 

What then are the direct, national influences on 

congressional elections and how are they defined? Initial 

research in this area usually begins with Kramer's (1971) 

regression analysis of the short-term fluctuations in voting 

behavior for the period 1896-1964. In this seminal article, 

Kramer estimates the impact of economic conditions and 

presidential coattails on the Republican share of the two 

party vote. He defines economic conditions as the change in 

real per capita personal income, cost of living, and 

unemployment from the year prior to the election to the year 
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of the election. His findings suggest that real per capita 

income and presidential coattails were significant factors 

in determining election success of the two parties. 

Conversely, cost of living (inflation) and unemployment 

showed little effect. Thus economic upturns help the 

congressional candidates of the incumbent president's party 

and economic decline benefits the opposition according to 

Kramer (1971) . 

Not long after Kramer's (1971) work, Edward Tufte 

(1975, 1978) sought to expand our understanding of House 

elections and explain the magnitude of the incumbent 

President's party's loss in midterm congressional elections. 

To do this he fashioned a model of the vote for the 

president's party in midterm congressional elections by 

taking into account the president's popularity and national 

economic performance for the time period 1938-1970. He also 

added a standardized vote loss variable to track the 

President's party perfoinnance in the eight prior midterm 

congressional elections. 

His findings suggest that real disposable personal 

income and presidential popularity are strongly correlated 

with the congressional vote of the President's party. In 



73 

fact, a change of 10% in presidential popularity is 

associated with a 1>3% change in the vote for the 

President's party in House elections. Similarly, a $100 

increase in real disposable income in the year prior to the 

election increases the aggregate vote for the President's 

party by 3.5% in midterm congressional elections. 

Notably, Tufte's model was the seminal piece to include 

both economic and presidential approval variables. However 

the study of congressional midterm elections and 

presidential popularity was also examined by Kemell (1977) 

who took a slightly different twist by examining negative 

voting. According to Kemell, "because of negative voting, 

the President's party is more vulnerable to midterm partisan 

defections" (p59) . Kemell found that disapproval of the 

President hurt his party more in midterm congressional 

elections among both party defectors and independent voters 

than did strong approval of the President. 

Following the early work of Kramer and Tufte, a number 

of studies were xindertaken to further explain the effects of 

the economy cuid presidential popularity on congressional 

elections. NoteUsly, some studies focused on economic 

measures, with refinements, to explain the aggregate outcome 
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of congressional elections while others included 

presidential popularity, variously defined, to their study. 

Bloom and Price (1975) took a modified approach to 

Kramer's work by adding an examination of both economic 

downturns and upswings to see if both similarly affected the 

incumbent party. The authors foxmd that economic downturns, 

as measured by the short-rxin change in real income, reduced 

the congressional vote of the incumbent president, while an 

increase in real income yielded no significant increase for 

the president's party. 

Also significant to Bloom and Price's study is the use 

of the economic conditions for the year prior to an election 

and not conditions in earlier years. This mirrors Kramer's 

study, but differs from a study completed at nearly the same 

time by Stigler (1973) which suggests that the two years 

prior to the election be used. Clearly, according to Bloom 

and Price (1975), the prior year is most important 

theoretically as it is the most recent reference for the 

voting decision. And, according to their findings, the 

prior year is more robust statistically. 

Hibbing and Alford (1981) follow the lead of Bloom, and 

Price (1975) euid expand the analysis of economic variables 



even, further by suggesting that subgroups of congressional 

candidates are affected differently by economic conditions 

in the 1946-1978 (postwar) House elections. In. their study 

they foxind that in-party incumbents are held more 

responsible by the electorate given changes in real 

disposable per capita income than in-party candidates 

running in open seats or out-party incumbents. Other 

findings suggest that length of tenure is also an important 

factor in the influence of change in real disposable per 

capita income on in-party vote. According to the authors, 

as the seniority of representatives increases, so does the 

affect of change in real disposable per capita income on 

individual members' vote totals. Thus more senior members 

were held more accountable for economic performance than 

recently elected members. 

While some scholars were following the lead of Kramer's 

earlier work and focused primarily on economic conditions, 

others built on the model first advocated by Tufte and 

included presidential popularity as a significant factor. 

In effect, these authors sought to link economic variables 

and the performance of the incumbent President to 

congressional election outcomes. Examples of this research 
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include Jacobson and Kernell (1983), Oppenheimer, Stimson 

and Waterman (1986) , and Marra cmd Olstrom (1989) . As 

indicated earlier, Jacobson and Kemell (1983) follow the 

economic/presidential popularity vein to explain the 

emergence of quality challengers. 

For Oppenheimer, Stimson and Waterman (1986) , in an 

examination of the effects of the number of each party's 

House seats up for election (the exposure thesis), and net 

seat change, the authors contend that real disposable income 

and presidential approval in the fall of the election year 

are significant in a model that includes exposure. In fact, 

according to their redefinition of the dependent variedale 

from the Tufte-aggregate percentage outcome of congressional 

votes cast, to the Oppenheimer et al.- net seats gained, 

presidential popularity is only significant with the 

exposure variable added. Thus a bit of redefinition of the 

dependent variable is rescued by the inclusion of an 

additional independent variable. Nonetheless, the Tufte 

model with slight modification remains significant. 

A second finding of Oppenheimer et al. resides in the 

application of the Jacobson-Kemell model specification to 

their exposure thesis. According to the authors, the 



exposure thesis also adds explanatory power when net seat 

change meets the Jacobson-Kemell model. By using spring 

presidential popularity and an earlier real disposable 

income change measure without exposure, presidential 

popularity is not significant and the explanatory value of 

the model is modest (adjusted R-squared=.21). With the 

addition of the exposure variable, spring presidential 

popularity becomes significant as well and the explanatory 

power of the model increases significantly (adjusted R-

squared=.64) . Thus even with variation, change in real 

disposable income and presidential popularity, however 

defined, retain explanatory power. 

An additional applications of the presidential 

popularity and economic model of congressional elections is 

also found in Marra and Ostrom (1989) who seek to explain 

seat change in the House from 1950-1986. According to the 

authors, seat change can be best explained by an extensive 

model that includes presidential popularity, change in real 

disposable income, political events, change in presidential 

approval, aggregate party identification, and congressional 

seats at risk. They find that all of their hypothesized 

explcuiatory variables are significant with one notable 



exception; real disposcible income. Once controlling for 

other factors, the authors suggest that the presidential 

popularity measure pick-ups the effects of the economy as 

the economy is a direct influence on presidential 

popularity. But the economy is only an indirect influence 

on seat change in congressional elections. 

Lewis-Beck and Rice (1984) in a forecasting model of 

U.S. House elections, modify the Tufte (1975) approach 

(similar to Oppenheimer et al. 1986, and Marra and Ostrom 

1989) by substituting seat change of the president's party 

for the dependent variable (Tufte used midterm vote loss), 

and two variables measured six months before the election: 

quarterly growth rate in real gross national product and 

presidential popularity. Finally, the authors also include 

a dummy variable to indicate presidential election years or 

midterm elections. Their findings suggest that a 

forecasting model using indicators prior to the election is 

robust (R-squared=.80) and parsimonious in describing seat 

loss or gain. 

Despite a rather extensive literature describing the 

influence of economic varieibles and presidential popularity, 

researchers have not always been convinced about their 



effects. Among the first to question the economic-

congressional vote link, as mentioned above, was Stigler 

(1973). He questioned Kramers' (1971) basic assumptions, 

noting that his results were biased by the choice of years 

included in his study, and the definition of variables. 

Also following Kramer's (1971) work, but questioning 

some of his finding, were a host of studies built on the 

original specification, or a slight modification, of the 

original research framework. Arcelus and Meltzer (1975) in 

a rational choice, least squares approach to congressional 

elections, suggests that the percentage of the vote won by 

either party is increased by having an incumbent president 

at the head of the ticket (coattail effect), but that a 

number of economic variables, namely unemployment, real 

income auid inflation were not closely tied to the 

congressional vote. 

Alesina and Rosenthal (1989) make similar findings of 

no relationship between economic variables and the aggregate 

congressional vote in an extensive recomputation of the 

congressional election research. According to the authors, 

findings of a link between the economy and congressional 

vote for the president's party are overstated. 
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Along these same lines, Campbell (1985, 1993) proposes 

an integrated study of the President's party's loss of seats 

in midterm congressional elections. To do this he examines 

the effects of the economy at the time of the election, 

presidential popularity and prior presidential vote to 

create a surge and decline/economic-presidential popularity 

model. According to his findings, the economy at the time 

of the election is not statistically significant once the 

affects of the other two variables, presidential popularity 

and a measure of surge and decline, are taken into account. 

As a result, he suggests that an integrated model of surge 

and decline and presidential popularity lead to greater 

explanation as landslide winners lose more seats in 

subsequent elections and these losses are made more severe 

when presidential popularity drops. He does propose one 

caveat to his findings by noting that the economy in the 

year prior to the midterm election is a statistically 

significant factor on the outcome of congressional midterm 

elections, even if these effects are not as strong as 

previously claimed. 

Finally, Erikson (1990) entered the fray with a review 

article that examined many of the important pieces in the 



81 

economics-congressional vote literature. In his article he 

suggests that the effects of economic conditions on the 

congressional vote are at the very least overstated, and 

given his definition of proper specification are non

existent . 

Specifically, in an overview of the primary pieces of 

literature linking the congressional vote and economic and 

presidential popularity literature (Kramer 1971, Tufte 1975, 

1978, Jacobson and Kemell 1983, Lewis-Beck and Rice 1984, 

etc), he suggests that for the period 1946-1986 presidential 

popularity is not a statistically significant factor in the 

House vote. Notably, he measures presidential popularity as 

the pooled average of August to October of the election year 

(See also Born 1985). More importantly for Erikson's claim 

that presidential popularity and the economy are not 

important, is his respecification of prior electoral 

history. 

According to Tufte (1975, 1978), electoral history is 

to be included in his dependent variable. His dependent 

variable uses the deviation from the standardized vote, 

which includes the previous eight House midterm elections. 

Erikson suggests that this specification is flawed as it 
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treats each of the previous midterm elections equally. The 

alternative suggested by Erikson is to include the House 

vote in the previous presidential election to help explain 

the midterm vote for the president's party. With Erikson's 

new specification, all competing measures of per capita 

income change and presidential approval are not significant. 

What does this tell us? According to Erikson, any change in 

income and presidential popularity has no effect on House 

elections as the vote in a midterm election is similar to 

the vote in the previous presidential election. 

Does this mean that per capita income change and 

presidential approval should be abandoned? Not according to 

Jacobson (1990). In a response to Erikson, he suggests that 

using lagged vote from the previous presidential year 

election masks the real (if weaker) affect of economic and 

presidential popularity described by Tufte's original work. 

In addition, the findings of no statistical significance are 

disputed as Jacobson advocates a more forgiving one-tailed 

test to show significance. 

Given the apparent differences in variable 

specification and the resulting difference in outcomes in 

describing, what do we know about the effects of national 
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conditions on congressional elections? We do know that the 

results are mixed at best and at worst, according to Erikson 

(1990) misspecified and insignificant. Not surprisingly, 

scholars have begun focusing on the district level effects 

on congressional elections. 

3.3 District Level Effects in Congressional Elections 

In the previous section the inconsistent findings on 

the effects of national level conditions were clearly noted. 

More importantly, inconsistent variable definition, 

inconsistent findings, and recent suggestions that national 

level effects are not significant indicators of 

congressional election outcomes support the move toward a 

district-level approach. 

In this section, a district-level approach is advocated 

as voters, candidates and parties interact at the local 

level to shape House election outcomes. Notably, the 

district level influences considered for this research 

include incumbency, district context, redistricting, and 

quality challengers. By focusing on this set of literat\ire, 

the framework for models of partisan transition in 

congressional elections is outlined. 
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3.4 Incumbency in Congressional Elections 

Perhaps the single greatest district-level influence in 

congressional elections is the positive effect of incumbency 

on the reelection rates of members of Congress. The 

overwhelming incumbency advantage has reached the level of 

truism in the literature with high reelection rates and 

large victory margins supporting incumbency's strong effect 

(Jacobson 1997). 

Beginning in the 1970's scholars began to examine the 

strong positive effects of incumbency on the reelection 

rates of members to Congress (Erikson 1972, Mayhew 1974a). 

More recently scholars have further refined the scholarship 

and outlined the reasons for such a powerful incumbency 

advantage (Fiorina 1977, Fiorina 1989, Cover 1992, Cox and 

Katz 1996). 

Research into the incumbency advantage has progressed 

along two lines. The first line of research focuses on 

institutional advantages, including resources available to 

an incumbent such as staff, media exposure, and the 

opportunity to help members of their district through 

constituency services. The second line of research suggests 

the incumbency advantage is a result of the decline in 
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partisan attachment that has occurred since the 1960's. 

This decline has resulted in a growth in the personal vote 

for members of Congress. In this section I briefly outline 

the discussion surrounding these two approaches to the 

incumbency advantage in House elections. 

Much of the initial research on the incumbency 

advantage appeared in the early 1970's and focused on the 

decline of close congressional elections. According to 

Mayhew's (1974a the number of marginal elections, defined as 

elections in which the winner had less than 60% of the vote, 

decreased significantly in the 1960's. This decrease in 

marginal elections continued throughout the 1970's and 

1980's but rebounded, as the 1990's actually saw an increase 

in the number of marginal elections (Jacobson 1997). 

Whether in the 1960's, 1970's or 1980's the vanishing 

marginals were a result of the advantages of incumbency as 

open seats remained competitive, while seats with an 

incumbent running became less closely contested. 

Despite a decrease in the number of closely contested 

races, Jacobson (1987) suggest that incumbents were no more 

safe in the 1980's than they had been in the past. This was 

the result of an increasingly volatile congressional 
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electorate. Thus as vote swings in congressional elections 

got larger, the increase in vote margin became a less 

effective means of securing an incumbency advantage 

(Jacobson 1997). The increase in electoral volatility does 

not preclude the fact that incumbency is a strong influence 

in congressional elections. 

Incumbents have an advantage in congressional elections 

in part because of the perquisites of their position. 

Mayhew (1974b) suggests that incumbents are given the 

opportunity as a result of their office to take popular 

positions, advertise their achievements and claim credit for 

projects in their home district. By endearing themselves to 

their constituents, incumbents established positive name 

recognition that will be rewarded in the next election. 

In addition. Members of Congress increased the official 

resources at their disposal—resources that could help in 

their reelection efforts. The increase in personal staff 

and a resulting increase in constituent services and 

casework served to link members of Congress with 

constituents (Fiorina 1977, Fiorina 1989, Cover 1982, Serra 

and Cover 1992). 
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Incumbents may also have benefited from a decrease in 

the strength of partisan attachments, as political party is 

no longer the primary reason voters select one candidate 

over another in congressional elections. Instead, personal 

evaluations of candidates replace partisan attachment with 

incumbents benefitting (Cain, Ferejohn and Forina 1987, 

Cover 1977, Ferejohn 1977, Krehbiel and Wright 1983, Cox and 

Katz 1997). 

Recently, Cox and Katz (1997) have further refined the 

advantage of incumbency into direct and indirect components. 

They identify the perquisites of office as direct effects as 

they are, in effect, government-provided campaign subsidies 

that aid the reelection bids of incumbents. 

In contrast, indirect effects include a scare of effect 

and a quality effect. The scare off effect suggests that 

incumbents are formidable because they possess the resources 

necessary to win (having won in the past) which increases 

the opportunity costs of potential challengers. As a 

result, quality challengers who possess the necessary skills 

and resources choose not to run against an incumbent and 

wait for an open seat. As a result, incumbents are made 

even safer. 



The second indirect effect is the quality effect "which 

measures how much candidate differentials affect the vote" 

(Cox and Katz 1997, p 483). This follows Jacobson's measure 

of candidate quality and suggests that a quality candidate 

has the personal attributes and skills to win a campaign. 

In this case, the incumbent is a quality candidate, a 

challenger who has held elective office is also a quality 

challenger, while a political novice is not a quality 

candidate. In looking at each race, a quality differential 

emerged if the incumbent faced a novice, but no quality 

differential existed if an incumbent faced a quality 

challenger. 

The evidence for incumbency advantage in congressional 

elections is quite strong whether one favors the direct 

effect explanation or the indirect effects. In either case, 

a district level analysis of congressional elections suid 

party turnover must consider the role of incumbency. 

3.5 District Context 

Perhaps no line of inquiry in congressional elections 

research held as much promise, yet initially fell so short 

of expectations, as the idea that district context is a 



significant factor in House and Senate elections. This idea 

was variously proposed by Fenno (1978), Davidson (1969) and 

Kingdon (1966) who suggested that members of Congress 

identify the composition of their district and react 

accordingly, be it in their decision-making process in the 

House or in their campaign for reelection. Such 

identification and reaction to district diversity is not 

surprising given the group basis of the political parties 

(Berelson et al 1958, Axelrod 1972, Uhlaner 1989) . 

Yet in order for the effect of district diversity to 

stand up to the hypothesized relationship, it was necessary 

to produce the empirical evidence to support this claim. 

The statistical application of this line of inquiry began 

with Sullivan's (1973) political application of Lieberson's 

(1969) population diversity index. According to Lieberson's 

original definition, diversity is measured as "the position 

of a population along a continuum ranging from homogeneity 

to heterogeneity with respect to one or more qualitative 

variables"(p851). Sullivan applies this definition to 

measure the effects of homogeneity and heterogeneity in 

party competition, levels of discrimination, and policies 

aimed at the disadvsuitaged. By comparing his measure of 
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diversity, defined as the proportion of the population 

possessing attributes in 6 categories/ to other measures of 

party competition, he suggests that his findings generally 

support the hypothesis that diversity increased party 

competition in the American states (Sullivan 1973) . 

