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PREFACE 

This project began when I became concerned that after each 

congressional election, it was possible for analysts to come to differ

ent conclusions about the performance of the President's party and 

about the performances of the Democratic and Republican parties in that 

election. I decided to see if better methods of analysis could be found 

and to see if various measurements could be combined for a composite 

view of congressional elections. In this way a better overall view of 

where each election stood in comparison to the others could be derived. 

I am particularly grateful to the chairman of my dissertation 

committee, Dr. Conrad Joyner, for his careful analyses and for his 

guidance in the writing of this dissertation. His suggestions and 

support were essential to the completion of this work. I am also 

grateful to the other members of my dissertation committee, Dr. John 

Schwartz and Dr. Jerry Rusk, for their suggestions and criticisms. 

I am particularly grateful for the support and love shown by 

my wife, Dawn, and by my mother and father while the dissertation was 

in progress. 
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ABSTRACT 

Those who study elections to the U. S. Congress come to dif

ferent conclusions about the outcomes. In this project congressional 

elections are studied in a variety of ways to identify more clearly the 

best and worst performances of: (1) the President's party in midterm 

elections and (2) the Democratic and Republican parties in all 

elections. Further, comparisons of each congressional election with 

others are made. 

In the first section other studies of congressional elections 

are examined and their relationships to this project are explored. 

Factors limiting analyses of congressional elections are suggested. 

Aggregate data are used to study elections to the U. S. House of 

Representatives and the U. S. Senate in the next two sections. Dif

ferent measurements, categories, and time periods are employed. For 

both the House and the Senate the measurements used include: (1) 

average, (2) median, (3) rankings of elections, and (4) standard 

deviation. For the House and the Senate the following categories are 

employed: (1) number of seats gained or lost in midterm elections, (2) 

percentage of potential increase or potential decrease in seats in mid

term elections, and (3) percentage of the seats won. In addition, for 

the House, the percentage of the vote received is also examined. Time 

periods used for both the House and Senate are: (1) 1932-1974, (2) the 

last ten elections, and (3) the last five elections. For the House 

additional time periods are: 1854-1974 and 1912-1974. For the Senate 

xii 



xiii 

additional time periods are: 1914-1974 and 1920-1974. From the 

numerous analyses applied, it is clear that when different measurements, 

categories, and time periods are employed, different conclusions about 

election outcomes are evident. 

In the next section weaknesses of the different analyses are 

identified. Limitations in the study of congressional elections in 

general are pointed out. Also specific limitations of the measurements, 

categories, and time periods used are shown. Comparisons and evalua

tions are also made of the measurements, categories, and time periods. 

In the last section the rankings of the different categories are 

combined to provide a broader view of how each congressional election 

compares to the others. By combining categories, single rankings result 

that show in a more complete way which were the best and worst per

formances for the President's party, which were the best and worst 

performances for the Democratic and Republican parties, and where each 

congressional election is located in relation to the others. 

Three measurements provide useful information: (1) average, (2) 

median, and (3) rankings of elections. The most accurate category 

employed in this study is the percentage of seats won. When just the 

President's party is being studied, the category of percentage of 

potential increase or potential decrease in seats is deemed more 

valuable than the category of number of seats gained or lost. The 1932-

1974 time period is the most useful for analytical purposes. 

Those who study congressional elections are encouraged to use 

many measurements, categories, time periods, and combined rankings to 

see how each congressional election fits in with the others. The 1974 
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election is examined with the many forms of analysis developed in this 

project. 

The techniques used in this project can be employed to study 

local and state elections and elections in foreign countries where 

there are two party systems. 



CHAPTER I 

GOALS, BACKGROUND, AND OTHER STUDIES 

Every four years, in the period shortly before and immediately 

after congressional midterm elections, analyses are made by politicians, 

journalists., and political scientists on whether the results of the 

election will or have produced a victory or defeat for the President's 

party. Many of these analyses also indicate the magnitude of victory or 

defeat. The analyses, however, do not always produce the same conclu

sions . This leaves many people confused about the outcome of these 

elections. I will attempt to alleviate some of that confusion and make 

all congressional election results more understandable. 

The goals of this project include: (1) establishment of 

measurements of U. S. Congressional elections from 1854 to 1974 using 

aggregate data; (2) the comparison of these measurements with one 

another and with other analyses; (3) the evaluation of the measurements 

of congressional elections that have been used; and (4) establishment 

and evaluation of a framework which might be useful not only for the 

analyses of congressional elections, but also for state legislative 

elections, city council elections, and legislative elections in some 

foreign countries. The major emphasis will be on midterm elections for 

the U. S. House of Representatives. Senate midterm elections will be 

studied and congressional elections held in presidential election years 

will also be examined. Further, the orientation of the measurements 



will be around the Democratic and Republican political parties. One 

goal is to develop some measurements which establish a victory or defeat 

for the President's party in midterm elections. Another goal is to 

develop measurements which establish victory or defeat for parties in 

all congressional elections. Still another goal is to rank congres

sional elections to see which are the best and worst performances for 

each party. 

Some methods developed by others to analyze congressional 

elections will be studied and strengths and weaknesses of such analyses 

will be pointed out. Other ways of analyzing congressional elections 

will be developed and explored so a better understanding of what has 

happened will emerge. Finally, the results of different types of 

analyses for both the House and the Senate will be combined so that a 

more nearly complete understanding of congressional elections will 

result. 

I will not attempt to examine why people voted one way or 

another or why victory or defeat occurred. It is not significant to my 

goals if the Republicans suffered severe losses in the midterm election 

of 1974 because of President Nixon's Watergate problems or because of 

the economy. It is important for present purposes whether these defeats 

were greater or lesser than defeats for Democrats in the 1966 election 

or for Republicans in the 1958 election. 

There are a number of limitations that must be faced in this 

kind of analysis, but it is important to get a more nearly accurate view 

than we now have of the outcome of congressional elections. And it is 

important to those who are going to analyze the reasons why a victory 
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or defeat occurred to know what happened. Intelligent analysis cannot 

occur without some knowledge of the magnitude of victory or defeat. 

Since in most states and in many local elections candidates are 

selected on political party labels, the measurements and framework 

developed here might also be applied to these elections. Indeed, they 

might also be applied to legislative elections in other countries where 

there is a two-party system. 

Many studies and analyses have been made over the years which in 

some way either directly or indirectly deal with congressional elections. 

Some of these have concentrated on voting behavior or political parties 

while others have concentrated on some general or specific aspect of 

congressional elections. Of those dealing with congressional elections 

some have stressed reasons why an election outcome occurred; others have 

tried to relate electoral outcome to some institution such as political 

parties; and others have tried to measure some specific aspect of 

congressional elections. The studies examined in this chapter directly 

relate to the measurements used or indirectly relate in that they help 

explain or enlarge upon some aspect of my goals. For example, one 

might help explain why one time period is difficult to compare to 

another and another might be helpful in understanding weaknesses of 

the measurements being used. 

The approach used to examine these studies is to establish 

categories dealing with different aspects of congressional elections. 

Examinations are made of generalizations that have been stated in these 

studies and implications derived from the study of each category are 

also made. Although some works have a wide range of information on 



congressional elections they will be dealt with as each category is 

examined rather than as a general group. Also, sometimes it is diffi

cult to separate one category from another, so some overlap will occur. 

The categories that will be used are: Coattails, Landslides, 

Presidents and Midterm Elections, Party Identification and Voting, 

Marginal Seats, Freshmen Congressmen, Regional Differences, Minor Party 

Candidates, TyPe of Ballot, Split-Ticket Voting, Incumbency, Decline in 

Number of Seats Changing Parties, Apportionment and Gerrymandering, 

Turnout, Differences in and Difference in Voters in Midterm and Presi

dential Elections, National Trends and Local Issues and Candidates, 

Economic Factors, and Other Measurements. 

Coattails 

One area which often draws attention concerning congressional 

elections is presidential coattails. Scholars and journalists alike 

have speculated on the effect of a president's coattails in congres

sional elections. The basis of the coattail theory is that con

gressional races can be affected by the vote for president in presi

dential election years. If a president wins a moderate to landslide 

victory and there is a marked gain in the number of seats his party wins 

in Congress, the theory is that he pulled the new congressmen in on his 

coattails. There is, however, mixed opinion on this theory of presi

dential coattails and what effect coattails have on congressional 

elections. 

Louis Bean, an analyst who has been studying elections for a 

number of years, believes that many congressmen win because of 



presidential coattails. He even considers presidential coattails in 

midterm years but concludes that coattails have the greatest impact in 

2 
presidential years and are less important in midterm years. 

Gerald Kramer, in his study of voting behavior between 1896 and 

1964, concludes that presidential coattails are important and indicates 

that as much as 30% of the extra votes of a strong presidential candi

date running well ahead of his ticket might benefit congressional 

3 
candidates of his political party. 

Charles Press, using gross state totals, found presidential 

coattails in 1944 important in those areas where traditionalism and 

party identification were weak and indicates that since many marginal 

districts are in states like this a president's coattails could be a 

4 
significant factor in the outcome of elections. 

Milton Cummings studied presidential and congressional elections 

between 1920 and 1964. He indicates that there is an interdependence of 

vote for president and for Congress. Cummings mentions the similarity 

between popular votes polled for congressional and presidential tickets 

and concludes that there is similarity between party strength in the 

1. Louis H. Bean, The Mid-Term Battle (Washington, D.C.: 
American Council on Public Affairs, 1950), p. 20; and Louis H. Bean, 
How to Predict the 1972 Election (U.S.A.: Manor Books, Inc., 1972), 
p. 51. 

2. Bean, How to Predict the 1972 Election, p. 51. 

3. Gerald Kramer, "Short-Term Fluctuations in U.S. Voting 
Behavior, 1896-1964," American Political Science Review 65 (March 
1971):141. 

4. Charles Press, "Voting Statistics and Presidential Coat-
Tails," American Political Science Review 52 (December 1958):1043. 



House and presidential electoral tides. Further, he concludes that as a 

president's strength improved in House districts, the chances for his 

party's House candidates also improved."'" He says, moreover: "In 

districts the winning presidential nominee carried, the chances that 

his congressional running mate would also win were eight in ten. In 

districts the President lost, the chances of his party winning the local 

2 
House seat were not much better than one in eight." 

Francisco Arcelus and Allan Meltzer have concluded that coat-

tails can help the Democratic Party by changing the rate of participa

tion. They believe that the coattails of Democratic incumbents are 

longer because they can attract to the polls a greater number of weaker 

partisans while Republican incumbents are not benefitted because the 

3 
Republican vote is more stable 

Donald Stokes indicates that there is a coattails effect as far 

as turnout is concerned and larger numbers of voters can be brought out 

in certain races but that the partisan effect of coattails is not strong 

and that the behavior of voters in congressional races is substantially 

4 
affected by local forces. 

1. Milton C. Cummings, Jr., Congressmen and the Electorate 
(New York: The Free Press, 1966), pp. 9, 12, 25. 

2. Ibid., p. 25. 

3. Francisco Arcelus and Allan H. Meltzer, "The Effect of 
Aggregate Economic Variables on Congressional Elections," paper pre
sented at the 1973 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science 
Association, New Orleans, Louisiana, 4-8 September, 1973, pp. 11, 13. 

4. Donald Stokes, "A Variance Components Model of Political 
Effects," in Mathematical Applications in Political Science, I, ed. John 
M. Clauch (Dallas: Southern Methodist University Press, 1969), pp. 
76-78. 
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Barbara Hinckley has indicated the possibility of congressional 

coattails in which popular congressional candidates might help a presi

dential candidate's vote total, but has concluded that the coattail 

effect comes mainly from the presidential candidate.1 

Malcolm Moos finds that the coattail influence of presidential 

candidates has been of minor significance and that generally the success 

of congressional candidates is not dependent on coattails. Moos also 

2 
raises the possibility of congressional coattails. 

Warren Miller brings up some interesting points about the coat-

tail issue. In addition to raising the question of congressional 

coattails, he asserts that credit is given to a presidential candidate 

who runs well ahead of his ticket while coattail influence can only 

exist when there is straight party voting and even straight party voting 

3 
does not mean that it is due to the President's coattails. He says 

". . . the usual measure of the strength of a presidential candidate's 

coattail influence is paradoxically dependent on his failure to exert 

4 
the influence over a sizable number of his supporters." 

Since there is different opinion on the effect of presidential 

coattails, their effect on congressional elections is inconclusive. But 

if the presidential coattail theory is correct then by pulling in a 

1. Barbara Hinckley, Stability and Change in Congress (New 
York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1971), p. 19. 

2. Malcolm Moos, Politics, Presidents, and Coattails 
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1952), pp. Ill, 121, 136. 

3. Warren E. Miller, "Political Coattails: A Study in Political 
Myth and Methodology," Public Opinion Quarterly 19 (Winter 1955-56): 
353, 357, 359. 

4t Ihid,, p. 357, 
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large number of congressmen on his party in a presidential election a 

president will make himself and his party more vulnerable to defeat and 

possibly to a defeat of some magnitude in the subsequent midterm 

election. This sets up a situation where many analysts would be stating 

that in the midterm election the President suffered a massive defeat 

when the midterm election might just produce results which could be 

interpreted as normal in other ways. Likewise if a president does not 

pull in a large number of congressmen on his coattails, a situation 

occurs where his party would not have so many seats to lose in the sub

sequent midterm election. Thus when this occurs analysts might conclude 

that the President had gained a victory. And if only Democrats have 

coattails as was suggested in one study above, then Democratic presi

dents will suffer defeats in midterm elections and Republican presidents 

will achieve victories in some analysts' views. 

Landslides 

The Congressional Quarterly examined landslide elections 

shortly before the 1972 election and concluded that presidential land

slides have usually, but not always, resulted in major gains in the 

House and the Senate for the President's party, but that these gains 

were usually lost in the next election. One exception noted to the 

trend of major gains in the House and the Senate was the election of 

Eisenhower in 1956. CQ cautioned that past figures are not an automatic 



guide for the future and indicated, in this context, the surge of split 

ticket voting."*" 

Oregon Senator Mark Hatfield, basing his analysis on research 

done by Barbara Hinckley, states that losses in the Senate for the in

cumbent party in midterm elections have occurred only when a president 

2 
has won the previous election by a large or landslide margin. 

The landslide victory, whether it is due to presidential coat-

tails or some other factors which help both the presidential and con

gressional candidates of one party, creates a situation where a large 

loss in the subsequent midterm election might be more a return to a 

normality than a massive defeat for the President's party, but many 

analysts still label it a massive defeat. 

Presidents and Midterm Elections 

In the 1970 midterm election President Nixon campaigned exten

sively for Republican congressional candidates. Extensive presidential 

3 
campaigning of this sort is a relatively recent phenomenon. And the 

value of such campaigning is uncertain. Following the 1970 elections 

President Nixon believed that his campaigning helped reduce the loss of 

1. "Effects of Presidential Landslides on Congress," Con
gressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 22 July 1972, p. 1819. 

2. R. W. Apple, Jr., "Hatfield Assails Strategy of G.O.P.," 
New York Times, 10 November 1970, p. 36. 

3. "Midterm Elections: Bad News For the Party in Power," 
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 2 March 1974, p. 545. 



seats for his party in Congress.1 On the other hand, if it has such 

great value, why haven't other presidents campaigned as extensively for 

congressmen of their party? 

If presidential campaigning in midterm elections does have an 

effect on the outcome, it would mean that a president could reduce his 

party's losses in midterm elections and this might mean that losses 

suffered in midterm elections would not be comparable in the sense that 

in some cases a president campaigned and in others he did not. On the 

other hand, it might help explain why a particular election outcome 

occurred. 

Shortly before the 1970 elections the Gallup Poll reported that 

when the President's popularity is very high just prior to midterm 

elections, his party tends to lose fewer seats than if his popularity is 

2 
not very high. This might mean that what a president does m office 

has an affect on the chances of congressional candidates in midterm 

elections. Indeed there might be something like midterm coattails for 

a president as suggested above by Bean. 

Party Identification and Voting 

The importance of party identification on voting in the United 

States is well known. One of the most important studies which 

1. "How Nixon Interprets the Election," Time, 16 November 
1970, pp. 16-17. 

2. "House Loss Seen 'Normal' for G.O.P.," New York Times, 
13 September 1970, p. 52. 



11 

demonstrates this is The American Voter.1 Certainly over the years it 

has had an effect on the election of many candidates to office. There 

seems to be some change in party identification and voting in recent 

years even though its importance is still generally emphasized. 

Hinckly indicates that in congressional elections as well as 

2 
other elections a voter's party identification is a major cue in voting. 

Warren Kostroski asserts that party is important in the outcome 

3 
of Senate elections but its importance has declined. Robert Arseneau 

and Raymond Wolfinger believe that voting in congressional elections is 

still predominantly party line voting, but that it has decreased 

4 
steadily since 1958. Arcelus and Meltzer contend that there is still 

a stable partisan vote, but that partisan behavior is a bit less intense 

5 
than it was in the past. 

Douglas Dobson and Douglas St. Angelo have found clear patterns 

of variation in party attachments over time. They found a ten per cent 

1. Angus Campbell, P. E. Converse, W. E. Miller, and D. E. 
Stokes, The American Voter (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1960), 
especially Ch. 6. 

2. Hinckley, Stability and Change, p. 16. 

3. Warren Lee Kostroski, "Party and Incumbency in Postwar 
Senate Elections: Trends, Patterns, and Models," American Political 
Science Review 67 (December 1973):1222, 1223. 

4. Robert B. Arseneau and Raymond E. Wolfinger, "Voting 
Behavior in Congressional Elections," paper presented at the 1973 Annual 
Meeting of the American Political Science Association, New Orleans, 
Louisiana, 4-8 September 1973, p. 11. 

5. Arcelus and Meltzer, "The Effect of Aggregate Economic 
Variables on Congressional Elections," pp. 10, 12. 
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shift in party identification in the late 1950's and found an even 

greater shift in the intensity within a given party."'" 

Press indicates that the importance of party identification, 

candidate partisanship, and issue partisanship change from election to 

2 
election. 

Gerald Pomper finds a decline in the effect of partisanship on 

3 
the vote and an increase in the importance of issues. 

Walter Dean Burnham argues that in recent years the two major 

parties in the United States have been losing support among the 

electorate. He believes the country may be going through a realigning 

4 
process and that a different party system might emerge. 

Although the influence of party identification on voting is 

still strong, its importance seems to have declined in recent years. 

Gallup Polls recently have indicated that fewer people identify with 

political parties now than did in earlier times. In November, 1974, for 

example, 32% of the people identified as Independents while in January, 

1964, only 22% of the people identified as Independents.^ The effects 

of these changes on voting in congressional elections means that 

1. Douglas Dobson and Douglas S. Angelo, "Party Identification 
and the Floating Vote: Some Dynamics," American Policital Science Review 
69 (June 1975):484, 489. 

2. Press, "Voting Statistics and Presidential Coattails," 
p. 1045. 

3. Gerald Pomper, Voter's Choice (New York: Dodd, Mead & 
Company, 1975), pp. 201-202. 

4. Walter Dean Burnham, Critical Elections (New York: W. W. 
Norton & Company, 1970), pp. 130, 135. 

5. "Party Affiliation of Voters," Congressional Quarterly 
Weekly Report, 2 November 1974, p. 2476. 
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circumstances in earlier elections were different when people were 

voting more on the basis of party identification than they are now. 

Comparing the results of recent congressional elections with those of 

earlier times means one is comparing different political situations. 

Thus, what losses a party suffered in earlier midterm elections are 

different in some respects to losses suffered in more recent ones. The 

changing nature of party identification and its influence on the vote 

might make it difficult to make analyses on the basis of party identi

fication because one might be comparing different phenomena. 

Marginal Seats 

Each election year both parties set their sights on marginal 

seats won by the other party and try to protect their own marginal 

seats. Marginal seats are classified as those in which the winning con

gressional candidate received less than 55% of the vote. These seats 

are considered the most vulnerable and the most likely to switch parties, 

and, for that matter, are considered seats which the President's coat-

tails cannot protect in midterm elections. Although many congressional 

seats are considered to be safe seats,1 marginal seats can be very 

important in whether an election produces a victory or loss for a 

political party. 

The Congressional Quarterly asserts that recent election history 

suggests that of congressional elections which seem to be toss ups 

1. Louis Froman, Congressmen and Their Constituencies (Chicago: 
Rand McNally and Co., 1963), p. 61; and William H. Flanigan, Political 
Behavior of the American Electorate, 2nd ed. (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 
Inc., 1972), p. 35. 



before an election, a large majority go to the party which emerges as 

the strongest in the election,'1' although the results of the 1974 

election do not seem to bear out this analysis completely. 

Bean indicates that not all marginal districts are in the same 

degree of danger.^ 

Marginal seats can have a great effect on election analyses. 

If a president pulls in a large number of congressmen from marginal 

seats, he has a lot more to lose and thus it might not be a correct 

reflection of the election outcome for one to measure the number of 

seats lost. Obviously, if there are a large number of marginal seats 

contested it might provide a greater range of possible victory or 

defeat than if there are not a large number up. If the party which is 

the strongest in an election wins more of the marginal seats, there 

might be a great difference between the number of seats shifting and the 

change in the percentage of the vote cast for each party. And it is 

clear that in any election when there is a large number of marginal 

seats up, shifts in votes in a few places in one direction or another 

can have a distorting effect on the outcome of an election. 

Freshmen Congressmen 

Some analysts contend that freshmen are the most vulnerable to 

defeat in the next election. They have not had so much time as members 

with more terms to protect their seats. The Congressional Quarterly 

1. "Pre-Election Final Report: Possible Landslide," Congres
sional Quarterly Weekly Report, 2 November 1974, p. 3011. 

2. Bean, How To Predict the 1972 Election, p. 131. 



reports that large scale gains for a party come at the expense of 

freshmen who won in the wake of a landslide.1 

Charles 0. Jones, in comparing incumbents who ran for re

election in the House between 1956 and 1966 and freshmen who ran for 

reelection in this period, indicates that freshmen were fairly success-

2 
ful, but they were not so successful as other incumbents. 

In summary, an election in which many freshmen run might produce 

distorted results because there is a greater potential for loss among 

these seats. This type of election is not comparable in all respects 

to elections when few first timers run. 

Regional Differences 

Some areas have been one party areas for years. But changes 

have occurred in recent years which could have dramatic results. It is 

also correct that patterns of victories and defeats may not be uniform 

for congressional candidates across the country. 

Jones points out that certain traditionally one party areas are 

3 
becoming more competitive. Cummings contends that a major process of 

realignment for Congress has taken place in the South, but indicates 

that shifts in other parts of the country help the Democrats and help 

offset their southern losses. Such changes indicate a nationalization 

1. "House Campaign Outlook for Small Republican Gains," Con
gressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 4 November 1972, p. 2889. 

2. Charles 0. Jones, Every Second Year (Washington, D.C.: The 
Brookings Institution, 1967), pp. 68, 70. 

3. Charles 0. Jones, "Inter-Party Competition for Congres
sional Seats," Western Political Quarterly 17 (September 1964) :475. 
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of American politics according to Cummings.1 Randall Ripley also 

observes that differences have occurred in representation patterns over 

the years and that the long term trend has been reduced dominance by 

4-- 2 
parties in any region. 

If changes are taking place according to regions, it might 

indicate that victories or losses for the President's party in midterm 

elections in certain regions in some years and in other areas in other 

years might make it difficult to compare elections. Even with different 

regional results in different elections, however, the national results 

in terms of victories and losses might be similar and thus comparable. 

Minor Party Candidates 

In more recent times minor party candidates have not had as much 

3 
support for Congress as in the past. Seats won by different parties 

over the years show that in earlier times minor party candidates for 

Congress occasionally won seats or had more of an influence on elections 

than presently. Cummings finds that minor party candidates have not 

4 
afeected the great majority of districts. 

The declining importance of minor party candidates in congres

sional races means that recent congressional elections are not fully 

1. Cummings, Congressmen and the Electorate, pp. 220, 224. 

2. Randall B. Ripley, Congress; Process and Policy (New York: 
W. W. Norton and Company, Inc., 1975), pp. 192-193. 

3. Cummings, Congressmen and the Electorate, p. 135; Cortez 
Ewing, Congressional Elections, 1896-1944 (Norman: University of 
Oklahoma Press, 1947), p. 67. 

4. Cummings, Congressmen and the Electorate, p. 141. 
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comparable to earlier congressional elections. Hence the measurements 

of victory or defeat might be different in different periods. 

Third party candidates for president also affect some analyses 

of congressional election outcomes. These parties can affect the number 

of districts in which a presidential candidate runs ahead of his party. 

Thus, minor parties might have an effect on presidential coattails. 

Third parties contribute to the incidence of split-ticket voting making 

congressional elections less comparable when strong minor parties enter 

the field. 

Type of Ballot 

Some states use the party column ballot in elections while 

others use the office bloc ballot. Opinion on their importance in the 

outcome of elections is mixed. 

Press in his study of the 1944 election indicated in using gross 

state totals that ". . . the presence or absence of a straight party 

ballot appears to have little effect.""'' On the other hand, Cummings 

contends that split results were more common in districts without the 

2 
party column ballot in the thirty-two years he studied. 

In another area, Ewing discusses the fact that at times House 

members have been selected at-large. He believes the influence of the 

3 
local community is reduced when this happens. 

1. Press, "Voting Statistics and Presidential Coattails," 
p. 1043. 

2. Cummings, Congressmen and the Electorate, p. 175. 

3. Ewing, Congressional Elections, 1896-1944, p. 51. 
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If the difference in the ballot is significant it might mean 

that analyses of congressional elections in the entire country would 

produce biased results depending on the number of states using the 

different types of ballot. A particular election might not reflect the 

strength of parties because there would have been different circum

stances in different states. In addition, if enough states switched the 

type of ballot used over time, elections might not be comparable in all 

ways. Also, if some congressmen have been elected at large while others 

were elected from districts, this might distort comparisons of elections 

particularly when states have switched from at-large to district 

election or vice versa. 

Split-Ticket Voting 

In the past it was assumed that most voters voted a straight 

party ticket in most elections. However, this can no longer be assumed. 

There has been an increase in split-ticket voting in recent years. 

Walter DeVries and Lance Tarrance, Jr., in their examination of split-

ticket voting, cite the magnitude of such voting. In the 1964 election 

there were split outcomes between presidential and congressional candi

dates in 33.3% of the 435 House seats. There were split outcomes in 

31.8% of the seats in 1968. They also observe that since the end of 

World War II the American voting public has become increasingly more 

split-ticket oriented.^ They give some indications on the reasons for 

this: "A few analysts now believe that rather than party, the issues, 

1. Walter DeVries and Lance Tarrance, Jr., The Ticket-
Splitters (Grand Rapids, Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing 
Company, 1972), pp. 19, 22. 



the candidates' views, and the use of the media both by the candidate 

and by the voters are now the most important factors in a voter's 

decision. 

Cummings also notes the increase in split-ticket voting in more 

recent elections and indicates that there are regional differences in 

the magnitude of such voting. He shows that southerners have done more 

2 
split-ticket voting lately. 

Edward Cox noted in an earlier study that split-ticket voting 

3 
in the 1950's had been twice that of the previous two decades. Press 

noted the incidence of split-ticket voting in the 1956 election and 

credited split-ticket voting in 1952 and 1956 to candidate or issue 

4 
orientation. The authors of The American Voter discussed the impact 

of Eisenhower the candidate on split-ticket voting in the 1956 

election. 

Certainly one can see the magnitude of split-ticket voting in 

the 1972 election in which Richard Nixon amassed one of the largest 

popular vote victories in the history of the American presidency while 

the Democrats easily retained control of both houses of Congress. 

1. Ibid., p. 21 

2. Cummings, Congressmen and the Electorate, pp. 12, 46. 

3. Edward Cox, "The Measurement of Party Strength," Western 
Political Quarterly 13 (December 1960):1023. 

4. Press, "Voting Statistics and Presidential Coattails," 
p. 1044. 

5. Campbell et al., The American Voter, p. 528. 
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One is faced with the fact that there was a different political 

situation in the 1930's than there is in the 1970's. A victory or loss 

for the President's party might have meant something different in a 

time when there was not so much split-ticket voting as there has been 

in recent years. 

Incumbency 

Incumbency in congressional elections is a more important factor 

in recent years for several reasons. Nelson Polsby demonstrates that 

overall there are fewer new representatives in the U.S. House of Repre

sentatives now than there were in earlier times in our history. He also 

shows that there is an increase in the number of terms served by repre

sentatives . Ripley also demonstrates this and indicates that these are 

2 
also generally true of the U.S. Senate. Several scholars contend that 

for either the House or the Senate, incumbents do exceptionally well 

3 
when they run for reelection. 

Kostroski, in a study of Senate elections concludes that there 

are many Senate incumbents both running and winning, but also that the 

advantages of incumbency have increased since World War II. He 

1. Nelson W. Polsby, "The Institutionalization of the U.S. 
House of Representatives," American Political Science Review 62 
(March 1968):148. 

2. Ripley, Congress: Process and Policy, pp. 36-39. 

3. Malcolm E. Jewell and Samuel C. Patterson, The Legislative 
Process in the United States, 2nd ed. (New York: Random House, 1973), 
p. 122; Ripley, Congress, Process and Policy, pp. 193-195; Cummings, 
Congressmen and the Electorate, pp. 68-72; and Barbara Hinckley, "In
cumbency and the Presidential Vote in Senate Elections: Defining 
Parameters of Subpresidential Voting," American Political Science 
Review 64 (September 1970):839-40. 
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concludes that for both the Senate and the House, there is no sub

stantial difference for incumbents between presidential and midterm 

election years. Democratic senatorial incumbents have won more often 

since World War II than Republican senatorial incumbents, but Repub

licans have improved greatly in recent years. The most competitive 

states have the lowest incumbency rate, but here also incumbents often 

. 1 
win. 

R. W. Apple stresses the advantages of incumbency: "With the 

development of television and the increased use of radio, the advantages 

of incumbency have become enormous. Richard Scammon, the election 

analyst, believes that an incumbent who does a reasonable job is all but 

guaranteed a vote of 5 to 10 per cent above his party's strength in his 

district."2 

The advantages of incumbency also can be estimated in financial 

terms. The Americans for Democratic Action estimates that incumbency 

can give a representative an advantage totaling up to $376,346 in an 

3 
election year. These advantages exist in media coverage and the 

franking privilege among other things. 

Jones demonstrates that not only are incumbents winning at a 

high rate, but there are regional differences. In the period between 

1. Kostroski, "Party and Incumbency in Postwar Senate 
Elections," pp. 1214, 1217, 1219, 1221-22. 

2. R. W. Apple, Jr., "G. 0. P. Picks 43 House Democrats as 
1970 Targets," New York Times, 4 January 1970, p. 46. 

3. "Midterm Elections," p. 545. 
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1954 and 1960 southern House incumbents were the most successful in the 

1 
House. 

Further, some incumbents, and indeed even some non-incumbents, 

have no opponents in the general election even though this is not as 

large scale as it once was. 

Since incumbents are returned in greater numbers now than they 

were in earlier times, the odds on large scale victory or defeat in 

congressional elections are reduced. Thus, when one compares victories 

and defeats for the President's party in midterm elections and victories 

and defeats for all parties in congressional elections, he constantly is 

faced with a different political situation now than occurred several 

years ago and the same kind of defeat in terms of numbers defeated might 

not be fully comparable to such a defeat in earlier years. 

Also, if incumbents have no opponents this will lower and change 

vote totals and make it difficult to use total votes for Congress to 

measure victory and defeat. 

Decline in Number of Seats Changing Parties 

Jones has calculated figures which indicate that fewer seats 

2 
have changed parties in congressional elections m more recent years. 

1. Charles O. Jones, "The Role of the Campaign in Congressional 
Politics," in The Electoral Process, eds. M. Kent Jennings and L. 
Harmon Zeigler (Englewood Cliffs, N.J. Prentice-Hall, 1966), p. 24. 