On the heels of Sullivan's findings, Fiorina (1974) 

undertook an examination of the diversity index and its 

relationship to competition in House and Senate elections. 

His findings gave qualified supported the diversity-

competition claim, noting support for the diversity measure 

and competitiveness in Senate elections in the south. 

However in the non-South, an increase in a state's diversity 

actually decreased party competition. 

In addition, his measure of district diversity, while 

similar to the Sullivan index for Senate elections, differed 

for congressional elections from the original Sullivan 

specification. For congressional elections he used 

' Sullivan's 6 attributes of diversity are: Education level 
in four categories, less than 5 years of school, 5 to 11 
years of school. High School, or College; Income Level in 3 
categories, less theui 6,000, 6,000 to 10,000 and more than 
10,000; Occupation, white collar or blue collar; Home 
ownership or Rent; Ethnicity measured as native stock or 
foreign bom; and Religion defined as Jewish, Catholic and 
Protestant/other. 



91 

attitudinal diversity as measured in the 1958 Survey 

Research Center Representation Study. Clearly attitudinal 

diversity and absolute diversity measures are not 

comparable. Thus Fiorina's (1973) findings for 

congressional election competitiveness and district 

diversity are not comparable given his different measures. 

As a result, despite qualified support in Senate elections, 

his findings remained unconvincing. 

Bond (1983), in an analysis of constituent diversity 

and the congressional vote in 1974-1978, points out the 

shortcomings of a diversity-district competition link. 

First, he adds to Fiorina's (1974) measure of competition by 

testing the winner's percentage of the vote and also adding 

Congressional Quarterly's preelection forecast as a 

dependent variable. Second, he uses the Sullivan index as 

his measure of diversity, not Fiorina's attitudinal measure. 

Bond's findings suggest that district diversity is not 

related to either percentage of the vote or CQ's pre

election forecasts. Furthermore, when open seat and 

incumbent races are tested in seperate regression equations, 

neither finds district diversity to be a consistently 

important factor. Thus Bond seems to cuiswer the question of 



district diversity and electoral competition negatively, 

noting that he could find no relationship. 

Despite Bond's (1983) findings of no relationship 

between diversity and electoral competition in House 

elections, other studies have supported the diversity-

competition link. Patterson and Caldeira (1984) investigate 

the effects of state diversity, measured as socio-

demographic cleavages, urbanization, and organizational 

strength of parties, on party competition in the American 

states. Their findings suggest that education, owner 

occupancy of domicile, urbanization and political party 

strength influence party competition. These findings 

suggest at least limited support for the district diversity 

effect on party competition. 

Similarly, Hermson and Gimpel (1995) in an analysis of 

district conditions and primary divisiveness in House 

elections, include demographic and geographic measures to 

their analysis. Their finding suggest that for Democratic 

primaries, a population diversity index including education, 

income, occupation and race, is a significant influence on 

the number of candidates that run in the primary, and the 
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divisiveness of the primary.* In contrast, Repxiblican 

primaries are not affected by population diversity measures. 

The authors suggest this reflects the parties' different 

candidate pool and base of electoral support. 

More recently Koetzle (1998) has suggested that a 

measure of absolute diversity, i.e. the Sullivan (1973) 

index, is an inappropriate measure when examining the 

effects of diversity on electoral competition. He notes 

that absolute diversity does not pick up the partisan 

leanings of two districts that have similar absolute 

diversity measures. To support his contention he suggests 

that we: 

Consider two hypothetical districts: 
District A is composed of 70% blacJc, 30% 
white; 70% urban and 30% rural; 30% high 
school graduates and 70% non-high school 
graduates. District B is composed of 30% 
black, 70% white; 30% urban axid 70% 
rural; 70% high school graduates and 30% 
non-high school graduates. Using 
Sullivan's (1973 method, both districts 
would have a diversity score of .42 and, 
thus, would be classified as diverse. 
(p. 567) 

* Primary divisiveness is defined as the sum of the squared 
proportion of the vote won by i candidates. This has the 
effect of scoring closely contested races differently them, 
races with many candidates that were won easily. 
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Instead of the Sullivan index, he suggests that a 

political diversity measure, based on the affects of 

partisan characteristics, is more appropriate. He defines 

political diversity as the number of district level 

contextual factors that favor one political party.' For 

example, a homogeneous district has a number of attributes 

favoring either Democrats (high proportion of minority and 

urban voters and relatively low white population, education 

and income levels) or the converse for Repviblicans. A 

heterogenous district would have some mixed combination of 

the set of characteristics with more heterogeneity linked to 

more opposing characteristics. To measure Democratic or 

Republican support, he codes each district based on. the 

median value of each variable. He then assigns party 

support according to the number of attributes above or below 

the median. 

His findings suggest that the percentage of Democratic 

victories in House elections from 1962-1996, is related to 

the number of characteristics that favor the Democratic 

party in that district. In addition, when controlling for 

' Koetzle's five variables include: percent black, percent 
white, percent urban, percent high school graduates, and 
median family income. 
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incumbency and region, he suggests that district diversity 

is a significant factor on the margin of victory in U.S. 

House elections. 

Given the mixed results outlined above, what then do we 

know about district diversity? When district diversity is 

defined as absolute diversity, i.e. Sullivan index (1973), 

results of the effect of diversity on House elections are 

weak at best (Fiorina 1974, Hermson and Gimpel 1995, 

Patterson and Caldeira 1984) or not supported (Bond 1984) . 

However, when political diversity is substituted and 

measured as number of attributes above or below the median 

value, the findings are much more conclusive (Koetzle 1998). 

3.6 Congressional Redistricting 

The extensive congressional redistricting 
which began with the 1960 reapportionment and 
continued through the decade as a result of 
the Supreme Court's mandate in Westberry v. 
Sanders, had the potential of introducing 
uncertainty into all multi-member 
congressional delegations. (Bullock 1975, p. 
569) 

Research on the effects of redistricting suid 

reapportionment appeared shortly after a string of court 
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decisions in the early 1960's guaranteed "one person, one 

vote".'" The effect of the string of court rulings was to 

insure equal representation across congressional districts. 

Yet as studies of congressional redistricting and 

reapportionment suggest, the application of the one person, 

one vote rule did not eliminate the efforts of party leaders 

and office-holders to work the system for their own 

political advantage (Cain 1984, Grofman, Lijphart, McKay and 

Scarrow 1982) . 

In this section I develop an overview of the affects of 

redistricting based on two questions fiindamental to the 

literature. The two central research questions raised are: 

1) does redistricting affect the number of seats that each 

party wins? and 2) does redistricting affect the reelection 

rate of incumbents (Basehart and Comer, 1995)? By examining 

redistricting from this perspective, the slight differences 

in dependent and independent variables present in many 

pieces of the research appear as variations on a common two-

part question. 

See especially, Richard Cortner The Apportionment Cases, 
for a thorough review of the legal backgrotind of the cases. 
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Following the court cases of the 1960's, Erikson (1972) 

is one of the first to address the congressional 

redistricting question in a systematic way. Erikson does 

this by considering the distribution of party seats given 

the potential for malapportionment and gerrymandering 

effects in the north for the years 1952 through 1970. He 

suggests that a Repxiblican gerrymander, or shaping districts 

to benefit the Republican party, resulted in the over 

representation of northern Repiiblicans in Congress prior to 

1966. According to the author, this party advantage was 

overcome with the Democratic landslide in 1966 and persisted 

as the incumbency advantage grew. Despite these findings, 

Erikson hedges his bet and suggests that the effect of 

partisan-inspired redistricting plans is not strong enough 

to conclude that Republican legislatures intentionally 

created Repvibliccin districts. 

Tufte (1973), in an examination of the relationship 

between seats and votes, suggests that a primary result of 

redistricting in the 1970's was incumbent survival as 

congressional office holders worked with those in charge of 

redistricting to decrease the likelihood of incumbents 

losing an. election. As evidence, he suggests in figures 



representing democratic distribution of the vote, 

congressional elections prior to 1968 were normally 

distributed with a larger number of districts in the center 

and fewer, less competitive races at either end of the 

distribution. The districts created in 1968 and 1970 by-

incumbents and state officials produced a much different 

distribution resulting in a bimodal shape. This suggests 

that the number of competitive districts decreased suad safe 

incumbent seats increased. According to Tufte, many states 

in the 1970's reduced or eliminated marginal districts to 

the point that few seats were won with less than 55% of the 

vote in Pennsylvania, Ohio or Michigan. Tufte concludes by 

suggesting that even with the increase in incumbency 

advantage, reapportionment had a significant, positive 

effect on the ability of incumbents to retain their seats. 

The positive effect of redistricting on incumbency was 

further examined by Bullock (1975) and Ferejohn (1977) who 

find that contrary to prior research, redistricting has not 

helped incumbents as suggested. 

By the early 1980's, scholars, according to Bom 

(1985), had yet to resolve whether party control of the 

redistricting process actually paid off in the share of 
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seats held by a state party delegation. As noted above, 

Erikson's (1972) conclusions were tentative with only a weak 

relationship between state control of the redistricting 

process and seats held. Bom (1985) , in a systematic study 

of the effects of party control of redistricting plans and 

subsequent electoral outcomes from 1952-1982, outlines a two 

step process necessary for partisan control of 

redistricting. First, a political party must control both 

houses of the legislature and the governorship, or a unified 

legislature must override the veto of the opposing party's 

governor. Where agreement on a partisan plan was not 

forthcoming, a bipartisan plan usually emerged. A 

bipartisan plan is defined as one created by either split 

control of the legislative branch, or non-unified control of 

the legislature and governor's office. 

Furthermore, Bom includes redistricting plans approved 

by the judiciary. He suggests this is necessary, as the 

plans accepted by judges are often proposals previously 

introduced by partisans for their benefit. When judges do 

change the partisan plans considerably, the outcome is 

labeled bipartisem. otherwise it retains a partisan 

disposition. 
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By regressing over time the Democratic proportion of 

seats on the Democratic share of the state vote (the swing 

ratio) and the partisan direction of the redistricting plan. 

Bom finds that redistricting does seem to benefit the party 

in control of the process, if not overwhelmingly. 

Bom (1985) follows up his initial test with a more 

complicated, two-equation model that measures the vote in 

state congressional elections before and after 

redistricting, and the changes that a correction in 

population discrepancy make to party seat totals. He finds 

that the effort of partisans to implement favorable 

redistricting plans is a significant factor when before and 

after redistricting votes are compared. In addition, his 

results suggest that population equalization, an important 

consideration in the 1960's, undermined the ability of the 

parties to design districts to their overwhelming benefit. 

Thus in an aggregate measure of state seat change, partisan 

intentions did influence the proportion of seats held. 

In examining partisan plans at the district level. Bom 

(1985) outlines an approach which considers pre-

redistricting vote in contrast to post-redistricting vote in 

districts with an identifiable antecedent. He finds that 
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the intended vote margin (partisan redistricting 

intentions) , either in favor of Democrats or away from 

Democrats, is significant in each of the redistricting years 

examined between 1952 and 1982. In effect, redistricting 

intentions are supported by his findings. One additional, 

interesting finding is noted in his results. Namely that 

the impact of redistricting intentions has declined 

considerably from 1952 to 1982. It seems, according to 

Born, that "voters are less inclined to follow the electoral 

course charted for them" (p. 316). 

To explain the decrease in the effectiveness in 

partisan redistricting plans, Bom looks to the influence of 

incumbency and the advantages it may confer to sitting 

members. It is well known that incumbents possess 

perquisites that increase their likelihood of reelection (I 

examine this literature below). For incumbents who face 

redistricting, perquisites may be used to build familiarity 

within the area added to the sitting member's district. 

Bom estimates an equation that uses changes at the county 

level to find the difference between redistricting effects 

on incumbents euid open seat races. As expected, when a 

coxinty is trcuisferred to a district with an incumbent 
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running for reelection, the incumbent is able to capture a 

larger share of the vote than if the county was moved into 

an open-seat election. According to Bom this advantage is 

nearly 3 percent. 

By codifying and empirically testing the expected 

relationship between partisan redistricting and partisan 

control of congressional districts. Bom (1985) outlines the 

expectations for future research in congressional 

redistricting. 

Bom's findings over a longer period are less 

conclusive than those suggested by Abramowitz (1983) . In 

his examination of the 1982 congressional elections, 

Abramowitz suggests that the swing ratio in states whose 

redistricting plans were controlled by Democrats, rewarded 

the party to a much greater extent than the increase in the 

Democratic vote in states controlled by Repiiblicans or with 

divided control of the legislature and/or governorship. 

According to Abramowitz, redistricting was the difference in 

Democrats gaining 26 seats in the House following the 1982 

redistricting. 

Cain (1985) also examines the partisan effects of 

redistricting, noting that redistricting effects include 
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partisan reconstruction and incumbency removal. Partisan 

reconstruction includes creating districts that will be most 

efficient in electing party members to Congress. By finding 

the amount of party support necessary to elected a like 

partisan to the House, a district is created with this 

minimum level of support. The incumbent removal efforts of 

the party in control of the redistricting process create 

districts difficult to win by the out-of-power party members 

according to Cain (1985) . Minor gerrymandering is usually 

insufficient and tactics such as severe displacement or 

radical partisan reconstruction are often undertaken. 

Cain also notes that the partisan effects of 

redistricting are possible only if one party controls both 

houses of the legislature and the governorship. In 

contrast, he suggests that bipartisan plcuis, possible with 

divided control of state government, are more likely to lead 

to redistricting plans that benefit incumbents. With 

incumbent protection, partisan redistricting is made more 

inefficient in order to increase the reelection 

possibilities of both parties' incumbents. 

To test the partisan effects of redistricting, Cain 

undertakes a probit model measuring the probability of a 
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Democrat winning a House seat given party registration data 

and party of incumbent if applicable. By creating a model 

based on party registration and incumbency, he is able to 

then test the 1981 Burton redistricting plan in California. 

According to his findings, the Burton plan was successful in 

increasing the number of Democratic winners through partisan 

reapportionment. 

Later studies took up the call to examine the partisan 

and incumbency effects of congressional redistricting in the 

1970's, 1980's and 1990's. Glazer, Grofman and Robbins 

(1987) suggest that the effects of redistricting in the 

1970's were minimal, with only a few states successful in 

increasing party share through partisan gerrymandering. 

Maintenance of the status quo, according to the authors, is 

due in large part to the protection of party incumbents, 

with the effect that both party's incumbents are usually 

made safer. In addition, divided party control of a number 

of states forced the creation of bipartisan plans. 

Furthermore, the involvement of the courts in creating 

redistricting plcms euid coxirt enforced limits on 

population/racial variation made partisan redistricting even 

tougher. Finally, incumbent safety and the fear of 
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electoral defeat means incumbents want to keep districts 

intact that they have won, even at the cost of adding 

"better" areas to the district. 

In an update that covers the 1980 and 1982 election, 

Campagna and Grofman (1990) reexamine the findings of 

Abramowitz (1983) based on the authors' assumption that the 

original study misestimated partisan bias. According to 

Campagna and Grofman, bias is the seat share above or below 

.5 when Democrats (or Republicans) earn 50 percent of the 

vote in two party contests. This, according to the authors, 

is a much better measure of how well one party or another 

did when they had control of redistricting. 

By using their corrected definition of the effects of 

redistricting, the authors find that Abramowitz's suggestion 

that only Democrats gained in the 1982 redistricting is 

flawed. Instead, the party in control of redistricting, be 

they Democrats or Republicans, clearly benefits with seat 

gains in the state. In fact, Campagna and Grofman further 

suggest that Republican's have a slight advantage in the 

redistricting outcomes of 1982. 

Questions surrounding the effects of redistricting in 

the 1980's were soon expanded to include a measure of the 
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persistence of partisan redistricting. Niemi and Winsky 

(1992), in cui expansion of Abramowitz's earlier study, 

examine if partisan redistricting occurred in states with 

unified party control. In addition, they examine how long 

the effects of redistricting persisted. 

According to Neimi and Winsky (1992) partisan control 

of the redistricting process in the 1970's and 1980's 

benefits the advantaged party by making an increase in votes 

pay off with an even larger percentage of seats gained 

(swing ratio). Yet the benefits of partisan redistricting 

may be little more than a passing fancy if results do not 

hold throughout the decade. In the 1970's, states 

controlled by Republicans during the redistricting process 

saw the Repxiblican party's initial advantages weakening 

throughout the decade. In fact, according to the authors, 

throughout the decade the Republican party actually did 

worse in states in which they had unified control than in 

states with divided control. 

On the other hand, in the 1970's Democratic control of 

states' redistricting resulted in an overall increase in 

Democratic seats. As a result of their ability to control 

the redistricting process. Democrats actually gained a 
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number of seats while winning fewer votes than Repxiblicans 

dxxring the decade. 

The 1980's were a bit different in that both parties, 

in states where they controlled the redistricting process, 

saw a gradual decline in their ability to hold and win seats 

after the 1984 election. By 1988, the advantages had 

disappeared with Democrats losing seats in states in which 

they controlled the redistricting process earlier in the 

decade. The same trend holds for Republicans who retained 

an advantage in 1984, but that advantage dwindled by 1988 to 

the point that Democrats won seats in states redistricted by 

Republicans. 

By the 1990's researchers also were looking for the 

effects of the latest round of congressional redistricting. 

The findings of partisan advantage in the 1990's 

redistricting are sparse with some authors suggest that 

partisan control of redistricting had relatively little 

effect (Niemi and Abramowitz 1994) . 

Lyons and Galderisi (1995) on the other hand, suggest 

that the effects of the 1990's redistricting depend on the 

natxire of the plans- partiseui, bipartisan, or nonpartisan 

(defined as plans created with judicial intervention); and 
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whether the state loses, gains or retains the same number of 

seats. The authors find that incumbents were made safer 

when their party controlled the redistricting process. 

Incumbent protection is also noted when a redistricting plan 

is bipartisan. 