2. Jones, "Inter-Party Competition for Congressional Seats," 
p. 465. 



More seats are now safe for a party regardless of the candidate than in 

earlier times. Cummings also stressed the advantages for a candidate 

whose party holds a particular seat."1' 

This has an impact on analyses of victories and losses in 

congressional elections because fewer seats are changing now than 

previously. A loss of the same number of seats now and at earlier 

times would seem to have different meanings. Thus, it would be diffi

cult to compare elections in various periods. 

Apportionment and Gerrymandering 

Apportionment and gerrymandering often have occurred while 

Democrats and Republicans have been contesting congressional elections. 

In the 1960's, following the U.S. Supreme Court's historic decisions on 

apportionment, large scale changes took place. 

Robert Erikson concludes that Republican gerrymandering provided 

a pro-Republican bias in northern congressional seats between 1952 and 

2 1964. Jones discusses problems associated with the issues of appor

tionment, districting, and measurement of congressional elections and 

observes: "The decennial reapportionment followed by redistricting 

makes it virtually impossible to measure cycles except in districts 

3 
which remain unchanged." 

1. Cummings, Congressmen and the Electorate, p. 80. 

2. Robert S. Erikson, "Malapportionment, Gerrymandering, and 
Party Fortunes in Congressional Elections," American Political Science 
Review 66 (December 1972):1237-38. 

3. Jones, "Inter-Party Competition for Congressional Seats," 
p. 464. 



Since districts have changed within states and the number of 

people within each district has changed over the years either through 

legislative action or court order, it is difficult to measure victories 

and defeats for comparative purposes in elections when the districts 

were different. Large or even small changes in numbers of people in 

districts or in district boundary lines could affect a large number of 

seats across the United States. 

Turnout 

The number of people who vote in an election could have an 

effect on the size of victory and the number of seats a party wins. 

Some observers assert that higher turnouts help Democrats.1 This might 

not always be correct, though, especially in Republican oriented states. 

Other dimensions of turnout have also been examined. Froman 

maintains that turnout in different sections of the country varies in 

congressional elections, that there is a higher turnout in presidential 

election years, and that the less competitive the district the lower 

2 
the turnout. 

Hinckley points out that a midterm election brings out the 

partisan, habitual voters while presidential elections also bring out 

3 
marginal voters. Flanigan says that fewer people vote in congressional 

1. Arcelus and Meltzer, "The Effect of Aggregate Economic 
Variables on Congressional Elections," p. 16; and Louis H. Bean, How 
To Predict Elections (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1948), p. 45. 

2. Froman, Congressmen and Their Constituencies, pp. 21, 37, 
45. 

3. Hinckley, Stability and Change, p. 19. 



races than in presidential elections in presidential election years. 

However, the drop off in non-presidential years is higher for congres

sional elections at 10 to 20 per cent."1 

Erikson contends that because of low turnout in the south, the 

Democrats could win a majority of seats in Congress with a minority of 

2 
votes nationwide. 

Different turnout figures might mean that different parties win 

a congressional seat. This could cause analytical confusion in the 

study of congressional elections. The interpretation of victory or 

defeat for a party might be a reflection of low turnout which could 

result from a number of factors. It might be difficult to compare 

elections when there is a large scale turnout differential. On the 

other hand, this might be a factor which helps explain why a party wins 

a victory or suffers a defeat in a particular year. 

Difference in and Differences in Voters in 
Midterm and Presidential Elections 

There are differences in both midterm and presidential elections 

and in the voters who vote in these two types of elections. Bean, for 

3 
one, contends that there are unique features in midterm elections. 

William Glaser and Charles Kadushin state that "... midterm 

and presidential campaigns constitute different kinds of social 

1. Flanigan, Political Behavior of the American Electorate, 
p. 20. 

2. Erikson, "Malapportionment, Gerrymandering, and Party 
Fortunes in Congressional Elections," p. 1234. 

3. Bean, How To Predict the 1972 Election, p. 133. 
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situations, because the former present fewer strong stimuli, the 

electorate is less interested and less active, and there exist fewer 

pressures inducing voters to make orderly, consistent, and stable 

decisions."'1' Glaser also believes that when voters are inconsistent 

they are more likely than consistent voters to change between midterm 

2 
and presidential elections. 

Campbell et al. conclude that the perceptions of candidates are 

more important in presidential election years than in midterm years.3 

Angus Campbell contends that a party's regular supporters who crossed 

over to vote for a presidential candidate of the other party return in 

midterm years. Marginal electors who vote in presidential elections do 

not vote in the subsequent midterm elections. Both these movements 

damage the party of the candidate who benefitted in the presidential 

4 
election, and cause it to lose congressional seats. 

Richard Boyd and James Murphy show that voters in midterm 

elections and in elections in presidential years are different in that 

marginal voters who voted in presidential elections stay home in midterm 

1. William A. Glaser and Charles Kadushin, "Political Behavior 
in Midterm Elections," in Public Opinion and Congressional Elections, 
eds. William N. McPhee and William A. Glaser (New York: The Free Press 
of Glencoe, 1962), p. 255. 

2. William A. Glaser, "Fluctuation in Turnout," in Public 
Opinion and Congressional Elections, eds. William N. McPhee and William 
A. Glaser (New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962), p. 50. 

3. Campbell et al., The American Voter, p. 7. 

4. Angus Campbell, "Voters and Elections: Past and Present," 
Journal of Politics 26 (November 1964):751. 
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elections causing some congressmen elected in presidential years to lose 

their seats."*" 

Arseneau and Wolfinger, on the other hand, believe that differ

ences in the electorates are relatively unimportant in presidential 

and midterm elections. They maintain that voters in midterm years are 

not significantly more interested, knowledgeable, or partisan than 

electors in presidential years. They do assert that House candidates 

might suffer from peoples' dissatisfaction with the President, if he is 

2 
a member of their party, or dissatisfaction with their party itself. 

If voters are different in the two types of elections or if the 

elections themselves are different types of political events, then it 

might be difficult to come to valid conclusions in comparing congres

sional elections held in presidential election years and in midterm 

years. 

National Trends and Local 
Issues and Candidates 

Many analysts stress the importance of national trends in con

gressional elections. Others emphasize the importance of local issues. 

Bean indicates that in some midterm elections local factors are 

3 
important, Cummings says that national party trends have influence on 

congressional races in presidential years, but local issues and 

1. Richard W. Boyd and James T. Murphy, "Changes in the House: 
A Prediction," The New Republic, 24 October 1970, p. 13. 

2. Arseneau and Wolfinger, "Voting Behavior in Congressional 
Elections," pp. 11, 17. 

3. Bean, How To Predict Elections, p. 72. 
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candidates can make the difference in some districts.1 Arcelus and 

Meltzer contend that partisan votes can be overcome by local issues and 

2 
candidates. Hinckley says that national issues sometimes affect a 

3 
campaign and sometimes local issues are important. V. 0. Key, Jr., 

indicates that there is a mixture of nationalism and localism in con-

4 
gressional elections. Press says that trends are .sometimes due to 

C 

national patterns. Other times a person's own campaigning is important." 

The Congressional Quarterly reports: "Local issues and candidates have 

an important effect, but the impact of national conditions is repeatedly 

obvious. 

Thomas O'Neill, when he was House Majority Leader, stressed the 

importance of local areas: "The pattern in the history of the House 

shows that it is a local contest, how they (the voters) feel about the 

local candidate, s he in tune with the philosophy at home, and how hard 

7 does he do his work." 

Kostroski suggests that national tides to affect Senate 

elections, but the effect is not uniform. He says factors such as 

1. Cummings, Congressmen and the Electorate, p. 26. 

2. Arcelus and Meltzer, "The Effect of Aggregate Economic 
Variables on Congressional Elections," p. 17. 

3. Hinckley, Stability and Change, pp. 26-27. 

4. V. 0. Key, Jr., Politics, Parties, and Pressure Groups, 4th 
ed. (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1958), p. 592. 

5. Press, "Voting Statistics and Presidential Coattails," 
p. 1050, 

6. "Midterm Elections," p. 544. 

7. "Control of Congress: Republicans Need Landslide," Con
gressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 19 August 1972, p. 2056. 



personality, issues, and local factors are increasingly important. 

Jewell and Patterson conclude that Senators are less likely to be 

affected by national trends than Representatives. They believe Senate 

races have become more independent of presidential races in recent 

2 
years. 

Jones asserts that voters are largely unaware of issues in 

3 
congressional elections and many are unaware of the candidates. 

Political factors in different years might cause confusion in 

comparing elections when national trends are more prevalent and in ones 

when they are not. On the other hand, these trends might be the things 

causing victories or losses. 

If local issues have a great deal of importance in many 

elections, it might be difficult to argue with any strong authority that 

one party or the other won an election. Likewise, if local issues are 

key points in at least some elections, this might shift enough seats to 

again throw into question the claims about victories and losses. "This 

might be yet another factor which makes comparisons difficult. 

1. Kostroski, "Party and Incumbency in Postwar Senate 
Elections," pp, 1224, 1233, 

2. Jewell and Patterson, The Legislative Process, p. 125. 

3. Jones, "The Role of the Campaign in Congressional Politics," 
p. 38, 
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Economic Factors 

Often during congressional campaigns the significance of 

economic factors is emphasized. There is disagreement over the effect 

of such factors, 

Kramer discusses the important of economic factors in this way: 

Economic fluctuations, in particular, are important on 
congressional elections, with economic upturn helping the 
congressional candidates of the incumbent party, and economic 
decline benefitting the opposition. In quantitative terms a 
10% decrease in per capita real personal income would cost 
the incumbent administration 4 to 5 per cent of the congres
sional vote, other things being equal. With a "swing ratio" 
of 2, this would translate into a loss of around 40 House 
seats—a respectable shift. . . . 

Of the economic variables considered, real personal income 
seems to be the most important; with real income held constant, 
changes in unemployment or in the rate of inflation have no 
significant independent effects. Being of the same party as 
the incumbent administration is of benefit only to the extent 
that the administration is successful economically.! 

Bean suggests that economic factors are influential in loss of 

seats. He cites figures and concludes that major shifts in control of 

Congress between Democrats and Republicans are caused by economic 

factors such as unemployment and industrial and agricultural depres-

2 
sion. 

Boyd and Murphy cite Duncan Foley, who asserts that every 1% 

rise in October unemployment rates since the last election causes 

Republicans to lose 15 House seats. Further, Foley argues that bad 

1. Kramer, "Short-Term Fluctuations in U.S. Voting Behavior," 
1896-1964," pp. 140-41. 

2. Bean, The Mid-Term Battle, p. 29; and Bean/ How To Predict 
Elections, p. 17. 
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economic times hurt Republicans because blue collar Democratic voters 

will come out to vote because of unemployment. Boyd and Murphy believe 

this figure is a bit high and suggest that the party in power would 

lose around four seats for every 1% rise in unemployment since the 

previous election. "*" 

John Fischer also suggests that unemployment might cause a 

2 
change in seats. 

Arcelus and Meltzer say that the . . principal effect of the 

growth of real compensation is on participation, and not on the share of 

3 
the vote received by either side." Their results suggest that neither 

. . 4 
of the parties gains or loses from falling or rising umemployment rates. 

They conclude: "The inflation rate is the only exception to our findings 

that aggregate economic variables have very little effect on the outcome 

of congressional elections. The higher the rate of inflation, the lower 

is the participation rate.""' They suggest the effect of reducing in-

6 
flation is to increase the Democrats' share of the vote. 

If economic factors have an effect it might help explain the 

outcome of elections. If the results are concentrated in one locality 

1. Boyd and Murphy, "Changes in the House," p. 13. 

2. John Fischer, "Easy Chair: The Coming Upheaval in Congress," 
Harper's Magazine, October 1970, p. 21. 

3. Arcelus and Meltzer, "The Effect of Aggregate Economic 
Variables on Congressional Elections," p. 13. 

4. Ibid., p. 14. 

5. Ibid. 

6. Ibid., p. 15. 
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or another, or are scattered and possibly are due to local factors, 

though, it would make analysis difficult and might raise doubts about 

claims that one party or the other lost an election. 

Other Measurements 

There are a variety of other studies which attempt to measure 

congressional electionssin some way. 

"Expected" Loss of Seats 

Hinckley explores the "expected" loss of congressional seats in 

a midterm election by examining the number of districts where the 

President ran ahead of his successful congressional running mates in a 

presidential election year. She indicates that the number of districts 

where the President runs ahead, whether they be marginal or not, will 

have an effect on how many seats are lost in a subsequent election. If 

the President ran ahead in a number of races, he would have a greater 

chance to lose more seats in a midterm election than if he ran ahead 

in only a few races."'' 

This analysis is potentially useful, but certain factors such as 

reapportionment and district changes between a presidential and midterm 

election might eliminate some elections from consideration. If Hinckley 

is trying to show that the midterm is a return to a normal situation, 

another measurement such as average seats held might be more useful. 

1. Barbara Hinckley, "Interpreting House Midterm Elections: 
Toward A Measurement of the In-Party's 'Expected' Loss of Seats," 
American Political Science Review 61 (September 1967):699-700. 
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Average Seats Held 

The Democratic National Committee before the 1970 election 

argued that rather than look at the number of seats lost in House mid

term elections, one should examine average seats held. They contended 

that a small gain for the Democrats in the 1970 elections (and thus a 

small loss for the Republicans) would put them at the average seats held 

for the past twenty years."'" 

This appears to be a useful type of analysis for studying 

victories and defeats in congressional elections because it establishes 

what happened in numbers elected in one election in relation to all 

elections in a time period. 

Average Seats Lost 

It is not uncommon in reading newspapers or listening to 

analysts on radio or television to discover discussions of the average 

seats lost by the President's party in midterm elections. Many use 

this measurement, but they do not all use the same starting point. 

Hence their figures are not always the same. Some might use all 

elections in this century while others might consider elections since 

1932. Jewell and Patterson conclude that the net shifts in seats lost 

in the House between 1952 and 1970 was half those of the 1930 to 1946 

2 time period. 

1. Warren Weaver, Jr., "Democrats Find 3 Presidential Possi
bilities Bolstered as Party Broadens Its Base," New York Times, 5 
November 1970, p. 26. 

2. Jewell and Patterson, The Legislative Process, p. 126. 
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In some instances using the average seats lost to analyze 

victories and losses in midterm elections might distort reality. For 

example, if a party has more seats up in either the Senate or the 

House, it obviously would have more seats to lose. This is correct of 

midterm elections following landslide victories in previous presidential 

election years. It is also correct when a large number of seats of one 

party are up in a particular midterm year for the Senate. The loss of 

a large number of seats might just reflect a return to a normal situa

tion. Jewell and Patterson's analysis suggests that in different time 

periods there have been greater losses than in others. There might be 

difficulty comparing elections held in these different time periods 

with this measurement. 

"Six Year Itch" 

The Congressional Quarterly contends that recent midterm 

elections where a party held the presidency for a six year period pro

duced greater losses for the President's party than have other midterm 

elections. Some analysts call this the "six year itch.""'' This could 

be important, but it might be due to the temper of those times. 

Party Strength 

Paul David has tried to show party strengths by using combina

tions of the party vote for president, governors, senators, and repre

sentatives. He takes the total votes for these offices and divides 

that by the number of offices being analyzed to determine results. Of 

1. "Pre-Election Final Report," p. 3012. 
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particular value for the study of congressional elections might be the 

scheme in which he combines, the votes of candidates for the Senate and 

the House and divides by two to get a composite."1' Edward Cox has also 

developed measurements of party strength with the use of election 

figures.2 

Votes and Seats 

Edward Tufte studies the relationship of votes to seats in 

Congress. He criticizes a type of analysis of legislative elections 

3 
which is called the "cube law." This law has been described in this 

way: 

The cub<-' law expresses quantitatively the common observation 
that a party which wins by a small margin of popular votes 
tends to gain parliament seats by a far larger margin/ if 
there is one seat per constituency, allocated by simple 
plurality. The major party increases its margin because the 
minor party tends to waste more of its votes on constituencies 
it does not carry.^ 

Tufte argues that a simple rule of thumb is better than the 

"cube law." This rule of thumb is that a change of 1% in the share of 

1. Paul T. David, Party Strength in the United States: 1872-
1970 (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 1972) , 

2. Edward Franklin Cox, Voting in Postwar Federal Elections: 
A Statistical Analysis of Party Strengths Since 1945> .Revised ed. 
(Dayton, Ohio: Wright State University, 1968); and Cox, "The Measurement 
of Party Strength." 

3. Edward R. Tufte, "The Relationship Between Seats and Votes 
in Two-Party Systems," American Political Science Review 67 (June 
1973):540. 

4. Rein Taagepera, "A Generalization of the Cube Law of 
Elections," paper presented at the 1973 Annual Meeting of the American 
Political Science Association, New Orleans, Louisiana, 4-8 September 
1973, p. 1. 
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the votes cast brings a 2.5% change in seats. He also discusses "swing 

ratios" which deal with changes in percentage of votes and changes in 

seats and he concludes that for recent congressional elections the 

"swing ratio" was 1.9. This means that for a 1% change in share of the 

votes there was a 1.9% change in congressional seats. (This is a 

different figure than he gives for his rule of thumb, but here he is 

specifically measuring recent congressional elections whereas earlier 

he was not but was suggesting a general rule presumably to be used in 

lieu of actual figures.) He says "swing ratio" is greater in presi

dential election years. A party will lose fewer seats in off years than 

gained in presidential election years because "swing ratios" are smaller 

in off years. He also discusses partisan bias which deals with what 

percentage of the vote it would take for a party to win half the seats 

in the legislature. He indicates that in the period between 1966 and 

1970 the Democrats could win a majority of House seats with only 42.4% 

of the votes. Partisan bias results from different turnout across 

districts, gerrymandering, and different population sizes of the 

districts 

Tufte concludes: "Arrangements for translating votes into 

legislative seats almost always work to the benefit of the party winning 

2 
the largest share of the votes." 

This study shows that when there is a change in the percentage 

of the vote received by a party a different percentage change in the 

1. Tufte, "The Relationship Between Seats and Votes in Two-
Party Systems," pp. 542, 546, 548-50, 

2. Ibid., p. 540. 
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number of seats held occurs. The percentage of seats held and the per

centage of the vote received would not necessarily be the same. This 

analysis indicates that it is not sufficient to use the percentage of 

the vote received in an election by each party. Such a measure might 

give different results in terms of victory or defeat than to go by the 

number of seats won. 

Normal Vote 

Philip Converse discusses the concept of a normal vote in 

elections. He uses survey information on party identification and looks 

at turnout. Converse tries to discover what the normal vote would be in 

an election.1 Harvey Kabaker analyzes the normal vote for congressional 

elections using a classification of congressional districts according to 

2 
partisan make-up and turnout. 

The use of the normal vote concept might be worthwhile for 

measuring congressional elections if survey information was available 

over a long period of time. 

Boyd and Murphy's Combination of Factors 

Boyd and Murphy tried to predict the outcome of the 1970 midterm 

elections with an analysis which includes a combination of incumbent 

returned rate, current party strength, unemployment, and type of 

1. Philip E. Converse, "The Concept of a Normal Vote," in 
Elections and the Political Order, eds. Angus Campbell et al. (New 
York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1966), pp. 9-39. 

2. Harvey M. Kabaker, "Estimating the Normal Vote in Congres
sional Elections," Midwest Journal of Political Science 13 (February 
1969):58-83. 
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election. They were not fully clear on their methods, and in their 

analysis they include as a base all elections back to 1916.Using this 

many elections can cause problems because political circumstances now 

are not the same as they were in 1916. 

Edward Cox Study 

Edward Cox analyzes all federal elections in the period between 

1945 and 1967. He constructs a variety of measurements to study 

elections. For House and Senate elections, among other things, he 

examines the number of each party's candidates who won election, the 

percentage of winners of each party, and the size and the percentage of 

seats which switched parties (this is the total of seats which switched 

from the Democrats to the Republicans and vice versa). In some in

stances he states where each ranks in -the time period he studies. He 

also deals with incumbency, safe and marginal seats, sections of the 

country, and economic factors. As indicated above he also develops 

2 
party strength measurements for several of his measurements. 

Several of these measurements can be valuable to an under

standing of congressional elections and to the measurement of victories 

and defeats. 

Louis Bean Studies 

Louis Bean has examined congressional and presidential elections 

from many angles. In an earlier study, he concludes that in the 

1. Boyd and Murphy, "Change in the House " 

2. Cox, Voting in Postwar Federal Elections. 
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elections he studied, a 5% shift in the vote for the presidential candi

date is accomplished by a 10% shift in congressional seats.1 In a 

later study, he postulates that, with some exceptions, from presidential 

elections to midterm elections a 1% change in popular votes has meant a 

shift of 8 or 9 congressional seats. Here he also discusses normal loss 

2 
of seats m midterm elections. 

In the ways Bean studies elections and in the tables and charts 

which he has prepared on matters like percentage of seats held and per

centage of the vote received among others, he demonstrates different 

ways congressional elections might be studied to indicate victories or 

3 
defeats for political parties. 

It is clearly evident that there are many different aspects of 

congressional elections which can have an effect on measurement of these 

elections. Some of those considered in this chapter will be dealt with 

again when measurements are being made or when limitations are being 

discussed. 

1. Bean, How To Predict Elections, p. 20. 

2. Bean, How To Predict the 1972 Election, pp. 10, 60. 

3. Bean, How To Predict Elections; and Bean, How to Predict the 
1972 Election. 



CHAPTER XI 

MEASUREMENTS OF HOUSE ELECTIONS 

Scholars and other political analysts sometimes come to dif

ferent conclusions about the outcome of congressional elections. Some

times persons analyze election outcomes with personal political motives 

in mind and fit the results to justify their own political stands. At 

other times conclusions might be different because analysts are using 

different measurements. Again, analysts might come to different con

clusions even when the same measurement is used because different time 

periods are studied. 

In this chapter various categories for analyzing House elections 

are set up and measurements are made within each category. (Although 

some may disagree with the use of the words categories and measurements, 

these words help distinguish the different types of analyses performed 

here.) Some of the categories and measurements have been used in part 

by others and some have not. For each category different time periods 

are analyzed. These time periods are compared within each category. 

In Chapter IV the categories and measurements will be compared and 

evaluated. In the last chapter some of the rankings in these categories 

will be combined. 

The purpose of using various catetories, measurements, and time 

periods is to develop conclusions about the performances of the Demo

cratic and Republican parties in House elections. Some might prefer to 

40 
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use one category, measurement, or time period and some another. And 

conclusions are sometimes different depending on what category, measure

ment, and time period is used. But overall these analyses will help 

show how a party's performance in one election compares with its per

formance in one election compares with its performance in other 

elections and will help determine how the performance of the President's 

party in one midterm compares with such performances in other midterm 

elections. 

The terms victory and defeat are often used in comparing the 

performance of a political party in one election with its performances 

in other elections and in comparing the performance of the President's 

party in one midterm with the performance of the President's parties in 

other midterm elections. Since there are different measurements and 

time periods used within each category, an election might be classified 

as a victory using one measurement or time period and a defeat using 

others. The same is correct, at times, when different categories are 

used. 

Within the various categories different measurements are used. 

Not all measurements are used in all categories because they do not 

always fit, but they are used as uniformly as possible throughout so 

that more valid comparisons can be made later. Measurements used in

clude: the average, the median, rankings, and standard deviation. 

Calculating the average to study congressional elections has 

often been done. With this technique the average score is calculated 

for whatever aspects of the elections are under consideration. Each 

election performance can then be measured against the average. With 
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this technique a victory occurs when the performance is above average 

and a defeat occurs when a performance is below average. 

Using the median or midpoint sometimes gives different results 

than the average. If there are exceptional elections in a group of 

elections being analyzed, the average score might be distorted. For 

example, of ten elections in a particular study, if some of the elec

tions are unusual, results might occur which show that only three 

elections are above the average, while seven are below. Using the 

average, the three elections above the average are victories and the 

seven below are defeats. If one uses the median five of the scores 

would be above the median (victories) .ind five would be below (defeats). 

Consequently elections might be classified defeats using the average and 

victories using the median. Sometimes when using these two different 

measurements different conclusions are almost automatic. In an uneven 

set, the median will be the middle election. Seldom in this kind of 

situation does the median correspond exactly with the average so this 

election would be classified as the middle election using the median 

and as a mild victory or mild defeat using the average. While differ

ences between medians and averages other than this type are pointed out 

for the various categories, situations like this will not be identified 

in this chapter or the next. 

Scores for each category are ranked. Thus, a particular 

election can be compared with other elections and party performances can 

be judged. Using this technique, one can say that a particular party's 

performance was better or worse in one election than in another. One 

can also see the best and worst performances for political parties. 
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Standard deviation can be helpful in establishing the magnitude 

of a victory or a defeat for each category in which it applies. Here 

standard deviation is used to establish various categories of victory or 

defeat for the political parties in House elections. Those elections 

which are above average score will be classified as victories in this 

way: if an election falls within one standard deviation, it is classi

fied as a normal victory; if it falls between one and two standard 

deviations, it is classified as an abnormal victory; and if it falls 

above two standard deviations, it is classified as an exceptional 

victory. The same is done for elections which fall below the average: 

if the election falls within one standard deviation, it is classified as 

a normal defeat; if it falls between one and two standard deviations, it 

is classified as an abnormal defeat; and if it falls above two standard 

deviations, it is classified as an exceptional defeat. Standard devia

tion is used only for the longer time periods since it works better with 

a large number of entries. 

For elections to the House, four basic categories are used: 

(1) number of seats gained or lost in midterm elections, (2) percentage 

of potential increase or potential decrease in number of seats in mid

term elections, (3) percentage of seats won by each party in House 

elections (the number of seats won in House elections will be included 

in part), and (4) percentage of the vote received by each party in House 

elections. 

For each category more than one time period is studied. It will 

be clear later that the time period being studied sometimes has an 

effect on the analyses. An analysis of the last five elections might 
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produce conclusions different from an analysis of the last ten elections 

or all elections since 1854. The following basic time periods are used 

for House elections: 1854-1974, 1912-1974, 1932-1974, 1936-1974, and 

1956-1974. (Variations on these time periods are used occasionally and 

not all time periods are used for each category.) The first time 

period, 1854-1974 covers all elections in which Democrats and Republi

cans were the principal contestants. The 1912-1974 time period was 

chosen because comparable data are available; i.e., 435 members of the 

House have been elected in most instances since 1912. (There were 436 

members elected in 1958 and 437 in 1960 due to the entry of Alaska and 

Hawaii into the Union. In all other elections since 1912, 435 House 

seats were up. The extra representatives in these two elections are 

small enough to have little significance for the measurements used.) 

The 1932-1974 time period was chosen because in 1932 the Democratic 

Party began to assert itself clearly as the majority party in House 

elections, a pattern which has continued through 1974. Some may argue 

that the year 1930 should be used as a starting point instead. However, 

1932 was chosen because in that year the Democrats took control of the 

House and asserted themselves with more popular votes than the Repub

licans in House elections. In 1930 the Republican Party still won more 

House seats and gained more popular votes in House elections. The final 

two time periods, 1936-1974 and 1956-1974, correspond to the last ten 

and the last five elections. The 1936-1974 period was chosen because it 

provides an opportunity to study the recent past with a fairly large 

number of elections. It is possible to study the more immediate past by 

looking at the 1956-1974 period. The last five elections cover a 
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sixteen year period. It is possible that studying more than the last 

five elections would result in the use of figures from a different 

political era. The last ten election time period is close to the 1932-

1974 time period. The 1932-1974 time period can be justified, though, 

because the last ten elections will change with each election, so 

eventually this time period will be more distant from the 1932-1974 time 

period. 

Throughout this chapter and the next, the 1932-1974 time period 

will be emphasized a bit more than the other time periods in that the 

tables in which elections are ranked are presented in the body of the 

text for this time period while similar tables for the other time 

periods are given in the Appendix. The 1932-1974 time period corre

sponds to a definite political era. It is also a convenient time period 

for combining the different categories in the last chapter. 

As the tables show, when studying averages, I have calculated an 

extra set of figures excluding the House elections of 1974. This is to 

allow someone to compare the results of the 1974 election to each of the 

time periods developed while excluding the 1974 election from the 

overall figures for each time period. This provides a different twist 

to the analyses because different results occur in many instances when 

the 1974 election is included with the others and when each category is 

developed up to 1974. At times, there are dramatic differences. As 

each new election occurs, one could do the same. 

Using different measurements, categories, and time periods can 

produce different conclusions. Before getting into the various anal

yses, though, it should be pointed out that there is another way of 
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calculating victory or defeat. Since there are 435 seats up each 

election for the U.S. House of Representatives, one might just say that 

when a party gets 218 of these seats or more, it is a victory and when a 

party gets fewer than 218 seats it is a defeat. This is of course 

correct in one sense. But when one is trying to determine where a 

party's performance fits into a set of elections this may not tell much. 

Since 1952, for example, the Republican Party has not won control of the 

House. Thus, all House elections since 1952 are defeats for the Repub

licans in that sense. This measure does not tell much about the 

elections between 1954 and 1974 though. Using the measurements and 

categories explained above helps in identifying the best and worst per

formances in the different time periods chosen, and one can say that the 

best performances are victories and the worst performances are defeats. 

Number of Seats Gained or Lost 
in Midterm Elections 

It has been a popular pastime of journalists and other 

analysts to evaluate House midterm elections on the basis of the net 

number of seats lost by the President's party. Their conclusions have 

not always been the same so confusion often reigns. 

Here the number of seats gained or lost in midterm elections are 

analyzed in a number of different ways and with different time periods. 

It is virtually impossible to measure gains and losses when there are 

widely differing numbers of representatives, so I am concerned here only 
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with midterms since 1912.The four time periods examined are: 1912-

1974, 1932-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974. 

The average number of seats gained or lost and the median for 

seats gained or lost for the different time periods are given in Table 

1. One can see from examining the different time periods that the 

average loss varies. The average loss of 36.3 seats in midterms between 

1912 and 1974 is slightly higher than the average loss of 33.5 seats in 

midterms between 1932 and 1974. The average loss in the last ten mid

terms is 37.8 seats which is fairly high when one considers that it 

involves just one election fewer than the 1932-1974 time period. This 

is due to the unusual election of 1934 when the Democratic Party 

actually gained nine seats in the House, the only time, in fact, that a 

gain has been achieved by the President's party in a midterm election 

since 435 members were first elected to the House. It will be evident 

later that the 1934 election has an impact on several of the categories. 

The average number of seats lost, 32, is smallest for the last five 

midterms. It is interesting to note that in examining the last five 

midterms before the 1974 election one can spot a sharp difference. When 

the election of 1974 is excluded, there is an average loss of 25.8 

seats; when 1974 is included there is an average loss of 32 seats. 

This is a problem when there are only a few elections being considered 

1. I am concerned here with the net loss from one congressional 
election to another. Thus if the President's party won 333 seats in 
the 1936 election and 262 seats in the 1938 election, the result is a 
net loss of 71 seats. Maine voters chose their representatives and 
senators in September of congressional election years until 1960, but 
they are treated for both the House and Senate categories as though 
they were elected in November. 



48 

Table 1. House: Average Number of Seats Gained or Lost and Median of 
Seats Gained or Lost by the President's Party in Midterm 
Elections 

Years Average Median 

1932-1974 -36.3 -46 
1912-1970 -35.5 

1932-1974 -33.5 -45 
1932-1970 -32 

1936-1974 -37.8 -46 
1932-1970 -32 

1956-1974 -32 -47 
1952-1970 -25.8 

and when an election on one end is eliminated as a new one is added; 

i.e., that an unusual election can cause averages to change dramatically. 

If one is going to judge elections by studying the median and 

concludes that the half above are victories for the President's party 

and the half below are losses, Table 1^" indicates that the medians are 

much higher than the average for each time period since the mc-dian in 

each time period ranges from a loss of 45 to 47 seats. However, even 

though there is this large difference in numbers, it has little effect 

1. The figures used throughout this chapter for House members 
elected as Democrats and Republicans come from the following. From 
1854-1972, the figures come from: U.S. Congress, Senate, Senate 
Library, Factual Campaign Information, October 3, 1974 (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974), p. 14. The figures for 
the 1974 election are derived from: "Official 1974 Returns for Con
gress, Governors," Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 5 April 1975, 
pp. 716-23. 
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on classifying the elections as victories or defeats. There are a 

couple of cases where it does have an effect. The 1942 results are 

classified as a mild victory in the 1912-1974 and last ten election time 

periods when the median is used. When the average is used, the 1942 

results are classified as a mild defeat. 

The rankings for the 1932-1974 time period are given in Table 2. 

(See Table A.3 in Appendix A for the rankings oJ: the 1912-1974, 1936-

1974, and 1956-1974 time_periods.) The 1934 election is the best per

formance for the President's party in this time period and the 1938 

election is the worst. The rankings for the four time periods indicate 

that that when one is examining a short period like the last five mid

terms, the last election in the ranking might not look so bad if it is 

compared to elections in a longer time period. The election of 1974 is 

the worst election for the President's party in the last five elections, 

for example, but it ranks ninth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time 

period and twelfth out of sixteen in the 1912-1974 time period. 

The standard deviation for the 1912-1974 time period is 24.1. 

Using the system in which those elections that fall within one standard 

deviation are normal elections, those which fall between one and two 

standard deviations are abnormal, and those which fall above two 

standard deviations are exceptional, there are no exceptional elections. 

There are six abnormal elections, abnormal losses in 1922 and 1938 and 

abnormal victories in 1934, 1962, 1926, and 1970. 

The averages and medians in Table 3 show how the President's 

party has done in midterms when the Democratic and Republican parties 

are evaluated separately. The average loss between 1932 and 1974 for 
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Table 2. House: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
President's Party in Midterm Elections, 1932-1974 

Rank Year Seats Gained or Lost President's Party 

1 1934 +9 D 
2 1962 -4 D 
3 1970 -12 R 
4 1954 -18 R 
5 1950 -29 D 
6 1942 -45 D 
7 1966 -47 R 
8 1958 -48 D 
9 1974 -49 R 
10 1946 -55 D 
11 1938 -71 D 

Table 3. House: Average Number of Seats Gained or Lost and Median of 
Seats Gained or Lost by the President's Party in Midterm 
Elections when the President is a Democrat and when the 
President is a Republican, 1932-1974 

Democratic Presidents Republican Presidents 

Average Median Average Median 

-34.6 -45 -31.8 -33 



the Democratic Party when the President is a Democrat is only slightly 

larger than that of the Republican Party when the President is a 

Republican, an average of 34.6 seats lost to an average of 31.8 seats 

lost. In both cases the average seats lost is lower than the median 

but whether the average or the median is used, there is little effect 

on the classification of elections as victories or defeats. The 

rankings are given in Table 4. (See Table A.4 in Appendix A for the 

rankings of the 1912-1974 time period.) For the Democrats the best 

performance when the President was of that party was in 1934 and the 

worst performance was in 1938. For the Republicans the best performance 

was in 1970 and the worst performance was in 1974. The rankings are not 

much different here than when the parties are combined. 

Further analyses can be made by studying how the Democratic and 

Republican parties did in midterm elections whether the President was a 

member of their party or not. The rankings established here will be 

useful when various categories are combined in the last chapter. 

The average seates gained or lost by each party and the medians 

are provided in Table 5. There are wide differences in both the 

averages and the medians, much wider in fact than when only the per

formances of the President's party are considered. The Democrats have 

done much better in the last five elections than in any other time 

period, averaging a gain of 12.2 seats. Indeed, this is a big increase 

when compared to Democratic performances in the last ten elections when 

they lost an average of 12 seats and the 1932-1974 time period when they 

lost an average of 10.1 seats. For the Republicans the reverse is 

correct. They suffered an average loss of 12.2 seats in the last five 
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Table 4. House: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
President's Party in Midterm Elections when the President is 
a Democrat and when the President is a Republican 

Democratic Presidents Republican Presidents 

Seats Gained Seats Gained 
Rank Year or Lost Rank Year or Lost 

1 1934 +9 1 1970 -12 
2 1962 -4 2 1954 -18 
3 1950 -29 3 1958 -48 
4 1942 -45 4 1974 -49 
5 1966 -47 
6 1946 -55 
7 1938 -71 

Table 5. House : Average Number of Seats Gained or • Lost and Medi.:: of 
Seats Gained or Lost for the Democratic and Republican Parties 
in Midterm Elections 

Democrats Republicans 

Years Average Median Average Median 

1912-1974 -3.1 +2.5 +4.4 -4.5 
1912-1970 -6.7 +8 

1932-1974 -10.1 -4 +10.7 +1 
1932-1970 -16.2 +16.7 

1936-1974 -12 -16.5 +13.2 +13.5 
1932-1970 -16.2 +16.7 

1956-1974 +12.2 +12 -12.2 -12 
1952-1970 +5.8 -6 



midterms and achieved an average gain of 13.2 seats in the last ten 

midterms and an average gain of 10.7 seats in the 1932-1974 time period. 

Of course, there has been a Republican President in three of the last 

five midterms and since the President's party normally loses seats in 

midterms, it is not unusual that the Republicans have an average loss in 

this period. At the same time there has been a Democratic president in 

seven of the last eleven midterms, so one might expect the average loss 

for the Democrats to be higher than for the Republicans. It is. When 

the 1974 election is excluded, since the Democrats scored a net gain of 

51 seats and the Republicans suffered a net loss of 49 seats, the 

average scores for Democrats are worse and for Republicans be ter in all 

time periods. 

The medians for the various time periods fluctuate sharply. Yet 

there is little difference in using the median or the average when 

scoring elections as victories or defeats. One difference occurs for 

the Republicans in the 1912-1974 time period. The 1962 election is a 

mild victory when the median is used and a mild defeat when the average 

is used. 

The rankings for the 1932-1974 time period are given in Table 6. 

(See Tables A.5 and A,6 in Appendix A for the rankings of the 1912-1974, 

1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time periods.) The best performance for the 

Democrats in this time period is the 1974 election and the worst per

formance is the 1938 election. For the Republicans the best performance 

is the 1938 election and the worst is the 1974 election. The rankings 

for each of the time periods are fairly similar with only occasional 

differences. For example, the election of 1966 is ranked last in the 
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House: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
Democratic Party and the Republican Party in Midterm Elec
tions, 1932-1974 

Republicans 

Rank Year 
Seats Gained 
or Lost 

1 

2 

3 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1938 

1946 

1942 

1966 

1950 

1962 

1970 

1934 

1954 

1958 

1974 

+80 

+56 

+47 

+47 

+28 

+1 

-12 

-14 

-18 

-48 

-49 

Democrats 

Year 
Seats Gained 
or Lost 

1974 

1958 

1954 

1970 

1934 

1962 

1950 

1942 

1966 

1946 

1938 

+51 

+49 

+19 

+12 

+ 9 

-4 

-29 

-45 

-47 

-55 

-71 



last five election period for Democrats whereas it is ranked ninth out 

of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period and thirteenth out of sixteen in 

the 1912-1974 time period. Thus, even in the longer periods, the 1966 

election is close to the bottom for the Democrats. 

The standard deviation for the Democrats in the 1912-1974 time 

period is 44. There are no exceptional elections, but there are four 

abnormal victories in 1922, 1930, 1958, and 1974 and three abnormal 

defeats in 1938, 1914, and 1946. The standard deviation for the 

Republicans in the 1912-1974 time period is 45.2. There are also no 

exceptional victories or defeats for the Republicans. There are four 

abnormal victories in 1938, 1914, and 1946, and four abnormal defeats 

in 1922, 1930, 1958, and 1974. 

There are several ways to use this category. Some may be 

stronger than others. But as is true in all categories, it is essential 

to state what measurement is being used and to say what time period is 

being examined. To do otherwise results in confusion and causes 

doubtful conclusions. 

Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential 
Decrease in Number of Seats in 

Midterm Elections 

When one compares the number of seats lost by the President's 

party in midterm elections, one might get misleading results because the 

President's party might have potentially more seats to lose in one 

election than in another. For example, in 1958 the Republicans lost 48 

seats while in 1966 the Democrats lost 4 7 seats. However, some analysts 

did not take into consideration the fact that the Democrats won 295 
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seats in 1964 whereas the Republicans won only 201 seats in 1956. Thus, 

the Democrats had potentially more seats to lose in 1966 than the 

Republicans did in 1958. Here the percentage of potential increase or 

the percentage of potential decrease for the President's party based on 

the number of seats his party had won in the previous presidential 

election year is examined. As with the previous category, there is 

only one midterm since 1912, the election of 1934, in which there was a 

percentage of potential increase for the President's party, so this 

category deals largely with the percentage of potential decrease for 

the President's party. Since the category is not effective when there 

are widely changing numbers in the House, I only use midterms since 1912 

when the number of seats in the House became 435. The time periods are 

the same as for the previous category; i.e., 1912-1974, 1932-1974, 1936-

1974, and 1956-1974. Although in this category rankings can be nude 

which are valid when compared with one another, it is not possible to 

use averages, medians, and standard deviations because percentage of 

potential increase is a different calculation in a sense than percentage 

of potential decrease and these measurements do not apply. 

1. The percentages are calculated on the basis of the net in
crease or decrease of the President's party from the number of seats 
won in the presidential election year to the number of seats won in the 
midterm. The percentage of potential increase is calculated by taking 
the number of new seats a party can win and calculating what percentage 
of these seats they actually win. For example, in 1932 the Democrats 
won 313 seats. Since there are 435 seats in the House, the Democrats 
could win 122 new seats in 1934. They won 9 which gives a percentage 
of potential increase of 7.4%. The percentage of potential decrease is 
calculated by taking the number of seats a party has and since they 
could in theory lose them all, one calculates what percentage they 
actually lose. For example, in 1936 the Democrats won 333 seats so 
potentially they could lose 333 seats in 1938. They actually lost 71 
seats which gives a percentage of potential decrease of 21.3%. 
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In Table 7, the rankings for the 1932-1974 time period are 

given. (See Table A.7 in Appendix A for the rankings of the 1912-1974, 

1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time periods.) The 1934 election is the best 

performance for the President's party in this time period and the 1974 

election is the worst. There are no stark differences in rankings for 

the different time periods. With slight variations, the best and worst 

rankings for the shorter periods are substantially the same as for the 

longer time periods. 

Table 8 shows huiv the President's party has done in midterms 

when the Democratic and Republican parties are evaluated separately for 

the 1932-1974 time period. (See Table A.8 in Appendix A for the 

rankings of the 1912-1974 time period.) For the Democrats in the 1932-

1974 time period the best performance when the President was a member 

of their party was in 1934 and the worst performance was in 1946. For 

the Republicans the best performance was in 1970 and the worst per

formance was in 1974. It is interesting to note that the worst election 

for the Democrats when Democratic presidents are considered separately, 

the 1946 election, is only the third worst election when Democracic and 

Republican presidents are considered together. 

Again further analyses can be made by studying how the Demo

cratic and Republican parties did in midterm elections whether the 

President was a member of their party or not. The rankings will be 

useful when the different categories are combined in the last chapter. 

The rankings for both parties for midterm elections whether the 

President is a member of their party or not are given in Table 9 for 

the 1932-1974 time period. (See Tables A.9 and A.10 in Appendix A for 
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Table 7. House: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or Poten
tial Decrease in Seats of the President's Party in Midterm 
Elections, 1932-1974 

Percentage of Potential President's 
Rank Year Increase or Decrease Party 

1 1934 +7.4% D 
2 1962 -1.5 D 
3 1970 -6.3 R 
4 1954 -8.1 R 
5 1950 -11 D 
6 1966 -15.9 D 
7 1942 -16.9 D 
8 1938 -21.3 D 
9 1946 -22.6 D 
10 1958 -23.9 R 
11 1974 -25.5 R 

Table 8. House: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the President's Party in 
Midterm Elections when the President is a Democrat and when 
the President is a Republican, 1932-1974 

Democratic Presidents Republican Presidents 

Percentage of Potential Percentage of Potential 
Rank Year Increase or Decrease Rank Year Increase or Decrease 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

1934 
1962 
1950 
1966 
1942 
1938 
1946 

+ 7.4% 
-1.5 
-11 

-15.9 
-16.9 
-21.3 
-22.6 

1 1970 
2 1954 
3 1958 
4 1974 

-6.3% 
-8.1 
-23.9 
-25.5 
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9. House: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the Democratic Party and the 
Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1932-1974 

Democratic Presidents Republican Presidents 

Percentage of Potential Percentage of Potential 
Year Increase or Decrease Rank Year Increase or Decrease 

1974 

1958 

1954 

1934 

1970 

1962 

1950 

1966 

1942 

1938 

1946 

+ 2 6 . 2 %  

+24.3 

+8.6 

+7.4 

+6.3 

-1.5 

-11 

-15.9 

-16.9 

-21.3 

-22.6 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1938 

1946 

1942 

1966 

1950 

1962 

1970 

8 1954 

9 1934 

10 1958 

11 1974 

+23.1% 

+22.9 

+17.6 

+15.9 

+10.6 

+ .4 

-6.3 

-8.1 

-12 

-23.9 

-25.5 
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the rankings of the 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time periods.) 

The best performance for the Democrats in the 1932-1974 time period is 

the 1974 election and the worst performance is the election of 1946. 

For the Republicans the best performance is the 1938 election and the 

worst performance is the election of 1974. The time period used with 

these rankings has some importance. For example, for the Democrats the 

election of 1966 is ranked last in the last five election period but is 

ranked eighth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, and twelfth 

out of sixteen in midterms since 1912. For the Republicans, the situa

tion is somewhat reversed for that election, since 1966 is ranked first 

in the last five election period but only fourth in the 1932-1974 time 

period and fifth in all midterms since 1912. 

Although not all the measurements could be used with this cate

gory, it is evident that the time period being studied is significant 

when conclusions are drawn about midterms. 

Percentage of Seats Won by Each Party in 
Congressional Elections 

Some people believe it does not make any difference how many 

seats a party gains or 3oses in midterm elections or how great a per

centage of potential increase or potential decrease in seats a party 

makes in midterm elections. They believe the percentage of seats a 

party wins is important."'" This category involves more than the previous 

1. The Democratic National Committee used this category in part 
to study congressional elections before the 1970 election. See Warren 
Weaver, Jr., "Democrats Find 3 Presidential Possibilities Bolstered as 
Party Broadens Its Base," New York Times, 5 November 1970, p. 26. 



two categories because more can be done with the data. In this category 

the percentage of seats a party wins in congressional elections is 

examined and conclusions are drawn. The primary interest is with mid

term elections, but conclusions can be made about congressional elec

tions held in presidential election years. Here X will first study 

midterm elections, then congressional elections held in presidential 

election years, and finally all congressional elections, both midterms 

and congressional elections held in presidential election years. In

stead of dealing with just the President's party, the analyses deal with 

each party, the Democrats and the Republicans. Thus, measurements and 

conclusions are made for both parties. The number of House members 

elected is used at times in addition to the percentage of the House won. 

The four basic time periods are used with slight variations. 

When all congressional elections are studied, the last ten election 

period and the last five election period cover fewer years than when 

these time periods are used separately for midterms and .congressional 

elections held in presidential election years. In addition, it is 

possible to study percentages of the House won for all elections since 

1854. As before, the figures have been calculated concerning averages 

excluding the 1974 election. 

Table 10 contains the average percentage of seats won by the 

Democrats and the Republicans, the average number of seats won in the 

time periods from 1912 on, and the medians for each period. There is a 

significant difference in the average percentage of seats won when 

midterms since 1854 are compared with the last five midterms. The 

average percentage of seats won by the Democrats for all midterms in 



62 

Table 10. House: Average Number of Seats Won, Average Percentage of 
Seats Won, and Median of Percentage of Seats Won for the 
Democratic and Republican Parties in Midterm Elections 

Democrats Republicans 

Average Average Average Average 
Years Number Percentage Median Number Percentage Median 

1854-1974 51.3% 51.2% 46.8% 46.5% 
1854-1970 50.7 47.3 

1912-1974 239.7 55.1 53.6 192.4 44.2 45.1 
1912-1970 236.3 54.3 195.7 45 

1932-1974 254.1 58.4 58.6 178.9 41.1 41.4 
1932-1970 250.4 57.5 182.5 42 

1936-1974 247.3 56.8 57.8 186.5 42.9 42.2 
1932-1970 250.4 57.5 182.5 42 

1956-1974 267 61.3 59.3 167.8 38.6 40.5 
1952-1970 255.2 58.6 179.8 41.3 

the 1854-1974 time period is 51.3% of the seats whereas for the last 

five midterms the average is 61.3%. The figures are much the reverse 

for the Republicans who won an average of 46.8% in the 1854-1974 period 

and only an average of 38.6% in the last five midterms. The averages 

for both parties for other time periods fall between the averages for 

the 1854-1974 and 1956-1974 time periods. In the 1932-1974 time 

period the Democrats averaged 58.4% of the seats and the Republicans 

41.1%. 

With one exception, for the Democratic Party the averages are 

higher for the time periods with the 1974 election included. This 

exception involves the 1934 midterm. Thus, the last ten election period 
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with the 1974 election included produces an average of 56.8% of the 

seats and with the 1974 election excluded produces an average of 57.5% 

of the seats. Again, the opposite is correct for the Republicans, with 

one exception, the last ten election period their averages are higher 

with the 1974 election excluded. The election of 1974 in which the 

Democratic Party showed heavy gains again appears significantly in the 

last five midterms. With the 1974 election included the average is 

markedly different from the average when the 1974 election is excluded, 

a percentage of 58.6% of the seats to 61.3% of the seats. The Repub

lican Party's average percentage is 41.3% of the seats with the 1974 

election excluded and 38.6% with it included for the last five midterms. 

Again it is clear that one exceptional election can distort the figures 

when the number of elections being analyzed is small. For elections 

since 1932 for both parties there is a .9% difference when the 1974 

election is included from when it is excluded. 

The figures on the number of seats won by each party are equally 

enlightening. Since 435 members of the House were elected for the first 

time in 1912, the Democrats have won an average of 239.7 seats and the 

Republicans an average of 192.4 seats. But in the last five midterms 

the Democrats have averaged 267 seats and the Republicans have averaged 

167.8 seats. For the Democrats that is an average difference of more 

than 27 seats which is significant. In the 1932-1974 time period the 

Democrats averaged 254,1 seats and the Republicans averaged 178.9 

seats. Again, the time period being studied is important. 

For both the Democrats and the Republicans the median for each 

of the time periods considered is very close to the average percentage 
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of seats held and has little effect in most cases on the classification 

of elections as victories or defeats. There are a few instances in 

which it has an effect. For the Democrats in the last ten midterms only 

four elections are below the average, so when the median is used instead 

of the average, the 1966 election is a mild victory instead of a mild 

defeat. For the Republicans in midterms since 1854, the 1954 election 

is a mild victory when the median is used and a mild defeat when the 

average is used. 

The rankings for both parties in midterms since 1932 are given 

in Table 11. (See Tables A.12 and A.13 in Appendix A for the rankings 

of the 1854-1974, 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1S56-1974 time periods.) 

The best performance for the Democrats in the 1932-1974 time period is 

the 1934 election and the worst is the 1946 election. For the Repub

licans the best performance is the election of 1946 and the worst is the 

election of 1934. When one is trying to place any single election it 

is important to identify what time period is being studied because an 

election which may appear low on one scale would not necessarily appear 

low on another. There are several instances of this here. For example, 

when one is studying the 1932-1974 time period, the election of 1942 is 

ranked tenth out of eleven for the Democrats but when one is studying 

all midterms since 1854, the 1942 election is ranked near the middle. 

For the Republicans, when the 1932-1974 time period is studied, the 1954 

election is ranked third out of eleven, but when all midterms since 1854 

are studied, 1954 is ranked about the middle. 

Standard deviations have been calculated for two time periods, 

1854-1974 and 1912-1974 for both the Democrats and Republicans. As 
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11. House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the Democratic 
Party and the Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 
1932-1974 

Republicans 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1946 

1942 

1954 

1950 

1966 

1970 

1962 

1938 

1958 

1974 

1934 

56.6% 

48 

46.7 

45.7 

43 

41.4 

40.5 

38.9 

35.1 

32.9 

23.7 

Democrats 

Year Percentage Won 

1934 

1974 

1958 

1938 

1962 

1970 

1966 

1950 

1954 

1942 

1946 

74% 

66.9 

64.9 

6 0 . 2  

59.3 

58.6 

47 

53.8 

53.3 

51 

43.2 
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before the elections are divided into three categories: normal, 

abnormal, and exceptional- The standard deviation for the Democrats in 

midterms in the 1854-1974 time period is 10.9. There are three 

exceptional elections, the 1934 election which is an exceptional victory 

and the elections of 1866 and 1894 which are exceptional defeats. Four 

other elections are abnormal. These are the elections of 1890, 1974, 

and 1958 which are abnormal victories and the election of 1854 which is 

an abnormal defeat. When the 1912-1974 time period is studied the 

standard deviation for the Democrats is 8.4. Here the 1934 election 

is an exceptional victory and there are no exceptional defeats. The 

elections of 1974 and 1958 are abnormal victories and the elections of 

1946, 1918, and 1926 are abnormal defeats. These last three elections 

were not abnormal defeats when the 1854-1974 time period was examined. 

For the Republican Party the standard deviation in the 1854-1974 

time period is 10.7. There are three exceptional elections, two 

victories in 1866 and 1894 and an exceptional defeat in 1934. There are 

three abnormal defeats, the elections of 1890, 1974, and 1958. There 

are no abnormal victories. The standard deviation for the Republicans 

in midterms in the 1912-1974 time period is 8.5. Here the election of 

1934 is still an exception defeat and there are no exceptional 

victories. The elections of 1974 and 1958 are abnormal defeats. Three 

elections which were not considered abnormal victories when all midterms 

since 1854 are analyzed are considered abnormal victories. They are the 

elections of 1946, 1918, and 1926. As has been found in some of the 

other measurements used, the different time periods sometimes produce 

different results when this measurement is used. 
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This category can be applied to congressional elections held In 

presidential election years as well. In Table 12, one can see that the 

average percentage of seats won by the Democrats in congressional 

elections held in presidential election years is significantly higher 

in all time periods in the twentieth century than it is for elections 

in the 1854-1974 time period, a period in which they won an average of 

49.3% of the seats. (Averages are given for each time period with the 

1972 election excluded so comparisons can be made with the 1972 election 

included and excluded just as comparisons were made for other categories 

when averages were calculated with the 1974 election excluded.) In the 

1932-1974 time period the Democrats won an average of 60.7% of the 

seats. The average has dropped slightly for the last ten election 

period to an average of 59.6% of the seats and for the last five 

election period to an average of 58.5% of the seats. This is probably 

due to the major victory by the Democrats in the 1932 presidential 

election and recent Republican White House wins. The reverse is 

generally correct for the Republicans. They have a higher percentage 

in the 1854-1974 period, an average of 48.9% of the seats, that for any 

of the time periods in the twentieth century. Republicans have done 

better in the last five elections, winning an average of 41.3% of the 

seats in these elections, than they have done in the last ten elections 

when they won an average of 39.8% of the seats and than they have done 

in the 1932-1974 time period when they won an average of 38.6% of the 

seats. It is interesting to note that the average percentage the Demo

crats have won in the 1854-1974 time period is only slightly higher than 

the average percentage the Republicans have won, 49.3% to 48.9%. 
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Table 12. House: Average Number of Seats Won, Average Percentage of 
Seats Won, and Median of Percentage of Seats Won for the 
Democratic and Republican Parties in Congressional 
Elections Held in Presidential Election Years 

Democrats Republicans 

Average Average Average Average 
Years Number Percentage Median Number Percentage Median 

1854-1974 49.3% 51.1% 48.9% 48.3% 
1854-1970 49.1 49.1 

1912-1974 243.4 55.8 55.9 187.9 43.2 43.9 
1912-1970 242.9 55.9 187.7 43.2 

1932-1974 264.2 60.7 60 168.2 38.6 40 
1932-1970 266.6 61.3 165.8 38.1 

1936-1974 259.3 59.6 58 173.3 39.8 41.9 
1932-1970 266.6 61.3 165.8 38.1 

1956-1974 254.8 58.5 55.9 180 41.3 44.1 
1952-1970 249.4 57.3 185.8 42.7 

Eliminating the 1972 election causes some differences, particularly for 

the last ten election period. When the 1972 election is excluded for 

the long period, from 1854 on, the percentage won by the Democrats and 
a 

the Republicans is the same, 49.1% of the seats. 

The difference in number of seats won is most evident when the 

1912-1974 period is compared to the 1932-1974 period. For both parties 

the difference is close to twenty seats. 

In comparing seats won in midterms to those won in congressional 

elections held in presidential years one can see that for the 1854-1974 

time period the Democrats have won more seats in midterm elections on 
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the average than they have in elections held in presidential years. The 

Democrats averaged 51.3% of the seats in midterms in this time period 

to 49.3% of the seats in elections in presidential election years. In 

each of the next three time periods, 1912-1974, 1932-1974, and the last 

ten elections, the Democrats did slightly better in elections held in 

presidential years than they have in midterms. But in the last five 

elections, the Democrats again did better in midterms, winning an 

average of 61.3% of the seats, than in elections held in presidential 

election years when they won an average of 58.5% of the seats. The 

opposite is true for the Republicans in each case. 

As Table 12 shows, the medians are generally close to the 

average percentage of seats won as was true when midterms were studied. 

They are a little off the averages for the last five elections, but 

that is not unusual in that there are few elections in this time period 

and there might be more chance for them to be off. It has little effect 

on classifying elections anyway. There are a few instances where using 

the average would give slightly different results than using the median. 

For the Democrats in the 1932-1974 time period, the 1948 election is a 

mild victory when the median is used and a mild defeat when the average 

is used. For Republicans in the same time period, the reverse is 

correct of the 1948 election; it is a mild victory when the average is 

used and a mild defeat when the median is used. For Republicans in the 

last ten election period, the election of 1960 is a mild defeat when 

the median is used and a mild victory when the average is used. 

The rankings for the Democrats and Republicans in the 1932-1974 

time period are given in Table 13. (See Tables A.14 and A.15 in 
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13. House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the Democratic 
Party and the Republican Party in Congressional Elections 
Held in Presidential Election Years, 1932-1974 

Republicans 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

1 

2 

3 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1952 

1956 

1968 

1972 

1944 

1960 

1948 

1940 

1964 

1932 

1936 

50.8% 

46.2 

44.1 

44.1 

43.7 

40 

39.3 

37.2 

32.2 

26.9 

20.5 

Democrats 

Year Percentage Won 

1936 

1932 

1964 

1940 

1948 

1960 

1944 

1968 

1972 

1956 

1952 

76.6% 

72 

67.8 

61.4 

60.5 

60 

55.9 

55.9 

55.2 

53.8 

49 
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Appendix A for the rankings of the 1854-1974, 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 

1956-1974 time periods.) The best preformance for the Democrats in the 

1932-1974 time period is in the election of 1936 and the worst per

formance is the election of 1952- For the Republicans the best 

performance is the election of 1952 and the worst is the 1936 election. 

In some cases what might be a middle range loss in the longer time 

periods is one of the most severe losses in a shorter time period. For 

example, the 1952 election is the worst election for the Democrats in 

the 1932-1974 time period, but when one examines this election in the 

context of all congressional elections held in presidential election 

years, the 1952 election is ranked in about the middle. The reverse 

situation can also be spotted. For Republicans in the 1932-1974 time 

period the 1968 election is ranked third out of eleven, but when this 

election is examined in the context of the 1854-1974 time period, the 

1968 election is in the bottom half of the rankings. So like midterm 

elections, it is very important to indicate what time period is under 

consideration when conclusions are being drawn. 

Standard deviations have been calculated for two time periods, 

1854-1974 and 1912-1974 for both Democrats and Republicans. The 

standard deviation for the Democrats in the 1854-1974 time period is 

13.8. There are no exceptional elections for the Democrats. Ten 

elections are abnormal, four abnormal victories in the elections of 

1936, 1932, 1964, and 1912 and six abnormal defeats, the elections of 

I860, 1864, 1872, 1868, 1920, and 1904. When one is studying congres

sional elections held in presidential election years in the 1912-1974 

time period the standard deviation for the Democrats is 12. There is 



one exceptional defeat, the election of 1920. There are no exceptional 

victories. There are two abnormal victories, the elections of 1936 and 

1932, and two abnormal defeats, the 1928 and 1924 elections. Neither of 

these last two elections is considered an abnormal defeat when the 

1854-1974 time period is studied. The 1964 and 1912 elections are 

abnormal victories in the 1854-1974 time period, but are not in the 

1912-1974 time period. 

For the Republican Party the standard deviation in the 1854-1974 

time period is 13.8. There is one exceptional election, a defeat in 

1936. There are nine abnormal elections, abnormal victories in 1864, 

1868, 1872, 1920, and 1904 and abnormal defeats in 1932, 1912, ]964, 

and 1892. When one examines elections in the 1912-1974 time period, 

the standard deviation for the Republicans is 12.4. There is one ex

ceptional victory, the election of 1920. There are four abnormal 

elections, two victories in the elections of 1928 and 1924, and two 

defeats in the elections of 1932 and 1912. The two abnormal victories 

in the 1912-1974 time period are not abnormal victories in the 1854-1974 

time period ^nd the exceptional victory in the 1912-1974 time period is 

only an abnormal one in the 1854-1974 time period. The 1964 election 

is an abnormal defeat in the 1854-1974 time period, but is not in the 

1912-1974 time period. So again, when one is studying different time 

periods with this measurement, the results are sometimes different. 

One can use the same measurements to examine all congressional 

elections, both those held in presidential election years and those 

held in midterm years. Table 14 gives the average number of seats won 

since 1912, the average percentages since 1854, and the medians for the 
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Table 14. House: Average Number of Seats Won, Average Percentage of 
Seats Won, and Median of Percentage of Seats Won for the 
Democratic and Republican Parties in House Elections Both 
Those Held in Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential 
Election Years 

Democrats Republicans 

Average Average Average Average 
Years Number Percentage Median Number Percentage Median 

1854-1974 50.3% 51.2% 47.9% 46.7% 
1854-1972 50 48.1 

1912-1974 241.2 55.4 55.6 190.2 43.7 44.1 
1912-1972 239.6 55.1 191.7 44.1 

1932-1974 259.1 59.6 59 173.5 39.9 41 
1932-1972 257.6 59.2 175 40.2 

1956-1974 260.9 59.9 59 173.9 40 41 
1954-1972 255 58.6 179.9 41.3 

1966-1974 255.4 58.8 57 178.8 41.1 43 
1964-1972 256.2 59 178.2 40.9 

different time periods since 1854. It is evident that the Democrats 

are doing much better in this century than they did in the 1854-1974 

time period. Likewise, the Republicans are doing worse. The average 

Democratic percentage of the House for the 1854-1974 time period is 

50.3% of the seats which is quite a bit lower than any of the other time 

periods. Indeed, the figure for all congressional elections in the 

1912-1974 time period, an average of 55.4%, is also lower than the later 

time periods. The highest figure for the Democrats is in the last ten 

congressional elections in which the Democrats have won an average of 

59.9% of the seats. In the 1932-1974 time period the Democrats won an 



average of 59.6% of the seats and in the last five elections the 

Democrats won an average of 58.8% of the seats. Republicans dipped from 

an average of 47.9% of the seats for the 1854-1974 time period to an 

average of 43.7% in the 1912-1974 time period. Their worst showing, an 

average of 39.9% of the seats, is in the 1932-1974 period. In the last 

ten elections the Republicans won an average of 40% of the seats and in 

the last five elections, they won an average of 41.1% of the seats. 

Excluding the election of 1974 from consideration has not had as large 

an effect as it had on some of the earlier measurements. The biggest 

effect is in the last ten election periods. 

Between 1912 and 1974 in all congressional elections, the 

Democrats won an average of 241.2 seats while the Republicans won an 

average of 190.1 seats. For the last ten elections, though, the 

Democrats won an average of 260.9 seats to an average of 173.8 seats 

for the Republicans, so the difference in number of seats won in these 

two time periods is not insignificant. In the 1932-1974 time period 

the Democrats won an average of 259.1 seats and the Republicans an 

average of 173.5 seats. 