Furthermore, the loss of seats effects redistricting 

decisions, as partisan and bipartisan plans in states that 

lose seats are iinable or unwilling to protect their 

incumbents. When a state gains seats, or remains unchanged, 

partisan control of redistricting leads to less incumbent 

protection in an effort to capture new seats. Bipartisan 

plans, in contrast, are incumbency protection plans (Lyons 

and Galderisi (1995). 

In using an innovative approach to examine the effects 

of redistricting in the 1990's. Swain, Borrelli and Reed 

(1998) examine the partisan effects under conditions of 

incumbency and no incumbency. By taking this approach they 

are able to parcel out the short-term effects of incumbency 

in order to measure the underlying changes that may be 

masked by a returning office holder. Interestingly, by 

creating a measure of partisan support within districts for 

the pre and post redistricting cycle, they are eible to 
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estimate that Republicans gained an advantage in 21 

districts with the redistricting. These gains signal either 

a change from a Democratic district to Republican district 

or no partisan advantage in congressional elections 

(Democratic vote between 48% and 52%) in the district to 

Republican. In addition. Democrats lost three seats if no 

incumbency is assumed. With an incumbency advantage 

included. Democrats lost seven seats and Republicans lost 

eight seats in the 1990 round of redistricting. 

What do their findings mean for redistricting and its 

effects? By regressing the net change in party advantage on 

party control of the process and other related variables, 

the authors suggest that party control of the redistricting 

process is not a significant factor. Their findings add to 

the literature by assessing the effects of both incumbent 

models and open-seat models, which ultimately lead them to 

the conclusion that party control of the redistricting 

process does not lead to partisan advantage in congressional 

elections. 

Finally, scholars have developed sophisticated models 

to test the effects of redistricting and elections on state 

legislative districts and congressional district partiscui 
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bias and representation (King 1989, Gelman and King 1990, 

Gelman and King 1994a, Gelman and King 1994b) . Using a 

stochastic model to examine state legislative redistricting 

plans leads the authors to suggest that: "partisan 

gerrymandering biases the system in favor of the party in 

control" (King 1989 p. 787), and increases responsiveness by 

freeing up some of the seats formerly held by incumbents 

from the opposition party (King 1989, Gelman and King 1990, 

1994a, 1994b). 

Given the voluminous studies reported above, what can 

we gather from the redistricting literature? First, 

incumbents seek to remain in office and view redistricting 

as a way to protect their seats. This is most common in 

bipartisan redistricting plans where incumbent safety and 

protecting one's turf is paramount (Mayhew 1971, Tufte 1973, 

Cain 1985). This in effect reduces electoral responsiveness 

or the degree to which partisan make-up of the legislature 

reflects changes in voter preferences (King 1994). 

Conversely, party leaders may trade incumbent security for 

the possibility of increasing seats in partisan 

redistricting plans (Gopoian and West 1984), or by 

decreasing the advantage given incumbents of the other 
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party, thereby increasing electoral responsiveness (Campagna 

and Grofmeua 1990, King 1989) . 

Second, many scholars find that the political parties 

are able to use redistricting to secure an electoral and 

seat advantage for their party (Bom 1985, Abramowitz 1983, 

Erikson 1972, Niemi and Winsky 1992, Squire 1995). While 

others find that the partisan effects of redistricting are 

at best limited (Bullock 1975, Glazer, Grofman, and Robbins 

1987, Campagna and Grofman 1990, Niemi and Abramowitz 1994, 

Ferejohn 1977) or diminished over time (Niemi and Winsky 

1992) . 

3.7 Quality Challengers in Congressional Elections 

An understanding of quality challengers in 

congressional elections must answer two fxindamental 

questions. First, what makes a candidate for office a 

quality challenger? Second, when are quality challengers 

likely to emerge and actively campaign for a seat in the 

House of Representatives? 

We begin by addressing the first question: "Who are 

quality challengers?" As with beauty, the answer apparently 

lies in the eyes of the beholder. According to Jacobson 
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(1989) "ambitious, experienced career politicians make the 

most formidable candidates for Congress. They have the most 

incentive and opportxinity to develop the political skills 

and connections that produce effective candidacies" (p. 

775). The crux of this argument is simplified for 

measurement purposes by assuming that a simple dichotomous 

measure, that of having held prior elective office or not, 

adequately picks up the desired attributes (Jacobson 1997, 

Jacobson 1989, Jacobson and Kemell 1983) . As noted in a 

later section of this project, which outlines the models 

used in this research, Jacobson's measure of challenger 

quality is used because of its parsimony and strong 

predictive power. 

Yet simply measuring challenger quality as having held 

prior elective office does not adequately grasp the concept 

for some researchers. According to Bond, Covington and 

Fleisher (1985), in addition to the skills obtained through 

prior elected office, quality challengers must have adequate 

financing. Following their logic, a quality challenger must 

have the financial resources to mount an a competitive 

campaign for office. Thus with adequate funding and prior 

elected experience, a quality challenger emerges in a quest 
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for Congress. The obvious drawback to this definition is 

the reliance on funding to create a quality challenger. In 

this case it requires looking back at an election to see if 

the challenger spent some amount deemed adequate to be a 

quality challenger. 

Krasno and Green (1988) who suggest that challenger 

quality is the collection of personal characteristics of a 

candidate advocate a more involved definition of challenger 

quality. Accordingly, education and occupational 

experience, name recognition, personal attractiveness in the 

form of appearance or personality, combined with the 

political skills necessary to organize and run a campaign 

are included. Unfortvinately the complexity of the measure 

makes it difficult to gather for most elections prior (at 

least) to the 1960's. Also, when adequate information is 

available, the application is often sxibjective. 

Fowler and McClure (1989) also expand on the Jacobson 

and Kemell model in describing quality challengers in House 

races. According to these authors the "missing attribute in 

the profile of a strong congressional contender is his or 

her ability to fit the district" (p 237). This often 

includes prior elected office, partisemship cuid ideology. 
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but more importantly includes a more personal, empathetic 

fit. Fowler and McClure note such candidates, but of their 

own admission, an intimate knowledge of a district is often 

necessary to identify possible candidates that fit these 

attributes. 

Moving on to the second question, "When do quality 

challengers emerge?" it is important to place the query in 

some perspective. By the early 1980's researchers were 

puzzled by the apparent lack of connection between national 

economic conditions, presidential evaluations and local 

conditions in the congressional vote (Jacobson and Kemell 

1981). In order to address this apparent inconsistency, 

Jacobson and Kemell, working independently observed the 

emergence of "good" candidates when the upcoming election 

appeared to favor their party. Most notable at the time was 

the 1974 midterm congressional elections which were swept by 

the Democratic Party. In a collaborative effort that drew 

together their independent observations, Jacobson and 

Kemell created the strategic politician hypothesis. This 

idea suggests that quality challengers emerge when the 

economic conditions favor their party (as noted above the 

real disposable income change for the year prior to the 
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second quarter of the congressional election year) cuad when 

the popularity of the president favors their party (again 

measured in the spring of the election year). The spring 

specification is important as the emphasis is on the quality 

challenger. In most cases, the quality challenger is an 

elected officials who has to decide between remaining in 

office without challenging for the House seat, resigning 

their current seat to rxin for Congress, or rxinning for 

reelection to an office they currently hold. As rational 

decision-makers, office-holders looking to make the jump to 

Congress will most often take the chance when their 

evaluation of winning the seat is highest. In essence, when 

it looks best for their party nationally (Jacobson and 

Kemell 1981) . 

This has a self-fulfilling property as suggested in the 

1974 congressional election cycle. It was expected in 1974 

that Republicans would do poorly in congressional elections 

given the low presidential approval ratings for the recently 

appointed Ford following his pardon of his predecessor 

Hixon. In addition, residual feelings about Watergate and 

the relatively weak economy worried Republicans, whereas 

Democrats perceived a strategic opening. This in turn 
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fueled an. increase in number of Democratic quality-

challengers ninning for office. In addition, the perception 

that the Democratic candidates would do well added to their 

ability to raise funds. The well-known result is a very 

large gain for the Democratic party in 1974 (Jacobson and 

Kemell 1981, Jacobson 1997) . 

While circumstances surrounding a congressional 

election have not lined up so neatly in the more recent 

elections, the strategic politician hypothesis has continued 

its ability to predict and explain candidate recruitment and 

House elections (Jacobson 1989, 1997, Krasno 1994, Fowler 

and McClure 1989). Bianco (1984) in an overview of randomly 

chosen House elections from 1974-1980 applies the Jacobson-

Kemell model. He finds the effect of challengers, local 

conditions and incumbents significant. Similarly Jacobson 

and Kemell (1990) in an overview of the 1986 elections find 

that quality challengers were strategic in their decisions 

to run for congressional seats. 

As the literature suggests, the logic of the Jacobson-

Kemell theory is sound and evidence presented is rather 

convincing. Quality challengers wait for the right time to 

embark on a race for the House of Representatives by 
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measuring national factors and local political conditions. 

When these factors create the proper opportunity, the cost 

of seeking a congressional seat is decreased to the point 

that strategic politicians enter the race. This confluence 

of acquired political skill and favorable national and local 

conditions result in a high rate of success for challengers 

who can pick the ideal time to rxin for office. 

3.8 Discussion 

In this overview of congressional election literature I 

have focused on a few themes important to an understanding 

of partisan turnover in congressional elections. Out of 

this literature the groundwork for research on partisan 

turnover in congressional district was formed. The 

following points follow the literature and are used to model 

partisan transition. 

First, district-level attributes are considered as 

previous research that includes national level attributes 

have received mixed reviews. Instead, an approach advocated 

by Fiorina (1978), who finds district level effects more 

important, is undertaken. 
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Second, it is necessary to consider incumbency in House 

elections. The direct and indirect advantages of incumbency 

make it harder to defeat a sitting member of Congress and as 

a result, party turnover is less likely to occur. Third, 

the political context of the district likely will help 

explain partisan turnover. When the socio-economic and 

demographic composition of a district favors one party, we 

can expect that party to do well in congressional elections 

in the district. Following the theme of this research, the 

favored party is either more likely to experience turnover 

if the opposition party is in control of the congressional 

district or less likely if the advantaged party is in 

control of a congressional district. Finally, partisan 

turnover is more likely to occur when a quality challenger 

enters the race for a House seat. While an indirect effect 

of incumbency, it is also important to know when quality 

challengers emerge in congressional districts. 

Having examined the pertinent prior research, it is 

time to examine the models, methods, data and findings. 
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Chapter 4 

Models, Methods, Data amd Findings 

4.1 Introduction 

Thus far the representational consequences of partisan 

turnover and the need to examine congressional elections and 

party turnover at the district level has been outlined. It 

has also been suggested that current models of congressional 

elections, as identified in the literature, fall short in 

their examination of party turnover. Having recognized that 

a gap exists, it is necessary to move beyond the current 

research and examine partisan turnover in congressional 

districts. In this chapter the substantive components of a 

study of party transition, namely the methods, models, data 

and findings are explained. 

In the first section of this chapter, the proper 

methodology for examining partisan turnover, event history 

analysis is proposed. A brief explanation is then given 

outlining the benefits of event history analysis for this 

research. In the second section, the models, given event 

history methods, are defined and relevant hypothesis noted. 

The district level models outlined in section two also 

include information on variables cuad variable derivations to 

be used in the models. Finally in section two, expectations 

about the effects of the variables on partiseui turnover are 
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noted. In the third section of this chapter, the data used 

to test hypothesis, the sources of these data, and the 

coding of variables are identified. Importantly, this 

section outlines how the data set was structured and its 

applicability to event history analysis. Finally, having 

identified the necessary components of the study, hypotheses 

are tested and findings reported in the final section of 

this chapter. 

When considering formal hypothesis, models and 

appropriate methods that evaluate the underlying theory, the 

convergence of two important factors became apparent. The 

first is the emergence of time as a consideration in 

political science research. Borrowing from research 

conducted in the medical sciences and sociology (Allison 

1984, 1997), political scientists have begun to consider the 

effects of time on the likelihood that an event will or will 

not occur (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 1997, Box-

Steffensmeier and Jones, forthcoming). 

The second factor influencing this investigation is the 

extensive research that currently exists on personnel 

turnover in congressional elections. As noted in chapter 3, 

and used extensively in building a basic model, prior 

research identifies a number of district level factors in 

personnel and incumbent turnover that are vital 

considerations for a model of party treuisition. 
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Having outlined the direction this chapter will take, 

it is necessary to begin considering the methods, models and 

data in more detail. Upon completion of this task, 

hypothesis testing and results are reported. 

4.2 Event History Methods are Appropriate 

Event history analysis is appropriate for this 

research for a number of important reasons. First, the 

presence of a dichotomous dependent variable and potential 

duration dependence preclude the use of traditional methods, 

for example ordinary least squares regression." Instead, a 

logistic regression model with duration coxinter and 

covariates of interest was estimated (see Beck, Katz and 

Tucker 1998, for a discussion of logit models with duration 

dependence). 

Second, event history methods are also appropriate for 

this research as longitudinal data are used to predict the 

risk of partisan turnover for the years 1972-1996. Third, 

event history models also allow for the inclusion of 

repeatcUale events, in this case party turnover, during the 

period of study. Accoiinting for repeatable events is 

" See Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 1997, suad Allison 1997, 
for an overview of the limited applicability of OLS» 
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necessary as this research tracks the probability of 

partisan change from one party to another (and possibly back 

to the initial party), over the course of 25 years (see Box-

Steffensmeier and Jones forthcoming, for a discussion of 

repeating risks in event history models). Repeating risk 

models contrast with one-way transition models that only 

allow for one event. For example, event history models that 

track incumbent survival allow for termination of a members' 

House career only one time (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 

1997) 

Clearly event history analysis has advantages for this 

research that make it appropriate for use with party 

transition models. 

4.3 Modeling Partisan Turnover 

The use of logistic regression to predict partisan 

turnover allows for a straightforward approach to model 

development. The process is straightforward because the 

dichotomous dependent variable, turnover or no turnover, is 

predicted by the district level covariates. In this section 

the covariates of interest are identified, and hypothesis on 

Theoretically a member of the House can lose, be reelected 
later and lose again however this constitutes two different 
terms in office cuid thus two different, nonrepeating events. 
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how they will effect partisan turnover are developed. In 

addition, the basic model is altered slightly and used to 

predict the emergence of a quality challenger. 

The first model of partisan turnover, hereafter the 

basic model (or Model I), contains the district level 

attributes hypothesized to predict turnover. While an 

attractive model because it is parsimonious, additional 

models also were created to further refine our understanding 

of party turnover. 

The second model of partisan turnover builds on the 

first, but adds an important context and change variable to 

measure the probability of turnover when change in a 

districts socio-demographic character occurs. 

A third model is presented that retains district level 

covariates but alters the dependent variable. In chapter 3 

it was noted that challenger quality often plays a role in 

congressional elections. Model III uses district level 

attributes to predict the emergence of quality challengers. 

A fourth model expsuids beyond the basic district level 

model by adding quality challenger to predict the likelihood 

of partisan transition. 
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4.4 A Basic Model of Partisan Turnover 

In creating a basic model of partisan turnover, the 

dependent variable to be estimated is partisan turnover or 

no partisan turnover in a congressional district. The 

dependent variable is thus coded 0 for no turnover, and 1 

when partisan change occurs. 

The independent variables used to model partisan 

turnover are limited to district-level attributes that are 

hypothesized to influence partisan change. The first 

covariate of interest in the equation is time, or length of 

prior support for the incumbent party. By providing a 

history that voters know, it is hypothesized that prior 

district support for a party benefits that party's 

reelection chances. Ideally, the incumbent party has been 

able to identify the policy positions favored by voters in 

the district and uses this knowledge to win elections. This 

follows Downs (1958), who suggests that parties vie for 

elected office with the incumbent party considered by voters 

and either selected or bypassed in favor of the opposing 

party. According to this theory, both parties consider 

issue positions that are most attractive to the voters and 

run on that platform. 

The hypothesis that follows is that prior support 

influences future support. If this hypothesis is accurate, 

it follows that the benefits of prior support will increase 
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as the time a district has continuously supported one party 

increases. In effect, an accumulation process occurs where 

each subsequent election finds a party more likely to retain 

control of a district. 

It is not hypothesized that the length of time a 

district has supported one party will increase the 

likelihood of reelection at an ever increasing, constant 

rate. The specification appropriate for the duration 

variable is noted later, when models are tested. 

One final note on duration is in order. Despite the 

logic of prior support influencing current euid future 

support for a party in a congressional district, trying to 

fully explain duration is not without problems. The 

duration variable by its very nature suggests that two 

periods of time, in this case prior election(s) and the 

election of interest, are not independent events. Duration 

is accoxinting for this and may very well pick-up additional 

effects in the model. Nonetheless, duration is important to 

consider as it provides information that is otherwise 

\mavailable in the model. 

A second covariate of interest in the basic model is 

whether an incumbent is running or not. As noted in chapter 

3, no single finding on congressional elections is as well 

supported as the positive effects of incumbency on 

reelection (Cox and Katz 1998, Fiorina 1989, Jacobson 1997} . 
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As the focus of this research is general elections, party-

turnover and incumbent turnover are the same event. As a 

result, it is hypothesized that when an incumbent is 

running, partisan turnover within a congressional district 

is less likely to occur. This variable will be coded 1 when 

an incumbent is running and 0 when no incumbent is running. 

The third covariate of interest for the basic model 

measures the competitiveness between the two parties in the 

district during the prior election. If a district had a 

close race, defined as the winning party collecting 55% or 

less of the vote, it is classified as a marginal district. 