Even though the medians are close to the average percentage of 

seats won for most of the time periods, there are several instances in 

which an election can be classified as a victory using one measurement 

and a defeat using another. There is an interesting occurrence when one 

is studying the last five elections. For both the Democratic and 

Republican parties there is an oddity. For the Democrats only one 

election is above the average while four are below it and for the 

Republicans the opposite is correct. The unusual election of 1974 



contributed to this. Consequently for the Democrats the election 

of 1970 is considered a victory when the median is used and a defeat • 

when the average is used for the last five-election period. The 

opposite is correct for the Republicans for that election. There are 

other differences in various time periods. In the 1854-1974 time 

period for the Democrats, the 1942 election is a mild defeat when the 

median is used and a mild victory when the average is used. In the 

1932-1974 time period, the 1962 election is a mild victory for the 

Democrats when the median is used and a mild defeat when the average is 

used. In the last ten election period, for the Democrats again the 1962 

election is a mild victory when the median is used and a mild defeat 

when the average is used. 

For the Republicans in the 1854-1974 time period the elections 

of 1876 and 1854 are mild victories when the median is used and mild 

defeats when the average is used. In the 1932-1974 time period for 

Republicans, the elections of 1962 and 1960 are mild defeats when the 

median is used and mild victories when the average is used. And in 

the last ten election period for the Republicans the election of 1962 

is a mild defeat when the median is used and a mild victory when the 

average is used. 

The rankings in all congressional elections for Democrats and 

Republicans in the 1932-1974 time period are given in Table 15. (See 

Tables A.16 and A.17 in Appendix A for the rankings in the 1854-1974, 

1912-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 time periods.) The best performance 

for the Democrats in the 1932-1974 time period is the election of 1936 

and the worst performance is the election of 1946. For the Republicans 
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Table 15. House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the Democratic 
Party and the Republican Party in House Elections Both Those 
Held in Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election 
Years, 1932-1974 

Democrats Republicans 

Rank Year Percentage Won Rank Year Percentage Won 

1 1936 76.6% 1 1946 56.6% 
2 1934 74 2 1952 50.8 
3 1932 72 3 1942 48 
4 1964 67.8 4 1954 46.7 
5 1974 66.9 5 1956 46.2 
6 1958 64.9 6 1950 45.7 
7 1940 61.4 7 1968 44.1 
8 1948 60.5 1972 44.1 
9 1938 60.2 9 1944 43.7 
10 19.60 60 10 1966 43 
11 1962 59.3 11 1970 41.4 
12 1970 58.6 12 1962 40.5 
13 1966 57 13 1960 40 
14 1944 55.9 14 1948 39.3 

1968 55.9 15 1938 38.9 
16 1972 55.2 16 1940 37.2 
17 1950 53.8 17 1958 35.1 

1956 53.8 18 1974 32.9 
19 1954 53.3 19 1964 32.2 
20 1942 51 20 1932 26.9 
21 1952 49 21 1934 23.7 
22 1946 43.2 22 1936 20.5 



the best performance is the 1946 election and the worst performance 

is the 1936 election. Since both midterms and congressional elections 

held in presidential election years produced oddities from one time 

period to another, one would correctly guess that that would also occur 

here. For the Democrats, for example, the election of 1956 is rated 

as the worst election when one is studying the last ten elections and is 

tied for seventeenth out of twenty-two in the 1932-1974 time period, 

and yet when one is studying all elections in the 1854-1974 time period, 

the 1956 election is in the top 50%. For the Republicans when one is 

studying congressional elections in the 1932-1974 time period, the 

election of 1946 is rated at the top, yet when one looks at all elec

tions in the 1854-1974 time period the 1946 election is rated only 

fourteenth. There are other examples. These differences are due in 

part to changes in party fortunes, but again the time period being 

studied is important in analyzing elections. 

Since there are more elections being considered, standard 

deviations have been calculated for three time periods for both the 

Democrats and the Republicans. These periods are the longest ones. 

The standard deviation for the Democrats for the three time periods 

are: 12.5 for 1854-1974, 19.4 for 1912-1974, and 8 for 1932-1974. For 

1854-1974 there are three exceptional elections for the Democrats, an 

exceptional victory in 1936 and two exceptional defeats in 1860 and 

1864. There are seven abnormal victories, the elections of 1934, 1932, 

1890, 1964, 1912, 1974, and 1958, and nine abnormal defeats, the elec

tions of 1866, 1894, 1872, 1868, 1920, 1904, 1854, 1928, and 1866. For 

congressional elections in the 1912-1974 time period there is one 



exceptional victory for the Democrats, the election of 1936, and one 

exceptional defeat, the election of 1920. Abnormal victories occurred 

in 1934, 1932, 1964, 1912, and 1974, and abnormal defeats occurred in 

1928, 1924, 1946, 1918, and 1926. For elections in the 1932-1974 

time period there again are two exceptional elections for the Democrats, 

a victory in 1936 again, and a defeat in 1946. There are three 

abnormal victories in 1934, 1932, and 1964, and two abnormal defeats 

in 1952 and 1942. The difference in studying time periods is clear in 

several instances here. A very prominant example is that between 1854 

and 1974, 1946 is not even considered an abnormal defeat while in 

elections in the 1932-1974 time period, it is considered an exceptional 

defeat. 

For Republicans the standard deviations are: 12.1 for 1854-1974, 

10.6 for 1912-1974, and 8.5 for 1932-1974. Between 1854 and 1974 there 

are two exceptional victories for Republicans, in 1864 and 1866, and one 

exceptional defeat, in 1936. There are six abnormal victories, the 

elections of 1868, 1872, 1920, 1894, 1904, and 1928, and eight abnormal 

defeats, the elections of 1934, 1890, 1932, 1912, 1964, 1974, 1958, and 

1892. In the 1912-1974 period there is one exceptional victory for the 

Republicans, in 1920, and one exceptional defeat, in 1936. Five 

abnormal victories occurred in 1928, 1924, 1946, 1918, and 1926 and four 

abnormal defeats occurred in 1924, 1932, 1912, and 1964. In the 1932-

1974 time period for the Republicans there are no exceptional victories 

and one exceptional defeat, in the election of 1936 again. There are 

two abnormal victories, the elections of 1946 and 1952, and two 

abnormal defeats, the elections of 1934 and 1932. As with the 
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Democrats there are several differences among the time periods. The 

election of 1952, for example, was not considered abnormal in the 1854-

1974 and 1912-1974 time periods but is considered so for the 1932-1974 

time period. 

The importance of the time period being studied is again shown 

to be an important consideration. It is obvious that unless one indi

cates clearly that time period is being used a distorted analysis of 

congressional elections could occur when one is using this category. 

The measurement used is also important, a consideration again made 

evident here. 

Percentage of the Vote Received by Each Party 
in Congressional Elections 

It was pointed out in Chapter I that the number of votes a party 

receives does not automatically transfer into the same percentage of 

seats for that party in the House. It might be argued that a truer 

reflection of a party's performance in an election would be the per

centage of the votes that party received for all its candidates for 

the House in an election. Here the percentage of the votes received 

by the Democrats and the Republicans for House candidates in each 

election is examined and analyzed."*' Like the previous category, con

clusions can be drawn about all congressional elections so I am 

examining in turn, midterm elections, congressional elections held in 

1. Walter Dean Burnham, Critical Elections (New York: W. W. 
Norton & Company, 1970), pp. 4-5, uses the Democratic and Republican 
average percentage of the vote for congressional elections and 
standard deviations for the 1944-1968 time period in a very limited way 
in discussing party oriented voting. 
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presidential election years, and all congressional elections. The same 

measurements are used as before. The time periods under consideration 

here include the following: 1912-1974, 1932-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-

1974. The last two correspond to the last ten elections and the last 

five elections. Variations on these are used when all congressional 

elections are studied. Separate figures are calculated with the 1974 

election excluded as before. 

In Table 16,1 the average percentage of the vote received and 

the medians of the percentage of the vote received are given for the 

Democrats and the Republicans in midterm elections. The average per

centage of the votes for the Democrats is higher in the last five mid

terms, an average of 54.1% of the votes, than it is for them in all 

midterms in the 1932-1974 time period when the average percentage of the 

votes is 51.4% and than it is for elections since 1912 when the average 

percentage of the votes is 48.8%. The reverse is true for the Republi

cans. They have won an average of 44.9% of the votes in the last five 

midterms to an average of 46.7% of the votes in the 1932-1974 time 

period and an average of 48.1% of the votes in the 1912-1974 time period. 

Again, one can see the impact of the 1934 election in that in the last 

ten election period the Democrats had a lower average percentage of the 

votes, 51.1%, and the Republicans had a higher average percentage of the 

1. The figures used in this chapter for percentage of the vote 
received by the Democrats and the Republicans come from the following. 
From 1912-1930 the figures are derived from: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
Historical Statistics of the United States, Colonial Times to 1957 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1960), p. 692. The 
figures from 1932-1974 come from: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical 
Abstract of the United States: 1975 (96th edition) (Washington, D.C., 
1975), p. 435. 
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Table 16. House: Average Percentage of the Vote Received and Median of 
Percentage of the Vote Received for the Democratic and 
Republican Parties in Midterm Elections 

Democrats Republicans 

Years 
Average 
Percentage Median 

Average 
Percentage Median 

1912-1974 48.8% 48.8% 48.1% 47.7% 
1912-1970 48.2 48.6 

1932-1974 51.4 52.5 46.7 47 
1932-1970 50.7 47.3 

1936-1974 51.1 51.7 47.2 47.1 
1932-1970 50.7 47.3 

1956-1974 54.1 53.4 44.9 45.1 
1952-1970 53.1 46.2 

votes, 47.2%, than for all midterms in the 1932-1974 time period for 

each party. The figures, excluding the 1974 eleciton, have some impact 

in the last five election period, but the 1974 election was an unusual 

one in many respects. 

The medians are close to the average percentage of the votes and 

there is little or no difference in classifying elections when using 

either the median or the average. 

The rankings for the Democrats and Republicans in the 1932-1974 

time period for midterm elections are given in Table 17. (See Tables 

A.19 and A.20 in Appendix A for the rankings of the 1912-1974, 1936-

1974, and 1956-1974 time periods.) The best performance for the 

Democrats in the 1932-1974 time period is in 1974 and the worst per

formance is in 1946. The best performance for the Republicans is in the 
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Table 17. House: Rankings of Percentage of the Vote Received by the 
Democratic Party and the Republican Party in Midterm 
Elections, 1932-1974 

Democrats 

Percentage 
Rank Year Received 

1 1974 57.6% 

2 1958 56.2 

3 1934 53.9 

4 1970 53.4 

5 1954 52.5 

1962 52.5 

7 1966 50.9 

8 1950 49 

9 1938 48.6 

10 1942 46.1 

11 1946 44.2 

Republicans 

Percentage 
Rank Year Received 

1 1946 53.5% 

2 1942 50.6 

3 1950 49 

4 1966 48.3 

5 1962 47.2 

6 1938 47 

1954 47 

8 1970 45.1 

9 1958 43.4 

10 1934 42 

11 1974 40.6 
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1946 election and the worst performance is in the election of 1974. 

There are differences among the different time periods. For example, 

the worst election for the Democrats in the last five election period, 

the election of 1966, is only seventh out of eleven in the 1932-1974 

time period and is seventh out of sixteen in the 1912-1974 time period. 

For the Republicans, the election of 1966 is the best election in the 

last five election period, but only fourth out of eleven in the 1932-

1974 time period and eighth out of sixteen in the 1912-1974 time 

period. 

The standard deviation for the Democrats in the 1912-1974 time 

period is 5. There are no exceptional elections. There are six 

abnormal elections, three abnormal victories in 1974, 1958, and 1934, 

and three abnormal defeats in 1926, 1918, and 1914. The standard 

deviation for the Republicans is 4.5. There are also no exceptional 

elections for the Republicans. There are six abnormal elections. The 

abnormal victories occurred in 1926 and 1946 and the abnormal defeats 

occurred in 1974, 1934, 1914, and 1958. 

The average percentage of the vote received and the medians 

of the percentage of the vote for the Democratic and Republican 

candidates in congressional elections held in presidential election 

years are given in Table 18. The average percentages for the Democrats 

are remarkably similar with the exception of the 1912-1974 time period. 

For Democrats the highest average percentage is in the last five election 

period in which they received an average of 52.9% of the votes and the 

lowest is the 1912-1974 time period in which they received an average of 

49.3%. In the 1932-1974 time period they received an average of 52.6% 
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Table 18. House: Average Percentage of the Vote Received and Median of 
Percentage of the Vote Received for the Democratic and 
Republican Parties in Congressional Elections Held in 
Presidential Election Years 

Democrats Republicans 

Years 
Average 
Percentage Median 

Average 
Percentage Median 

1912-1974 49.3% 50.9% 47% 46.8% 
1912-1970 49.1 47.1 

1932-1974 52.6 51.7 45.4 46.5 
1932-1970 52.7 45.3 

1936-1974 52.4 51.5 45.8 46 
1932-1970 52.7 45.3 

1956-1974 52.9 51.7 46.1 46.4 
1952-1970 52.5 46.7 

of the votes. For the Republicans the highest average percentage is in 

the 1912-1974 time period when they received an average of 47% of the 

votes and the lowest is in the 1932-1974 time period in which they 

received an average of 45.4% of the votes. 

The Democrats did better in midterm elections in the last five 

election period than tliuy did in presidential election years, 54.1% of 

the votes to 52.9% of the votes. Yet in the 1932-1974 time period, the 

Democratic performance is better in elections held in presidential 

years than in midterms, 52.6% of the votes to 51.4% of the votes. In 

the 1912-1974 time period the Democratic performance is again better in 

elections held in presidential elections years, an average of 49.3% 

of the votes to an average of 48.8% of the votes in midterms. 
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Republicans do not have as high an average percentage of the votes in 

midterms in the last five election period as they do in elections in 

presidential years. They average 44.9% of the votes in midterms in 

this period to 46.1% of the votes in elections held in presidential 

years. But in the other three time periods. Republicans do better in 

midterms than they do in congressional elections held in presidential 

election years. 

The medians are a little off the averages for each time period 

and this affects the classifications of elections as victories and 

defeats in some instances. For the Democrats in the 1912-1974 time 

period the elections of 1944, 1968, and 1952 are victories when the 

average is used and defeats when the median is used. In the 1932-1974 

time period, when the median is used the election of 1948 is a mild 

victory and when the average is used it is a mild defeat. In the last 

ten election period for the Democrats, when the median is used, 1948 and 

1972 are mild victories; when the average is used, they are mild 

defeats. For the Republicans in the 1932-1974 time period, when the 

average is used the 1948 election is a mild victory and when the median 

is used, it is a mild defeat. 

The rankings for the Democrats and Republicans in congressional 

elections held in presidential election years for the 1932-1974 time 

period are given in Table 19. (See Tables A.21 and A.22 in Appendix A 

for the rankings of the 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time 

periods.) The best performance for the Democrats in the 1932-1974 time 

period is the election of 1964 and the worst performance is the election 

of 1952. The best performance for the Republicans is the election of 
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19. House: Rankings of Percentage of the Vote Received by the 
Democratic Party and the Republican Party in Congressional 
Elections Held in Presidential Election Years, 1932-1974 

Democrats Republicans 

Year 
Percentage 
Receive-] Rank Year 

Percentage 
Received 

1964 

1936 

1960 

1932 

1948 

1972 

1940 

1956 

1944 

1968 

1952 

57.2% 

55.8 

54.7 

54.5 

51.9 

51.7 

51.3 

51.1 

50.6 

50 

49.7 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1952 

1956 

1968 

1944 

1972 

1940 

1948 

1960 

1964 

1932 

1936 

49.4% 

48.7 

48.2 

47.2 

46.4 

45.6 

45.5 

44.8 

42.3 

41.4 

39.6 



1952. The worst performance is the 1936 election. Some differences 

occur when different time periods are used. For the Democrats, the 

1952 election is the worst performance in the 1932-1974 time period, but 

is only eleventh out of sixteen in the 1912-1974 time period. For the 

Republicans the 1952 election is the best performance in the 1932-1974 

time period, but is only the fourth best performance in the 1912-1974 

time period. 

The standard deviation for the Democrats in the 1912-1974 time 

period is 5.7. There are no exceptional victories, but there is one 

exceptional defeat, in the election of 1920. There are four abnormal 

elections. The 1964 and 1936 elections the abnormal victories and the 

1924 and 1928 elections are abnormal defeats. For the Republicans the 

standard deviation is 6.1. There is one exceptional election, an 

exceptional defeat in 1912. There are four abnormal elections. The 

elections of 1920, 1928, and 1924 are abnormal victories and the 

election of 1936 is an abnormal defeat. 

Table 20 gives the average percentage of the vote received and 

the medians of the percentage of the vote for Democrats and Republicans 

in all congressional elections. The average percentage is slightly 

higher for the Democrats in the last five elections, 42.7%, than for 

all elections in the 1932-1974 time period, 52%. The last ten election 

period produces the highest average percentage of the votes, 53.5%. The 

lowest average for the Democrats is in the 1912-1974 time period, an 

average of 49.1% of the votes. The average percentages for Republicans 

range from a low average of 45.5% in the last ten election period to 

a high average of 47.6% of the votes in the 1912-1974 time period. In 
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Table 20. House: Average Percentage of the Vote Received and Median of 
Percentage of the Vote Received for the Democratic and 
Republican Parties in House Elections Both Those Held in 
Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election Years 

Democrats Republicans 

Years 
Average 
Percentage Median 

Average 
Percentage Median 

1912-1974 49.1% 50.3% 47.6% 47.2% 
1912-1970 48.8 47.8 

1932-1974 52 51.8 46 46.7 
1932-1972 51.7 46.3 

1956-1974 53.5 53 45.5 45.8 
1954-1972 53 46.1 

1966-1974 52.7 51.7 45.7 46.4 
1964-1974 52.6 46.1 

the 1932-1974 time period, the Republicans have an average of 46% of the 

votes. There is not much difference when the 1974 election is excluded. 

The medians are close to the averages for both parties. There 

are some instances when using the median instead of the average would 

cause an election to be classified differently. In the 1912^-1974 time 

period the 1968 and 1952 elections are victories when the average is 

used and defeats when the median is used for the Democrats. In the 

1932-1974 time period for the Democrats, the 1948 election is a mild 

victory when the median is used and a mild defeat when the average is 

used. In the last ten election period for the Democrats, the 1970 

election is a mild victory when the median is used and a mild defeat 

when the average is used. For the Republicans, the election of 1972 is 
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a mild defeat when the median is used and a mild victory when the 

average is used in the 1932-1974 time period. 

The rankings for the Democrats and Republicans in the 1932-1974 

time period are given in Table 21. (See Tables A.23 and A.24 in 

Appendix A for the rankings of the 1912-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 

time periods.) The best performance for the Democrats in the 1932-1974 

time period is the election of 1974. The worst performance for them 

is the 1946 election. For the Republicans the best performance is the 

1946 election and the worst performance is the 1936 election. There are 

differences when different time periods are used. For example, when 

the last five election period is compared to all elections in the 1932-

1974 time period for the Democrats one can see that the lowest election 

in the last five election period is the 1968 election, but that election 

ranks above five others in the 1932-1974 time period and is ranked 

seventeenth out of thirty-two in the 1912-1974 time period. For the 

Republicans, the 1956 election is ranked first in the last ten election 

period but is ranked in fifth place in the 1932-1974 time period and is 

twelfth out of thirty-two in the 1912-1974 time period. 

Standard deviations are presented for the Democrats and the 

Republicans in two time periods, 1912-1974 and 1932-1974. The standard 

deviation for the Democrats in the 1912-1974 time period is 5.3. There 

is one exceptional election, an exceptional defeat in 1920. There are 

abnormal victories in 1974, 1964, 1958, 1936, 1960, and 1932, and 

abnormal defeats in 1924, 1926, 1928, 1918, and 1914. In the 1932-1974 

time period for the Democrats, the standard deviation is 3.3. There is 

one exceptional defeat for the Democrats, the 1946 election. There are 
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Table 21. House: Rankings of Percentage of the Vote Received by the 
Democratic Party and the Republican Party in House Elections 
Both Those Held in Midterm Years and Those Held in Presi
dential Election Years, 1932-1974 

Democrats Republicans 

Rank Year 
Percentage 
Received Rank Year 

Percentage 
Received 

1 1974 57.6% 1 1946 53.5% 
2 1964 57.2 2 1942 50.6 
3 1958 56.2 3 1952 49.4 
4 1936 55.8 4 1950 49 
5 1960 54.7 5 1956 48.7 
6 1932 54.5 6 1966 48.3 
7 1934 53.9 7 1968 48.2 
8 1970 53.4 8 1944 47.2 
9 1954 52.5 1962 47.2 

1962 52.5 10 1938 47 
11 1948 51.9 1954 47 
12 1972 51.7 12 1972 46.4 
13 1940 51.3 13 1940 45.6 
14 1956 51.1 14 1948 45.5 
15 1966 50.9 15 1970 45.1 
16 1944 50.6 16 1960 44.8 
17 1968 50 17 1958 43.4 
18 1952 49.7 18 1964 42.3 
19 1950 49 19 1934 42 
20 1938 48.6 20 1932 41.4 
21 1942 46.1 21 1974 40.6 
22 1946 44.2 22 1936 39.6 
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four abnormal victories, in 1974, 1964, 1958, and 1936 and two 

abnormal defeats, in 1942 and 1938. The time period studied does make a 

difference here. The 1946 election is an exceptional defeat in the 

1932-1974 time period and is not even an abnormal one in the 1912-1974 

time period. 

The standard deviation for the Republicans in the 1912-1974 

time period is 5.4. There is one exceptional victory, in 1920, and one 

exceptional defeat, in 1912. There are four abnormal victories, the 

elections of 1926, 1928, 1924, and 1946, and four abnormal defeats, the 

elections of 1936, 1974, 1932, and 1934. The standard deviation for the 

Republicans in the 1932-1974 time period is 3,4. There is one excep

tional victory, in 1946. There is one abnormal victory, the election 

of 1942, and there are five abnormal defeats, the elections of 19j6, 

1974, 1932, 1934, and 1964. The 1946 election is an exceptional 

victory in the 1932-1974 time period, but is only an abnormal victory 

in the 1912-1974 time period. 

In this chapter, several different methods of studying House 

elections have been employed. Each gives some information on what 

happened in these elections. As has been pointed out several times 

when different measurements are used or different time periods employed, 

the results are sometimes different. But it is also important to 

remember that many times even when different measurements are used or 

different time periods are employed, the results are the same. To 

give an even better picture of House elections, rankings in the 

categories employed here will be combined together in the last chapter. 

Perhaps then, the overall picture of House elections will be more clear. 



CHAPTER III 

MEASUREMENTS OF SENATE ELECTIONS 

Just as with House elections political analysts sometimes come 

to different conclusions about the outcome of Senate elections. This 

could result because analysts are using different categories, different 

measurements, or different time periods. 

Ij] this chapter many of the same techniques that were used in 

the previous chapter for House elections are employed to study Senate 

elections. Some have been used in part by others and some have not. 

In the next chapter comparisons and evaluations will be made of the 

categories and measurements considered here. In the final chapter some 

of the rankings in these categories will be combined. 

For elections to the U.S. Senate three basic categories are 

used: (1) number of seats gained or lost in midterm elections, (2) 

percentage of potential increase or potential decrease in number of 

seats in midterm elections, and (3) percentage of the seats won by each 

party in Senate elections. The fourth category used for House elec

tions, percentage of the vote received by each party is not used 

because of the difficulty in securing reliable figures. Also, Senate 

seats in all parts of the country are not contested every two years 

causing the overall figures to be distorted. The analyses are different 

from similar analyses of House elections in other ways. Approximately 

one-third of the Senate is elected every two years while all seats in 
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the House are up every two years. Actually, in most election years 

there are a few special elections for the U.S. Senate too. So up to 

two-thirds of the Senate seats are not contested in any election year 

and a true reflection of an election can not be seen when both the 

Senate seats contested in one year and the Senate seats contested in 

other years are combined in the same analysis, i.e., when one studies 

all Senate seats each year as though they had all been contested in 

that year. Instead of using all Senate seats in my analyses each year, 

then, only those Senate seats which are up in any election year are 

studied. This includes regular Senate races and special Senate elec

tions to fill two or four remaining years of an unexpired term. As 

with the House, the major emphasis is the study of midterm elections, 

but elections held in presidential election years are also examined. 

The same measurements used to study House elections are also 

employed here. They include: the average, the median, rankings, and 

standard deviation. The same classifications employed for standard 

deviations in the study of House elections, normal, abnormal, and 

exdeptional are also used here. 

There is a little difference in the time periods used. The 

time periods chosen here are: 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1932-1974, 1936-

1974, and 1956-1974. (Variations on these time periods are used at 

times.) Popular election of U.S. Senators began after the passage of 

the 17th Amendment in 1913. The 1914-1974 time period includes all 

election years in which U.S. Senators were selected by the general 

public. The 1920-1974 time period was chosen because it was only after 

the 1918 election that Senators in all states had been chosen by the 
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voters in general elections at least once. Beginning with 1920 com

parisons could be made for some of the categories because some Senate 

seats were up to the voters for the second time. The last three time 

periods are the same as the last three for the House and were chosen for 

the same reasons. The 1932-1974 time period is emphasized more in the 

rankings as it was for House elections. 

Separate calculations are made of averages with the 1974 

election excluded so the 1974 election results could be compared to 

the averages of the various time periods. 

Number of Seats Gained or Lost in Midterm Elections 

Journalists often analyze Senate midterm elections by looking at 

the number of seats gained or lost by the President's party just as they 

do in studying House midterm elections. The time period studied and 

the measurements employed are important here just as they were for the 

House. 

Here the number of seats gained or lost based on the number of 

seats each party had up in midterm elections is analyzed.^ The time 

1. When studying House elections, I examined differences from 
the results of one House election to another. In all categories for the 
Senate, I base my calculations on the Senate seats that are up each 
election year. In the first two categories, number of seats gained or 
lost in midterm elections and percentage of potential increase or 
potential decrease in number of seats in midterm elections, I base my 
calculations on seats up that are held by each party right before and 
those won in Senate elections. In the third category, percentage of 
seats won by each party in senatorial elections, I base my calculations 
on the seats won by each party in Senate elections. When there were 
elections in earlier times to fill the few remaining months of a 
particular Senate seat to the next March, they were not included in any 
of the Senate categories. I have not done that for the House and they 
would not add significantly to the overall knowledge of victories and 
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periods used are: 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1932-1974, 1936-1974, and 

1956-1974.1 

The average number of seats gained or lost by the President's 

party in each of the time periods and the medians of seats gained or 

2 
lost can be seen in Table 22. From this one can see that there is 

not much difference in the time periods. In the 1920-1974 time period, 

the average number of seats lost by the President's party is 4.3 seats 

while in the last five midterms the President's party lost an average 

of 3 seats. The jump in average seats lost from the 1932-1974 time 

period when the average loss is 3.8 seats to an average loss of 5.1 

seats in the last ten election period is due to the unusual election in 

1934. Just like it had for analyses of House elections, the election 

of 1934 has a notable effect in this analysis of Senate elections. 

defeats in Senate elections. Special elections to fill two or four 
unexpired years of a Senate term are included because the senators 
elected would serve for at least one Congress. 

1. For this category and the next one, the 1914-1974 time 
period is not extensively examined because the elections of 1914 and 
1918, as studied here, reflect gains and losses and percentages of 
potential increase or potential decrease in seats to which senators 
were appointed for the most part before 1914 and to which senators 
were elected for the first time in 1914 and 1918. 

2. The figures used throughout this chapter on the number of 
seats up, seats won, and seats gained or lost are derived from a 
combination of the following: U.S. Congress, Senate, Senate Library, 
Factual Campaign Information, October 3, 1974 (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974), p. 14; Edward Franklin Cox, 
State and National Voting in Federal Elections 1910-1970 (Hamderi, 
Connecticut: Archon Books, 1972), pp. 264-80; The New York Times, 
selected issues following congressional elections, 1914-1950; and 
Congressional Quarterly Almanac (Washington, D.C.: Congressional 
quarterly Inc.), issues in years congressional elections were held, 
1952-1974. 
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Table 22. Senate: Average Number of Seats Gained or Lost and Median of 
Seats Gained or Lost for the President's Party in Midterm 
Elections 

Years Average Median 

1914-1974 -4.3 -5.5 
1914-1970 -4.3 

1920-1974 -4.7 -6 
1920-1970 -4.8 

1932-1974 -3.8 -4 
1932-1970 -3.8 

1936-1974 -5.1 -4.5 
1932-1970 -3.8 

1956-1974 -3 -3 
1952-1970 -2.6 

Furthermore, when one excludes the election of 1974, the largest effect 

is in the last ten election period. 

In some instances using the median instead of the average 

results in a different interpretation of an election. In the 1914-

1974 time period, the 1918 election is a mild victory when the median 

is used and a mild defeat when the average is used. In the 1920-1974 

time period, the 1950 election is a mild victory when the median is used 

and a mild defeat when the average is used. In the last ten election 

period the 1950 election is a mild victory when the average is used and 

a mild defeat when the median is used. 

The rankings for the 1932-1974 time period are given in Table 

23. (See Table B.3 in Appendix B for the rankings of the 1914-1974, 

1920-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time periods.) The 1934 election 
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Senate: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
President's Party in Midterm Elections, 1932-1974 

Seats Gained President's 
Year or Lost Party 

1934 +9 D 

1962 +4 D 

1970 +1 R 

1954 -2 R 

1966 -3 D 

1974 -4 R 

1950 -5 D 

1938 -8 D 

1942 -9 D 

1946 -11 D 

1958 -13 R 
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is the best performance for the President's party in the 1932-1974 time 

period and the 1958 election is the worst. There are some differeices 

when different time periods are used. For example, the election of 

1974 is fourth out of five in the last five election period whereas it 

is sixth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period and sixth out of 

fourteen in the 1920-1974 time period. 

The standard deviation has beai calculated for the 1920-1974 

time period because when senators were popularly elected in the elec

tions of 914 and 1918, the seats gained or lost reflected differences 

in seats won in an appointive system and an elective one. The standard 

deviation for this time period is 5.9. There is only one exceptional 

election, a victory for the President's party in 1934. There is one 

abnormal victory, in 1962, and there are two abnormal defeats, in 1958 

and 1946. 

Table 24 shows how the President's party has done when Democratic 

and Republican presidents are evaluated separately in the 1932-1974 time 

period. The average loss for the Republican Party when the Presideit 

is a Republican is about one seat more, an average loss of 4.5 seats 

than that of the Denocratic Party when the President is a Democrat, an 

average of 3.4 seats lost. Using the median has little differene effect 

in classifying elections than does using the average. For the 

Republicans, however, the 1974 election is a victory when the average 

is used and a defeat when the median is used. 

The rankings are biven in Table 25 for the 1932-1974 time period. 

(See Table B.4 in Appendix B for the rankings of the 1920-1974 time 

period.) The best performance in the 1932-1974 time period for the 
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Table 24. Senate: Average Number of Seats Gained or Lost and Median 
of Seats Gained or Lost by the President's Party when the 
President is a Democrat and when the President is a 
Republican, 1932-1974 

Democratic Presidents Republican Presidents 

Average Median Average Median 

-3.4 -6 -4.5 -3 

Table 25. Senate: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
President's Party in Midterm Elections when the Presidait 
is a Democrat and when the President is a Republican, 
1932-1974 

Republican Presidents 

Rank Year 
Seats Gained 
or Lost 

1970 

1954 

1974 

1958 

+1 

- 2  

-4 

-13 

Democratic Presidents 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Year 

1934 

1962 

1966 

1950 

1938 

1942 

1946 

Seats Gained 
or Lost 

+9 

+4 

-3 

-6  

-8  

-9 

-11 
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Democrats when the President is a member of their party is in the 1934 

election and the worst performance is the election of 1946. The best 

performance for the Republicans is the 1970 election and the worst 

performance is the 1958 election. The rankings are not much differ ait 

here than when the parties are combined. 

Further analyses can be made by studying how both the Demo

cratic and Republican parties did in all midterm elections whether the 

President was a member of their party or not. Just as for the House 

the rankings for both parties will be useful in the final chapter whm 

the rankings are combined. 

The average number of seats gained or lost by the Democratic 

and Republican parties in midterm elections and the medians are listed 

in Table 26. For both parties there is not much difference in the 

average seats gained or lost for the different periods. The biggest 

difference for both parties is in the last five election period. The 

Democrats gained an average of 3.2 seats in this period competed to an 

average loss of 1.6 seats in the last ten election period and an average 

gain of 1,1 seats in the 1920-1974 time period. The election of 1934 is 

again evident in that the average loss in the 1932-1974 time period for 

the Democrats is .6 seats whereas in the last ten election period the 

average loss is 1.6 seats. Republicans suffer an average loss of 3.4 

seats in the last five election period compared to an average loss of 

1.3 seats in the 1920-1974 time period. The election of 1934 affects 

the Republicans as well in that the average gain for elections in the 

1932-1974 time period is .5 seats and in the last ten election period 

the average gain is 1.5 seats. 
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Table 26. Senate: Average Number of Seats Gained or Lost and Median of 
Seats Gained or Lost for the Democratic and Republican 
Parties in Midterm Elections 

Democrats Republicans 

Years Average Median Average Median 

1914-1974 
1914-1970 

+ .8 
+ .7 

+ 2.5 -1 
-.8 

-2.5 

1920-1974 
1920-1970 

+1.1 
+ .9 

+2.5 -1.3 
-1.1 

-3 

1932-1974 
1932-1970 

-.6 
-1 

-3 + .5 
+ 1 

+1 

1936-1974 
1936-1970 

-1.6 
-1 

-3 +1.5 
+ 1 

+2 

1956-1974 
1956-1970 

+ 3.2 
• +3 

+2 -3.4 
-3 

-4 

The biggest effect, in excluding the election of 1974, occurs in 

the last ten election period for the Democrats and for the last ten 

election period and the 1932-1974 time period for the Republicans. 

Using the median instead of the average has a small effect in 

some of the time periods. For the Democrats in the 1920-1974 time 

period, when the median is used, the election of 1954 is a mild defeat 

whereas it is a mild victory when the average is used. For the 

Republicans, this same election, 1954, is a mild victory when the median 

is used and a mild defeat when the average is used. 

The rankings for the Democratic and Republican parties in the 

1932-1974 time period are listed in Table 27. (See Tables B.5 and B.6 

in Appendix B for the rankings of the 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1936-1974, 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

8 

9 

10 

11 

102 

27. Senate: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
Democratic Party and the Republican Party in Midterm 
Elections, 1932-1974 

Democrats Republicans 

Year 
Seats Gained 
or Lost Rank Year 

Seats Gained 
or Lost 

1958 

1934 

1962 

1974 

1954 

1966 

1970 

1950 

1938 

1942 

1946 

+15 

+9 

+4 

+3 

+2 

-3 

-3 

-6  

-8  

-9 

-11 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

10 

11 

1946 

1942 

1938 

1950 

1966 

1970 

1954 

1962 

1974 

1934 

1958 

+ 12 

+9 

+8 

+5 

+3 

+1 

- 2  

-4 

-4 

-9 

-13 
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and 1956-1974 time periods.) The best performance for the Democrats 

in the 1932-1974 time period is the election of 1958 and the worst per

formance for the Democrats is the election of 1946. For the Republi

cans, the best performance is the election of 1946 and the worst 

performance is the election of 1958. There are some differences from 

one time period to another. For example, in the last five election 

period for the Democrats the election of 1970 is ranked in a tie for 

last whereas in the 1932-1974 time period it is tied for sixth out of 

eleven and in the 1920-1974 time period it is tied for ninth out of 

fourteen. For the Republicans, the 1966 election is ranked first in 

the last five election period, but ranks fifth out of eleven in the 

1932-1974 time period. 

The standard deviation for the Democrats in the 1920-1974 time 

period is 7.6. There are no exceptional elections. Two elections are 

abnormal victories, the elections of 1958 and 1934. Three elections 

are abnormal defeats, 1946, 1942, and 1938. For the Republicans the 

standard deviation is 7.5. Again there are no exceptional elections. 

Three elections are abnormal victories, the elections of 1946, 1942, 

and 1938, and three elections are abnormal defeats, the elections of 

1958, 1934, and 1922. 

As was true for the House, the time period studied is important 

in ranking and comparing elections. And one unusual election can cause 

some averages to change dramatically. 
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Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in 
Number of Seats in Midterm Elections 

When analyzing House elections it was shown that although the 

President's party might lose the same number of seats in two different 

elections, in one election the President's party might have potentially 

more seats to lose so the losses are not necessarily equal. The same is 

correct for the Senate. This category, though, is not identical to that 

of the House because even though I am measuring percentage of potential 

increase or potential decrease in seats of the President's party, with 

the Senate I am measuring the increase or decrease of the seats up and 

not of the entire Senate since up to two-thirds of the Senate seats are 

up in other years. With the House I dealt with all House seats and 

measured differences from one election to another. Regardless of how 

many seats of each party are up, this category deals with the per

centage of potential increase or potential decrease in the number of 

seats for the President's party in the first part of this section and 

for both parties in the last part. Again, as with the similar category 

in the House, the rankings ai- compared with one another, but it is not 

possible to use averages, medians, and standard deviations because the 

percentage of potential increase is a different measurement in some 

respects than the percentage of potaitial decrease. The time periods 

used here are: 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1932-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-

1974. Table 28 gives the rankings for the number of seats gained or 

lost by the President's party in midterm elections in the 1932-1974 time 

period. (See Table B.7 in Appendix B for the rankings of the 1914-1974, 

1920-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time periods.) The best performance 



Tab: 

Ran] 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

105 

Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the President's Party in 
Midterm Elections, 1932-1974 

Percentage of Potential President's 
Year Increase or Decrease Party 

1934 +50% D 

1962 +22.2 D 

1970 +4 R 

1954 -12.5 R 

1966 -15 D 

1938 -25 D 

1950 -26.1 D 

1974 -28.6 R 

1942 -36 D 

1946 -45.8 D 

1958 -61.9 R 
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by the President's party in the 1932-1974 time period is the election of 

1934 and the worst performance is the 1958 election. There is not a 

great deal of change of position in the rankings when the different 

time periods are compared. In some instances there is. The election 

of 1966, for example, is in fifth place in the 1920-1974 time period 

whereas it is in the middle in the last five election period. 

Table 29 shows how the President's party has done in midterms 

when the Democratic and Republican parties are evaluated separately for 

the 1932-1974 time period. (See Table B.8 in Appendix B for the 

rankings of the 1920-1974 time period.) For the Democrats in the 1932-

1974 time period the best performance when the President is a member of 

their party is in 1934 and the worst performance is in 1946. For the 

Republicans the best performance is in 1970 and the worst performance 

is in 1958. 

Again, further analyses can be made by studying how the 

Democratic and Republican parties did in midterms whether the President 

was a member of their party or not. The rankings will be useful when 

the different categories are combined in the last chapter. 

The rankings for both parties in midterms in the 1932-1974 

period whether the President is a member of their party or not are 

given in Table 30. (See Tables B.9 and B.10 in Appendix B for the 

rankings of the 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time 

periods.) The best performance for the Democrats in the 1932-1974 time 

period is the 1958 election and the worst performance is the 1946 

election. The reverse is true for the Republicans. Their best per

formance is in 1946 and their worst performance is in 1958. As is so 



107 

Table 29. Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the President's Party in 
Midterm Elections when the President is a Democrat and 
when the President is a Republican, 1932-1974 

Democratic Presidents Republican Presidents 

Percentage of Potential Percentage of Potential 
Rank Year Increase or Decrease Rank Year Increase or Decrease 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1934 

1962 

1966 

1938 

1950 

1942 

1946 

+50% 

+ 2 2 . 2  

-15 

-25 

-26.1 

-36 

-45.8 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1970 

1954 

1974 

1958 

+4% 

-12.5 

-28.6 

-61.9 
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30. Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the Democratic Party and the 
Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1932-1974 

Democrats Republicans 

Percentage of Potential Percentage of Potential 
Year Increase or Decrease Rank Year Increase or Decrease 

1958 

1934 

1962 

1974 

1954 

1970 

1966 

1938 

1950 

1942 

1946 

+65.2% 

+50 

+ 2 2 . 2  

+21.4 

+12.5 

-12 

-15 

-25 

-26.1 

-36 

-45.8 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1946 

1942 

1938 

1950 

1966 

1970 

1954 

8 1962 

9 1974 

10 1934 

11 1958 

+48% 

+ 36 

+25 

+21.7 

+15 

+4 

-12.5 

-22.2 

-28.6 

-56.3 

-61.9 
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often true in this chapter, the time period being studied is important 

in establishing the position of a.particular election. For example, for 

the Democrats, the 1966 election is ranked seventh out of eleven in 

the 1932-1974 time period, but is ranked last in the last five election 

period. For the Republicans the 1970 election is ranked sixth out of 

eleven in the 1932-1974 time period while it is ranked in second place 

in the last five election period. 

As with the House even though in this category all the measure

ments could not be used, it does give information the previous category 

does not because it takes into account the number of seats a party has 

up in an election in addition to the number of seats a party loses in 

an election. 

Percentage of Seats Won by Each Party in 
Senatorial Elections 

When I examined House elections with the similar category I 

studied all the House seats each two years because all members of the 

House are selected every two years. For the Senate, however, only 

about one-third are elected each two years so the category is a bit 

different. Because of special elections since 1914, there have been as 

many as 39 seats up and as few as 33 in any Senate election. The per

centage of seats won by each party in each of these elections is what 

is studied here. Like the similar category for House elections, con

clusions are drawn not only for midterm elections, but also for Senate 

elections held in presidential election years, and all Senate elec

tions, both those held in midterms and those held in presidential 

election years. The time periods studied here are: 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 
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1932-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974."'' Variations on the last two time 

periods are used when all senatorial elections are studied. 

In Table 31 one can see the average percentage of seats won and 

the medians for the different time periods for Democrats and Republicans 

in midterm elections. The best performance by the Democrats is in the 

last five election period in which they won an average of 64.2% of the 

seats. The worst performance for the Republicans is likewise in the 

last five election period in which they won an average of 34.1% of the 

seats. There is a significant difference between the last five 

election period averages for both parties and the averages in the last 

ten election period. In the last ten election period the Democrats won 

an average of 58.3% of the seats while the Republicans won an average 

of 40.5% of the seats. In fact, aside from the last five election 

period, the average percentages won by both the Democrats and the 

Republicans in the various time periods are remarkably similar, i.e., 

all Democratic averages are close and all Republican averages are close. 

The lowest figure for the Democrats is in the 1914-1974 time period in 

which they won an average of 47.8% of the seats. The same time period 

produces the highest figure for the Republicans, 40.7% of the seats. In 

the 1932-1974 time period the Democrats won an average of 49.8% of the 

seats and the Republicans an average of 38.7% of the seats. When the 

1974 election is excluded, the greatest effect is in the last five elec

tion period, but there are some differences in the other periods as well. 

1. More analyses are given to the 1914-1974 time period here 
than in the two previous categories because it involves the performance 
in each election since all senators were elected by popular votes. 
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Table 31. Senate: Average Percentage of Seats Won and Median of Seats 
Won for the Democratic and Republican Parties in Midterm 
Elections 

Democrats Republicans 

Years 
Average 
Percentage Median 

Average 
Percentage Median 

1914-1974 57.8% 61.5% 40.7% 38.4% 
1914-1970 47.2 41.5 

1920-1974 58.8 63.1 39.6 36.4 
1920-1970 58.1 40. 3 

1932-1974 59.8 63.2 38.7 35.9 
1932-1970 59 39.6 

1936-1974 58.3 63.1 40.5 36.4 
1932-1970 59 39.6 

1956-1974 64.2 64.1 34.1 31.4 
1952-1970 63.3 35.5 

The median produces different conclusions for some elections 

than does the average in some time periods. For the Democrats in the 

1914-1974 time period, the 1914 and 1930 elections are mild defeats when 

the median is used and mild victories when the average is used. In the 

1920-1974 time period for the Democrats, the 1970 and 1930 elections are 

mild defeats when the median is used and mild victories when the 

average is used. In the 1932-1974 and last ten election periods for 

the Democrats the 1970 election is a mild defeat when the median is used 

and a mild victory when the average is used. For the Republicans in the 

1914-1974 time period the election of 1930 is a mild victory when the 

median is used and a mild defeat when the average is used. The same is 
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true of the 1954 election for Republicans in the 1920-1974, 1932-1974, 

and last ten election periods; it is a mild victory when the median is 

used and a mild defeat when the average is used. 

The rankings for Democrats and Republicans in Senate midterm 

elections in the 1932-1974 time period are given in Table 32. (See 

Tables B.12 and B.13 in Appendix B for the rankings in the 1914-1974, 

1920-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time periods.) The best per

formance for the Democrats in the 1932-1974 time period is in 1958 and 

the worst performance is in 1946. The best performance for the 

Republicans is the 1946 election and the worst performance is the 1934 

election. For the Democrats there are some differences in rankings. 

For example, the election of 1966 is ranked last in the last five elec

tion period whereas it is ranked eighth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 

time period and tenth out of fourteen in midterms in the 1920-1974 time 

period. For Republicans the 1962 election is ranked second in the last 

five election period, but is ranked sixth out of eleven in the 1932-

1974 time period and tenth out of sixteen in the 1914-1974 time period. 

Standard deviations have been caluclated for elections in the 

1914-1974 time period. The standard deviation for Democrats is 12.1. 

There are no exceptional elections. There are five abnormal ones, 

abnormal victories in 1958 and 1934 and abnormal defeats in 1946, 1926, 

and 1918. For the Republicans the standard deviation is 13.2. There 

are also no exceptional elections for the Republicans. There are five 

abnormal ones, abnormal victories in 1946, 1926, and 1918, and abnormal 

defeats in 1934 and 1958. 
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32. Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the Demo
cratic Party and the Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 
1932-1974 

Republicans 

Rank Year 
Percentage 

Won 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

9 

10 

11 

1946 

1942 

1966 

1950 

1954 

1962 

1938 

1970 

1974 

1958 

1934 

63.9% 

52.9 

51.4 

5Q 

36.8 

35.9 

31.4 

31.4 

29.4 

2 2 . 2  

20 

Democrats 

Year 
Percentage 

Won 

1958 

1934 

1938 

1974 

1962 

1954 

1970 

1966 

1950 

1942 

1946 

77.8% 

74.3 

6 8 . 6  

67.6 

64.1 

63.2 

62.9 

48.6 

47.2 

47.1 

36.1 
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The average percentage of seats won and the medians for both the 

Democrats and Republicans in senatorial elections held in presidential 

election years are given in Table 33. For the Democrats the average 

percentage of 54.7% of the seats won in the 1914-1974 time period is 

the lowest of the time periods considered. The highest figure for the 

Democrats is an average percentage of 61.8% of the seats in the 1932-

1974 time period. For the Republicans the lowest figure is an average 

of 37.4% of the seats won in elections in the 1932-1974 time period. 

Their highest figure is an average of 44.5% of the seats won in elec

tions in the 1914-1974 time period. When the election of 1972 is 

excluded, a bigger change occurs in the last ten and last five election 

periods for both the Democrats and the Republicans showing again that 

unusual elections can cause significant changes in figures. When 

compared to the averages for both parties in midterm elections, the 

figures show mixed results. For the Democrats the averages are higher 

for midterms than they are for senatorial elections held in presidential 

election years in the 1914-1974, 1920-1974, and last five election 

periods. The averages are lower for midterms in the 1932-1974, and 

last ten election periods for Democrats. The reverse is true for the 

Republicans; the averages are higher for midterms than for senatorial 

elections held in presidential election years in the 1932-1974 and last 

ten election periods and the averages are lower for midterms in the 

1914-1974, 1920-1974, and last five election periods. 

The medians are not far off the averages for most of the time 

periods and using the median instead of the average would not change 

the analyses here except in a marginal way. 
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Table 33. Senate: Average Percentage of Seats Won and Median of 
Percentage of Seats Won for the Democratic and Republican 
Parties in Senatorial Elections Held in Presidential 
Election Years 

Democrats Republicans 

Years 
Average 
Percentage Median 

Average 
Percentage Median 

1914-1974 54.7% 52.9% 44.5% 47.1% 
1914-1970 55.2 44 

1920-1974 55.3 56.5 43.9 43.6 
1920-1970 55.8 43.3 

1932-1974 61.8 61.1 37.4 38.2 
1932-1970 63.1 36 

1936-1974 60.1 60.6 39.1 39.1 
1932-1970 63.1 36 

1956-1974 58.9 52.9 41.8 47.1 
1952-1970 56.1 43.9 

The rankings for senatorial elections held in presidential 

election years in the 1932^-1974 time period are given in Table 34. 

(See Tables B.14 and B.15 in Appendix B for the rankings of the 1914-

1974, 1920-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time periods.) The best 

performance for the Democrats in the 1932-1974 time period is the 1964 

election and the worst performance for the Democrats is the 1952 

election. The best performance for the Republicans is the 1952 

election and the worst performance is the election of 1936. Ayain 

there are differences in the various time periods. For the Democrats, 

for example, the 1972 election is ranked last in the last five 

election period and tenth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, 
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34. Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the Democratic 
Party and the Republican Party in Senatorial Elections Held 
in Presidential Election Years, 1932-1974 

Democrats 

Year 
Percentage 

Won Rank 

Republicans 

Year 
Percentage 

Won 

1964 

1932 

1936 

1948 

1960 

1940 

1944 

1968 

1956 

1972 

1952 

80% 

79.4 

77.8 

72.7 

61.8 

61.1 

60 

52.9 

51.4 

48.5 

34.3 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1952 

1972 

1956 

1968 

1944 

1960 

1940 

1948 

1932 

1964 

1936 

65.7% 

51.5 

48.6 

47.1 

40 

38.2 

36.1 

27.3 

2 0 . 6  

20 

16.7 
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but it is only tenth out of fifteen in the 1914-1974 time period. For 

the Republicans the reverse is true of this election; it is ranked 

first in the last five election period, second in the 1932-1974 time 

period, but only sixth in the 1914-1974 time period. 

The standard deviation for the Democrats in elections in the 

1914-1974 time period is 17.4. There are no exceptional elections. 

There are four abnormal victories for the Democrats, in 1964, 1932, 

1936, and 1948, and four abnormal defeats, in 1920, 1952, 1924, and 

1928. For the Republicans the standard deviation is 17.9. Again there 

are no exceptional elections. There are three abnormal victories, in 

1920, 1952, and 1924, and three abnormal defeats, in 1936, 1964, and 

1932. 

Table 35 gives the average percentage of the seats won and the 

medians of the percentage of seats won for the Democratic and 

Republican parties in all Senate elections, both midterms and sena

torial elections held in presidential election years. The average 

percentage of 61.6% of the seats won by the Democrats in the last ten 

election period is the highest for them of all the time periods. The 

lowest for the Democrats is an average of 56.1% of the seats in the last 

five election period. In the 1932-1974 time period the Democrats won 

an average of 60.8% of the seats. The highest average for the 

Republicans is an average of 42.6% of the seats won in the 1914-1974 

time period. The lowest average for the Republicans is in the last ten 

election period in which they won an average of 37.6% of the seats. In 

the 1932-1974 time period, the Republicans won an average of 38.1% of 
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Table 35. Senate: Average Percentage of Seats Won and Median of 
Percentage of Seats Won for the Democratic and Republican 
Parties in Senate Elections Both Those Held in Midterm Years 
and Those Held in Presidential Election Years 

Democrats Republicans 

Years 
Average 
Percentage Median 

Average 
Percentage Median 

1914-1974 56.3 60% 42.6% 40% 
1914-1972 56 43 

1920-1974 57 60.6 41.7 39.1 
1920-1972 56.7 42.2 

1932-1974 60.8 62.4 38.1 36.5 
1932-1972 60.5 38.5 

1956-1974 61.6 62.4 37.6 37.1 
1954-1972 61.1 38.3 

1966-1974 56.1 52.9 42.2 47.1 
1964-1972 58.6 40.3 

the seats. When the 1974 election is excluded there is a larger effect 

in the last five election period than in any other. 

The medians are not real close to the averages in some instances 

and this causes some elections to be rated one way with the median and 

another way with the average for some time periods. For the Democrats 

in the 1914-1974 time period when the median is used the 1914 election 

is classified as a mild defeat and when the average is used it is a 

mild victory. In the 1920-1974 time period for the Democrats, the 

1930 and 1944 elections are mild defeats when the median is used and 

mild victories when the average is used. In the 1932-1974 time period, 

the election of 1940 is a mild defeat for the Democrats when the median 
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is used and a mild victory when the average is used. In the last ten 

election period for the Democrats the 1960 election is a mild defeat 

when the median is used and a mild victory when the average is used. 

For the Republicans in elections in the 1914-1974 time period the 1914 

election is a mild victory when the average is used and a mild defeat 

when the median is used. In the 1920-1974 time period for Republicans 

both the 1930 and 1944 elections are mild victories when the median is 

used and mild defeats when the average is used. And in elections in the 

1932-1974 time period for the Republicans, the 1954 election is a mild 

victory when the median is used and a mild defeat when the average is 

used. 

In Table 36, the rankings for Democrats and Republicans in the 

1932-1974 time period are given. (See Tables B.16 and B.17 in 

Appendix B for the rankings of the 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1956-1974, and 

1966-1974 time periods.) The best performance for the Democrats in 

the 1932-1974 time period is the 1964 election and the worst per

formance is the 1952 election. For the Republicans the best performance 

is the 1952 election and the worst performance is the 1936 election. 

As before there are discrepancies between time periods. For the 

Democrats, for example, in the last ten election period the election of 

of 1972 is ranked last while in the 1932-1974 time period it is ranked 

eighteenth out of twenty-two and in the 1914-1974 time period it is 

ranked twenty-first out of thirty-one. For the Republicans, the 1974 

election is ranked last in the last five election period, whereas it is 

ranked sixteenth out of twenty-two in the 1932-1974 time period. 
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Table 36. Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 
Democratic Party and the Republican Party in Senate 
Elections Both Those Held in Midterm Years and Those Held 
in Presidential Election Years, 1932-1974 

Democrats Republicans 

Rank Year Percentage Won Rank Year Percentage Won 

1 1964 80% 1 1952 65. 7fo 
2 1932 79.4 2 1946 63.9 
3 1936 77.8 3 1942 52.9 

1958 77.8 4 1972 51.5 
5 1934 74.3 5 1966 51.4 
6 1948 72.7 6 1950 50 
7 1938 68.6 7 1956 48.6 
8 1974 67.6 8 1968 47.1 
9 1962 64.1 9 1944 40 
10 1954 63.2 10 1960 38.2 
11 1970 62.9 11 1954 36.8 
12 1960 61.8 12 1940 36.1 
13 1940 61.1 13 1962 35.9 
14 1944 60 14 1938 31.4 
15 1968 52.9 1970 31.4 
16 1956 51.4 16 1974 29.4 
17 1966 48.6 17 1948 27.3 
18 1972 48.5 18 1958 22.2 
19 1950 47.2 19 1932 20.6 
20 1942 47.1 20 1934 20 
21 1946 36.1 1964 20 
22 1952 34.3 22 1936 16.7 
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Standard deviations have been calculated for the 1914-1974 

and 1932-1974 time periods for both the Democrats and the Republicans. 

The standard deviation for the Democrats in the 1914-1974 time period 

is 15. One election is exceptional, the exceptional defeat in 1920. 

Eleven elections are abnormal, abnormal victories in 1964, 1932, 1936, 

1958, 1934, and 1948, and abnormal defeats in 1952, 1946, 1924, 1918, 

and 1926. In the 1932-1974 time period the standard deviation for the 

Democrats is 13.3. There are no exceptional elections. There are five 

abnormal victories, in 1964, 1932, 1936, 1958, and l';34. There are 

three abnormal defeats, the elections of 1952, 1946, and 1942. The 

1942 election is not an abnormal defeat when elections in the 1914-1974 

time period are considered, but it is when elections in the 1932-1974 

period are. For the Republicans the standard deviation in elections 

in the 1914-1974 time period is 15.7. There is one exceptional 

victory, the election of 1920. There are five abnormal victories, in 

1952, 1946, 1924, 1926, and 1928, and five abnormal defeats, in 1936, 

1964, 1934, 1932, and 1958. In the 1932-1974 time period the standard 

deviation for the Republicans is 14. There are no exceptional elections. 

There are three abnormal victories, in 1952, 1946, and 1942, and five 

abnormal defeats, in 1936, 1964, 1934, 1932, and 1958. The 1942 

election was not considered an abnormal victory in the 1914-1974 time 

period but is in the 1932-1974 time period. 

In this chapter, several different methods of analyzing Senate 

elections have been used. Each tells us something about what happened 

in these elections. Many times when different measurements were used 

or different time periods were employed, the results were different. 
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At the same time often the results were the same when different 

measurements and time periods were employed. In the last chapter, 

rankings in the categories employed here will be combined together so 

that a better picture of Senate elections can be seen. 



CHAPTER IV 

WEAKNESSES, COMPARISONS, AND EVALUATIONS OF THE MEASUREMENTS, CATEGORIES, 
AND TIME PERIODS USED IN THE STUDY OF CONGRESSIONAL ELECTIONS 

In this chapter, the various measurements, categories, and time 

periods that were used in the two previous chapters are analyzed. Some 

of the weaknesses are studied, comparisons are made, and they are 

evaluated. In the first part of the chapter general weaknesses in 

studying congressional elections are examined. Several of these were 

pointed out earlier. Here the reliability of the data is examined. Also 

weaknesses first indicated in Chapter I are reviewed. 

Next the weaknesses of the different measurements used in 

Chapter II and Chapter III are pointed out and the measurements are 

compared and evaluated. The measurements include: the average, the 

median, rankings, and standard deviation. 

The categories used in the two previous chapters are also 

analyzed. These include: number of seats gained or lost in midterm 

elections, percentage of potential increase or potential decrease in 

seats in midterm elections, percentage of seats won in congressional 

elections, and percentage of the votes received in congressional 

elections. Those categories which were used for both the House and the 

Senate are examined together. The study of midterm elections, the 

study of congressional elections held in presidential election years, 

and the study of all congressional elections are also examined. 

123 
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The performance of the President's party in midterm elections when 

studied separately for Democrats and Republicans is examined as well. 

Next the different time periods used in Chapter II and Chapter 

III are examined. Several different time periods were used. Some were 

used for both House elections and Senate elections, and some were used 

for only one. These include the following time periods: 1854-1974, 

1912-1974, 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1932-1974, the last ten elections, and 

the last five elections. (The last two varied at times.) Of course 

when the 1974 or 1972 elections were excluded, the time periods were 

adjusted accordingly. 

While there are weaknesses to contend with, this does not mean 

the analyses are without value. Every type of analysis has certain 

weaknesses that must be dealt with. Here the weaknesses of the 

analyses in this project are dealt with, but the analyses themselves 

have reliability and are very useful in evaluating congressional 

elections. 

While there may be weaknesses in the different ways congressional 

elections are studied here, it should be noted that differences can also 

occur in the data itself. It might weaken the conclusions but if these 

are weaknesses that cannot be overcome, they must be accepted in the 

analyses and their limiting nature must just be understood when the 

data are interpreted. 

There were other sources which could have been used for some of 

the data. For the number of seats won by the Democratic and Republican 

parties in House elections the data were taken primarily from Factual 
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Campaign Information.1 The figures for the 1974 election were taken 

2 
from the Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report because they were not 

available in Factual Campaign Information. The reason Factual Campaign 

Information was used was because it is a national government document 

and becuase it is stated that the figures given reflect the immediate 

3 
election results. In some instances the number of Democrats and 

Republicans elected to the House was not the same in Factual Campaign 

information and the Congressional Quarterly publications. For example, 

in the 1960 election, Factual Campaign Information indicated there were 

4 
262 Democrats elected to the House and 175 Republicans. The 

Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report indicated there were 263 Democrats 

5 
and 174 Republicans elected. Differences did not occur in a large 

number of instances, but they did occur in some. The figures for the 

percentage of the votes received by the Democratic and Republican 

parties in House elections were taken from Historical Statistics of 

6 
the United States, Colonial Times to 1957 for 1912-1930 and from the 

1. U.S. Congress, Senate, Senate Library, Factual Campaign 
Information, October 3, 1974 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1974), p. 14. 

2. "Official 1974 Returns for Congress, Governors," Congres
sional Quarterly Weekly Report, 5 April 1975, pp. 716-23. 

3. U.S. Congress, Factual Campaign Information, October 3, 
1974, p. 14. 

4. Ibid. 

5. "Election Results, Congress and Presidency, 1854-1974," 
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 9 November 1974, p. 3105. 

6. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the 
United States, Colonial Times to 1957 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1960), p. 692. 
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Statistical Abstract"*" for 1932-1974. This was also done because they 

are national government publications. But the figures given in these 

publications do not correspond exactly with those given by Edward Cox 

2 
in State and National Voting in Federal Elections 1910-1970. Cox made 

adjustments in the data for situations when all House candidates in a 

state ran at large and to account for times when votes were not tabu-

3 
lated in unopposed contests, but his figures are only available to 

1970 so the elections of 1972 and 1974, which are important to many 

analyses, could not be included. Also there might be some dispute as 

to how he made his adjustments. Indeed, Paul David in Party Strength . 

4 
in the United States: 1872-1970 also made adjustments in the data on 

voting figures for House elections in his study. He did not use the 

exact voting figures throughout,^ though, and some might question how he 

made his adjustments. The figures from the national government publica

tions, the Cox book, and the David book were different from one another 

presenting a situation in which depending on whose figures were used, 

different conclusions could be drawn. 

1. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the 
United States: 1975 (96th edition) (Washington, D.C., 1975), p. 435. 

2. Edward Franklin Cox, State and National Voting in Federal 
Elections 1910-1970 (Hamden, Connecticut: Archon Books, 1972), pp. 
256-57. 

3. Ibid., pp. 7, 13. 

4. Paul T. David, Party Strength in the United States: 1872-
1970 (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 1972). 

5. Ibid., pp. 9-12, 65-78, 85-87. 
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Since I measured the difference in the number of House members 

elected as Democrats and Republicans from one election to another, 

someone might challenge the conclusions drawn and say a better way 

would have involved, for some of the categories, measurements based on 

the number of seats each party held immediately before an election. 

This was not done because I wanted to measure how the parties did from 

election to election and not how they did from right before an election 

to right after an election. For one thing the data were more readily 

available. For another using the figures from one election to another 

allows one to compare one set of elections to other sets. It 

eliminates possible unusual circumstances which occur with some House 

seats. For example, if a Democrat was elected to a House seat in a 

regular election, then died, a Republican might win a special election 

for that seat. If there is any validity at all to using a set of 

elections as a group to compare to others, to count that House seat as 

a Republican seat for comparative purposes instead of a Democratic seat 

would distort the results. There might be some special reason why the 

Democrat won in the regular election and the Republican won in the 

special election. A president's coattails might have helped the 

Democrat win for example. 

The figures for Senate elections were taken from a combination 

of four basic sources: Factual Campaign Information/ State and National 

1. U.S. Congress, Factual Campaign Information, October 3, 
1974, p. 14. 
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1 2 
Voting in Federal Elections 1910-1970, The New York Times, and the 

3 
Congressional Quarterly Almanac. This was done because the figures 

needed for the kinds of analyses I wanted to do were not given as such 

in any one source. Of course, these figures are open to error. 