If the winning candidate had more than 55% of the vote, it 

is not considered a marginal district. The inclusion of 

this variable is important, as closely contested districts 

are likely to capture the attention of the political 

parties, or retain their attention, and result in the 

political parties making a concerted effort to capture the 

seat. Marginality is also a good measure of the strength of 

each party within a district and as a result, when a 

district is marginal it is hypothesized that turnover is 

more likely. To follow the Icuiguage of Fenno (1978), as the 

winning party was able to secure the support of a relatively-

small election constituency in the prior election, their 

reelection constituency offers no promise of victory in the 

next election. This has the potential to make the seat 
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competitive, other things being equal. Marginal district is 

coded 1 if the incumbent party won 55% or less of the vote 

in the prior election, 0 if it won more than 55%. 

The fourth independent variable that is considered in 

the basic model is region. The inclusion of region, to 

denote states of the old confederacy as the South, is 

important as the once solidly Democratic south has been 

trending Republican in elections following the turbulent 

1960's. Smith and Deering (1998) describe the process 

underway since the late 1960's as a "cleaning up" as 

conservative southerners were no longer well represented by 

a moderate to liberal Democratic Party. As a result, 

Repxiblican conservatives began winning in districts that had 

traditionally supported Democrats. The hypothesized 

relationship follows this logic and should result in a 

greater likelihood of turnover from Democratic to Republican 

in the South, other things being equal. In contrast, 

Repxiblican party losses should be less in the South as 

increasingly conservative southern voters elect and retain 

Republican Representatives. To measure South/non-south, 

districts in the states of the former confederacy are 

assigned a value of 1, other states are assigned a value of 

0 .  

The fifth variable under consideration is political 

context of the congressional district. While the previous 
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research, as noted in chapter 3, has produced mixed results, 

the recent efforts of Koetzle (1998) to clarify district 

context as a meaningful political variable has met with some 

success. Koetzle (1998), defines political context as the 

number of contextual attributes with values above the median 

for percentage of the district that is black, white, living 

in an urban area, above the median family income, and has 

earned a high school degree. Models used here identify 

political context using the same scale- whether the 

attributes are above or below the median, but include a 

slightly different set of variables to define political 

context. 

The seven attributes used here include percentage of 

the district that is black, district percent Hispanic, 

district percent white, percent white collar workers in the 

district, percent college educated, percentage of the 

district in an urban area, and median income within the 

district. For each of these attributes the political 

benefit to one party or another is noted following 

designations originally considered as part of the Democratic 

New Deal coalition (Berelson et al 1954, Axelrod 1974) . 

Thus districts with higher than median proportions of 

blacks, Hispanics, and urban dwellers are expected to 

support the Democratic Party and its candidates. 

Conversely, districts with lower than median measures on 
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these attributes are hypothesized to favor Republicans. In 

districts where the proportion of the population with white 

collar jobs, percent college educated, percent white and 

with an average income above the median, the Repiiblican 

Party was hypothesized to benefit. Similarly where these 

percentages were below the median, Democrats were expected 

to be favored. 

To get a measure of district context for the basic 

model three categories, from 1 to -1, were created from the 

seven district context measures. If a district had six or 

seven attributes that favored the Democratic Party the 

district was assigned a 1, where neither party was favored 

with six or seven attributes a score of 0 was assigned. If 

six or seven attributes favored the Repxiblican Party a score 

of -1 was assigned. 

The basic model also includes variables to account for 

repeating risks. In the basic model a district may 

experience turnover more than once and theoretically could 

oscillate between two parties. To accoiint for this 

possibility, the final two variables, to be denoted as spell 

one and spell two, also are included in the model. In the 

model, to enter spell I a transition must occur from the 

party originally controlling the district to the other 

party. For exair^le, when a district changes from Democratic 

to Republiceua. To enter spell 2, the congressional district 
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must retxim to Democratic party control. While this could 

happen more than two times, in reality very few cases 

actually experience turnover more theui two times making a 

third (or more) spell variable inappropriate. 

The spell variables also are included as they accoxint 

for the likelihood that a district that has made a 

transition from one party to another will be more prone to 

turnover in the future, other things being equal. As an 

example, is a district that has supported a party for six 

terms and has experienced turnover one time, more likely to 

experience party turnover than a district that has supported 

a party for six terms but experienced no turnover? 

It is hypothesized that if a district has experienced 

turnover before it is more prone to experience turnover in 

the future, other things being equal. A district was 

assigned a value of 1 in spell one if and when it 

experienced its first party turnover, all other districts 

were assigned a 0. Similarly, if and when a district 

experienced a second party turnover it was assigned a value 

of 1 in spell two, 0 otherwise. 

These seven variables constitute the core of the 

research on party turnover in congressional elections. As a 

district-level approach to party turnover is unique, the 

findings provide new information on House elections. In a 

few cases, such as incumbent running, marginal district and 
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region, the variables used are not novel to this research. 

The political context variable as measured is atypical and 

provides additional insight into the causes of partisan 

turnover. Finally, the inclusion of a duration covariate 

adds additional explanatory power to the basic model of 

party turnover. 

In the final section of chapter 4 the findings based on 

the basic model, and models that follow, are reported. 

However before results are examined it is necessary to touch 

on additional models that can help explain party turnover. 

4.5 Additional Models of Partisan Turnover 

The basic model is the key to this research as it 

contains the district-level attributes that lie at the heart 

of my explanations of partisan transition. Yet the basic 

model may be enhanced by making theoretically interesting 

additions to fashion additional models. Building on the 

basic model framework, three additional models are outlined 

below. 

Model II examines the effect of changes in party 

representing a district when political context changes. As 

noted above, district political context has met with some 

recent success in explaining the outcome of congressional 

elections (Koetzle 1998). In addition, in chapter 3 I 

suggested that the ability of the political parties to 
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influence election outcomes given their role in 

redistricting was generally positive (Cain 1984), although 

it may be decreasing over time. Still some partisan 

advantages are evident in the decade following redistricting 

{Niemi and Winsky 1992). Yet the connection between 

political context and partisan turnover in House elections 

is not immediately apparent. In model II the link becomes 

more evident as the likelihood of party turnover is examined 

when district political context changes. 

The hypothesis for political context change is 

straightforward in that the probability of partisaui turnover 

is expected to decrease if a district's political context 

becomes more favorable to the incumbent party. Similarly, 

party turnover should be more likely when the political 

context changes in favor of the opposition party. 

For model II, a context chcuige varicQsle is directly 

substituted for context in the basic model to see if a 

change in political context represented a significant factor 

in party turnover. The context-change varieible as created 

ranges from 2 to -2, where a 2 represents a shift from 

Republican context to Democratic context and a -2 represents 

a shift from Democratic context to Republiccoi context. 

If the context chamge variable is significant, a change 

in district political context has meaningful in^lications 

for party turnover given redistricting and reapportionment. 
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More on this is noted in the implications section below. 

The third model builds on the district level approach 

but rephrases the question slightly to expand the scope of 

this study. The basic model outlined above considers the 

characteristics of a congressional district as it enters an 

election cycle. Incumbency, marginality, duration, context, 

region and spell, are usually known qualities that effect 

the electoral Icuidscape of a district. As hypothesized 

above, they also influence partisan turnover. Yet these 

district level attributes also may influence auiother 

important factor in congressional elections--the emergence 

of a quality challenger. For this research quality 

challengers are not a district level attribute in the 

strictest sense. A quality challenger, as noted above, is a 

candidate who has held office prior to running for Congress 

(Jacobson 1997, Jacobson 1987, Jacobson and Kemell 1983) . 

As noted in chapter 3, quality challengers are 

strategic decision-makers that consider the electoral 

environment before challenging a House incumbent (Jacobson 

and Kemell, 1983) . As the congressional district has its 

own electoral environment, a natural application of the 

strategic-politician hypothesis is to consider the emergence 

of quality challengers given district conditions. 

It is hypothesized that when district-level attributes 

favor the incumbent party, a quality challenger ia less 
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likely to emerge, instead waiting for a more favorable time 

to nin. In contrast, when district conditions are 

favorable, quality challengers should pose a threat to the 

incumbent party. 

In model III the dependent variable is the emergence of 

a quality challenger coded 1 for quality challenger and 0 

for no quality challenger. The covariates of interest 

mirror the basic model with the exception of the spell 

variables, which are omitted from the model. 

If quality-challenger emergence is tied to district 

level conditions as hypothesized above, a natural question 

follows. Namely, what role does a quality challenger play 

in partisan turnover? Model IV mirrors model I with the 

notable addition of quality challenger to the covariates 

that explain party turnover. The entry of a quality 

challenger into a congressional race usually contributes a 

degree of competition, with quality challengers more likely 

than non-quality challengers to win a seat (Jacobson 1987). 

It follows that party turnover is more likely in a 

congressional district when a quality challenger emerges to 

compete for a House seat. 

The four models to be considered in the next section 

are set, with the basic model and its complement of 

district-level attributes at the core. Additional models 

build on the basic structure to es^and the analysis 
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xindertaken. Before turning to the findings based on these 

models, it is necessary to focus on the data sources that 

make this research possible. 

4.6 Event History Data 

Data used in this research were drawn from a number of 

reliable sources. District candidate information including 

incumbent party, candidate status for the incumbent party, 

winning party, winner's percentage of the vote and type of 

race was collected from editions of the Almanac of American 

Politics for the years 1972-1998. In addition, the Almanac 

provided information on party change that was used to create 

the duration variable. Where the Almanac did not indicate 

the last party turnover within a congressional district, 

historical data was gathered from CP's Historical Elections 

Handbook (i996). 

District-context information for the study including 

proportion black, Hispanic, white, and urbcua dwellers, and 

average income, those having white collar jobs, and percent 

college educated was gathered from the appropriate 

Congressional District Databooka published by the U.S. 

Bureau of the Census. These Databooks include changes made 

to congressional districts every ten years, and when 

necessary, are printed following redistricting in the 

interim years. By tracking congressional districts over 
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time, the context variable will reflect the current 

political context of a district. 

I also expand beyond the context variable to track 

political-context variations that appear following the 

decennial population review. The context-change variable 

was created from the context variable to track the affect of 

context change on party turnover. The context-change 

variable differs from the context variable in that context 

change represents the context for the district's current 

demographic attributes less its prior context value. Unlike 

context, which cam vary from 1 to -1 and only reflects the 

current context, context change varies from 2 to -2 to 

reflect the amount of change in the district since the last 

election. Changes in district context were then examined for 

their affect on partisan turnover. 

One important coding consideration deserves additional 

mention. That is, the tracking of congressional districts 

over time. As noted in the Congressional District 

Databooks. redistricting and reapportionment cause changes 

in congressional districts across time. An important 

question arises as how to best track a district prior to euid 

after redistricting. In most cases the Almanac of American 

Politics indicates the prior district number, and the number 

of the new district if it changes following census required 

alterations. In a few cases a district was either divided 
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evenly among two new districts or absorbed by adjoining 

district. When new districts were created a new unit 

appears in the data set to reflect when the district's 

history began. Similarly, when a district was removed from 

a state due to population loss, that unit was ended in the 

data set. The result of this process was to retain the same 

number of districts under consideration, yet assign a 

beginning or ending time as appropriate. By identifying a 

starting or termination date for a district, the duration 

dependence can still be measured as event history analysis 

uses the available information when gauging the effects of 

the covariates on partisan transition. 

The data set was also designed to measure if duration 

dependence was present. To do this, a variable was created 

that reflects the length of time the congressional district 

supported one party before an event, i.e. party transition, 

occurred. When a treuasition occurred, the duration variable 

was reset cind the count restarted following the election. 

It is important to note that the duration counter does not 

begin at 0 in 1972 for districts that do not experience 

turnover in 1972. The duration counter actually takes into 

account the length of time the district supported the 

current party prior to 1972. To measure duration prior to 

1972, the history of the district was traced to the prior 

party turnover event and the length of time was added to the 
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duration counter in 1972. This has the effect, albeit 

imperfectly, of providing information about party turnover 

before 1972 and controlling for it in the period xinder 

study. 

Having described the methods, models and data set that 

are used in this study, it is now appropriate to examine the 

results of this research. With that in mind, we turn 

to the effects of district level attributes on partisan 

turnover. 

4.7 Findings 

In this section logit models are estimated and findings 

introduced. First, tables that display results of the 

models are presented including the logit coefficients and 

their level of significance in explaining party turnover. 

Second, effects of the covariates on the probability of 

partisan turnover are summarized. Interesting values of 

covariates are then plugged in to the model to examine their 

affects on party transition. 

The same exercise is undertaken with the last two 

models to examine the likelihood of a (juality challenger 

emerging and the effect of quality-challenger emergence on 

party turnover. Interesting values also are considered and 

results presented to show their effect. 
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First, however, a look at the probability of party 

transition without covariates is undertaken. 

4.8 Probability of Partisan Turnover 

A look at the probability of turnover without 

covariates provides initial insight into the likelihood of 

partisan turnover for any given election year. The 

probability is defined as the likelihood that a unit 

experiences turnover at time t. For the discrete-time, 

repeating events model used here, every congressional 

district is at risk for party tximover each election year. 

Moreover, as noted in chapter 1, party turnover in 

congressional elections occurs with varying levels of 

frequency. 

In Table 4.1 the probability of party turnover for each 

election year from 1972 to 1996 is noted. The probability 

in this case is a straightforward expression: 

P(t) =P{T=t) 

In this case P(t) , the probeUDility, is derived by taking the 

number of seats that change party control and dividing by 

the number of seats at risk. This gives us the probability 

of turnover without considering any of the covariates of 

interest that are examined in the next sections. 
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TABLE 4.1 

Estimated Probability of Partisan Turnover in Congressional 
Districts, 1972-1996 

Year Mtunber of Number of Probability 
Districts at Party Changes 

Risk 

1972 435 23 .05 
1974 435 55 .13 

1976 435 22 .05 

1978 435 33 

C
O

 o
 * 

1980 435 41 .09 

1982 435 31 .07 

1984 435 22 .05 

1986 435 21 .05 

1988 435 9 .02 

1990 435 21 

in o
 • 

1992 435 43 .10 

1994 435 60 .14 

1996 435 35 

G
O

 O
 

Despite the lack of covariates, the intuitive appeal of 

the probability is evident as it provides some indication of 

the likelihood of turnover for each election year. For 

example, knowing that at least one in ten districts 

experienced party turnover in 1974, 1992 and 1994" provides 

In 1992 of the forty-three partisan changes in 
congressional districts, sixteen were from incumbent 
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interesting information on the frequency of partisan 

transition, especially when compared to 1988 when one in 50 

congressional districts experienced party turnover. 

More interesting for this study however, are district 

level attributes that either make turnover more or less 

likely as the covariates are added to the equation. With 

the need to examine the effects of district level 

attributes, we turn to models that incorporate covariates 

into their explanations of party turnover. 

4.9 Model I: Basic Model of Partisan Turnover 

As noted earlier, the basic model incorporates the core 

district level variables that are hypothesized to influence 

partisan tximover. To test the hypothesis posited above, an 

event history model with a logit specification was estimated 

to determine the influence of district-level attributes on 

the probability of partisan turnover. While a model that 

estimated total party turnover would provide useful 

information, the decision was made to break down the 

Democrat to Republican, eight were from incumbent Republican 
to Democrat, eleven were from Democrat to Republican in open 
seats and eight were changes from Republiceui to Democratic 
in open Republican districts. In 1994 the distribution was 
thirty-four incumbent Democrats defeated, zero incumbent 
Repxiblicans defeated, twenty-two open Democratic seats 
chcuiged party and four open Republicein seats won by 
Democratic candidates. 
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question even further to estimate two basic models. The 

first tracked party turnover from Democrat to Repiiblican 

while the second provided information on Republican to 

Democrat transitions. By dividing the districts into two 

categories and estimating separate equations, interesting 

political questions about the effects of district level 

attributes on Democratic to Republican and Repviblican to 

Democratic turnover are addressed. 

With cui eye toward different affects for each party, we 

turn to Table 4.2.''* Parameter estimates, as reported in 

Table 4.2, provide a substantial amotint of information about 

the risks of experiencing partisan turnover. As 

hypothesized, a number of variables are significant 

influences on partisan transition for both parties including 

incumbent rxinning, prior support, marginal district, and 

political context. The effects of South and spell one are 

only significant in districts controlled by Democrats and 

spell two is not significant in either model. 

*'* All models exclude Louisiana as the state's electoral 
rules make comparison to general election results difficult. 
Vermont also is excluded from 1990-1996 as a 3"^ party 
office-holder is beyond the scope of this study. 



TABLE 4.2 
Model I Basic Model of Party Turnover 

Repeating Risk Models for Partisan Transition In 
Congressional Distrlctsr 1972-1996 

Logit Model with Diiration 

Covariate Democrat to 
Repxiblican 

Republican to 
Democrat 

Incumbent Running 

In Duration 

Marginal District 

Political Context 

South 

Spell One 

Spell Two 

Constant 

Log Likelihood 

-2.31*** 
(.16) 
-.18** 

(.08) 

.82*** 

(.17) 
-.45*** 
(.11) 
.52*** 
(.19) 
.31** 
(.19) 
.29 
(.27) 
-.81*** 

(.25) 
-694.83 

-2.08*** 

(.17) 
-.19** 
(.09) 
1.14*** 
(.18) 
.22** 
(.12) 
-.24 
(.23) 
.14 
(.20) 
-.05 
( . 2 6 )  
-.72*** 
(.29) 
-574.65 

Standard Errors in parentheses. 
**p<.05. ***p<.01. One tailed-test. 

Number of District-Years in Republican Risk Set: 
3,293 (228 Failures) 
Number of District-Years in Democratic Risk Set: 
2,255 (195 Failures) 
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Additional information about the effects of the 

covariates on partisan transition, including the change in 

likelihood of party turnover as the variables take on 

different values, can be derived from the findings in Table 

4.2.'^ Probability of turnover is determined given: 

oqp Y 
p(y»ilx)» 

1 * exp Y 

This equation takes the antilog of Y and divides it by 

1 plus the antilog to predict the probability of Y given the 

values of the covariates. The result of this equation is 

the predicted probability of partisan turnover given the 

values used to determine Y. As values for are 

substituted into the equation, Y takes on a different value 

and the predicted likelihood of partisan transition changes 

in response. 