Indeed, in the totals of the number of senators each party held in the 

U.S. Senate after each election, the figures were sometimes different 

when Factual Campaign Information was used and when Congressional 

Quarterly sources were used. For example, Factual Campaign Information 

shows that after the 1970 election there were 54 Democrats, 44 

4 
Republicans, and 2 Others in the U.S. Senate. These oLners were James 

Buckley, elected as a Conservative in New York, and Harry Byrd, Jr., 

elected as an Independent in Virginia. The Congressional Quarterly 

Weekly Report indicates that after the 1970 election there were 55 

5 
Democrats and 45 Republicans in the U.S. Senate. With the Senate, 

since not all Senate seats are up each election year and because 

senators have six year terms, it was not possible to study Senate 

elections the same way I did House elections. Thus some analyses 

1. Cox, State and National Voting, pp. 264-80. 

2. The New York Times, selected issues following congressional 
elections, 1914-1950. 

3. Congressional Quarterly Almanac (Washington, D.C.: Congres
sional Quarterly Inc.), issues in years congressional elections were 
held.. 1952-1974. 

4. U.S. Congress, Factual Campaign Information, October 3, 
1974, p. 14. 

5. "Election Results, Congress and Presidency, 1854-1974," 
p. 3105. 
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of the Senate dealt with the situation immediately before and immedi

ately after the Senate elections each two years. 

So the possibility of error is present in all the figures used, 

but whoever studies congressional elections is faced with similar 

limitations because one must choose a set of figures to use and whatever 

set is chosen, someone else might say another set is more correct. 

There are other problems in studying congressional elections the 

ways I have done. Many o• these were made evident in Chapter I. 

Presidential coattails presents one case in point. If presidential 

coattails sometimes affect congressional elections and sometimes do 

not, this means that in midterms when one is studying seats gained or 

lost and percentage of potential increase or potential decrease in 

seats, one is comparing different things, in a sense, when one compares 

those times when the President's coattails affected the previous con

gressional elections and those when they did not. And if only Democratic 

presidents have coattails as was suggested in Chapter I,"'" then it might 

mean that different things are being compared in midterm elections when 

there is a Democratic president and when there is a Republican 

president. 

When studying seats gained and lost and the percentage of 

potential increase or decrease in seats of the President's party in 

midterm elections, landslide elections can certainly distort the results 

because if a President's party has won a landslide victory in 

1. See Francisco Arcelus and Allan H. Meltzer, "The Effect of 
Aggregate Economic Variables on Congressional Elections," paper presented 
at the 1973 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, 
New Orleans, Louisiana, 4-8 September 1973, pp. 11, 13. 



congressional elections in a presidential election year, there are 

potentially more seats to lose in the next midterm election than there 

are when the President's party has not won a landslide victory. This 

could distort the comparisons of these elections and what might be 

viewed as a return to a normal situation in ordinary times would be 

viewed as a big defeat in a midterm election following a landslide 

victory in a presidential election year. 

If a president campaigns extensively in midterm elections, he 

might be able to limit his party's losses and he might be able to help 

in close elections. Thus, elections in which the President campaigns 

extensively are not fully comparable to those in which the President 

does not campaign for members of his party. 

There have been changes in the party identifications of the 

American people over the years. Between 1912 and 1932 the Republican 

Party was the dominant party. Since 1932 the Democratic Party has been 

more dominant. Indeed, since 19 32 there have been shifts in the number 

of people identifying as Democrats and Republicans. Recently fewer 

people have been identifying as Republicans and many more people have 

been identifying as Independents. Gallup Polls show this to be true."*" 

Thus, comparisons cannot necessarily be made on the same level because 

what might be an outstanding performance for a party in a period in 

which they are the minority party, might be an average performance in 

a time period when they are the majority party. 

1. "Post-Industrial Politics: A Guide to 1976," Congressional 
Quarterly Weekly Report, 15 November 1975, p. 2476. 
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There might be more marginal seats up in one election than in 

another. Because marginal seats are more vulnerable than safe seats, 

a bigger loss for a party might occur when more marginal seats are up. 

Because of this a small shift in people's votes can result in a large 

shift in the seats a party wins or loses in such a situation. Elec

tions in which there are many marginal seats up may not be comparable to 

those in which a few marginal seats are up. The same is correct to 

some extent of freshmen seats. When there are more freshmen seats up a 

party has a greater potential to lose seacs than when there are not a 

number of freshmen up.1 

There are reginal differences in the country which can affect 

elections. While political changes are taking place in one part of the 

country they might not be doing so in another. This could have a large 

impact on Senate elections in particular, because seats in all states 

are not up each year, so a big victory or a big defeat might not have 

occurred had Senate seats in all parts of the country been up in the 

same year. Shifts could also occur in some sections for House elections 

and not in others. 

Minor party candidates sometimes win or draw votes from Democrats 

and Republicans and this can cause problems in the analyses of congres

sional elections. In 1970 Senate races, James Buckley was elected as a 

Conservative and Harry Byrd, Jr. was elected as an Independent. Byrd 

ended up working with the Democrats in the Senate and Buckley ended up 

1. See "House Campaign Outlook for Small Republican Gains," 
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 4 November 1972, p. 2889; and 
Charles O. Jones, Every Second Year (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings 
Institution, 1967), pp. 68-70. 
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working with the Republicans, but when they were elected they were not 

elected as a Democrat and a Republican. Since Buckley replaced a 

Republican in 1970, should one count it as a lost seat for the 

Republicans, and since Byrd had been a Democrat before the 1970 elec

tion, should one count his reelection as a lost seat for the Democrats? 

Of course minor party candidates can have another effect. They can 

cause a candidate to lose who would have won if the minor party candi

date had not been in the race. They can do this by drawing votes from 

one of the major party candidates. And of course third party candi

dates can have an effect on the percentage of the vote received by the 

two major party candidates, drawing votes that normally would have gone 

to the Democrats and the Republicans. Also, sometimes both parties 

endorse a candidate and this could cause difficulties in analyses. 

The type of ballot used can cause distortions since different 

types of ballots have been used at different times in congressional 

elections. One party might have an advantage in some circumstances with 

the party column ballot. Also there were times when candidates for the 

U.S. House were elected at large in some states; later in the same 

states candidates ran in single member districts. The method used can 

have an effect on who won a particular race and when different methods 

have been used at different times in history, it might be difficult to 

compare elections. 



133 

Since split ticket voting has become more extensive in recent 

years,"'" the chances of coattail pulling are diminished and the circum

stances of congressional elections in the recent past are different 

from those of the more distant past. Thus when elections in the distant 

past are compared to those in the recent past, the situation is not the 

same. 

2 
Congressmen serve longer now in the House and the Senate and 

3 
incumbents do very well when they run for reelection. Because the 

situation is different than it was several years ago, again the results 

of elections in different eras may not be comparable. 

There has been a decline in the number of House seats changing 

4 parties. This means that because the parties have more safe seats now 

the chances of large scale changes are not as great now as they were in 

1. Walter DeVries and Lance Tarrance, Jr., The Ticket-Splitters 
CGrand Rapids, Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1972), 
pp. 19, 22; Milton C. Cummings, Jr., Congressmen and the Electorate (New 
York: The Free Press, 1966), pp. 12, 46; and Edward Cox, "The Measure
ment of Party Strength," Western Political Quarterly 13 (December 1960): 
1023. 

2. Nelson W. Polsby, "The Institutionalization of the U.S. 
House of Representatives," American Political Science Review 62 (March 
1968):148; and Randall B. Ripley, Congress: Process and Policy (New 
York: W.W. Norton and Company, Inc., 1975), pp. 36-39. 

3. Malcolm E. Jewell and Samuel C. Patterson, The Legislative 
Process in the United States, 2nd ed. (New York: Random House, 1973), 
p. 122; Ripley, Congress: Process and Policy, pp. 193-95; Cummings, 
Congressmen and the Electorate, pp. 68-72; and Barbara Hinckley, 
"Incumbency and the Presidential Vote in Senate Elections: Defining 
Parameters of Subpresidential Voting," American Political Science 
Review 64 (September 1970): 839-40. 

4. Charles O. Jones, "Inter-Party Competition for Congres
sional Seats," Western Political Quarterly 17 (September 1964):465. 
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earlier times. Thus, elections are not as comparable as they would be 

if this difference was not there. 

No one could deny the importance of apportionment and gerry

mandering in affecting the results of some congressional elections. Had 

state legislatures used different patterns than they did in drawing 

district lines the results of many elections might have been different. 

And after each census now when the number of House members a state has 

might change and the district lines are redrawn, in a sense one is 

creating a different electoral system than the one that was used in the 

previous election, let alone elections several years before. And when 

one compares elections in which there were unequal-sized districts to 

those after the courts ordered equal-sized districts, he is comparing 

elections that are not entirely the same. 

Turnout can also have an effect on the comparisons of elec

tions. Since there is normally a larger turnout in presidential elec

tion years, there might be difficulty in comparing midterm elections to 

elections held in presidential election years. Also, sii^e at least in 

recent times, the Democrats generally benefit from a larger turnout,"'' 

the size of the turnout can have an effect on how well the parties do in 

elections. 

The make-up of the voters in midterm elections might be differ

ent from that of voters in elections held in presidential election 

1. Arcelus and Meltzer, "The Effect of Aggregate Economic 
Variables on Congressional Elections," p. 16; and Louis H. Bean, How To 
Predict Elections (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1948), p. 45. 
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years. This could have an effect on the comparisons of elections held 

in these years. 

There could be national trends which could affect a number of 

elections in both presidential election years and in midterm years. If 

there are trends in one year and not in another, this could make it 

difficult to compare elections when there were trends and when there 

were not. At the same time there might be local issues in certain 

sections of the country which could have some impact on the outcome of 

some elections. If there were several local factors which would work 

against one party, this could distort election results for that party 

for that year and make it difficult to compare those results to other 

election results. 

Economic factors might help explain why a particular election 

result occurred, but it might be difficult to compare the election 

results when one set of economic conditions prevailed with results when 

another set existed. 

It is true that votes cast in congressional elections for the 

parties do not necessarily transfer into the same percentage of seats 

in the House'1' and this could cause distortions. Again, there have been 

times when candidates did not have opponents in general elections and 

this might also cause problems in some analyses. 

Some of these factors may limit the comparisons of congres

sional elections. On the other hand perhaps many of them help explain 

1. See Edward R. Tufte, "The Relationship Between Seats and 
Votes in Two-Party Systems," American Political Science Review 67 
(June 1973):542, 546, 548, 549-50. 
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why the results of congressional elections are different. For example, 

national trends or economic conditions might be the kinds of things 

which cause a party to do well or poorly. Whatever the case, one must 

remember that in studying elections there are often factors which can 

limit the validity of the conclusions derived. One must just be aware 

of these factors and draw conclusions with them in mind. 

There is another problem with some of the analyses of Senate 

elections. In analyses here the number of seats up in an election 

varies from 33 to 39. This puts some constraints on the conclusions 

drawn about Senate elections. When one is studying the average number 

of seats gained or lost, this variation can cause some difficulties. 

Other things being equal, on the average there would be more seats that 

a party could lose when a lot of seats are up than when there are not 

a lot of seats up. 

Of the measurements used, the average number of seats gained 

or lost is probably the one that has been used the most often. Of 

course the average has also been used to express the average percentage 

of seats won and the average percentage of the votes received. It might 

happen, though, that at times, probably more so in a shorter series, but 

also in a longer series, that there can be some exceptional elections 

which might distort conclusions when the average is used. Most of the 

time, though, using the average can provide valuable information in 

analyzing elections. 

As used here the median shows the midpoint in each election 

series. One must be careful in the use of the median because there 

might be several elections bunched closely around the midpoint on one 
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side or the other. These might be classified as victories or defeats 

when they are more like the median than other victories or defeats. 

This measurement does not tell us the closeness of the various elections 

to the midpoint. It does show that fifty per cent of the elections lie 

on one side of the median and fifty per cent on the other. To know what 

side an election lies on does provide some valuable information in the 

analyses of elections. 

Rankings are very useful in placing one election in comparison 

with other elections in a series. But to use the ranking number without 

other information sometimes leaves gaps. There might be several 

elections where the scores are close together, but which are ranked 

far apart. Yet by ranking elections with the score for each election 

given, one can get a fairly clear picture of where an election fits in 

with other elections in that series. 

The use of standard deviation is helpful to an extent, but 

again, there are potential difficulties. Some believe that when there 

is too short a series, standard deviation should not be used because it 

might create distortions. Again, it might be problematic when there is 

not a normal distribution. In a normal distribution 68.26% of the 

entries are within plus or minus one standard deviation from the mean 

and 95.54% of the entries are within plus or minus two standard devia

tions. And whether the situation is normal or not, not less than 75% 

of the entries fall between plus or minus two standard deviations from 
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the mean.1 There might be some problem when one is comparing the 

standard deviation results when the distribution is normal and when it 

is not. Also in establishing categories of normal, abnormal, and 

exceptional elections as was done in the two previous chapters, a 

problem might exist when an election at the bottom end of the abnormal 

group is more like the election on the top end of the normal group than 

it is like any other abnormal election. Overall, standard deviation 

can be useful within limits. 

Although there are some weaknesses with each measurement, this 

does not mean that they are not useful. Indeed, each measurement 

presents information which is valuable in one way or another to the 

study of congressional elections. These measurements can be used in 

combination to give a better view of how each election fits in with 

other congressional elections. If one measurement does not fit because 

of some oddity, another might and conclusions could be drawn about 

that election or those electioi.c.. 

There are problems with using the category of the number of 

seats gained or lost in midterm elections. The fact that the 

President's party might have potentially more seats to gain or lose in 

one election than another can cause distortions when comparing one 

election to another.. When the number of seats a party has is the same 

or fairly close to the same as that of another party, a comparison of 

how w&ll each party did in the next election can be made with this 

1. Linton C. Freeman, Elementary Applied Statistics: For 
Students in Behavioral Science (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 
1965), p. 62. 



measurement. The category also presents some problems when one is 

studying all midterm elections, both when the President is a member of 

your party and when he is not. Since it has happened that the 

President's party has done much better generally in congressional 

elections held in presidential election years than in the subsequent 

midterm elections, in studying the number of seats gained or lost in 

midterms and the percentage of potential increase or potential decrease 

in seats in midterms, there generally has been a loss of seats for the 

President's party and a potential decrease in seats. Consequently 

when a party does not have the Presidency, they generally gain seats 

and have a percentage of potential increase in seats in midterm 

elections. Thus midterm elections in which a party does not hold the 

Presidency have generally been at the top of the rankings when the 

performances of the Democratic and Republican parties in all midterm 

elections whether the President was a member of one's party or not have 

been measured. Thus, these and other weaknesses can distort to some 

extent a party's performance when this category is used. 

The percentage of potential increase or potential decrease in 

seats in midterm elections appears to be a better measurement than the 

number of seats gained or lost in midterms because one can take into 

account when there are potentially more seats to gain or lose in one 

election than in another. For example, for the U.S. House in the 

1912-1974 time period, when there was a Republican president in both 

1930 and 1974, the Republicans lost 49 seats in the midterm election. 

Yet, because the Republicans had won 267 seats in the 1928 election and 

only 192 seats in the 1972 election, they had potentially more seats to 
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lose in 1930 than they did in 1974. This is reflected in the percentage 

of potential decrease scores. The percentage of potential decrease for 

the Republicans in 1930 was only 18.4% as compared to a percentage of 

potential decrease of 25.5% in 1974. Indeed, when the number of seats 

gained or lost is used in measuring the performances of the President's 

party in midterm elections in the 1912-1974 time period the elections 

of 1930 and 1974 are ranked in a tie for eleventh and twelfth places. 

When the percentage of potential increase or potential decrease is used 

in measuring the performance of the President's party in midterm 

elections in the 1912-1974 time period, the election of 1930 is ranked 

in tenth place out of sixteen and the election of 1974 is ranked in 

sixteenth place."1" There are weaknesses in this category though. Like 

the previous category since the President's party has done so poorly 

in midterm elections, when the Democrats and Republicans are measured 

separately for all midterm elections whether the President was a member 

of their party or not, it will turn out that the scores which will be 

higher will almost always be those in elections in which their party 

did not hold the Presidency. There is another problem. If a party 

has done very poorly in congressional elections held in a presidential 

election year, this will limit how much lower they can go, or if a party 

has done well, it will limit how much better it can get in the next 

election. For example, in 1932, the Democrats won 313 seats. This 

limited to 132 the number of new seats they could have won in the next 

1. The examples from real elections used in discussing the 
measurements and categories in this chapter are taken from information 
provided in Chapter II and Chapter III. 
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election. Just eight years later in-1940 the Democrats won 267 seats in 

the House. This meant they could win 168 new seats in the next elec

tion. The Democrats did win nine more seats in 1932 producing a 

percentage of potential increase of 7.4% for that election. All things 

being equal I believe it would have been easier for the Democrats to 

have won eighteen new seats in the 1942 election than it was to win 

nine new seats in the 1934 election. To have won eighteen new seats 

in 1942 would have produced a percentage of potential increase of 9.3% 

compared to the percentage of potential increase of 7.4% the Democrats 

actually did win in 1934. Thus, the 1942 election would have been 

ranked higher if that had happened. What would have been an easier task 

in one election would have been rated higher than the more difficult 

task because of the limit in growth. (This type of problem is also 

present when one is measuring the number of seats gained or lost in 

midterm elections.) Of course this category is very useful in comparing 

elections in which the parties had similar losses or gains and can be 

useful in general. It is when one gets on the extreme ends, though that 

it might become less useful. 

Using the percentage of seats won is probably the category 

which gives the truest reflection of a party's performance. With it one 

can see exactly how a party did in each election whether it be a midterm 

election or a congressional election held in a presidential election 

year. It avoids some of the limitations of the two previous categories 

in that the things being compared are more the same. Of course this 

category is not very useful if one is trying to compare the performances 

of the President's party in midterm elections regardless of party 
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because when there are Democratic and Republican presidents being 

compared to each other with this category, the results are distorted. 

This is because the Democratic Party has done better than the 

Republican Party in congressional elections in recent years. It would 

be impossible to get valid averages, to establish valid medians or to 

get valid rankings because one would in effect be comparing different 

things. Republican performances can be compared to other Republican 

performances while Democratic performances can be compared to other 

Democratic performances, but they would not fit in with one another. 

For example, in using rankings Republican percentages would nearly 

always appear at the bottom in recent years if both parties were ranked 

together even though the Republican performances might be among the best 

in percentage of seats won when compared to other Republican per

formances. Other weaknesses include some which were considered earlier. 

For example, votes do not always automatically transfer into seats in 

the House and gerrymandering can cause problems at times. But this 

category would seem to be potentially the most useful in the sense 

that the things being compared are more equal for both the House and 

the Senate and one can easily place an election in the scheme of all 

elections. 

The percentage of votes the candidates of each party receive 

in House elections can give a reflection of the support each party has 

and certainly can be used as a measure of how well a party did in an 

election. Indeed, the percentage of the votes received might be very 

close even though one party did much better in a congressional election 

than the other in seats won. For example, in 1950 both the Democrats 
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and the Republicans received 49% of the votes in House elections and 

yet the Democrats won 53.8% of the seats and the Republicans won 45.7% 

of the seats. When the elections are ranked on the basis of the per

centage of the votes received in House elections, an election might be 

ranked higher than it would be in rankings of the percentage of the 

House won. For example, in the election of 1954, the Republicans won 

46.7% of the seats in the House and this election is ranked third out 

of eleven when studying Republican performances in midterm elections in 

the 1932-1974 time period. In the 1950 election the Republicans won 

45.7% of the seats in the House and this election was ranked fourth out 

of eleven in the same time period. When the percentage of the votes 

received is used, however, the rankings are different. The Republicans 

received 47% of the votes in the 1954 election and that election is 

ranked in a tie for sixth place out of eleven when studying Republican 

performances in midterm elections in the 1932-1974 time period. In 

the 1950 election they received 49% of the votes and that election is 

ranked third out of eleven in the same time period. So one can view 

elections a little differently at times using this category. There are 

weaknesses, though, with this category. As was mentioned earlier in 

this chapter different sources give different figures on the percentage 

of the votes received by each party in House elections. Another problem 

occurs when there is a race in which a candidate has no opponent. In 

some instances these votes have not even been recorded."'' Even if they 

are recorded some people do not bother to vote in races where there is 

1. Cox, State and National Voting, p. 7. 
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only one candidate. They feel it is a waste of time. So that candi

date might not get so many votes as he might have received. And the 

other party gets no votes in a situation like that, whei-eas they 

probably would have received a small number at least no matter whom 

they ran for the seat. 

Comparing the four categories used for studying House elections, 

one can see by the rankings that although there are many instances in 

which it did not make any difference which category was used in ranking 

an election, in some it did make a big difference. Using the 1932-1974 

time period for the Democratic Party in midterm elections, one finds 

that the 1954 election is ranked third out of eleven in the number of 

seats gained or lost, third in the percentage of potential increase or 

potential decrease, ninth in the percentage of seats won, and fourth in 

the percentage of the votes received. Another example is the election 

of 1938. It is ranked eleventh in the number of seats gained or lost, 

tenth in the percentage of potential increase or potential decrease, 

fourth in the percentage of seats won, and eighth in the percentage of 

the votes received. There are some elections in which the rankings are 

remarkably similar for all four categories. For the 1932-1974 time • 

period for the Democratic Party in midterm elections, the 1974 election 

is ranked first in three categories and second in the other. Because 

wide differences sometimes occur, though, it does make a difference what 

category is being used when elections are being compared to one another. 

Using the first three categoric examined above for the Demo

crats in Senate midterm elections in the 1932-1974 time period, one 

finds that there are also instances in which elections are ranked the 
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same for all three categories. The 1958 election is ranked first for 

all three categories and the 1946 election is ranked last for all three. 

But the 1938 election is ranked ninth in the number of seats gained or 

lost, eighth in the percentage of potential increase or potential 

decrease, and third out of eleven in the percentage of seats won. 

Again, for some elections it makes a big difference what category is 

being used when the elections are being evaluated. 

If one had to choose one category as the best, it would appear 

that the category of percentage of the seats won would give the best 

reflection of the performances of the parties in congressional elec

tions . 

For some of the categories, measurements were made for midterm 

elections, for congressional elections held in presidential election 

years, and for all congressional elections. One must choose which 

elections he wants to analyze. But one must be aware that there may be 

differences in midterm elections and elections held in presidential 

election years so in comparing them one may be comparing different 

things. At the same time they are all congressional elections and 

could be evaluated in that sense. 

When studying the performances of the President's party in mid

terms separately for Democrats and Republicans, the same problems 

discussed above when they are studied together exist here as well. 

Several different time periods were used in the two previous 

chapters. It was made clear in several instances that it made a 

difference what time period was being used as to the averages, the 

medians, rankings, and standard deviations. One must be careful, 
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of course, in what time periods are used. The longer time periods, 

1854-1974, 1912-1974, 1914-1974, and 1920-1974 were chosen because all 

the valid information available fit into those time periods. The 1932-

1974 time period, the last ten election time period, and the last five 

election time period were chosen for particular reasons. Some might 

want to use the 1930-1974 time period instead of the 1932-1974 time 

period. It was decided that on the basis of the results of who con

trolled the House and the votes for candidates of the House that the 

1932-1974 time period was a better one because it was in 1932 that the 

Democrats established clear dominance as the majority party. The last 

ten election period, while it does give a number of elections, and the 

last five election period, while it does examine the very recent past, 

are artificial creations. In using these time periods, one might leave 

out some important elections which fit better into a political era. And 

someone else might want to select a different time period. But these 

time periods do provide information about the immediate past. Of 

course, with few elections in a series, there is always a greater danger 

that an odd election could distort the picture for some of the measure

ments and categories. Excluding the last election whether it be the 

1974 or 1972 election, provided a little insight into the overall 

picture of how the most rc,<jnt election compared with other elections. 

Probably the best way to use the different time periods is to 

study several time periods when one is using a measurement or category 

in case some distortion occurs which would spoil the results if only 

one time period were used. 



147 

In spite of the weaknesses discussed here, each of the measure

ments, categories, and time periods gives some information about 

congressional elections. To overcome any weaknesses, a good approach 

to the study of congressional elections using these categories, 

measurements, and time periods, would appear to be to use as many of 

them as possible to get an overall picture of congressional elections. 

Some combinations of the rankings are possible and can provide even 

more useful information about congressional elections. This is done 

in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER V 

COMBINATIONS OF RANKINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

In Chapter II and Chapter III congressional elections were studied 

with several different measurements, categories, and time periods- In 

Chapter IV, it was suggested that to get a better view of congressional 

elections, many measurements, categories, and time periods should be 

used in studying these elections. In this chapter, another method of 

study is employed to gain an even more complete understanding of con

gressional elections. Here the rankings of the different categories are 

combined in several ways. In combining these rankings, one arrives at 

new rankings of congressional elections. 

There are a number of different ways the different categories 

developed in Chapter II and Chapter III can be combined. I have chosen 

the combinations I believe give the best analyses. Of course, others 

might believe different combinations would give better reflections of 

what happened in congressional elections. In developing these analyses 

here, first House categories are combined, then Senate categories, and 

finally House and Senate categories are combined with one another. 

When combining the rankings, one must remember that to make new 

rankings valid, one must make the assunption that the categories used 

are of equal value before the combination takes place. Some may argue 

that they are not equal and there will be different opinions on which 

category is best. Certainly, I gave judgments in Chapter IV. For 

148 
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purposes of analyses here, when the categories are combined, it is 

assumed that they are of equal value. 

The way the combinations work is quite simple. One can take, 

for example, the rankings of the first two categories used to analyze 

the performance of the President's party in House midterm elections for 

the 1932-1974 time period. These two categories are number of seats 

gained or lost in midterm elections and the percentage of potential 

increase or potential decrease in seats in midterms. The rank numbers 

are added together. Then one divides by two to get a new score. These 

new scores are then ranked. This can give a better picture of the 

performance of the President's party in House midterm elections for the 

1932-1974 time period than either of these categories standing by 

itself. 

The basic time periods utilized here are a little different for 

the House and the Senate. For the House the basic time periods aro: 

1912-1974, 1932-1974, 1936-1974, and 1946-1974. For the Senate, the 

time periods are: 1920-1974, 1932-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974. When 

the House and Senate rankings are combined with one another, the time 

periods are: 1932-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974. The 1932-1974 time 

period will be emphasized as before. (There is a variation in the time 

periods for the House when all House elections are considered together.) 

Later in the chapter, I will take the 1974 election and go 

through each of the measurements, categories, time,periods, and combined 

rankings to show how the 1974 election can be understood better in light 

of other congressional elections. This can be done for any congres

sional election, and presumably as new congressional elections take 
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place and the information about them becomes available, they can be 

evaluated in the same way. 

U. S. House of Representatives 

Many people are concerned with the performance of the Presi

dent's party in midterm elections. So first 1 am considering combined 

rankings of the number of seats gained or lost by the President's party 

in midterm elections and the percentage of potential increase or 

potential decrease in seats of the President's party in midterm 

elections. The combined ranking for the 1932-1974 time period is given 

in Table 37.1 (See Table C.l in Appendix C for the combined rankings of 

the 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time periods.) The best per

formance for the President's party in the 1932-1974 time period is the 

1934 election and the worst performance is the election of 1974. When 

the 1932-1974 time period is compared to the other time periods, there 

is not much difference in the rankings. Those which are near the top in 

the 1932-1974 time period are near the top in the other time periods. 

The same is true of those elections ranked at the bottom. It is 

interesting to note, though, that in the 1912-1974 time period the 

1946 election is ranked twelfth and the 1938 election is ranked four

teenth out of sixteen, while in the 1932-1974 time period these 

elections are tied for ninth and tenth out of eleven. This kind of 

thing occurs, at times, when there are different numbers of elections 

being compared. 

1. Throughout this chapter rankings of the various categories 
used to form the combined rankings are those established in Chapter II 
and Chapter III. 
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Table 37. House: Combined Ranking of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by 
the President's Party in Midterm Elections and of the 
Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in 
Seats of the President's Party in Midterm Elections, 
1932-1974 

Rank Year Score President's Party 

1 1934 1 D 

2 1962 2 D 

3 1970 3 R 

4 1954 4 R 

5 1950 5 D 

6 1942 6.5 D 

1966 6.5 D 

8 1958 9 R 

9 1938 9.5 D 

1946 9.5 D 

11 1974 10 R 
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The combined rankings in Table 38 show how the President's party 

has done in midterms in the 1932-1974 time period when the Democratic 

and Republican parties are evaluated separately. (See Table C.2 in 

Appendix C for the combined rankings of the 1912-1974 time period.) 

The best performance for the Democratic Party when the President is a 

member of their party in midterm elections in the 1932-1974 time period 

is the 1934 election. The elections of 1938 and 1946 are tied as the 

worst performances for the Democrats. For the Republicans the best 

performance is the 1970 election and the worst performance is the 1974 

election. There is not much difference when the performance of the 

President's party is considered whether the President is a Democrat or 

a Republican. Again, though, an interesting thing occurs. For the 

Democrats when the 1912-1974 time period is used the 1946 election is 

ranked eighth and the 1946 election is ranked ninth out of nine. When 

the 1932-1974 time period is used, these elections are ranked in a tie 

for sixth and seventh out of seven. 

When one is considering the percentage of seats won in House 

elections and the percentage of the votes received, it is more valid to 

consider all performances for the Democrats and all performances for 

the Republicans whether the President is a member of their party or not. 

This is done here for midterm elections, for elections held in presi

dential election years, and for all House elections whether they were 

held in midterm years or presidential election years. 

Table 39 gives the combined rankings for the Democratic and 

Republican parties in the 1932-1974 time period of the percentage of 

seats won in House elections and of the percentage of votes received by 
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Table 38. House: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost 
by the President's Party in Midterm Elections and of the 
Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in 
Seats of the President's Party in Midterm Elections when 
the President is a Democrat and when the President is a 
Republican, 1932-1974 

Democratic Presidents Republican Presidents 

Rank Year Score Rank Year Score 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1934 

1962 

1950 

1942 

1966 

1938 

1946 

1 

2 

3 

4.5 

4.5 

6.5 

6.5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1970 

1954 

1958 

1974 

1 

2 

3 

4 
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Ran] 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 
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39. House: Combined Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won and of 
Percentage of the Vote Received by the Democratic Party and 
the Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1932-1974 

Republicans 

Rank Year Score 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1946 

1942 

1950 

1966 

1954 

1962 

1970 

1938 

1958 

1934 

1974 

1 

2 

3.5 

4.5 

4.75 

6 

7 

7.25 

9 

10.5 

10.5 

Democrats 

Year Score 

1974 

1934 

1958 

1970 

1962 

1938 

1966 

1954 

1950 

1942 

1946 

1.5 

2 

2.5 

5 

5.25 

6.5 

7 

7.25 

8 

10 

11 
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candidates for the House in midterm elections. (See Tables C.3 and C.4 

in Appendix C for the combined rankings of the 1912-1974, 1936-1974, 

and 1956-1974 time periods.) The best performance for the Democratic 

Party in the 1932-1974 time period is the 1974 election. The worst 

performance is the 1946 election and the worst performance is a tie 

between the 1934 and 1974 elections. The time period used with this 

analysis is important; there are differences at times when different 

time periods are used. For the Democrats, for example, the 1966 

election is the worst performance in the last five election period, but 

is ranked seventh out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period and seventh 

out of sixteen in the 1912-1974 time period. For the Republicans the 

1966 election is the best performance for them in the last five election 

period while it is only their fourth best performance in the 1932-1974 

time period and is ranked only ninth out of sixteen in the 1912-1974 

time period. 

The combined rankings for the Democratic and Republican parties 

in the 1932-1974 time period of the percentage of the seats won and of 

the percentage of the votes received in congressional elections held in 

presidential election years are given in Table 40. (See Tables C.5 and 

C,6 in Appendix C for the combined rankings of the 1912-1974, 1936-1974, 

and 1956-1974 time periods.) The best performance for the Democrats in 

the 1932-1974 time period is the 1936 election and the worst performance 

is in 1952. For the Republicans, the reverse is correct, their best 

performance is in 1952 and their worst performance is in 1936. There 

are also some differences when different time periods are compared. For 

the Democrats, for example, the 1952 election is ranked last in the 
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40. House: Combined Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won and of 
Percentage of the Vote Received by the Democratic Party and 
the Republican Party in Congressional Elections Held in 
Presidential Election Years, 1932-1974 

Democrats 

Year Score 

1936 

1964 

1932 

1960 

1948 

1940 

1972 

1944 

1968 

1956 

1952 

1.5 

2 

3 

4.5 

5 

5.5 

7.5 

8.25 

8.75 

9 

11 

Republicans 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

9 

10 

11 

Year 

1952 

1956 

1968 

1972 

1944 

1940 

1948 

1960 

1964 

1932 

1936 

Score 

1 

2 

3.25 

4.25 

4.5 

7 

7 

7 

9 

10 

11 
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1932-1974 time period, but it is ranked only twelfth out of sixteen in 

the 1912-1974 time period. For the Republicans, the 1952 election is 

ranked first in the 1932-1974 time period and is ranked fourth in the 

1912-1974 time period. 

The combined rankings of the percentage of the seats won and of 

the percentage of the votes received in all congressional elections are 

given for the Democrats and Republicans in the 1932-1974 time period in 

Table 41. (See Tables C.7 and C.8 in Appendix C for the combined 

rankings of the 1912-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 time periods.) The 

best performance for the Democrats in the 1932-1974 time period is the 

1936 election and the worst performance is the election of 1946. The 

best performance for the Republicans in the 1946 election and the worst 

performance is the 1936 election. Again, there are differences when 

different time periods are used. In the last ten election period for 

the Democratic Party, for example, the 1968 election is tied for last 

place while it is only tied for seventeenth and eighteenth out of 

twenty-two in the 1932-1974 time period and is tied for eighteenth and 

nineteenth out of thirty-two in the 1912-1974 time period. For the 

Republicans the 1956 election is the best performance in the last five 

election period while it is tied for fourth and fifth out of twenty-two 

in the 1932-1974 time period and is tied for twelfth and thirteenth out 

of thirty-two in the 1912-1974 time period. 

It is possible to combine all four categories for the House 

to study midterm elections if one includes in the categories of seats 

gained or lost and percentage of potential increase or potential de

crease in seats, the performances of each party when the President was 
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Table 41. House: Combined Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won and of 
Percentage of the Vote Received by the Democratic Party and 
the Republican Party in House Elections Both Those Held in 
Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election Years, 
1932-1974 

Democrats Republicans 

Rank Year Score Rank Year Score 

1 1936 2.5 1 1946 1 
2 1964 3 2 1942 2.5 

1974 3 1952 2.5 
4 1932 4.5 4 1950 5 

1934 4.5 1956 5 
1958 4.5 6 1954 7.25 

7 1960 7.5 1968 7.25 
8 1948 9.5 8 1966 8 
9 1940 10 9 1944 8.75 

1970 10 10 1972 9.75 
11 1962 10.25 11 1962 10.25 
12 1966 14 12 1938 12.75 

1972 14 13 1970 13 
14 1954 14.25 14 1948 14 
15 1938 14.5 15 1940 14.5 
16 1944 15.25 1960 14.5 
17 1956 15.75 17 1958 17 

1968 15.75 18 1964 18.5 
19 1950 18.25 19 1974 19.5 
20 1952 19.5 20 1932 20 
21 1942 20.5 1934 20 
22 1946 22 22 1936 22 



both a member of their party and when he was not. When this is done, 

combined rankings of these four categories can be given: number of 

seats gained or lost, percentage of potential increase or potential 

decrease in seats, percentage of seats won, and percentage of votes 

received. Table 42 gives the combined rankings of these four categories 

for the Democratic and Republican parties in midterm elections in the 

1932-1974 time period. (See Tables C.9 and C.10 in Appendix C for the 

combined rankings of the 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time 

periods.) The election of 1974 is the best performance for the Demo

cratic Party in midterms since 1932. The worst performance for the 

Democrats is the 1946 election. For the Republicans the best per

formance is the 1946 election and the worst performance is the 1974 

election. Here also, the time period used is important because there 

are differences in different time periods. For the Democrats, for 

example, the 1966 election is last in the last five election period but 

is ranked eighth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period and tenth 

out of sixteen in the 1912-1974 time period. For the Republicans the 

1966 election is ranked first in the last five election periods while 

it is tied for third and fourth in the 1932-1974 time period and is 

ranked seventh out of sixteen in the 1912-1974 time period. 

Combining these four categories helps give a better under

standing of House elections. Supporters of each of the four categories 

might argue that their category is the best way to measure congres

sional elections. By combining the four categories a composite picture 

of these elections can be given. 
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42. House: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost, 
of the Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential Decrease 
in Seats, of Percentage of Seats Won, and of Percentage of 
the Vote Received for the Democratic Party and the 
Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1932-1974 

Democrats Republicans 

Year Score Rank Year Score 

1974 1.25 1 1946 1.5 

1958 2 .25 2 1942 2.63 

1934 3.25 3 1938 4.13 

1970 4.75 1966 4.13 

1954 5.13 5 1950 4.25 

1962 5.63 6 1962 6 

1950 7.5 7 1954 6.63 

1966 7.75 8 1970 7 

1938 8.5 9 1934 9.5 

1942 9.25 1958 9.5 

1946 10.75 11 1974 10.75 
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Thus, by various combinations it is possible to see how the 

President's party performs in House midterm elections and it is 

possible to see how both parties do in midterm elections, in congres

sional elections held in presidential election years, and in all House 

elections. 

U. S. Senate 

Analyses of Senate elections by combining the different cate

gories are a bit more limited because only three categories were used 

instead of four as in House elections. The percentage of the votes 

received was not used to analyze Senate elections. 

In this section first the rankings of the number of seats 

gained or lost by the President's party in Senate midterm elections and 

the rankings of the percentage of potential increase or potential de

crease in seats of the President's party in Senate midterm elections are 

combined. The combined ranking for midterms in the 1932-1974 time period 

is given in Table 43. (See Table D.l in Appendix D for the combined 

rankings of the 1920-1974, 1936-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time 

periods.) The best performance for the President's party in the 1932-

1974 time period is the 1934 election. The worst performance is the 

election of 1958. There are some variations when different time 

periods are used. The 1974 election, for example, is ranked fourth out 

of five when the last five election period is used whereas it is ranked 

in a tie for sixth in the 1932-1974 time period and is ranked in a tie 

for seventh out of fourteen when the 1920-1974 time period is used. 
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Table 43. Senate: Combined Ranking of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by 
the President's Party in Midterm Elections and of the 
Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in 
Seats of the President's Party in Midterm Elections, 
1932-1974 

Rank Year Score President's Party 

1 1934 1 D 

2 1962 2 D 

3 1970 3 R 

4 1954 4 R 

5 1966 5 D 

6 1938 7 D 

1950 7 D 

1974 7 R 

9 1942 9 D 

10 1946 10 D 

11 1958 11 R 
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The combined rankings in Table 44 show how the President's party 

has done in midterms in the 1932-1974 time period when the Democratic 

and Republican parties are evaluated separately. (See Table D.2 in 

Appendix D for the combined rankings of the 1920-1974 time period.) The 

best performance for the Democratic Party when the President was a 

member of their party in midterm elections in the 1932-1974 time period 

is the 1934 election. The worst performance is the 1946 election. For 

the Republicans the best performance is the 1970 election and the 

worst performance is the 1958 election. 

Combined rankings for both the Democratic and Republican parties 

in midterm elections can be made by using all three categories developed 

in Chapter III. These three categories are: number of seats gained or % 

lost, percentage of potential increase or potential decrease in seats, 

and percentage of the seats won. Of course when number of seats gained 

or lost and percentage of potential increase or potential decrease in 

seats are used here, they include all midterm performances of each party 

regardless of whether the President was a member of their party or not. 

Table 45 gives the combined rankings of these three categories for the 

Democratic and Republican parties in midterm in the 1932-1974 time 

period. (See Tables D.3 and D.4 in Appendix D for the combined rankings 

of the 1920-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 time periods.) For the 

Democrats the best performance in the 1932-1974 time period is the 1958 

election and the worst performance is the 1946 election. For the 

Republicans the reverse is true. The lt>46 election is the best per

formance for the Republicans and the 1958 election is the worst perform

ance. Differences among different time periods occur here. For the 
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Table 44. Senate: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost 
by the President's Party in Midterm Elections and of the 
Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in 
Seats of the President's Party in Midterm Elections when 
the President is a Democrat and when the President is a 
Republican, 1932-1974 

Democratic Presidents Republican Presidents 

Rank Year Score Rank Year Score 

1 1934 1 1 1970 1 

2 1962 2 2 1954 2 

3 1966 3 3 1974 3 

4 1938 4.5 4 1958 4 

1950 4.5 

6 1942 6 

7 1946 7 
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45. Senate: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost, 
of the Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential 
Decrease in Seats, and of Percentage of Seats Won for the 
Democratic Party and the Republican Party in Midterm 
Elections, 1932-1974 

Republicans 

Rank Year Score 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

1946 

1942 

1950 

1966 

1938 

1954 

1970 

1962 

1974 

1934 

1958 

1 

2 

4 

4.33 

4.5 

6.33 

6.5 

7.5 

8.83 

10.33 

10.67 

Democrats 

Year Score 

1958 

1934 

1962 

1974 

1954 

1970 

1938 

1966 

1950 

1942 

1946 

1 

2 

3.67 

4 

5.33 

6.5 

6.67 

7.17 

8.67 

10 

11 
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Democrats, for example, the 1970 election was ranked fourth out of five 

in the last five election period, and is ranked sixth out of eleven in 

the 1932-1974 time period and tenth out of fourteen in the 1920-1974 

time period. For the Republicans, the 1970 election is ranked second in 

the last five election period, seventh out of eleven in the 1932-1974 

time period, and eighth out of fourteen in the 1920-1974 time period. 

As wi. ii the study of House elections, the combinations here give 

a more nearly complete view of Senate midterm elections than analyzing 

them separately woulo do. Combining the categories provides a better 

understanding of the performance of the President's party in midterms 

and gives a more nearly complete picture of how each party did in 

Senate midterm elections. 

U. S. House of Representatives 
and U. S. Senate 

It is possible to combine the rankings of the House and the 

Senate together. Combining the House and Senate rankings here in one 

analysis provides one ranking of how the President's party did in mid

term elections. In another, how each party did in House and Senate 

midterms is analyzed with one combined ranking. In doing this I am 

assuming that the House and the Senate are equal units, For example, 

when I combine the four categories of the House and the three categories 

of the Senate, the four categories of the House as a group are the same 

as the three categories of the Senate as a group. 

First the performance of the President's party in midterm 

elections is analyzed by combining House and Senate rankings. The two 

categories used for each house are the number of seats gained or lost 



by the President's party in midterm elections and the percentage of 

potential increase or potential decrease in seats of the President's 

party in midterm elections. The combined ranking of the House and the 

Senate for these two categories in the 1932-1974 time period is given 

in Table 46. (See Table E-l in Appendix E for the combined rankings of 

the 1936-1974 and 1956-1974 time periods.) The best performance for 

the President's party in the 1932-1974 time period is the 1934 election 

and the worst performance is the election of 1946 when the rankings of 

the House and the Senate are combined. It is interesting to note that 

in the last five election period, the elections of 1958 and 1974 are 

tied for fourth and fifth place while in the 1932-1974 time period, the 

1974 election is ranked ninth and the 1958 election is ranked tenth out 

of eleven. 

The combined rankings of the House and the Senate in Table 47 

show how the President's party has done in midterms in the 1932-1974 

time period when the Democratic and Republican parties are evaluated 

separately. The best performance for the Democratic Party when the 

President was a meml. c of their party in midterms in this time period 

is the 1934 election. The worst performance is the 1946 election. For 

the Republicans the best performance is the 1970 election and the worst 

performance is a tie between the 1958 and 1974 elections. 

The rankings of the four categories used to analyze House 

elections and the three categories used to analyze Senate elections can 

be combined. The categories are: number of seats gained or lost, per

centage of potential increase or potential decrease in seats and 

percentage of the seats won (for both the House and the Senate), and 
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House and Senate: Combined Ranking of Number of Seats Gained 
or Lost by the President's Party in Midterm Elections and 
of the Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential Decrease 
in Seats of the President's Party in Midterm Elections, 
1932-1974 

Year Score President's Party 

1934 1 D 

1962 2 D 

1970 3 R 

1954 4 R 

1966 5.75 D 

1950 6 D 

1942 7.75 D 

1938 8.25 D 

1974 8.5 R 

1953 9.5 R 

1946 9.75 D 
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Table 47. House and Senate: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats 
Gained or Lost by the President's Party in Midterm Elections 
and of the Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential 
Decrease in Seats of the President's Party in Midterm 
Elections when the President is a Democrat and when the 
President is a Republican, 1932-1974 

Democratic Presidents Republican Presidents 

Rank Year Score Rank Year Score 

1 1934 1 1 1970 1 

2 1962 2 2 1954 2 

3 1950 3.75 3 1958 3.5 

1966 3.75 1974 3.5 

5 1942 5.25 

6 1938 5.5 

7 1946 6.75 
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percentage of the votes received (for just the House). When they are 

combined, the four House categories are equal to the three Senate cate

gories. The combined rankings for the Democratic and Republican parties 

in midterm elections in the 1932-1974 time period using the four House 

categories and three Senate categories are given in Table 48. (See 

Tables E.2 and E.3 in Appendix E for the combined rankings of the 1936-

1974 and 1956-1974 time periods.) The best performance for the Demo

crats in the 1932-1974 time period is the 1958 election. The worst 

performance for the Democrats is the 1946 election. The reverse is true 

for the Republicans; their best performance is in 1946 and their worst 

performance is in 1958. There are differences when different time 

periods are used. For the Democrats .the 1970 election is ranked fourth 

out of five in the last five election period whereas it is ranked in a 

tie for fifth and sixth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period. For 

the Republicans in the last ten and last five election periods the 1958 

and 1974 elections are tied for second last and last place while in the 

1932-1974 time period the 1974 election is ranked in tenth place and 

the 1958 election is ranked in eleventh place out of eleven. Also for 

the Republicans, in the last five election period the 1962 and 1970 

elections are ranked in a tie for second and third places out of five 

while in the 1932-1974 time period the 1962 election is ranked seventh 

and the 1970 election is ranked eighth out of eleven. 

When the House and Senate rankings are combined another per

spective of congressional elections emerges. Each election can be 

viewed in comparison with every other election with a number of 
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Table 48. House and Senate: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats 
Gained or Lost, of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats, and of Percentage of Seats 
Won for the House and the Senate, and of Percentage of the 
Vote Received for the House for the Democratic Party and 
the Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1932-1974 

Democrats Republicans 

Rank Year Score Rank Year Score 

1 1958 1.5 1 1946 1 

2 1934 2.5 2 1942 2 

1974 2.5 3 1966 3.75 

4 1962 4.5 4 1950 4 

5 1954 5 5 1938 4.25 

1970 5 6 1954 6.5 

7 1938 8 7 1962 7 

1950 8 8 1970 7.5 

1966 8 9 1934 9.75 

10 1942 10 10 1974 10 

11 1946 11 11 1958 10.25 
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categories combined in one ranking. Thus, a more nearly complete view 

of how each election fits in with the others can be seen. 

It is correct that the categories combined may not be equal. It 

is also correct, as was pointed out in Chapter IV, that when one is 

establishing rankings there might be several elections where the scores 

are close together but which are ranked far apart. And yet, by 

ranking elections, one can see where elections place in comparison to 

other elections. 

The 1974 Election 

Because it is useful to use many methods of analyzing elections 

to get as complete a picture as possible of each election, I will take 

the 1974 election and use the measurements, categories, time periods, 

and combined rankings developed in this project to analyze the election. 

U. S. House of Representatives 

In 1974 the Republicans held the Presidency. They lost 49 seats 

in 1974 which is a percentage of potential decrease of 25.5%, They won 

143 seats or 32.9% of the House seats and received 40.6% of the votes. 

The Democrats won 51 additional seats in the 1974 election for 

a percentage of potential increase of 26.2%. They won 291 or 66.9% of 

the seats in the House and received 57.6% of the votes. 

When studying the average number of seats gained or lost by 

the President's party in midterm elections, the 1974 election is below 

average in every time period with the 1974 election included in the 

analyses or excluded. When Democrats and Republicans are studied 

separately for all four categories and for all time periods with the 
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1974 election included or excluded, the 1974 election is an above 

average election for the Democratic Party and a below average election 

for the Republican Party. Thus, the 1974 election is a defeat for the 

President's party when the performance of the President's party is 

studied, and it is a victory for the Democratic party and a defeat for 

the Republican Party when the parties are studied separately using the 

average as the measurement. 

When the median is used to analyze elections, the results are 

the same as with the average here. The 1974 election is below the 

median in every time period when the number of seats gained or lost by 

the President's party in midterm elections is studied and therefore is 

a defeat using this analysis. When Democrats and Republicans are 

studied separately for all categories and time periods, the 1974 

election is below the median for the Republicans and therefore a defeat 

for them, and above the median for the Democrats and therefore a 

victory for them using the median as the measurement. 

The rankings reflect the same trends as the average and tl.^ 

median. When the performance of the President's party in midterm 

elections is studied, the 1974 election ranks either last or near the 

bottom. When the performances of the Democrats and Republicans are 

evaluated separately, the 1974-election ranks at the top or near the 

top for the Democrats and at the bottom or near the bottom for the 

Republicans. 

When the number of seats gained or lost by the President's party 

in midterms is analyzed, the 1974 election ranks in a tie for eleventh 

and twelfth out of sixteen in the 1912-1974 time period, ninth out of 



eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, eighth in the last ten election 

period, and last in the last five election period. When the perform

ance of the Republican Party in midterms when the President is a 

member of their party is studied for the number of seats gained or lost, 

the 1974 election ranks in a tie for fifth and sixth out of seven in 

the 1912-1974 time period, and ranks last in the 1932-1974 time period. 

When one studies the number of seats gained or lost by the 

Democratic and Republican parties in midterms whether the President is 

a member of their party or not, the 1974 election ranks third out of 

sixteen in the 1912-1974 time period for the Democrats, and first in 

the other three time periods for the Democrats. For the Republicans, 

the 1974 election ranks in a tie for fourteenth and fifteenth out of 

sixteen in the 1912-1974 time period, and last in the 1932-1974, 1936-

1974, and 1956-1974 time periods. 

In studying the percentage of potential increase or potential 

decrease in seats in midterm elections, one finds that the 1974 election 

ranks last in each time period when the performance of the President's 

party is evaluated. When the performance of the Republican Party is 

studied separately in midterms when the President is a member of their 

party, the 1974 election ranks last in both time periods. 

When one uses the percentage of potential increase or potential 

decrease to study the performances of the Democratic and Republican 

parties in all midterms, the 1974 election ranks first for the Democrats 

in each time period and last for the Republicans in each time period. 

For percentage of seats won by the Democrats in midterms, the 

1974 election ranks third out of thirty-one in the 1854-1974 time 



175 

period, second out of sixteen in the 1912-1974 time period, second out 

of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, and first in the last ten and 

last five election periods. For the Republicans, the 1974 election 

ranks twenty-ninth out of thirty-one in the 1854-1974 time period, 

fifteenth out of sixteen in the 1912-1974 time period, tenth out of 

eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, and last in the last ten and last 

five election periods. 

For percentage of seats won by the Democrats in all House 

elections, the 1974 election ranks sixth out of sixty-one in the 1854-

1974 time period, fifth out of thirty-two in the 1912-1974 time period, 

fifth out of twenty-two in the 1932-1974 time period, second in the last 

ten election period, and first in the last five election period. For 

the Republicans, the 1974 election ranks fifty-fifth out of sixty-one in 

the 1854-1974 time period, twenty-seventh out of thirty-two in the 

1912-1974 time period, eighteenth out of twenty-two in the 1932-1974 

time period, ninth in the last ten election period, and last in the last 

five election period. 

For percentage of the votes received in midterms by the Demo

crats, the 1974 election ranks first in all four time periods. It 

r^nks last in all time periods for the Republicans. 

For percentage of the votes received by the Democrats in all 

House electins, the 1974 election ranks first in all four time periods. 

For the Republicans, the 1974 election ranks thirtieth out of thirty-two 

in the 1912-1974 time period, twenty-first out of twenty-two in the 

1932-1974 time period, and last in the last ten and last five election 

periods. 
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The same general trend is present when the standard deviation is 

used as I have done in this project. When the performance of the 

President's party in midterms is studied, the 1974 election is con

sidered a normal loss. When the performances of the Democratic and 

Republican parties are studied separately, the 1974 election is a normal 

victory for the Democrats and a normal defeat for the Republicans in the 

different categories and time periods studied in this project which are 

not noted below. 

When the standard deviation is used in studying the number of 

seats gained or lost in midterms for the Democrats in the 1912-1974 time 

period, the 1974 election is an abnormal victory. For the Republicans 

in the same time period, the 1974 election is an abnormal defeat. 

For percentage of seats won in midterms, the 1974 election is an 

abnormal victory in. both the 1854-1974 and 1912-1974 time periods for 

the Democrats. For the Republicans it is an abnormal defeat in both 

these time periods. 

For percentage of seats won in all House elections, the 1974 

election is an abnormal victory for the Democrats in the 1854-1974 and 

1912-1974 time periods and is an abnormal defeat for the Republicans 

in the 1854-1974 time period. 

When standard deviation is used in studying the percentage of 

the votes received in midterms, for the Democrats in the 1912-1974 time 

period, the 1974 election is an abnormal victory. For Republicans in 

the 1912-1974 time period, it is an abnormal defeat. 

For the study of percentage of votes received in all House 

elections, the 1974 election is an abnormal victory for the Democrats 
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in the 1912-1974 and 1932-1974 time periods and is an abnormal defeat 

for the Republicans in both time periods. 

U. S. Senate 

Republicans lost four seats in the 1974 election for a per

centage of potential decrease of 28.6%. They won ten of the thirty-

four seats up in 1974 or 29.4% of the seats. 

The Democrats won three additional seats in the 1974 election 

for a percentage of potential increase of 21.4%. They won twenty-three 

of the thirty-four seats up or 67.6% of the seats. 

When the average is used, the results are not so uniform as they 

were in studying the House. In studying the number of seats gained or 

lost by the President's party, one finds that the 1974 election is above 

average and therefore a victory for the President's party in the 1914-

1974, 1920-1974, and 1936-1974 time periods. It is below average and 

therefore a defeat in the 1932-1974 and 1956-1974 time periods. With 

the 1974 election excluded, the 1974 election is a victory in the two 

longer time periods and a defeat in the three shorter time periods. 

When the performance of the President's party is studied separately for 

Democrats and Republicans, the 1974 election is a below average per

formance for the Republican Party in the 1932-1974 time period. When 

the performance of the Democratic and Republican parties are examined 

in all midterms whether the President is a member of their party or not, 

the 1974 election is above average and therefore a victory for the 

Democrats in all time periods and below average and therefore a defeat 

for the Republicans in all time periods. 
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When the average is used to study the percentage of the seats 

won by each party in Senate elections, the 1974 election is above 

average in all time periods for the Democratic and below average in all 

time periods for the Republicans. 

There are also some mixed results when the median is used to 

measure elections. When the performance of the President's party in 

midterms is examined, the 1974 election is above the median and there

fore a victory for the President's party in the 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 

and 1936-1974 time periods. It is below the median in the last five 

election period and would be classified a defeat here. It is right on 

the median in the 1932-1974 time period. When the performance of the 

President's party is studied separately for the Democrats and the 

Republicans, the 1974 election is below the median for the Republicans 

in the 1932-1974 time period and is therefore a defeat. When the per

formances of both parties are studied whether the President is a member 

of their party or not, in midterm elections the 1974 election is above 

the median in all time periods for the Democrats and therefore is a 

victory for them in all time periods. It is below the median in the 

1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1932-1974, and 1936-1974 time periods and thus is 

a defeat for the Republicans in those time periods. It is on the median 

in the 1956-1974 time period. 

When the median is used to study the percentage of seats won by 

each party, the 1974 election is above the median in all time periods 

for the Democrats and therefore is a victory for the Democrats in all 
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cases. It is below the median in all instances for the Republicans, 

and thus is a defeat in every case for Republicans. 

There is some variation when rankings are used to examine the 

1974 election. In most instances when the parties are studied sep

arately, the 1974 election is ranked high for the Democrats and low for 

the Republicans. 

When the number of seats gained or lost by the President's 

party in midterm elections is analyzed, the 1974 election is ranked 

seventh out of sixteen in the 1914-1974 time period, sixth out of 

fourteen in the 1920-1974 time period, sixth out of eleven in the 1932-

1974 time period, fifth in the last ten election period, and fourth in 

the last five election period. 

When the performance of the Republican Party when the President 

is a member of their party is studied for the number of seats gained or 

lost, the 1974 election is ranked third out of seven in the 1920-1974 

time period, and third out of four in the 1932-1974 time period. 

When one studies the number of seats gained or lost by the 

Democrats and the Republicans, for the Democrats the 1974 election is 

ranked in a tie for seventh and eighth out of sixteen in the 1914-1974 

time period, seventh out of fourteen in the 1920-1974 time period, 

fourth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, third in the last ten 

election period, and third in the last five election period. For 

Republicans the 1974 election is ranked in a tie for tenth and eleventh 

out of sixteen in the 1914-1974 time period, in a tie for eighth and 

ninth out of fourteen in the 1920-1974 time period, in a tie for eighth 

and ninth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, in a tie for 
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eighth and ninth in the last ten election period, and in a tie for third 

and fourth in the last five election period. 

In studying percentage of potential increase or potential de

crease in seats of the President's party in midterms, one finds that the 

1974 election ranks eleventh out of sixteen in the 1914-1974 time 

period, ninth out of sixteen in the 1920-1974 time period, eighth out of 

eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, seventh in the last ten election 

period, and fourth in the last five election period. When the per

formance of the Republican Party is studied separately in midterms when 

the President is a member of their party, the 1974 election is ranked 

fourth out of seven in the 1920-1974 time period and third out of four 

in the 1932-1974 time period. 

When one uses the percentage of potential increase or potential 

decrease in seats to study the performances of each party in midterms, 

the 1974 election is ranked in seventh place out of sixteen for the 

Democrats in the 1914-1974 time period. Other rankings for the Demo

crats are: seventh out of fourteen in the 1920-1974 time period, fourth 

out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, third in the last ten 

election period, and third in the last five election period. For the 

Republicans the 1974 election ranks twelfth out of sixteen in the 1914-

1974 time period, tenth out of fourteen in the 1920-1974 time period, 

ninth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, ninth in the last ten 

election period, and fourth in the last five election period. 

When percentage of seats won in midterms is studied for the 

Democrats, the 1974 election ranks fourth out of sixteen in the 1914-

1974 time period, fourth out of fourteen in the 1920-1974 time period, 
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fourth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, third in the last ten 

election period, and second in the last five election period. For the 

Republicans the 1974 election ranks thirteenth out of sixteen in the 

1914-1974 time period, eleventh out of fourteen in the 1920-1974 time 

period, ninth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, ninth in the 

last ten election period, and fourth in the last five election period. 

When percentage of seats won in all elections is studied, for 

the Democrats the 1974 election ranks eighth out of thirty-one in the 

1914-1974 time period, eighth out of twenty-eight in the 1920-1974 time 

period, eighth out of twenty-two in the 1932-1974 time period, third in 

the last ten election period, and first in the last five election 

period. For the Republicans, the 1974 election ranks twenty-fourth out 

of thirty-one in the 1914-1974 time period, twenty-first out of twenty-

eight in the 1920-1974 time period, sixteenth out of twenty-two in the 

1932-1974 time period, eighth in the last ten election period, and last 

in the last five election time period. 

When standard deviation is n;;ed, there are mixed results for the 

1974 election. In analyzing the number of seats gained or lost in mid

terms by the President's party in the 1920-1974 time period, the 1974 

election is rated a normal victory. When the performances of the Demo

cratic and Republican parties are analyzed separately for number of 

seats gained or lost in midterms in the 1920-1974 time period, the 1974 

election is a normal victory for the Democrats and a normal defeat for 

the Republicans. 

When the percentage of seats won by the Democrats in midterms in 

the 1914-1974 time period is studied with standard deviations, the 1974 
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election is a normal victory. For the Republicans it is a normal 

defeat. When all Senate elections are studied in the 1914-1974 and 

1932-1974 time periods, the 1974 election is also a normal victory for 

the Democrats and a normal defeat for the Republicans. 

Combined Rankings 

When combined rankings are used, the 1974 election generally 

ranks low for the Republicans and high for the Democrats when the 

parties are analyzed separately. The results are mixed when the per

formance of the President's party is studied. 

For the House when the number of seats gained or lost by the 

President's party in midterms and the percentage of potential increase 

or potential decrease in seats of the President's party in midterms are 

combined, the 1974 election ranks fifteenth out of sixteen in the 1912-

1974 time period, and is last in the 1932-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-

1974 time periods. When the performance of the President's party is 

studied separately for the Republicans and these two categories are 

combined, the 1974 election ranks sixth out of seven in the 1912-1974 

time period and last in the 1932-1974 time period. 

When the percentage of seats won and the percentage of the votes 

received in House midterms are combined, the 1974 election ranks first 

in every time period for the Democrats. It ranks last or tied for last 

in all time periods for the Republicans. When the same two categories 

are combined for all House elections, for the Democrats the 1974 

election is tied for second out of thirty-two in the 1912-1974 time 

period, is tied for second out of twenty-two in the 1932-1974 time 



period, is tied for first in the last ten election period, and is first 

in the last five election period. For the Republicans, the 1974 

election is twenty-eighth out of thirty-two in the 1912-1974 time 

period, nineteenth out of twenty-two in the 1932-1974 time period, tied 

for last in the 1956-1974 1ime period, and last in the 1966-1974 

time period. 

When all four House categories are combined, the 1974 election 

ranks first in all time periods for the Democrats and last in all time 

periods for the Republicans. 

For the Senate, when the number of seats gained or lost by the 

President's party in midterms and the percentage of potential increase 

or potential decrease in seats of the President's party in midterms are 

combined, the 1974 election ranks in a tie for seventh and eighth out 

of sixteen in the 1920-1974 time period* in a tie for sixth, seventh, 

and eighth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period; in a three-way 

tie for fifth in the last ten election period; and fourth in the last 

five election period. When the performance of the President's party is 

judged with these two categories separately for the Republicans, the 

1974 election is tied for third and fourth out of seven in the 1912-

1974 time period, and is ranked out of four in the 1932-1974 time 

period. 

When all three Senate categories are combined, the 1974 election 

is ranked in a tie for fifth and sixth out of fourteen in the 1920-1974 

time period, fourth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, third 

in the last ten election period, and third in the last five election 

period for the Democrats. For the Republicans, the 1974 election is 
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ranked eleventh out of fourteen in the 1920-1974 time period, ninth out 

of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, ninth in the last ten election 

period, and fourth in the last five election period. 

When House and Senate categories are combined and the number of 

seats gained or lost by the President's party in midterms and the per

centage of potential increase or potential decrease in seats of the 

President's party in midterms are used to analyze elections, the 1974 

election ranks ninth out of eleven in the 1932-1974 time period, eighth 

in the last ten election period, and tied for last in the last five 

election period. When the same categories are used to study the per

formance of the Republican Party in midterm elections when the President 

is a member of their party, the 1974 election is ranked in a tie for 

last in the 1932-1974 time period. 

When all House and Senate categories are combined, the 1974 

election is ranked in a tie for second out of eleven in the 1932-1974 

time period, is ranked second in the last ten election period, and is 

ranked second in the last five election period for the Democrats. For 

the Republicans, the 1974 election is ranked ninth out of eleven in the 

1932-1974 time period, and is tied for last in the last ten and last 

five election periods. 

Overall, then, when the performance of the President's party in 

midterm elections in the House is examined, the 1974 election is one of 

the worst performances. When the performance of the President's party 

in Senate midterm elections is studied, the 1974 election ranks some

where in the middle. When the rankings of the House and the Senate are 

combined and used to analyze the performance of the President's party 
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in midterm elections, the 1974 election is near the bottom and therefore 

among the worst performances. 

When the performances of the parties in congressional elections 

are studied separately, the 1974 election is one of the best perform

ances for the Democrats and one of the worst performances for the 

Republicans, particularly in the House. 