The s\ibstitution of interesting values into the 

equation allows us to outline a few hypothetical cases where 

the Democratic or Republican Party has control of a 

For the Democratic to Repxoblican. transition in Tsible 4.2 
the equation is: Y=(-.8l)+(-2.3l)Xi^+(-.i8)X2+.82X7+{-
.45)X4+(.52)Xs + .31Xs+.29X7+e. Appropriate values Ccui be 
plugged in to this equation for Republican to Democratic 
transition in Table 4.2. In later tables the same basic 
formula, with different values, is used. 
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district, and predict the likelihood of partisan turnover in 

that district. 

Table 4.3 provides some insight into the likelihood of 

Democrat to Republican partisan transition for the basic 

model given different values of the covariates. Describing 

hypothetical districts may seem a bit abstract, however the 

covariates represent the political landscape that parties 

and candidates must navigate when seeking office. For 

example, the first row of values in Table 4.3 takes the 

median years of support (10 for Democrats, 6 for 

Republicans)," with no incumbent running, a non-marginal 

district, with a district context favoring neither party, 

not in the South, and not in spell 1, to predict the 

probability of turnover at 22.7%. While few districts may 

actually have these attributes, by substituting values into 

the model we can predict the probability of turnover in 

every district controlled by Democrats in every election 

based on readily available information. 

Moreover, for a party looking to maximize return on 

scarce resources, a 1 in 5 chance may be a lower priority 

than a district the party lost in a close race during the 

last election. In this marginal district the probcJaility of 

'* This number accounts for the districts in the study for 
the years 1972-1996 cuid may vary with the inclusion of 
additional yecurs to the study. 
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winning is much greater, as noted in the last row, as 

district context favors the Republican Party, it is in the 

South and no incumbent is running. As a result, the party 

has a 76.2% chance of retaking the seat. The district level 

conditions in this case seem ideal for the party to regain 

the seat, and resources expended are more likely to produce 

a positive return. 

Results for the basic model are reported in Table 4.3. 

Cells in Table 4.3 show values substituted into the 

equation, for example if an incumbent was ninning, and/or if 

the district was marginal. In the final column the 

probability of turnover is reported given these values. 

Also note the order of the hypothetical districts reflects 

values substituted into the equation for each variable. 

While this creates varying levels of the probability of 

turnover (and no apparent order), it does allow for 

comparisons of changes to a district's attributes with the 

median case in row one. 



Incumbent 
Running 

No* 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

TABLE 4.3 

Model I Basic Model 
Probability of Democrat to Republican Party Transition; 

Selected District Attributes 

Duration 
in Years 

10 

2 

30 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

2 

Marginal 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

I.o 

Mo 

\o 

No 

1 es 

^ 3S 

District 
Context 

Neutral 

Neutral 

Neutral 

Neutral 

Democratic 

Neutral 

Democratic 

Republican 

Neutral 

Neutral 

Republican 

Republican 

South 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Spell 1 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

no 

yes 

Probability 
of Turnover 

22.7% 

28.2% 

19.4% 

2 . 8 %  

1.8% 

40% 

15.8% 

31.6% 

33.1% 

28.6% 

51.1% 

76.2% 

•Note; Row one reflects the iu'dian case. 

•vj 
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In. Table 4.3 the probability of turnover varies given 

district level attributes entered into the equation. For 

example, the likelihood of turnover increases by 6.5% for a 

district that has only supported Democrats for 2 years when 

compared to the median 10 years of support. Similarly the 

large effect of incumbency is apparent as the likelihood of 

turnover decreases nearly 20% to 2.8% when an incumbent 

runs. Note this is not even the most hospitable district as 

an incumbent in a district with a Democratic leaning 

political context makes turnover even less likely at 1.8%. 

Finally, the least hospitable district for a Democrat to 

defend- no incumbent, marginal in last election, unfavorcUole 

district context, in the South, following a recent turnover-

is nearly 75% more likely to experience party turnover than 

the least likely district. 

In addition to the general findings of the model, the 

inclusion of political context, a variable that has received 

a bit of renewed interest (Koetzle 1998), provides cui 

interesting finding. While the variable's definition and 

the models used here are substantially different them. 

Koetzle's (1998), results show that district context is a 

factor that should be considered in election research. 
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Results for district context in the model show that a change 

in cur baseline model from a Republican to Democratic 

district decreases the likelihood of partisan change by 

about half from 31.6% to 15.8%, other things being equal. 

Furthermore in a district with a neutral political context 

(favors neither party) the probcibility of turnover is 22.7%. 

This is an increase of nearly 7% over the Democratic 

district context, but nearly 10% less than a Republican 

favored district. 

Further comparisons of the effects of each variable can 

be obtained by entering these values in to the baseline 

model euid comparing outcomes. This was done for Spell 1, 

with results suggesting that a prior partisan turnover 

increases the likelihood of Democratic to Republican 

transition by nearly 6% from 22.7% with no prior turnover to 

28.6% if turnover has already occurred in the district. 

Table 4.4 is similar to Table 4.3 except it reflects 

the likelihood of partisan transition from Republican to 

Democratic control. Note the median duration in this model 

is six years to reflect the shorter average years of support 

in Republican districts. 



TABLE 4.4 

Model I Basic Model 

Probability o£ Republican to Democratic Party Transition: 
Selected District Attributes 

Incumbent 
Running 

Duration 
in Years 

Marginal District 
Context 

Probability 
Turnover 

No* 6 No neutral 25.7% 

No 2 No neutral 29.9% 

No 10 No neutral 20.3% 

Yes 6 No neutral 4.1% 

Yes 6 No Republican 3.4% 

No 6 Yes neutral 52% 

No 6 No Republican 21.8% 

No 6 No Democratic 30.2% 

No 2 Yes Democratic 62.5% 

•Row One reflects the median caae. 
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Interpretation, of Table 4.4 is similar to Table 4.3 as 

a baseline model for Repxiblican to Democratic transition was 

created with no incumbent riinning, 6 years of prior support 

(the median for Repviblicans) , not marginal, eind a neutral 

political context. South, Spell 1 and Spell 2 were not 

statistically significant, suggesting that there is no 

relationship between these covariates and party turnover. 

Of interest is the baseline turnover probability of 

25.7%. This is a bit higher than in Democratic districts 

and likely reflects the shorter duration. Also notable in 

Table 4.4 is the large effect of marginality in the 

probability of turnover. Other things being equal, just 

having a marginal district increases the likelihood of 

turnover to 52%, a doubling of the likelihood from the 

baseline model. 

The large effects of incumbency also are apparent in 

the model with the addition of incumbency decreasing the 

probability of turnover to 4.1%. This is just a bit above 

the ideal district for the Republican Party to retain (not 

marginal, incumbent running and district context favorable) 

which has a predicted probability of turnover of 3.4% at the 

mediaui duration. In contrast, the least favorable district 

(a short duration with no incumbent mnning, marginal in the 

last election and with an xinfavorable district context), has 

a likelihood of turnover of 62.5%. 
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Other variables of interest, including duration and 

political context, have statistically significant roles in 

predicting the probability of turnover in the Republican to 

Democratic model. These findings suggest that the 

definition of context has tapped a measure that influences 

party turnover. 

In reviewing both the Democratic to Republican, and 

Republican to Democratic versions of the basic model, it is 

clear that district-level attributes contribute to partisan 

turnover. The effect is not the same for all attributes as 

incumbent seeking reelection is a stronger influence than 

duration, however, all statistically significant influences 

should be considered when discussing party turnover. 

The basic model sets the foxindation for an 

xinderstanding of partisan turnover, however it is necessary 

to expand this inquiry and consider addition influences that 

logically follow the basic model. With this in mind we turn 

to important variations on the basic model (Model I). 

4.10 Model ZI: Political Context Change 

Model n includes a variation on the basic model by 

replacing the political-context variable with a political 

context-change variable. The context-change variable was 

designed to account for shifts in the political context of a 

district from the prior election to the election of 
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interest. For example, if a district experienced a change 

in it's political context due to population shifts or a 

redrawing of district bovindaries during redistricting, these 

modifications were hypothesized to have an effect on the 

probability of party turnover. 

Sxibtracting the districts prior political-context score 

from the current political-context score created the 

context-change variable. For example, a district that 

favors the Democratic Party is assigned a score of 1 for 

district-context. However, during the prior election the 

district favored the Republican Party and was assigned a 

score of -1 for district-context. The context-change score 

is then calculated from the two values by taking the 

current-context score and subtracting the lagged value for 

the district. In this example the value of context-change 

is 2 (l-[-l]). More importantly, the district underwent a 

big change from having a political context that favored 

Republicans to a district context that favors Democrats. 

The 7^*^ Congressional District in Texas is an excellent 

example as a chcuige in the demographic make-up of the 

constituency following the 1990 census was reported. What 

had been a solidly Republican area no longer exhibited the 

contextual advantage it once enjoyed. While this did not 

mean party turnover was assured, it did mean that the 

district was more likely to experience party turnover given 
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the change in district context. The logit coefficients 

for context change are reported in Table 4.5. 
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TABLE 4.5 

Model II 
Repeating Risks Model with Political Context Change 1972-

1996 

Logit Model with Duration 

Covariate Democrat to Republican to 
Republican Democrat 

Incumbent Running -2.30*** -2.08*** 
(.16) (.17) 

In Duration -.22*** -.19** 
(.08) (.09) 

Marginal District .89*** 1.17*** 
(.17) (.18) 

Political Context -.78*** .35** 
Change (AContext) (.25) (.21) 
South .25* -.08 

(.17) (.21) 
Spell One .37** .14 

(.19) (.20) 
Spell Two .32 -.07 

(.27) (.26) 
Constant -.79*** -.78*** 

(.25) (.28) 
Log Likelihood -698.27 -575.46 

Standard Errors in parentheses. 
**p<.05. ***p<.01. One tailed-test. 

Number of District-Years in Repxiblican Risk Set: 
3,293 (228 Failures) 
Number of District-Years in Democratic Risk Set: 
2,255 (195 Failures) 
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The result of interest in model II, context change, is 

a statistically significant influence on party turnover for 

both transition models. When interpreting the context 

change logit coefficients, the negative sign for Democratic 

to Republican turnover is the same as the positive sign in 

the Republican to Democratic turnover model. This is the 

result of using a range of 2 to -2 for the variable in both 

equations. In each case the coefficient suggests that the 

probability of party turnover increases when district 

context changes to favor the opposing party. Similarly, 

when context changes to favor the incumbent party the 

probability of turnover decreases. 

Values of other coefficients in model II are very 

similar to their values in the basic models. This suggests 

that their effect on the probability of party turnover 

remains at about the same level that it was in the basic 

model. 

Further interpretation of results and their effect on 

the probability of turnover are reported in Table 4.6. 

Interesting values are included to show variation on the 

probability of turnover as district context changes. 



TABLE 4.6 

Model II 
Probability of Democrat to Republican Party Transition: 

Context Change 

Incumbent 
Running 

No* 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Duration in 
Years 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

Marginal 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Context 
Change 

Neutral 

Neutral 

Dem to Rep 

Neutral to 
Dem 

Rep to Dem 

Neutral to 
Rep 

Dem to Rep 

Neutral to 

Rep 
Dem to Rep 

South 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

yes 

Spell 1 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

no 

yes 

Probability 
of Turnover 

21,5% 

2.7% 

11.5% 

11.1% 

5.4% 

37.4% 

56.6% 

43.% 

89.4% 

*Row one is the median case. 

H 
ui 
-4 
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A number of interesting findings on the affect of 

context change emerge from Table 4.6. First, the 

differences between the baseline model and different levels 

of context change show rather large affects. With a 

baseline probability of 21.5%, the move from no context 

advantage to a Democratic advantage decreases the likelihood 

of turnover by 10.4%, other things being equal. Similarly, 

a change in party context from neutral to Republican 

increases the likelihood of turnover to 37.4%, an increase 

of nearly 16%. The increase in the probability of turnover 

is even more impressive if a districts political context 

changes from Democratic to Republican. The baseline 

probability of 21.5% jumps to 56.6%, meaning that a change 

in the district's political context makes it much more 

likely that partisan transition will occur. 

Additional evidence on the importance of district 

context change is apparent given variations on the baseline 

model. In the final row is the least desireUale district for 

the Democratic party to defend. In this hypothetical case a 

district was won in a close race just before redistricting 

occurred. However, the likelihood that the party will 

survive in the next election is only 10%, meaning party 

change is extremely likely. This example is important as 

it, like the others with district context changes, shows how 

the political parties, if they control the redistricting 
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process, can increase the probability of either retaining a 

district or making it a candidate for party change. 

Results for Republican to Democratic transition are 

presented in Table 4.7. A few interesting points are 

immediately evident. First, the smaller coefficient for 

context change in the Republican to Democratic transition 

model helps explain the smaller affects on the likelihood of 

party turnover. As a result, unlike the findings above, a 

change in context from a Republican to Democratic district, 

other things being equal, is not sufficient to increase the 

probability of party change to over 50%, The implications 

for this finding are extremely important as it suggests that 

it is necessary for Democratic officials involved in the 

redistricting process to change more than the district 

political context in order to make party turnover probable. 



Tedile 4.7 

Model II 
Probability of Republican to Democratic Party Transition: 

Context Change 

Incumbent 
Running 

Duration in 
Years 

Marginal Context Change Probability of 
Turnover 

No* 6 No neutral 24.6% 

Yes 6 No neutral 3.9% 

Yes 6 No Dem to Rep 7.6% 

No 6 No neutral to Dem 31.6% 

No 6 No Rep to Dem 39.6% 

No 6 No neutral to Rep 18.7% 

No 6 No Dem to Rep 13.9% 

No 2 Yes Rep to Dem 72.3% 

*Row one represents the median case. 



161 

Despite a smaller influence when compared to the 

Democratic transition model, the effects are still evident. 

For example, the nearly 11% drop in likelihood of turnover 

as a district becomes more Republican and the 15% increase 

when the district becomes more Democratic, when compared to 

the baseline district that experiences no change, are 

significant findings. Also, the least desirable district to 

defend suggests that political context change should be 

taken into accoxint when trying to influence party turnover. 

Additional findings as noted in Table 4.7, also serve to 

reinforce the value of the district change variable. 

4.11 Model III: Basic Model of Quality Challenger Emergence 

Thus far the focus of this research has been on the 

effects of district level attributes on party turnover. Yet 

congressional district attributes may play a role in party 

turnover in one additional way. Namely in the emergence of 

quality challengers and their influence on party turnover. 

That is, do district level attributes provide information on 

the emergence of quality challengers in congressional 

districts? This is a natural question that follows a 

district level approach as quality challengers emerge during 

the campaign season to challenge for party control of a 

congressional district. Moreover, their emergence is likely 

tied to district level attributes. 



162 

This modifies the strategic-politician hypothesis 

proposed by Jacobson cind Kemell (1983) as the probability 

of quality challenger emergence is estimated given district 

level attributes. For this research, the hypothesis becomes 

whether quality challengers emerge when district level 

conditions favor their party. Changing the dependent 

variable in the basic model from party turnover to quality 

challenger emergence can test this hypothesis. 

To continue this line of reasoning, if quality 

challengers emerge during the campaign season in response to 

district level attributes, do they have an effect on party 

turnover? Again following prior research (Jacobson 1987, 

Jacobson 1997), quality challengers should increase the 

probability of victory for their party. 

Following closely the basic model of partisan 

transition outlined above, a basic model of quality 

challenger emergence was created to test the relationship 

between district attributes and the emergence of quality 

challenger. The similarities between the two models are 

numerous as they both include incumbent running, marginal 

district, duration, and political context. 

As with the partisan transition models, a logit 

specification is used, in this case to denote the emergence 

of a quality challenger (1) or no quality challenger (0). 

Following the basic model above, the model is also divided 
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into Democratic to Republican amd Republican to Democratic 

transitions. 

An additional model, Model IV was created to test the 

effect of cjuality challenger on party turnover. In this 

model a quality challenger variable was inserted into the 

basic model with the findings reported in Table 4.11. 

The estimates for the basic model of quality challenger 

emergence are noted in Table 4.8. 
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TABLE 4.8 

Model III 
Basic Model of Quality Challenger Emergence, 1972-1996 

Logit Model with. Duration 

Covariate Democrat to Republican to 
Republican Democrat 

Incumbent Rxinning -1.59*** -1.31*** 
(.12) (.14) 

In Duration -.23*** -.23*** 
(.04) (.05) 

Marginal District .98*** .85*** 
(.12) (.12) 

Political Context -.29*** .14** 
(.06) (.07) 

Constant .22 .30** 
(.16) (.17) 

Log Likelihood -1421.77 -1212.84 

Standard Errors in parentheses. 
**p<.05. ***p<.01. One tailed-test. 
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As hypothesized, district level attributes predict the 

emergence of a quality challenger very well. In fact, the 

district level attributes are all significant factors with 

incumbency and marginal district having the strongest 

effects. Duration and political context also are highly 

significant, yet their influence does not reach the 

influence of the other two attributes. 

To interpret the results, a baseline model of quality 

challenger emergence was created for both Democratic and 

Republican transition models. The baseline model includes 

mean dxiration, and a district where no incumbent is running, 

the district was not marginal in the last election and the 

political context is neutral. The probability of quality 

challenger emergence is 42.3%, suggesting that other things 

being equal, about 42% of the time a quality Republican 

challenger emerges in this district. Consistent with 

expectations, incumbency decreases the likelihood of quality-

challenger emergence, other things being equal. In this 

case, the addition of an incumbent decreases the likelihood 

from 42.3% to 13%, a significant decrease of nearly 30%. 

Quality challengers also appear to take into account the 

duration of party support as long supported districts are 

far less likely to see a quality challenger (36.3%) than, 

districts with a short history of support (51.5%). 



TABLE 4.9 

Basic Model of Quality Challenger Emergence 
Probability of Quality Challenger Emergence: 

Democratic Districts 

Incumbent 
Running 

No* 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Duration 
in Years 

10 

2 

30 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

Marginal 
District 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Political 
Context 

neutral 

neutral 

neutral 

neutral 

neutral 

Democratic 

Republican 

Democratic 

Republican 

Probability 
of Quality 
Challenger 
Emergence 

42.3% 

51.5% 

36.3% 

13.0% 

6 6 . 2 %  

35.5% 

49.5% 

59.4% 

72.3% 

* Row one represents median case. 

a\ 
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Additional findings support the strategic politician, 

hypothesis as districts with a Democratic leaning political 

context (35.5%) are less likely to have quality challengers 

emerge. In contrast, marginal districts (55.2%), districts 

with a Republican leaning political context (49.5%) and 

marginal districts with a Republican political context 

(72.3%) are likely to see quality challengers emerge if no 

incumbent is running. 

Findings in the Republican model are roughly similar, 

although the baseline model reflects a shorter duration of 

party support. As a result, the probability of a quality 

challenger emerging is more likely on the average in 

Republican districts where the likelihood reaches 47.2%. 

Covariates also influence quality challenger emergence as a 

short duration makes it nearly 6% more likely that a quality 

challenger will emerge (53.5%). This is important as it 

pushes the likelihood above the 50% threshold. In contrast, 

longer durations decrease the likelihood of quality 

challenger emergence from 47.2% to 38.2% in the baseline 

model. 



TABLE 4.10 

Basic Model of Quality Challenger Emergence 
Probcd>ility of Quality Challenger Emergence: 

Republican Districts 

Incumbent 
Running 

No* 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Duration 
in Years 

6 

2 

30 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

Marginal 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

District 
Context 

neutral 

neutral 

neutral 

neutral 

neutral 

Democratic 

Republican 

Democratic 

Republican 

Probability 
of Quality 
Challenger 
Emergence 

47.2% 

53 .5% 

38.2% 

19.4% 

67.7% 

50.7% 

43.7% 

70.6% 

64.5% 

•Row one represents the median case. 

H 
00 
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Additional findings support the hypothesized 

relationship with quality challengers emerging when district 

context favors Democrats (50.7%), and when the district was 

marginal in the last election (67.7%) . The strong dampening 

effect of incumbent running also is apparent as the addition 

of incumbency to the basic model reduces the likelihood of a 

quality challenger emerging to 19.4%. Given the likelihood 

of winning, the lack of emergence of quality challengers is 

not surprising. 

Having established that the probability of quality 

challenger emergence is tied to district level attributes, 

it is necessary to examine the role of quality challengers 

in party turnover. 

4.12 Model ZV: Basic Model with Quality Challenger 

The influence of quality challengers on the probability 

of party turnover was determined by adding a quality 

challenger covariate to the basic model of partisan 

transition. It is hypothesized that the addition of a 

quality challenger to a race will have a significant 

influence on increasing the probability of party turnover. 

This hypothesis was tested and the results are presented in 

Table 4.11. 



TABLE 4.11 

Model ZV 
Basic Model with Quality Challenger, 1972-1996 

Logit Model with. Duration 

Covariate Democrat to Republican to 
Republican Democrat 

Incumbent Running -2.68*** -2.52*** 
(.17) (.20) 

In Duration -.13* -.14** 
(.08) (.07) 

Quality Challenger .91*** 1.03*** 
(.15) (.15) 

Marginal District .73*** .98*** 
(.18) (.18) 

Political Context -.44*** .14** 
(.11) (.08) 

South .54*** -.14 
(.19) (.24) 

Spell One .25 .07 
(.20) (.21) 

Spell Two .26 -.06 
(.27) (.26) 

Constant -.74*** -.68** 
(.26) (.29) 

Log Likelihood -675.30 -550.90 

Standard Errors in parentheses. 
*p<.10. **p<.05. ***p<.01. One tailed-test. 

Number of District-Years in Republican Risk Set: 
3,293 (228 Failures) 
Number of District-Years in Democratic Risk Set: 
2,255 (195 Failures) 
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Interpretation of the coefficients and their effects 

was once again landertaken by creating baseline hazard 

probabilities for each, model. Table 4.12 outlines the 

findings for the Democratic to Repiiblican model. Of 

immediate interest is the effect of quality challenger on 

increasing the probability of turnover. When compared to 

the baseline model, the emergence of a quality challenger in 

a district increases the likelihood of party change by 

20.7%, from 26.1% to 46.8% or nearly a 1 in 2 chance. In 

addition, a district with a Democratic political context and 

an open seat is not a lost cause for a quality Republican 

challenger as she has a better than 36% chance of winning. 

This compares to the 18.9% probability of turnover in a 

district with no quality challenger and a Democratic 

political context. Interestingly, having a quality 

challenger in the race gives the opposing party a good 

change of winning the seat whether the district has 

supported a party for 1 term, probability of turnover 52%, 

or for 15 terms, probability of turnover 43.2%. 

The biggest obstacle to the opposing party is still 

incumbency as even quality challengers have a slim chance 

(5.7%) of winning a seat with a sitting incumbent in the 

race. Compared to the baseline model with incumbency, the 

marginal increase of 3.3% (from 2.4%) is not reassuring and 

suggests that an office-seeker may be well advised to wait 
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for an open seat to rxin. 



TABLE 4.12 

Model IV 
Probability of Democrat to Republican Party 

Quality Challenger 
Transition: 

Incumbent 
Running 

Duration in 
Years 

Quality 
Challenger 

Marginal District 
Context 

South Probability 
of Turnover 

No^ 10 no No Neutral no 26.1% 

No 2 yes No Neutral no 52.0% 

No 30 yes No Neutral no 43.2% 

No 10 >es No Neutral no 46.8% 

Yes 10 no No Neutral no 2.4% 

Yes 10 yes No Neutral no 5.7% 

No 10 no No Democratic no 18.6% 

No 10 yes No Democratic no 36.1% 

No 10 yes No Republican no 57.7% 

Yes 10 yes Yes Neutral no 11.1% 

No 10 no No Neutral yes 37.8 

•Row one represents the median case, 

•J 
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In the Repxiblican to Democratic transition model, the 

effect of quality challenger is marginally greater than in 

the Democratic transition. The presence of a quality 

challenger in the baseline district increases the 

probability of turnover from 28.3% to 52.5%, nearly doubling 

the likelihood of change while giving the challenger better 

than a 1 in 2 chance of winning the district. Quality 

challengers also have a much better chance of winning the 

district, regardless of the length of time a district has 

supported the Republican Party. 

Additional interesting results from Table 4.13 include 

the likelihood of turnover when a quality challenger emerges 

in districts with different political contexts. Other 

things being equal, the effect of quality challenger in a 

favorable or neutral political context is sufficient to push 

their election chances above 50%. In an unfavorable 

political context their chances dip below the 50% threshold 

and may lead a quality challenger to reconsider her chances. 

As in the Democratic transition model above, incumbency 

is a mitigating factor that strongly suppresses the 

influence of quality challengers on district turnover. The 

change in the baseline model with the addition of incumbency 

is readily apparent as the likelihood of change drops to 

3.1%. The addition of a quality challenger to this 

hypothetical district increases the likelihood of chcinge by 
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only 5.1% to 8.2%. Despite the change from a less than 1 in 

20 chcuice to nearly 1 in 10, the odds do not favor a quality 

challenger when facing an incumbent. 



TABLE 4.13 

Model III: 
Probability o£ Republican to Democratic Party Transition: 

Quality Challenger 

Incumbent 
Running 

Duration 
in Years 

Quality 
Challenger 

Marginal District 
Context 

Probability 
of Turnover 

No* 6 No no neutral 28.3% 

No 2 Yes no neutral 56.3% 

No 30 Yes no neutral 46.9% 

No 6 Yes no neutral 52.5% 

Yes 6 No no neutral 3.1% 

Yes 6 Yes no neutral 8.2% 

No 6 No no Democratic 31.2% 

No 6 Yes no Democratic 56.0% 

No 6 Yes no Republican 49,0% 

Yes 6 Yes yes neutral 19.1% 

•Row one represents the median case. 
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4.13 Conclusion 

The hypothesized relationship between district level 

attributes and partisan transition was strongly supported by 

the findings reported in this chapter. In addition, he 

anticipated affects of duration and political context 

change, two meaningful expansions of the current research, 

were borne out. In each case they were significant factors 

that add greatly to our understanding of when auid why 

partisan turnover is likely in congressional districts. 

The inclusion in this research of a model of quality 

challenger emergence also adds greatly to our understanding 

of when and why quality challengers emerge in House races. 

Moreover, the fact that quality challenger emergence can be 

predicted given district level attributes, adds additional 

leverage to the strategic politician hypothesis. 

Having suggested a series of expectations and reported 

the results of the research, it is necessary to consider the 

implications of a model of party transition. 
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Chapter 5 

Implications and Conclusion 

"experience in Washington cuid congressional seniority Count" 
Morris Fiorina, Congress:Keystone of the Washington 

Establishment 

5.1 Introduction 

Having identified the attributes that influence 

partisan turnover at the district level, it is necessary to 

consider the implications of these results. This is 

undertaken in three parts. The first examines the 

redistributive benefits received by a congressional district 

and how frequent party turnover may decrease the ability of 

a district's member to secure these benefits. The second 

focuses on how models of party turnover can help further an 

understanding of the congressional redistricting process. 

Part three analyzes the possible role of Ceuididate quality 

and it's effect on party mobilization and turnout. The 

final section of this chapter provides a brief conclusion to 

this research and suggests a few avenues of further study. 

5.2 Party Turnover and Redistributive Benefits 

Perhaps the most importcm.t implication of party 

turnover is the effect of partisan tramsition on 

redistributive benefits received by a district. 

Redistributive benefits include the ability of a member of 
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Congress to secure projects such, as dams, bridges or 

buildings for a district, to bring federal jobs to an area, 

and to secure federal money for individuals, businesses, and 

ongoing projects like national parks and/or military related 

operations (Ferejohn 1968). The ability to secure these 

benefits is noted with emphasis placed on the role of 

frequent turnover on party, committee and siibcommittee 

leadership positions and membership on desirable committees 

(Hibbing 1991, Smith and Deering 1990). In addition, the 

role of partisan transition and redistributive benefits are 

examined given the legislative advantages and informal norms 

that favor experienced members (Cain, Ferejohn and Fiorina 

1986, Parker 1989). Herein lies the key to redistributive 

benefits and party turnover. Districts that frequently 

replace one party with another are unlikely to gain the 

benefits of seniority and experience within the institution 

that districts with little party turnover enjoy. 

Furhtermore, while the importance of seniority in selecting 

members to serve in positions of power has been limited in 

recent Congresses, seniority continues to confer significant 

advantages for ranking members of the House of 

Representatives(Hibbing 1991, Davidson and Oleszek 1998) . 

The differences between a district with frequent 

turnover, and therefore a member with limited seniority, cuid 

a district with no turnover, euid accordingly a member with. 
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significant seniority, are apparent in the two congressional 

districts, Texas' 1^ and Utcdi's 2°^, first mentioned in 

chapter 1. The length of service for elected members from 

each of the two districts is noted in Table 5.1. By 

contrasting the districts and their propensity for turnover, 

the effect of district conditions on a members' (and 

districts) ability to secure redistributive benefits becomes 

more evident. These differences are noted and testable 

hypothesis that result are presented. 
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Table 5.1 

Representative Tenure in Congress, 1972-1996: Texas' 7th and 
Utah's 2nd Congressional District 

Texas 7th CD Utah 2nd CD 

Year Member Tenure Year Member Tenure 
in Years* in Years 

1972 Archer (R) 2 1972 Owens (D) 0 
1974 Archer (R) 4 1974 Howe (D) 0 
1976 Archer (R) 6 1976 Marriott (R) 0 
1978 Archer (R) 8 1978 Marriott (R) 2 
1980 Archer (R) 10 1980 Marriott (R) 4 
1982 Archer (R) 12 1982 Marriott (R) 6 
1984 Archer (R) 14 1984 Monson (R) 0 
1986 Archer (R) 16 1986 Owens (D) 0 
1988 Archer (R) 18 1988 Owens (D) 2 
1990 Archer (R) 20 1990 Owens (D) 4 
1992 Archer (R) 22 1992 Shepard (D) 0 
1994 Archer (R) 24 1994 Waldholtz (R) 0 
1996 Archer (R) 26 1996 Cook (R) 0 

* Members with 0 years tenure were newly elected. 

5.3 Party Turnover and Pork-Barrel Politics 

Members of Congress know well the advantages of 

securing projects for their district. Among the most 

important are building a reputation as someone who Ceui 

deliver for the district, and the credit that a member can 

claim at election (Mayhew 1973) . Clearly, securing federal 

money and/or projects for the district is a strategy 

employed by congressmen to help assure their reelection. 
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Yet the ability to secure benefits for a district, while 

significant for newly elected members, increases with length 

of service. Fiorina (1989) describes newly elected members 

of Congress as primarily interested in securing their 

reelection through constituent services and pork-barrel 

politics. And while the resources available to a newly 

elected member are considerable, "experience in Washington 

and congressional seniority count" (Fiorina 1989, p49) . 

Furthermore, senior members and members of committees with 

jurisdiction over applicable federal projects have a clear 

institutional advantage in securing funding for district 

projects. In most cases, appointment to these desired 

committees is difficult to obtain in a member's first or 

second term (Smith and Deering (1990). Despite the 

obstacles, members often wait for an opening on a committee 

in order to solidify their role in an area of interest to 

their district. Much of this interest is later translated 

into an ability to return federal largess to the district. 

While gaining membership to a committee may take some 

time, Ferejohn (1968) suggests the rewards are worth the 

wait. For those members who stay on a committee (the Public 

Works Committee in Ferejohn's example), they leam to work 

with the subcommittee of jurisdiction in the Appropriations 

Committee as well as the bureaucracy in charge of 

implementing the proposed project. As a result, not only 
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will their cotnmittee authorize the project a member wants, 

but also it is more likely to be funded by the 

Appropriations Committee and carried out by the designated 

federal agency. 

Texas' CD and Utah's 2'^ CD are excellent examples 

of how party turnover can influence committee assignments 

and leadership roles that then lead to redistributive 

benefits. For Ways and Means Committee Chairman Bill Archer 

(R-TX) , continued tenure in the 7"^*^ congressional district 

from 1970 to 1996 meant he was able to serve long enough to 

get an assignment on a prestigious committee and also 

accumulate sufficient seniority to facilitate his selection 

as chairman with the Republican takeover in 1994. His path 

up the leadership latter reflects the common process in 

Congress of assigning desired committee membership to the 

more senior member who requests it (Davidson and Oleszek 

1998, Parker 1989). As a member from a district 

experiencing no party turnover, Archer was able to 

accumulate the seniority necessary to join the committee and 

eventually rise to a committee chairmanship. 

In contrast, congressional districts that experience 

frequent party turnover are far less likely to produce a 

committee chairman or member with other significant 

leadership position. Utah's 2°^ congressional district for 

example, by oscillating between parties, does not produce 
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members with sufficient seniority to ascend to the position 

of committee chairman. In the case of Utah's 2°^, frequent 

party turnover also reduces the chances that a member would 

accumulate sufficient seniority to join a prestigious 

committee, or even rise to the position of subcommittee 

chair on a lesser committee (Smith and Deering 1990) . 

Given the role of seniority in securing desirable 

committee assignments and leadership positions, the link 

between a model of party turnover and redistributive 

benefits is straightforward. Districts that experience 

frequent party turnover are less likely to receive federal 

money and projects than districts with a record of 

consistently supporting a party. This is the case as 

frequent party turnover decreases the likelihood that a 

member will join a committee or gain a leadership position 

that will allow him or her to fully realize the benefits of 

their position to secure pork barrel projects. In contrast, 

jxinior members may secure projects or fiinds for their 

district, but to lesser degree than well-positioned, senior 

members. 

The effect of party turnover on formal position careers 

is a significcuit finding for Hibbing (1990) and Loomis 

(1984). In his study of congressional careers, Hibbing 

(1990) found that the position ratings of members of 

Congress, defined as holding important party and committee 
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positions, increased with years of service. While first cuid 

second term members have relatively low position ratings, an 

increase is apparent in the third term of service with 

additional growth in position ratings as the number of terms 

a member serves increases (with a tapering off with 16+ 

years of service). Similar findings for Loomis (1984), 

suggest that sufficient seniority is important in securing 

party and committee leadership positions, although the 

increase in the number of leadership positions in the 1970's 

has decreased the seniority requirements for lesser 

leadership positions. Now, after only a few terms, it is 

not uncommon for junior members to become nominal leaders by 

gaining membership on prestige committees or becoming 

subcommittee chairmen in lesser committees. Yet these 

nominal leaders do not possess the power or expertise 

enjoyed by more senior colleagues. 

Hibbing's (1991) and Loomis' (1984) findings are 

consistent with our examples as frequent party turnover 

harms the position rating and likelihood of advancing into a 

position of power for Utah's representative. In contrast. 

Congressman Archer's long tenure c«id ascension into a 

committee chairmcuaship reflect the need to accumulate 

seniority to enter the most important leadership positions. 

As a result, districts whose members hold a higher position 

rating are more likely to receive government benefits. A 
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prime example is the difference between Utah's 2""^ 

congressional district emd Texas' 7"". Representative 

Archer's District of Texas is much more likely to 

receive federal pork thein UtcUi's 2"''. As an implication, 

the difference between federal discretionary fxinding levels 

for districts with frequent party turnover in comparison to 

districts with little party turnover is a testable 

hypothesis that naturally follows and is a likely avenue for 

future study. 

5.4 Party Turnover, Member Influence and the Legislative 
Process 

Commensurate with the importance of seniority for 

committee and leadership positions is the role of tenure in 

the legislative process. Accordingly, senior members are 

disproportionately involved in the legislative process 

(Polsby 1968, Hibbing 1991, Loomis 1996). "Over the course 

of their careers, representatives typically become more 

active in legislation (increments to tenure bring an 

increasing tendency to speak on the floor, to offer 

amendments on the floor, and to sponsor legislation) as well 

as more specialized and more efficient" (Hibbing 1991, 

pl26) . Given that legislative activity and specialization 

increases the longer a member serves in the House, the 
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effects of party turnover on redistributive benefits emd 

representation are even more importcuit. Members who 

represent congressional districts with frequent party 

turnover are less likely to take the lead on legislation as 

they leam the legislative process. As a result, frequent 

turnover may decrease the districts benefits that come with 

passing legislation. 

Representative Archer, for example, has become a leader 

on tax and revenue issues during the course of his 

congressional career. Moreover, with the Republican's 

taking control of the House in 1994, he has become a leader 

in shaping tax policy and legislation given his formal 

position as chairman of the Ways and Means committee. He 

also has used this expertise to write tax legislation 

favorable to oil interests, an important concern for his 

Texas district. 

In contrast. Archer's numerous counterparts in Utah's 

2"'' congressional district were far less able to become 

active legislators. Their frequent turnover decreased any 

one members' ability to specialize in an issue area eind 

their inexperience with the legislative process precluded 

their becoming policy leaders. 

The implications of frequent turnover and legislation 

are not limited to the ability of an individual member to 

become an active player in the legislative process. With 
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seniority comes the eifaility to influence other members of 

Congress. For example, as a specialist in an issue area 

and/or leader of a committee or sx;±)committee that oversees 

important legislation, senior members are opinion leaders 

who frequently provide information about legislation to 

their junior colleagues. In many cases contact with these 

experienced legislators influences how a junior member will 

vote on legislation (Kingdon 1989). From a party turnover 

perspective, newly elected members, such as those in Utah's 

2"^ congressional district are likely to seek out 

experienced legislators like Republican Ways and Means 

Committee Chairman Bill Archer (Tx 7'^*^) when deciding how to 

cast a vote. 

Thus far the implications of party turnover have 

focused on seniority and the ability of members from 

districts with limited turnover to secure benefits for their 

constituents. In contrast, some districts are less likely 

to produce a member with extended tenure and as a result 

enjoy fewer redistributive benefits. Yet the implications 

of a model of party turnover extend beyond understanding the 

benefits a district is likely to receive. A model of party 

turnover outlined above can also aid in oxir understanding of 

congressional redistricting. 



189 

5.5 Party Turnover tmd Redistricting 

Efforts to influence party turnover are perhaps most 

apparent when state legislatures redistrict congressional 

district boundaries. Accordingly, researchers have examined 

the ability of political parties to influence seat 

distributions when redistricting occurred. Their findings 

suggest that partisan gerrymanders usually produce districts 

that favor the political parties in charge of the process 

(Abramowitz 1983, Cain 1984, King 1989, Niemi and Winsky 

1992, Swain, Borelli and Reed 1998). Much of the emphasis 

in this research has focused on the ability of the political 

parties to efficiently distribute party votes to maximize 

seats won. Yet a view of congressional redistricting that 

employs a partisan transition perspective and the multiple 

influences it considers, may provide additional information 

in explaining the effectiveness of partisan gerrymanders. 

Until now, systematic research on district level 

attributes that are affected during a congressional 

redistricting has been sparse. Instead, much of the 

existing work has focused on aggregate models of seat/vote 

distributions or general models of party distribution cuad 

incumbency in a congressional district (Cain 1984). A fully 

specified district level model could include incumbency, 

duration, marginality, context change, and the likelihood of 

creating a district that will have a quality challenger 
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emerge to run against the party in control of the 

redistricting process. For political parties attempting to 

win additional seats, district level information, like that 

presented above, can provide additional insight into 

building congressional districts that are winnable in the 

next election, and are likely to be held in the future. In 

fact, additional research that focuses on a party's 

inability to retain districts that it redistricted to its 

advantage can be undertaken using a district level model. 

Perhaps the most important addition of the party 

transition model to the redistricting discussion is the 

inclusion of district context and district context change. 

For each of these two varicibles, the information they 

provide, and their effect on the probability of partisan 

turnover, is helpful in explaining congressional 

redistricting. 

In the previous chapter the role of district context 

and district context change was foimd to be a significant 

influence on party turnover in congressional districts. 

These findings may have benefits for iinderstanding the 

effectiveness of redistricting efforts. For example, given 

the above results, we expect that altered or substantially 

chcinged districts that move to a favorable political context 

will benefit the advcuitaged party. More important for an 

explcuiation of congressional redistricting given the 
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findings of this research, is the probability of party 

turnover given favorable, neutral or unfavorable district 

context used in conjxinction with other district level 

variables. Furthermore, the probability of partisan 

turnover can also be calculated given district context and 

district context change. Importantly, these changes are 

calculated given prior district context and current district 

context and the level of change that a district incurred 

during redistricting. In the case of context chsuige, the 

variable indicates a change from one party to another at the 

extremes, with lesser values suggesting a move to or from a 

neutral district context. Therefore, each of the values of 

context change can be used to understand the probability of 

party turnover in gerrymandered districts. 

A final consideration of party turnover and the 

redistricting process is creating districts that will 

attract quality candidates from the party in charge of the 

redistricting process, but not in power in a district. 

Perhaps the best example is the Burton Plcui created by 

Congressman Phil Burton and advanced by Democrats in 

California in the early 1980's. In the Burton Plan, 

districts were often created with specific candidates in 

mind (for example Michael Berman who helped work on the 

Burton Plcua) . Combining two Repvibliccin incumbents into one 

district (Cain 1985) created open seat districts that were 
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enticing for quality Democratic candidates. Given the 

importance of incumbency in the models, the desire of 

partisans in charge of the redistricting process to create 

districts that combine two or more incumbent members of the 

opposition is understandable. A quality challenger 

emergence model may further our understanding of the 

effectiveness of this strategy by identifying additional 

district level attributes that explain when quality 

challengers choose to run. For example, combining two 

Republican incumbents into one district does not necessarily 

assure a quality Democrat will challenge for the seat. The 

probability is only 38% if the district context was changed 

to neutral, the district supported the Republican Party in 

every election for the past three decades, and the last 

election was not marginal. In this example the assumption 

that a neutral district context and no incumbent will create 

interest for a quality candidate is flawed, leading us to 

consider additional district level attributes. 

The implications for expanding our understanding of 

redistricting given a party transition model are clear. The 

party in control of the redistricting process can benefit by 

considering the district level attributes that plsmners can 

include, or exclude, from congressional districts. 

Furthermore, when these attributes are considered during a 

redistricting, the probability of a quality challenger 
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emerging and winning the seat can be calculated. Thus a 

party turnover model that includes incumbency, district 

context/district context change, duration, marginality, and 

quality challenger provides additional insight into 

redistricting efforts and their probability of success. 

5.6 Quality Challengers and Congressional Districts 

The effect of district-level attributes on the 

emergence of quality challengers can also be considered in 

elections that do not involve partisan redistricting 

efforts. Previous research suggests that quality 

challengers have an increased probability of winning a seat 

in congressional elections (Green and Krasno 1988, Jacobson 

1987, Jacobson 1997, Jacobson and Kemell 1983) . Yet little 

research has been conducted that considers party turnover 

given district level attributes and the effect of quality 

challengers. This contrasts with personnel turnover models 

that examine the success of quality challengers in defeating 

incumbent candidates, or models that consider quality 

challengers in open-seat races. By expanding the research 

into a party turnover model, district-level attributes can 

be identified that contribute to the emergence of quality 

challengers. In addition, the probcUDility of success for 

out-party quality candidates in achieving party turnover Ccm. 

be calculated. 
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A natural extension of the emergence of quality-

candidates in congressional districts is an increase in 

party turnout. For unlike non-competitive or less 

competitive congressional elections, having a quality 

challenger run against a member of the incumbent party is 

likely to result in a competitive election. Close elections 

in turn stimulate interest among the political party 

establishment and voters (Cox and Munger 1989) . As a 

result, in districts where a quality candidate challenges 

the in-party, political participation and voter turnout are 

likely to increase. Thus district level attributes that 

increase the probability of a quality challenger emerging 

are also likely to lead to increased turnout in 

congressional elections. This is a testable hypothesis that 

can be studied using a party turnover approach. 

5.7 District Consequences of Party Turnover 

One final implication of this research should be noted. 

Namely, the effects of partisan transition on the 

congressional district, regardless of the individual holding 

office. In this case the representative cuid his or her 

tenure is not the vital concern, instead the continuity of 

the political party representing the district is most 

importcuit. By having one party represent a district over 

time, certain benefits may be realized that would not be 
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possible if frequent party turnover were to occur. 

The implications of party continuity or turnover for 

a district are two-fold and include: a change to the 

majority or minority party, and loss of a district's seat on 

an important committee. First, party turnover may either 

add the district to the majority party in Congress or remove 

it from the party in charge. In either case, the 

implications for partisan transition are numerous as a move 

to the majority party places the district and it's elected 

official in the position of being able to work with the 

majority party to initiate and pass legislation. 

Furthermore, because committee membership is weighted to 

favor the majority party, the transition to the majority 

party increases the likelihood that the district will place 

a member on a desiredale committee. Once on a desirable 

committee, the member is better cdale to work as part of the 

majority on piiblic policy issues and to secure projects 

important to the district. 

In contrast, the transition to minority party status, 

while perhaps aligning the policy positions of a district 

and its representative, changes the status of the district 

and it's member to loyal opposition. As a member of the 

minority party, the ability to influence legislation and 

work for passage of programs favorable to a district is 

greatly diminished. Positions on desirable committees are 
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also harder to obtain and if obtained carry less weight. 

Furthermore, committee and subcommittee leadership positions 

are not available to members of the minority party. Thus 

districts that oscillate between majority and minority 

status experience an additional series of disadvantages. 

A second shortcoming of party turnover may be the loss 

of an important committee slot for a district. According to 

Smith and Deering (1990), committee positions are often 

reserved for party members from a state or district with 

important constituent interest in an area the committee 

oversees. In fact, preference for a member from a state or 

district was the second most important factor in deciding 

committee assignment according to Smith and Deering (1990). 

While a newly elected member of the same party is not 

guarauiteed the slot occupied by the previous office holder, 

the new member has a clear advantage in attempting to retain 

membership on the committee. By retaining membership on a 

desirable committee, which is impossible with party 

turnover, the influence of the district in shaping importsuit 

legislation can be retained. 

5.8 laqpllcations 

Given the previous examples, the implications for a 

model of party turnover on chamber and committee leadership 

positions, committee membership, constituent services, 
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securing pork barrel projects, and legislative and policy 

roles are straightforward. Party turnover influences the 

allocation of redistributive benefits and it does so in a 

number of ways. In addition, the benefits of a party 

turnover model in expanding our understanding of the 

redistricting process and quality challenger emergence were 

noted. Also, the utility of the model to help explain party 

turnout and participation were noted. Finally, the effects 

of party turnover on a congressional district regardless of 

member were also outlined. 

5.9 Conclusion 

This research began by positing that a model of party 

turnover in congressional districts adds to our 

understanding of congressional elections and congressional 

districts. In chapter 2, the importance of party in the 

House of Representatives was used to suggest that this 

research is important to understand the link between 

congressional district and Congress. In chapter 3, prior 

research that provided a base of inquiry was outlined, yet 

the shortcomings of prior research were also noted. It was 

suggested that a number of these shortcomings could be 

overcome with a district level approach to party turnover. 

Given this backgrotind and the need to expand research in a 

new direction, district level models were created. These 
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models include a basic model that predicts the probability 

of partisan turnover given district level attributes of 

incumbency, marginality, length of time a district has 

supported the incumbent party, district context, and whether 

the district was in the south. Additions to the basic model 

included district context change, and quality challenger, 

both important factors in predicting party turnover. 

District level attributes were also used to predict the 

emergence of a quality challenger in a congressional race. 

Finally, the many implications of this research were 

outlined, including the role of party turnover in limiting a 

districts potential to receive redistributive benefits. 

Yet while answering important questions about the role 

of district level attributes on party turnover, this 

dissertation leaves many related questions unanswered. As a 

result, it is useful to consider a few areas of possible 

future research. 

An initial direction for further study may include 

adding national conditions, such as presidential popularity 

and domestic economic condition, in to the model of party 

turnover. In this case it may be possible to refine the 

model of party turnover cuid increase the accuracy of the 

predicted probcU)ilities derived from the model by adding 

variables that may condition the electoral Icindscape. 

National level conditions may also increase the 
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explanatory power of a model of quality challenger 

emergence. Following the lead of Jacobson and Kemell 

(1983), the strategic politician hypothesis could be refined 

and tested using national and district level attributes. 

An additional question worthy of research focuses on a 

model of party turnover that can help explain an incumbent's 

decision to remain in office or exit. This avenue of future 

study may be to test the hypothesis that district level 

attributes contribute to incumbency and the desire of an 

office-holder to remain in office. For a member of 

Congress, they may seek reelection when a district's 

attributes favor their reelection. In contrast, if a 

district has a set of attributes that suggest it is prone to 

party turnover, an incumbent may be more likely to retire, 

accept a federal appointed position or seek higher office. 

In addition, the two hypotheses noted in an explanation 

of redistributive benefits can be tested and empirically 

verified. This includes the hypothesis that districts prone 

to party turnover are less likely to receive federal pork 

barrel spending. A second hypothesis outlined above 

includes the role of party turnover models and challenger 

quality in explaining party turnout and party support. 

Finally, additional variables that can be theoretically 

justified can be added to the models. For example, the role 

of campaign spending and scandal can be added to the basic 
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model to test their role in party turnover. 

Finally, the models used in the House of 

Representatives may be applied to Senate and Gubernatorial 

elections or state legislative elections to further validate 

the hypothesis and findings reported above. 



201 

Rttferances 

Abramowitz, Alan. 1991. "Incumbency, Campaign Spending and 
the Decline of Competition in U.S. House Elections." 
Journal of Politics 53:34-56. 

Abramowitz, Alan. 1993. "Partisan Redistricting and the 1982 
Congressional Elections" Journal of Politics 45:767-70. 

Alesina, Alberto and Howard Rosenthal. 1989. "Partisan 
Cycles in Congressional Elections and the 
Macroeconomy." American Political Science Review 
82:373-98. 

Alford, S., H. Teeters, D. Ward and Rick Wilson. 1994. 
"Overdraft: The Political Cost of Congressional 
Malfeasance. Journal of Politics 56:788-801. 

Arcelus, Francisco and Allen Meltzer. 1975. "The Effect of 
Aggregate Economic Variables on Congressional 
Elections." Axnerican Political Science Review 69:1232-
39. 

Arnold, R. Douglas. 1990. The Logic of Congressional 
Action. New Haven: Yale University Press. 

Axelrod, Robert. 1972. "Where the Votes Come From: An 
Analysis of Electoral Coalitions." American Political 
Science Review 66:11-20. 

Barone, Michael and Grant Ujifusa. 1981. The Almanac of 
AmericeUi Politics 1982. Washington, D.C.: Barone and 
Company. 

Barone, Michael and Grant Ujifusa. 1983. The Almanac of 
American Politics 1984. Washington, D.C.: National 
Journal 

Barone, Michael and Grant Ujifusa. 1985. The Almanac of 
American Politics 1986. Washington, D.C.: National 
Journal. 



202 

Barone, Michael and Grant Ujifusa. 1987. The Almanac of 
American Politics 1988. Washington, D.C.: National 
Journal. 

Barone, Michael and Grant Ujifusa. 1989. The Almanac of 
American Politics 1990. Washington, D.C.: National 
Journal. 

Barone, Michael and Grant Ujifusa. 1991. The Almanac of 
American Politics 1992. Washington, D.C.: National 
Journal. 

Barone, Michael and Greuit Ujifusa. 1993 . The Almanac of 
American Politics 1994. Washington, D.C.: National 
Journal. 

Barone, Michael and Grant Ujifusa. 1995. The Almanac of 
American Politics 1996. Washington, D.C.: National 
Journal. 

Barone, Michael and Grant Ujifusa. 1997. The Almanac of 
American Politics 1998. Washington, D.C.: National 
Journal. 

Barone, Michael, Grant Ujifusa. and Douglas Matthews. 1971. 
The Almeuiac of American Politics 1972. Boston: Gambit. 

Barone, Michael, Grant Ujifusa. and Douglas Matthews. 1973. 
The Almanac of American Politics 1974. Boston: Gambit. 

Barone, Michael, Grant Ujifusa. and Douglas Matthews. 1975. 
The Almanac of American Politics 1976. New York: E.P. 
Dutton and Co. 

Barone, Michael, Grant Ujifusa. and Douglas Matthews. 1977. 
The Almanac of American Politics 1978. New York: E.P. 
Dutton and Co. 

Barone, Michael, Grant Ujifusa. and Douglas Matthews. 1979. 
The Almanac of American Politics 1980. New York; E.P. 

Dutton and Co. 



203 

Basehart, Harry and John Comer. 1995. "Redistrieting and 
Incumbent Reelection Success in 5 State Legislatures" 
American Politics Quarterly 23:241-253. 

Beck, Nathaniel, Jonathan Katz and Richard Tucker. 1998. 
"Taking Time Seriously: Time-Series-Cross-Section 
Analysis with a Binary Dependent Variable" American 
Journal of Political Science 42:1260-1288. 

Berelson, Bernard, Paul Lazarsfeld and William McPhee. 1954. 
Voting Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Bianco, William. 1984. "Strategic Decisions on Candidacy in 
U.S. Congressional Districts." Legislative Studies 
Quarterly 9:351-364. 

Bloom, Howard and H. Douglas Price. 1975. "Voter Response to 
Short-Run Economic Conditions: The Asymmetric Effect of 
Prosperity and Recession." American Political Science 
Review 69:1240-54. 

Bond, Jon, Cary Covington and Richard Fleisher. 1985. 
"Explaining Challenger Quality in Congressional 
Elections." Journal of Politics 47:510-529. 

Bond, Jon. 1983. "The Influence of Constituency Diversity on 
Electoral Competition in Voting for Congress, 
1974-1978." Legislative Studies Quarterly 7:201-217. 

Bom, Richard. 1985. "Partisan Intentions and Election Day 
Realities in the Congressional Redistricting Process." 
American Political Science Review 79:305-18. 

Bom, Richard. 1986. "Strategic Politicians and Unresponsive 
Voters" American Political Science Review 80:599-612. 

Box-Steffensmeier, Janet and Bradford Jones. 1997. "Time is 
of the Essence: Event History Models in Political 
Science" American Journal of Political Science 41:1414-
61. 



204 

Box-Steffensmeier, Janet and Bradford Jones. Forthcoming. 
Timing and Political Change: Event History Modeling and 
Political Science. Ann Arbor:University of Michigan 
Press. 

Bullock, Charles. 1975. "Redistricting and Congressional 
Stability, 1962-1972." Journal of Politics 37:569-75. 

Butler, David and Bruce Cain. 1992. Congressional 
Redistricting: Comparative and Theoretical 
Perspectives, NY: Macmillan Publishing Company. 

Cain, Bruce. 1985. "Assessing the Partisan Effects of 
Redistricting." American Political Science Review 79: 
320-33. 

Cain, Bruce. 1984. The Reapportionment Puzzle. Berkeley: 
University of California Press. 

Cain, Bruce, John Perejohn and Morris Fiorina. 1987. The 
Personal Vote. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Campagna, Janet and Bernard Grofman. 1990. "Party Control 
and Partisan Bias in 1980's Congressional 
Redistricting" Journal of Politics 52:1242-1257. 

Campbell, James. 1985. "Explaining Presidential Losses in 
Midterm Congressional Elections." Journal of Politics 
47:1140-57. 

Campbell, James. 1993. The Presidential Pulse of 
Congressional Elections. Lexington: University of 
Kentucky Press. 

Clausen, Aage. 1973. How Congressmen Decide: A Policy-
Focus. New York: St. Martins Press. 

Collie, Melissa. 1981. '^Incumbency, Electoral Safety, cuid 
Turnout in the House of Representatives 1952-1976." 
American Political Science Review 75:119-131. 

Congressional Quarterly. Congressional Quarterly Weekly 
Report. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, Inc. 



205 

Cover, Albert. 1977. "One Good Term Deserves Another: The 
Advcuitage of Incumbency in Congressional Elections." 
American Journal of Political Science 21:523-541. 

Cover, Albert and Bruce Brumberg. 1983. "Baby Books and 
Ballots: The Impact of Congressional Mail on 
Constituency Opinion." American Political Science 
Review 76:347-359. 

Cover, Albert and David Mayhew. 1982. "Congressional 
Dynamics and the Decline of Competitive Congressional 
Elections." In Congress Reconsidered, 2"" ed., 
Lawrence Dodd and Bruce Oppenheimer. Washington, D.C.: 
Congressional Quarterly Press. 

Cox, Gary and Jonathan Katz. 1996. "Why Did the Incumbency 
Advantage in U.S. House Elections Grow?" American 
Journal of Political Science 40:478-497. 

Cox, Gary and Matthew McCubbins. 1993. Legislative 
Leviathin: Party Government in the House. Berkeley: 
University of California Press. 

Davidson, Roger. 1992. The Postreform Congress. New York: 
St. Martin's. 

Davidson, Roger. 1969. The Role of the Congressman. New 
York: Pegasus. 

Davidson, Roger and Walter Oleszek. 1998. Congress and Its 
Members, 6^ ed. Washington, D.C: Congressional 
Quarterly Press. 

Deering, Christopher and Steven Smith. 1997. Committees in 
Congress, 3"^ ed, Washington, D.C: Congressional 
Quarterly Press. 

Dimock, M and Geury Jacobson. 1995. "Checking Out: The 
Effects of Bank Overdrafts on the 1992 House Elections" 
American Journal of Political Science 38:601-624. 

Dodd, Lawrence amd Bruce Oppenheimer. 1997. Congress 
Reconsidered, 6"^ ed. Washington, D.C: Congressional 
Quarterly Press. 



206 

Erikson, Robert. 1971. "The Advantage of Incumbency in 
Congressional Elections." Polity 3:395-405. 

Erikson, Robert. 1972. "Malapportionment, Gerrymandering and 
Party Fortunes in Congressional Elections." American 
Political Science Review 66:1234-1245. 

Erikson, Robert. 1990a. "Economic Conditions and the 
Congressional Vote: A Review of the Macrolevel 
Evidence." American Journal of Political Science . 
34:373-99. 

Erikson, Robert. 1990b. "Reply to Jacobson" American Journal 
of Political Science . 34:405-07. 

Erikson, Robert and Thomas Palfrey. 1998. "Campaign Spending 
and Incumbency: An Alternative Simultaneous Equations 
Approach" Journal of Politics 60:355-373. 

Fenno, Richard. 1973. Congressmen in Coimittees. Boston: 
Little, Brown. 

Fenno, Richard. 1978. Home Style: House Members in Their 
Districts. Boston: Little, Brown. 

Ferejohn, John. 1977. "On the Decline of Competitive 
Congressional Elections." American Political Science 
Review 71:166-76. 

Fiorina, Morris. 1977. "The Case of the Vanishing Marginals: 
The Bureaucracy Did It." American Political Science 
Review 71:177-181. 

Fiorina, Morris. 1989. Congress: Keystone of the Washington 
Establishment. New Haven: Yale University Press. 

Fiorina, Morris. 1974. Representatives, Roll Calls, and 
Constituencies. Lexington: Lexington Books. 

Fiorina, Morris. 1981. Retrospective Voting in Americem. 
National Elections. New Haven: Yale University Press. 



207 

Fowler, Linda euid Robert McClure. 1989. "^Political Ambition: 
Who Decides to Run for Congress." New Haven: Yale 
University Press. 

The Gallup Poll. 1996. Gallup Report, Princeton, N.J. 

The Gallup Poll. Gallup Poll Monthly Report, Various 
Editions. Princeton, N.J. 

Gelman, Andrew and Gary King. 1994b. "Enhancing Democracy 
through Legislative Redistricting" American Political 
Science Review 88:541-559. 

Gelman, Andrew and Gary King. 1994a. "A Unified Method of 
Evaluating Electoral Systems and Redistricting Plans" 
American Journal of Political Science 38:514-54. 

Gimpel, James. 1996. Fulfilling the Contract: The First 100 
Days Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 

Glazer, Amihai, Bernard Grofman and Marc Robbins. 1987. 
"Partisan and Incumbent effects of the 1970's 
Congressional Redistricting" American Journal of 
Political Science 31:680-707. 

Gopoian, J. David suid Darrell West. 1984. "Trading Security 
for Seats: Strategic Considerations in the 
Redistricting Process" Journal of Politics 46:1080-
1095. 

Green, Donald and Jonathon Krasno. 1988. "Salvation for the 
Spendthrift Incumbent: Reestimating the Effects of 
Campaign Spending in House Elections" American Journal 
of Political Science 32:884-907. 

Grofman, Bernard, William Koetzle cuid Thomas Brunell. 1997. 
"Rethinking the Link Between District Diversity and 
Electoral Competitiveness" paper presented at the 
eumual meeting of the Americeui Political Science 
Association. 

Hermson, Paul. 1997. Congressional Elections: Campaigning 
at Home and in Washington, ̂  ed. Washington, D.C.: CQ 
Press. 



208 

Herrnson, Paul. 1998. "Directing 535 Leading Men and Leading 
Ladies: Party Leadership in the Modem Congress." In 
Great Theatre: The American Congress in the 1990's, 
Herbert Weisberg and Samuel Patterson. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 

Herrnson, Paul and James Gimpel. 1995. "District Conditions 
and Primary Divisiveness in Congressional Elections'' 
Political Research Quarterly 48:117-134. 

nibbing, John and John Alford. 1981. "The Electoral Impact 
of Economic Conditions: Who is held Responsible.?" 
American Journal of Political Science 25:423-39. 

Jacobson, Gary. 1990b. "Does the Economy Matter in Midterm 
Elections?" American Journal of Political Science 
34:400-04. 

Jacobson, Gary. 1978. "The Effects of Campaign Spending in 
Congressional Elections." American Political Science 
Review 72:469-491. 

Jacobson, Gary. 1990a. The Electoral Origins of Divided 
Government: Competition in U.S. House Elections, 1946-
1988. Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1990. 

Jacobson, Gary. 1987. "The Marginals Never Vanished: 
Incumbency and Competition in Elections in the U.S. 
House of Representatives" American Journal of Political 
Science 31:126-141. 

Jacobson, Gary. 1992. The Politics of Congressional 
Electins, 3"* ed. New York:Harper Collins. 

Jacobson, Gary. 1997. The Politics of Congressional 
Elections, 4^ ed. New York: Longman. 

Jacobson, Gary. 1989. "Strategic Politicians and the 
Dynamics of House Elections, 1946-1986." Americem. 
Political Science Review 83:773-793. 



209 

Jacobson, Gary and Samuel Kemell. 1983. Strategy and 
Choice in Congressional Elections. New Haven:Yale 
University Press. 

Kemell, Samuel. 1977. "Presidential Popularity and Negative 
Voting: An Alternative Explanation of the Midterm 
Congressional Decline of the President's Party," 
American Political Science Review 77:44-66. 

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

King, Gary. 1989. "Representation through Legislative 
Redistricting: A Stochastic Model" American Journal of 
Political Science 33:787-824. 

Kingdon, John, 1966, Candidates for Office: Beliefs and 
Strategies. New York:Random House. 

Kingdon, John. 1989. Congressman's Voting Decisions, S"' 
ed. New York: Harper and Row. 

Koetzle, William. 1998. "The Impact of Constituent Diversity 
Upon the Competitiveness of U.S. House Elections, 1962-
1996." Legislative Studies Quarterly 23:561-512. 

Kramer, Gerald. 1971. "Short-Term Fluctuations in U.S. 
Voting Behavior, 1896-1964." American Political 
Science Review 77:92-111. 

Krasno, Jonathan and Donald Phillip Green. 1988. "Preempting 
Quality Challengers in House Elections." Journal of 
Politics 50:920-936. 

Lewis-Beck, Michael and Tom Rice. 1984. "Forcasting U.S. 
House Elections" Legislative Studies Quarterly 9:475-
8 6 .  

Lewis-Beck, Michael euad Tom Rice. 1992. Forecasting 
Elections. Washington, D.C.:Congressional Quarterly 
Press. 

Lieberson, Stanley. 1969. "Measuring Population Diversity." 
American Sociological Review 34:850-862. 



210 

Lyons, Michael and Peter Galderisi. 1995. "Incumbency, 
Reapportionment and U.S. House Redistricting" 
Political Research Quarterly 48:857-871. 

Marra, Robin and Charles Ostrom, Jr. 1989. "Explaining Seat 
Change in the U.S. House of Representatives, 1950-
1986." American Journal of Political Science 33:541-
569. 

Mayhew, David. 1974a. "Congressional Elections: The Case of 
the Vanishing Marginals." Polity 6:295-317. 

Mayhew, David. 1971. "Congressional Representation: Theory 
and Practice in Drawing the Districts." In Nelson W. 
Polsby, ed., Reapportionment in the 1970's. Berkeley: 
University of California Press. 

Mayhew, David. 1974b. Congress: The Electoral Connection. 
New Haven: Yale University Press. 

Miller, Warren and Donald Stokes. 1963. "Constituency 
Influence in Congress" American Journal of Political 
Science 57:45-57. 

Niemi, Richard and Herbert Weisberg. 1993. Classics in 
Voting Behavior. Washington, DC: CQ Press. 

Niemi, Richard and Laura Winsky. 1992. "The Persistence of 
Partisan Redistricting Effects in Congressional 
Elections in the 1970's and 1980's." Journal of 
Politics 54:565-572. 

Norpoth, Helmut and Jerrold Rusk. 1982. "Partisan 
Dealignment in the American Electorate: Itemizing the 
Deductions Since 1964" American Political Science 
Review 76:522-537. 

Oppenheimer, Bruce, James Stimson and Richard Waterman. 
1986. "Interpreting U.S. Congressional Elections: The 
Exposure Thesis." Legislative Studies Quarterly 
11:227-48. 



211 

Ornstein, Normem., Thomas Mann and Michael Malbin, Vital 
Statistics on Congress 1997-1998. Washington, DC: 
Congressional Quarterly Press, 1998. 

Palazzolo, Daniel. 1992. "From Decentralizing to 
Centralization: Members' Changing Expectations for 
House Leaders." In Roger Davidson The Postreform 
Congress New York: St. Martin's Press. 

Patterson, Samuel and Gregory Caldera. 1984. "The Etiology 
of Party Competition." American Political Science 
Review 78:691-707. 

Poole, Keith and R. Steven Daniels. 1985. "Ideology, Party 
and Voting in the U.S. Congress" American Political 
Science Review 79:373-399. 

Poole, Keith, K. Koford and Howard Rosenthal. 1991. "On 
Dimensionalizing Roll-Call Votes in the US Congress" 
American Political Science Review 85:955-975. 

Radcliff, Benjamin. 1988. "Solving a Puzzle: Aggregate 
Analysis and Economic Voting Revisited" Journal of 
Politics 50:440-58. 

Ragsdale, Lyn. 1994. "Old Approaches and New Challenges in 
Legislative Elections Research" Legislative Studies 
Quarterly 19:537-581. 

Sharp, J. Michael. 1997. Directory of Congressional Voting 
Scores and Interest Group Ratings, 2""^ ed. 
Congressional Quarterly Inc.; Washington, DC. 

Sinclair, Barbara. 1992. "House Majority Party Leadership in 
an Era of Legislative Constraint." In Roger Davidson 
The Postreform Congress New York: St. Martin's Press. 

Squire, Peverill. 1995. "Partisan consequences of 
Congressional Redistricting" American Politics 
Quarterly 23:229-240. 

Smith, Steven. 1995. The American Congress New 
YorkrHoughton Mifflin. 



212 

Stigler, George. 1975. "General Economic Conditions euid 
National Elections." American Economic Review 63:160-
67. 

Sullivan, John. 1973. "Political Correlates of Social, 
Economic and Religious Diversity in American States." 
Journal of Politics 35:70-84. 

Swain, John, Stephen Borrelli, and Brian Reed. 1998. 
"Partisan Consequences of the Post-1990 Redistricting 
for the U.S. House of Representatives" Political 
Research Quarterly 51:945-967. 

Tufte, Edward. 1973. "The Relationship Between Seats and 
Votes in Two-Party Systems." American Political 
Science Review 67:540-554. 

Tufte, Edward. 1975. "Determinants of Midterm Congressional 
Elections." Americem. Political Science Review 69:812-
26 .  

Tufte, Edward. 1978. Political Control of the Economy 
Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Uhlaner, Carol. 1989. "Rational Turnout: The Neglected Role 
of Groups." American Journal of Political Science 
33:390-422. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1965. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 2: Wisconsin, Districts of the 
89th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1965. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 3: Colorado, Districts of the 
89th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1965. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 4: Connecticut, Districts of the 
89th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 



213 

U.S. Bxireau of the Census. 1965. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 5: Georgia, Districts of the 89th 
Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1965. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 7: Michigan, Districts of the 
89th Congress. Washington, D.C.; U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 8: Utah, Districts of the 90th 
Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 9: South Dakota, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 10: Montana, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 11: Idaho, Districts of the 90th 
Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 12: Arkansas, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 13: Alabama, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 14: Indiana, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 



214 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 15: Virginia, Districts of the 
90th Congress, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 16: Tennessee, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 17: Oregon, Districts of the 90th 
Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 18: Kansas, Districts of the 90th 
Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 19: Arizona, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 20: Florida, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 21: Texas, Districts of the 90th 
Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 22: Kentucky, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 



215 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 23: North Carolina, Districts of 
the 90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 24: Missouri, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 25: Ohio, Districts of the 90th 
Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 26: South Carolina, Districts of 
the 90th Congress. Washington, D.C.; U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 27: Mississippi, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 28: Illinois, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 29: Pennsylvania, Districts of 
the 90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 30: New Jersey, Districts of the 
90 th Congress. Washington, D. C. t U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1966. Congressional District 
Data Book, Supplement 31: Maryland, Districts of the 
90th Congress. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 



216 

U.S. Bxireau of the Census. 1973. Congressional District 
Data Book, 93"" Congress: A Statistical Abstract 
Supplement. Washington, D.C.rU.S. Government Printing 
Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1984. Congressional Districts of 
the 99th Congress, Part 6 (California). Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1984. Congressional Districts of 
the 99th Congress, Part 13 (Hawaii). Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1984. Congressional Districts of 
the 99th Congress, Part 21 (Maine). Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1984. Congressional Districts of 
the 99th Congress, Part 26 (Mississippi). Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1984. Congressional Districts of 
the 99th Congress, Part 28 (Monteu^a) . Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1984. Congressional Districts of 
the 99th Congress, Part 32 (New Jersey) . Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1984. Congressional Districts of 
the 99th Congress, Part 34 (New York). Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1984. Congressional Districts of 
the 99th Congress, Part 45 (Texas). Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1984. Congressional Districts of 
the 99th Congress, Part 49 (Washington) . Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

Wattenberg, Martin. 1991. The Rise of Candidate Centered 
Parties. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 



217 

Welch, Susan and John Hibbing. 1997. The Effects of Charges 
of Corruption on Voting Behavior in Congressional 
Elections, 1982-1990" Journal of Politics 59:226-240 