Conclusions 

To get a broad overall view of congressional elections, the use 

of as many measurements, categories, time periods, and combined rankings 

as is possible is suggested. In this way, one can see where each 

election is located in various time periods with different measurements 

and categories. And one can get an overal perspective of each election 

with the use of combined rankings. 

If one were to choose only one category to analyze congressional 

elections, I believe the individual category which gives the best under

standing is the percentage of the seats won. For studying the perform

ance of the President's party in midterm elections, I believe the cate

gory of percentage of potential increase or potential decrease in seats 

gives a better view of each election than the category of the number of 

seats gained or lost. 

Three measurements give information which is very useful in 

analyzing congressional elections and it is best to use all three when 

evaluating these elections. These categories are: the average, the 

median, and rankings. 
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If only one time period could be used, I believe the 1932-1974 

time period is the best for analyzing congressional elections because it 

is a time period in which the Democratic Party has consistently been 

the majority party in the United States. 

This does not mean that other categories, measurements, and time 

periods used in this project are not useful. They are and cometimes 

they provide information the others cannot. That is why the wide use 

of measurements, categories, and time periods is encouraged. 

The use of combined rankings gives an even broader perspective 

of congressional elections which is not provided by other techniques 

used in this project. By the combination of the rankings of the various 

categories, new information emerges which is not available when the 

rankings are examined separately. This provides a better understanding 

of congressional elections. 

For the study of the performance of the President's party in 

midterm elections, the combining of the number of seats gained or lost 

and the percentage of potential increase or potential decrease in seats 

can help overcome differences which might exist when these categories 

are used separately. This combination is very useful for the study of 

House elections, for the study of Senate elections, and for the study 

of House and Senate elections together. 

The combination of the percentage of the seats won and the 

percentage of the votes received in the study of House elections gives 

a better view of the overall support of the people for each party in 

House elections than the study of each of these categories individually 

could provide. In this way, House midterm elections, House elections 
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held in presidential election years, and all House elections can be 

better understood. 

The combination of all four categories used in the study of 

House elections gives a very broad picture of the performance of the 

parties in midterm elections. The same is correct of the combination 

of the three categories used to study and analyze Senate elections. 

With these one can get a good overall picture of what happened in each 

house in midterm elections with one ranking. Indeed, when the four 

categories of the House and the three categories of the Senate are 

combined, one comes up with one ranking for midterm elections. One can 

then see how each midterm compares with other midterms. In this way, 

one can better understand which are the best and worst performances for 

the parties in midterm elections. 

It should be understood that, overall in this project, the 

analyses of House elections are more valuable than those of the Senate. 

There is one more category of analysis for the House, percentage of the 

votes received. Also House elections are contested in every section of 

the country every two years. Senate elections are not. 

It is true that other categories, measurements, or time periods 

are possible or new ones might emerge. These could be studied along 

with the ones developed above. Indeed, it might even be possible to 

incorporate the rankings of new categories into the combined rankings 

developed above. 

It is possible that the measurements, categories, time periods, 

and combined rankings developed in this project could be used to study 

other elections, If there has been two party competition over a number 
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of years in state legislatures, city councils, or in the legislative 

bodies of foreign countries, the techniques developed in this project 

could be used to give a better understanding of how the parties in 

those states, cities, or countries performed in elections. 



APPENDIX A 

HOUSE: ADDITIONAL TABLES OF ELECTION 
DATA AND SINGLE RANKINGS 

Sources: The figures for the seats of the Democratic and 
Republican parties from 1854-1972 come from: U.S. Congress, Senate, 
Senate Library, Factual Campaign Information, October 3, 1974 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974), p. 14. The 
figures for the seats in 1974 election are derived from: "Official 1974 
Returns for Congress, Governors," Congressional Quarterly Weekly 
Report, 5 April 1975, pp. 716-23. The figures for the percentage of 
the vote received by the Democratic and Republican parties from 1912-
1930 are derived from: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics 
of the United States, Colonial Times to 1957 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1960), p. 692. The figures for percentage 
of the vote received from 1932-1974 come from: U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1975 (96th edition) 
(Washington, D.C., 1975), p. 435. 
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Table A.l. House: Number of Seats Gained or Lost and Percentage of 
Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in Seats of the 
President's Party in Midterm Elections, 1912-1974 

Percentage of 
Seats of Seats Gained Potential 

President's Total President's or Lost in Increase or 
Year Party Seats Party Midterm Decrease 

1912 D 435 290 
1914 D 435 231 -59 -20.3% 
1916 D 435 210 
1918 D 435 191 -19 -9 
1920 R 435 300 
1922 R 435 225 -75 -25 
1924 R 435 247 
1926 R 435 237 -10 -4 
1928 R 435 267 
1930 R 435 218 -49 -18.4 
1932 D 435 313 
1934 D 435 322 +9 +7.4 
1936 D 435 333 
1938 D 435 262 -71 -21.3 
1940 D 435 267 
1942 D 435 222 -45 -16.9 
1944 D 435 243 
1946 D 435 188 -55 -22.6 
1948 D 435 263 
1950 D 435 234 -29 -11 
1952 R 435 221 
1954 R 435 203 -18 -8.1 
1956 R 435 201 
1958 R 436 153 -48 1-23.9 
1960 D 437 262 
1962 D 435 258 -4 -1.5 
1964 D 435 295 
1966 D 435 248 -47 -15.9 
1968 R 435 192 
1970 R 435 180 -12 -6.3 
1972 R 435 192 
1974 R 435 143 -49 -25.5 
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Table A.2. House: Number of Seats Gained or Lost and Percentage of 
Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in Seats of the 
Democratic and Republican Parties in Midterm Elections, 
1912-1974 

Democrats Republicans 

Seats Percentage Seats Percentage 
Gaineda of Potential Gained of Potential 
or Lost Increase or or Losta Increase or 

Year Seats in Midterm Decrease Seats in Midterm Decrease 

1912 290 127 
1914 231 -59 -20.3% 193 +66 +21.6% 
1916 210 216 
1918 191 -19 -9 237 + 21 +9.6 
1920 132 300 
1922 207 + 75 +24.8 225 -75 -25 
1924 183 247 
1926 195 +12 +4.8 237 -10 -4 
1928 163 267 
1930 216 +53 +19.5 218 -49 -18.4 
1932 313 117 
1934 322 +9 +7.4 103 -14 -12 
1936 333 89 
1938 262 -71 -21.3 169 +80 +23.1 
1940 267 162 
1942 222 -45 -16.9 209 +47 +17.2 
1944 243 190 
1946 188 -55 -22.6 246 +56 +22.9 
1948 263 171 
1950 234 -29 -11 199 +28 +10.6 
1952 213 221 
1954 232 +19 +8.6 203 -18 -8.1 
1956 234 201 
1958 283 +49 +24.3 153 -48 -23.9 
1960 262 175 
1962 258 -4 -1.5 176 +1 + .4 
1964 295 140 
1966 248 -47 -15.9 187 +47 +15.9 
1968 243 192 
1970 255 +12 +6.3 180 -12 -6.3 
1972 240 192 
1974 291 +51 +26.2 143 -49 -25.5 

aSeats gained by one party and lost by the other do not always 
balance out for each election because of the presence of other parties 
and vacancies at times and because 436 seats were up in 1958 and 437 
were up in 1960 due to the entry of Alaska and Hawaii into the union. 
Seats both parties won do not always equal 435 for the same reasons. 
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Table A.3. House: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
President's Party in Midterm Elections, 1912-1974, 1936-
1974, and 1956-1974. 

Rank Year 
Seats Gained 
or Lost 

President's 
Party 

1912-1974 

1 1934 + 9 D 
2 1962 -4 D 
3 1926 -10 R 
4 1970 -12 R 
5 1954 -18 R 
6 1918 -19 D 
7 1950 -29 D 
8 1942 -45 D 
9 1966 -47 R 
10 1958 -48 D 
11 1930 -49 R 
12 1974 -49 R 
13 1946 -55 D 
14 1914 -59 D 
15 1938 -71 D 
16 1922 -75 R 

1936-1974 

1 1962 -4 D 
2 1970 -12 R 
3 1954 -18 R 
4 1950 -29 D 
5 1942 -45 D 
6 1966 -47 R 
7 1958 -48 D 
8 1974 -49 R 
9 1946 -55 D 
10 1938 -71 D 

1956-1974 

1 1962 -4 D 
2 1970 -12 R 
3 1966 -47 D 
4 1958 -48 R 
5 1974 -49 R 
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Table A.4. House: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
President's Party in Midterm Elections when the President 
is a Democrat and when the President is a Republican, 
1912-1974 

Democratic Presidents 

Seats Gained 
Rank Year or Lost 

1 1934 +9 

2 1962 -4 

3 1918 -19 

4 1950 -29 

5 1942 -45 

6 1966 -47 

7 1946 -55 

8 1914 -59 

9 1938 -71 

Republican Presidents 

Seats Gained 
Rank Year or Lost 

1 1926 -10 

2 1970 -12 

3 1954 -18 

4 1958 -48 

5 1930 -49 

1974 -49 

7 1922 -75 
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Table A.5. House: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 

Democratic Party in Midterm Elections, 1912-1974, 1936-

1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year 
Seats Gained 

or Lost 

1912-1974 

1 1922 +75 

2 1930 +53 
3 1974 +51 

4 1958 +49 
5 1954 +19 
6 1926 +12 

1970 +12 
8 1934 +9 
9 1962 -4 
10 1918 -19 

11 1950 -29 

12 1942 -45 

13 1966 -47 

14 1946 -55 

15 1914 -59 

16 1938 -71 

1936-1974 

1 1974 +51 

2 1958 +49 
3 1954 +19 

4 1970 +12 

5 1962 -4 
6 1950 -29 

7 1942 -45 
8 1966 -47 
9 1946 -55 

10 1938 -71 

1956-1974 

1 1974 + 51 

2 1958 +49 
3 1970 +12 

4 1962 -4 
5 1966 -47 
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Table A.6. House: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1912-1974, 1936-
1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year 
Seats Gained 

or Lost 
ii "" 

1912-1974 

1 1938 +80 

2 1914 +66 

3 1946 +56 

4 1942 +47 

1966 +47 

6 1950 +28 

7 1918 +21 
8 1962 +1 

9 1926 -10 
10 1970 -12 

11 1934 -14 
12 1954 -18 

13 1958 -48 

14 1930 -49 
1974 -49 

16 1922 -75 

1936-1974 

1 1938 +80 

2 1946 +56 

3 1942 r*"47 
1966 +47 

5 1950 +28 

6 1962 +1 

7 1970 -12 
8 1954 -18 
9 1958 -48 

10 1974 -49 

1956-1974 

1 1966 +47 
2 1962 +1 

3 1970 -12 

4 1958 -48 

5 1974 -49 



196 

Table A. 7. House: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the President's Party in 

Midterm Elections, 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year 
Percentage of Potential 
Increase or Decrease 

President's 

Party 

1912-1974 

1 1934 + 7.4% D 
2 1962 -1.5 D 
3 1926 -4 R 
4 1970 -6.3 R 
5 1954 -8.1 R 
6 1918 -9 D 
7 1950 -11 D 
8 1966 -15.9 D 
9 1942 -16.9 D 
10 1930 -18.4 R 
11 1914 -20.3 D 
12 1938 to

 
h->

 

U>
 

D 
13 1946 -22.6 D 
14 1958 -23.9 R 
15 1922 -25 R 
16 1974 -25.5 R 

1936-1974 

1 1962 -1.5 D 
2 1970 -6.3 R 
3 1954 -8.1 R 
4 1950 -11 D 
5 1966 -15.9 D 
6 1942 -16.9 D 
7 1938 -21.3 D 
8 1946 -22.6 D 
9 1958 -23.9 R 
10 1974 -25.5 R 

1956-1974 

1 1962 -1.5 D 
2 1970 -6.3 R 
3 1966 -15.9 D 
4 1958 -23.9 R 
5 1974 -25.5 R 
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Table A.8. Honae: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the President's Party in 

Midterm Elections when the President is a Democrat and 
when the President is a Republican, 1912-1974 

Republican Presidents 

Percentage of 
Potential 

Increase or 
Rank Year Decrease 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

1926 

1970 

1954 

1930 

1958 

1922 

1974 

-4.0% 

-6.3 

-8.1 

-18.4 

-23.9 

-25 

-25.5 

Democratic Presidents 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Year 

1934 

1962 

1918 

1950 

1966 

1942 

1914 

1938 

1946 

Percentage of 

Potential 

Increase or 

Decrease 

+7.4% 

-1.5 

-9 

-11 

-15.9 

-16.9 

-20.3 

-21.3 

-22.6 
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Table A.9. House: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Decrease in Seats of the Democratic Party in Midterm 
Elections, 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year 
Percentage of Potential 
Increase or Decrease 

1912-1974 

1 1974 +26.2% 

2 1922 +24.8 

3 1958 +24.3 

4 1930 +19.5 

5 1954 +8.6 

6 1934 +7.4 

7 1970 +6.3 

8 1926 +4.8 

9 1962 -1.5 

10 1918 -9 

11 1950 -11 
12 1966 -15.9 

13 1942 -16.9 

14 1914 -20.3 
15 1938 -21.3 

16 1946 -22.6 

1936-1974 

1 1974 +26.2 
2 1958 +24.3 

3 1954 +8.6 

4 1970 +6.3 

5 1962 *•1.5 

6 1950 T-11 

7 1966 T-15.9 

8 1942 r-16.9 

9 1938 T21.3 
10 1946 t-22 .6 

1956-1974 

1 1974 +26.2 

2 1958 +24.3 

3 1970 + 6.3 

4 1962 -1.5 

5 1966 -15.9 
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Table A.10. House: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 

Potential Decrease in Seats of the Republican Party in 

Midterm Elections, 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year 
Percentage of Potential 
Increase or Decrease 

1912-1974 

1 1938 +23.1% 

2 1946 +22.9 

3 1914 +21.6 

4 1942 +17.6 

5 1966 +15.9 

6 1950 +10.6 

7 1918 +9.6 

8 1962 + .4 
9 1926 -4 
10 1970 -6.3 

11 1954 -8.1 
12 1934 -12 

13 1930 -18.4 

14 1958 -23.9 

15 1922 -25 
16 1974 -25.5 

1936-1974 

1 1938 +23.1 
2 1946 +22.9 

3 1942 +17.6 
4 1966 +15.9 
5 1950 +10.6 
6 1962 +.4 

7 1970 -6.3 

8 1954 -8.1 
9 1958 -23.9 
10 1974 <-25.5 

1956-1974 

1 1966 +15.9 

2 1962 + .4 
3 1970 -6.3 

4 1958 -23.9 
1974 -25.5 
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Table A.11. House: Number and Percentage of Seats Won by Democrats 

and Republicans, 1854-1974 

Democrats Republicans 
Total 

a a 
Year Seats Seats Percentage Seats Percentage 

1854 234 83 35.5% 108 46.2% 

1856 237 131 55.3 92 38.8 

1858 237 101 42.6 113 47.7 

1860 178 42 23.6 106 59.6 

1862 183 80 43.7 103 56.3 

1864 191 46 24.1 145 75.9 

1866 193 49 25.4 143 74.1 

1868 243 73 30 170 70 

1870 243 104 42.8 139 57.2 

1872 293 88 30 203 69.3 

1874 293 181 61.8 107 36.5 

1876 293 156 53.2 137 46.8 

1878 293 150 51.2 128 43.7 

1880 293 130 44.4 152 51.9 

1882 325 200 61.5 119 36.6 

1884 325 182 56 140 43.1 

1886 325 170 52.3 151 46.5 

1888 330 156 47.3 173 52.4 

1890 333 2 31 69.4 88 26.4 

1892 357 220 61.6 126 35.3 

1894 357 104 29.1 246 58.9 

1896 357 134 37.5 206 57.7 

1898 357 163 45.7 185 51.8 

1900 357 153 42.9 198 55.5 

1902 386 178 46.1 207 53.6 

1904 386 136 35.2 250 64.8 

1906 386 164 42.5 222 57.5 

1908 391 172 44 219 56 

1910 391 228 58.3 162 41.4 

1912 435 290 66.7 127 29.2 

1914 435 231 53.1 193 44.4 

1916 435 210 48.3 216 49.7 

1918 435 191 43.9 237 54.5 

1920 435 132 30.3 300 69 

1922 435 207 47.6 225 51.7 

1924 435 183 42.1 247 56.8 

1926 435 195 44.8 237 54.5 

1928 435 163 37.5 267 61.4 

1930 435 216 49.7 218 50.1 

1932 435 313 72 117 26.9 

1934 435 322 74 103 23.7 

1936 435 333 76.6 89 20.5 
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Democrats Republicans 

Total 
a a 

Year Seats Seats Percentage Seats Percentage 

1938 435 262 60.2% 169 38.9% 

1940 435 267 61.4 162 37.2 

1942 435 222 51 209 48 

1944 435 243 55.9 190 43.7 

1946 435 188 43.2 246 56.6 

1948 435 263 60.5 171 39.3 

1950 435 234 53.8 199 45.7. 

1952 435 213 49 221 50.8 

1954 435 232 53.3 203 46.7 

1956 435 234 53.8 201 46.2 

1958 436 283 64.9 153 35.1 

1960 437 262 60 175 40 

1962 435 258 59.3 176 40.5 

1964 435 295 67.8 140 32.2 
1966 435 248 57 187 43 

1968 435 243 55.9 192 44.1 
1970 435 255 58.6 180 41.4 
1972 435 240 55.2 192 44.1 
1974 435 291 66.9 143 32.9 

a 
The percentages of both parties do not always equal 100% 

because of the presence of other parties and vacancies at times. 

Seats both parties won do not always equal 435 for the same reasons 

and because 436 seats were up in 1958 and 437 were up in 1960 due to 

the entry of Alaska and Hawaii into the Union. 
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Table A.12. House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 
Democratic Party in Midterm Elections, 1854-1974, 1912-

1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Wan 

1854-1974 

1 1934 74% 
2 1890 69.4 
3 1974 66.9 
4 1958 64.9 
5 1874 61.8 
6 1882 61.5 
7 1938 60.2 
8 1962 59.3 
9 1970 58.6 
10 1910 58.3 
11 1966 57 
12 1950 53.8 
13 1954 53.3 
14 1914 53.1 
15 1886 52.3 
16 1878 51.2 
17 1942 51 
18 1930 49.7 
19 1922 •17.6 
20 1902 46.1 
21 1898 45.7 
22 1926 44.8 
23 1918 43.9 
24 1862 43.7 
25 1946 43.2 
26 1870 42.8 
27 1858 42.6 
28 1906 42.5 
29 1854 35.5 
30 1894 29.1 
31 1866 25.4 

1912-1974 

1 1934 74 
2 1974 66.9 
3 1958 64.9 
4 1938 60.2 
5 1962 59.3 
6 1970 58.6 
7 1966 57 
8 1950 53.8 
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11 
12 
13 

14 
15 
16 

1 
2 
3 

4 
5 

6 
7 
8 

9 

10 

1 
2 
3 

4 

5 

203 

Table A.12.—Continued 

Year 

1954 

1914 

1942 

1930 

1922 

1926 
1918 

1946 

Percentage Won 

53.3 
53.1 
51 

49.7 
47.6 
44.8 

43.9 
43.2 

1936-1974 

1974 66.9 
1958 64.9 

1938 60.2 

1962 59.3 

1970 58.6 
1966 57 
1950 53.8 
1954 53.3 

1942 51 
1946 43.2 

1956-1974 

1974 
1958 
1962 
1970 
1966 

66.9 

64.9 

59.3 

58.6 

57 



1 
2 
3 

4 
5 

6 
7 

9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

14 
15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

24 
25 

26 
27 

28 
29 

30 

31 

1 
2 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 

Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1854-1974, 1912-

1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Year 

1854-1974 

1866 

1894 

1906 

1870 

1946 

1862 

1918 

1926 

1902 

1898 

1922 
1930 

1942 

1858 

1954 
1886 
1854 

1950 

1914 

1878 
1966 
1910 

1970 

1962 
1938 
1882 

1874 
1958 
1974 
1890 
1934 

1912-1974 

1946 
1918 
1926 
1922 
1930 
1942 
1954 
1950 

Percentage Won 

74.1% 
68.9 

57.5 

57.2 
56.6 

56.3 

54.5 

54.5 
53.6 

51.8 
51.7 

50.1 

48 

47.7 

46.7 

46.5 
46.2 

45.7 
44.4 

43.7 

43 

41.4 

41.4 
40.5 
38.9 

36.6 
36.5 
35.1 
32.9 
26.4 

23.7 

56.6 
54.5 
54.5 

51.7 

50.1 

48 
46.7 
45.7 



9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

14 

15 
16 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
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Table A.13.—Continued 

Year Percentage Won 

1914 
1966 
1970 
1962 
1938 
1958 

1974 
1934 

44.4 
43 

41.4 
40.5 

38.9 

35.1 

32.9 
23.7 

1936-1974 

1946 
1942 
1954 
1950 
1966 
1970 
1962 
1938 
1958 

1974 

56.6 

48 

46.7 

45.7 

43 
41.4 
40.5 
38.9 
35.1 
32.9 

1956-1974 

1966 43 

1970 41.4 
1902 40.5 
1958 35.1 

1974 32.9 
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3 

4 

5 
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7 
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House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 

Democratic Party in Congressional Elections Held in 

Presidential Election Years, 1854-1974, 1912-1974, 1936-

1974, and 1956-1974 

Year Percentage Won 

1854-1974 

1936 76.6% 
1932 72 

1964 67.8 
1912 66.7 
1892 61.6 
1940 61.4 

1948 60.5 

1960 60 

1884 56 
1944 55.9 

1968 55.9 

1856 55.3 

1972 55.2 

1956 53.8 

1876 53.2 

1952 49.0 

1916 48.3 
1888 47.3 
1880 44.4 
1908 44 
1900 42.9 
1924 42.1 
1896 37.5 
1928 37.5 
1904 35.2 
1920 30.3 

1868 30 

1872 30 
1864 24.1 
1860 23.6 

1912-1974 

1936 
1932 
1964 
1912 

1940 
1948 
1960 
1944 

76.6 

72 
67.8 

66.7 

61.4 
60.5 
60 

55.9 
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Table A.14.—Continued 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

1968 55.9 

10 1972 55.2 

11 1956 53.8 

12 1952 49 

13 1916 48.3 

14 1924 42.1 

15 1928 37.5 

16 1920 30.3 

1936-1974 

1 1936 76.6 
2 1964 67.8 

3 1940 61.4 

4 1948 60.5 

5 1960 60 
6 1944 55.9 

1968 55.9 
8 1972 55.2 

9 1956 53.8 

10 1952 49 

1956-1974 

1 1964 67.8 
2 1960 60 

3 1968 55.9 
4 1972 55.2 
5 1956 53.8 
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11 
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House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 

Republican Party in Congressional Elections Held in 

Presidential Election Years, 1854-1974, 1912-1974, 

1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Year Percentage Won 

1854-1974 

1864 75.9% 
1868 70 
1872 69.3 

1920 69 

1904 64.8 

1928 61.4 

1860 59.6 
1896 57.7 

1924 56.8 
1908 56 

1900 55.5 

1888 52.4 
1880 51.9 
1952 50.8 
1916 49.7 
1876 46.8 
1956 46.2 
1968 44.1 
1972 44.1 
1944 43.7 

1884 43.1 
1960 40 

1948 39.3 
1856 38.8 

1940 37.2 
1892 35.3 

1964 32.2 

1912 29.2 
1932 26.9 
1936 20.5 

1912-1974 

1920 69 
1928 61.4 

1924 56.8 

1952 50.8 

1916 49.7 

1956 46.2 

1968 44.1 

1972 44.1 
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Table A.15.—Continued 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

9 1944 43.7 
10 1960 40 

11 1948 39.3 

12 1940 37.2 

13 1964 32.2 

14 1912 29.2 

15 1932 26.9 

16 1936 20.5 

1936-1974 

1 1952 50.8 

2 1956 46.2 

3 1968 44.1 
1972 44.1 

5 1944 43.7 

6 1960 40 

7 1948 39.3 

8 1940 37.2 
9 1964 32.2 

10 1936 20.5 

1956-1974 

1 1956 46.2 

2 1968 44.1 
1972 44.1 

4 1960 40 
5 1964 



1 
2 
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4 
5 
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8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

14 
15 
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17 
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40 

41 
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House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 

Democratic Party in House Elections Both Those Held 

in Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election 

Years, 1854-1974, 1912-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 

Year 

1854-1974 

1936 
1934 
1932 
1890 
1964 

1974 
1912 
1958 
1874 

1892 
1882 
1940 
1948 
1938 
1960 

1962 
1970 
1910 
1966 
1884 

1944 
1968 
1856 
1972 
1950 
1956 

1954 
1876 
1914 
1886 
1878 
1942 

1930 
1952 
1916 
1922 
1888 
1902 
1898 
1926 

1880 

Percentage Won 

76.6% 

74 
72 
69.4 
67.8 

66.9 
66.7 

64.9 

61.8 
61.6 
61.5 
61.4 
60.5 

6 0 . 2  
60 
59.3 
58.6 

58.3 

57 

56 

55.9 
55.9 
55.3 

55.2 

53.8 

53.8 

53.3 
53.2 

53.1 
52.3 

51.2 
51 

49.7 

49 

48.3 
47.6 
47.3 

46.1 
45.7 
44.8 

44.4 
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Table A.16.—Continued House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by 
the Democratic Party in House Elections Both Those Held 

in Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election 

Years, 1854-1974, 1912-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

42 1908 44 
43 1918 43.9 

44 1862 43.7 
45 1946 43.2 

46 1900 42.9 

47 1870 42.8 

48 1858 42.6 

49 1906 42.5 

50 1924 42.1 
51 1896 37.5 

1928 37.5 

53 1854 35.5 

54 1904 35.2 
55 1920 30.3 
56 1868 30 

1872 30 
58 1894 29.1 
59 1866 25.4 
60 1864 24.1 
61 1860 23.6 

1912-1974 

1 1936 76.6 
2 1934 74 
3 1932 72 
4 1964 67.8 
5 1974 66.9 
6 1912 66.7 

7 1958 64.9 
8 1940 61.4 
9 1948 60.5 
10 1938 60.2 

11 1960 60 
12 1962 59.3 

13 1970 58.6 

14 1966 57 

15 1944 55.9 

1968 55.9 

17 1972 55.2 

18 1950 53.8 

1956 53.8 

20 1954 53.3 
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Table A.16.—Continued House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by 

the Democratic Party in House Elections Both Those Held 

in Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election 

Years, 1854-1974, 1912-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

21 1914 53.1 

22 1942 51 
23 1930 49.7 
24 1952 49 
25 1916 48.3 
26 1922 47.6 

27 1926 44.8 
28 1918 43.9 
29 1946 43.2 
30 1924 42.1 
31 1928 37.5 
32 1920 30.3 

1956-1974 

1 1964 67.8 

2 1974 66.9 
3 1958 64.9 

4 1960 60 
5 1962 59.3 

6 1970 58.6 

7 1966 57 
8 1968 55.9 
9 1972 55.2 
10 1956 53.8 

1966-1974 

1 1974 66.9 
2 1970 58.6 
3 1966 57 
4 1968 55.9 
5 1972 55.2 
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House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 
Republican Party in House Elections Both Those Held in 
Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election 
Years, 1854-1974, 1912-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 

Year 

1854-1974 

1864 
1866 
1868 
1872 

1920 

1894 
1904 
1928 
1860 
1896 

1906 

1870 
1924 

1946 

1862 

1908 

1900 
1918 
1926 

1902 

1888 
1880 
1898 

1922 
1952 
1930 
1916 

1942 
1858 
1876 
1954 
1886 
1854 

1956 
1950 
1914 
1968 
1972 
1878 
1944 

1884 

Percentage Won 

75.9% 
74.1 

70 
69.3 

69 

68.9 

64.8 

61.4 
59.6 

57.7 
57.5 

57.2 
56.8 

56.6 
56.3 

56 

55.5 

54.5 

54.5 
53.6 

52.4 

51.9 
51.8 

51.7 
50.8 

50.1 

49.7 

48 
47.7 
46.8 
46.7 

46.5 

46.2 
46.2 
45.7 
44.4 
44.1 
44.1 
43.7 
43.7 

43.1 
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Table A.17.—Continued House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by 
the Republican Party in House Elections Both Those Held in 

Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election 

Years, 1854-1974, 1912-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

42 1966 43 

43 1910 41.4 
1970 41.4 

45 1962 40.5 

46 1960 40 

47 1948 39.3 

48 1938 38.9 

49 1856 38.8 

50 1940 37.2 

51 1882 36.6 

52 1874 36.5 

53 1892 35.3 

54 1958 35.1 
55 1974 32.9 
56 1964 32.2 

57 1912 29.2 

58 1932 26.9 

59 1890 26.4 
60 1934 23.7 

61 1936 20.5 

1912-1974 

1 1920 69 
2 1928 61.4 

3 1924 56.8 

4 1946 56.6 

5 1918 54.5 
1926 54.5 

7 , 1922 51.7 
8 1952 50.8 

9 1930 50.1 

10 1916 49.7 

11 1942 48 

12 1954 46.7 

13 1956 46.2 

14 1950 45.7 

15 1914 44.4 

16 1968 44.1 

1972 44.1 

18 1944 43.7 
19 1966 43 

20 1970 41.4 
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Table A.17.—Continued House: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by 

the Republican Party in House Elections Both Those Held in 

Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election 

Years, 1854-1974, 1912-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

21 1962 40.5 
22 1960 40 
23 1948 39.3 
24 1938 38.9 
25 1940 37.2 
26 1958 35.1 

27 1974 32.9 
28 1964 32.2 
29 1912 29.2 
30 1932 26.9 

31 1934 23.7 
32 1936 20.5 

1956-1974 

1 1956 46.2 
2 1968 44.1 

1972 44.1 
4 1966 43 
5 1970 41.4 
6 1962 40.5 
7 1960 40 
8 1958 35.1 
9 1974 32.9 

10 1964 32.2 

1966-1974 

1 1968 44.1 
1972 44.1 

3 1966 43 
4 1970 41.4 
5 1974 32.9 
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Table A.18. House: Percentage of the Vote Received by the Democratic 

and Republican Parties, 1912-1974 

Democratic Republican 

Year Percentage Percentage 

1912 45.3% 34.1% 
1914 43.1 42.6 

1916 46.3 48.4 

1918 43.1 52.5 

1920 35.8 58.6 

1922 44.7 51.7 

1924 40.4 55.5 

1926 40.5 57 

1928 42.4 56.5 

1930 44.6 52.6 

1932 54.5 41.4 

1934 53.9 42 
1936 55.8 39.6 

1938 48.6 47 

1940 51.3 45.6 

1942 46.1 50.6 

1944 50.6 47.2 

1946 44.2 53.5 

1948 51.9 45.5 

1950 49 49 

1952 49.7 49.4 
1954 52.5 47 
1956 51.1 48.7 
1958b 56.2 43.4 
1960 54.7 44.8 
1962 52.5 47.2 
1964 57.2 42.3 
1966 50.9 48.3 
1968 50 48.2 
1970 53.4 45.1 
1972 51.7 46.4 

1974 57.6 40.6 

aThe percentage of the vote for both parties does not always 
total 100% because of votes for other parties. 

Includes the figure for Hawaii in July, 1959. 
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Table A.19. House: Rankings of Percentage of the Vote Received by the 

Democratic Party in Midterm Elections, 1912-1974, 1936-

1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Received 

1912-1974 

1 1974 57.6% 

2 1958 56.2 

3 1934 53.9 

4 1970 53.4 

5 1954 52.5 

1962 52.5 

7 1966 50.9 

8 1950 49 
9 1938 48.6 
10 1942 46.1 
11 1922 44.7 
12 1930 44.6 
13 1946 44.2 

14 1914 43.1 
1918 43.1 

16 1926 40.5 

1936-1974 

1 1974 57.6 
2 1958 56.2 
3 1970 53.4 

4 1954 52.5 
1962 52.5 

6 1966 50.9 
7 1950 49 
8 1938 48.6 
9 1942 46.1 
10 1946 44.2 

1956-1974 

1 1974 57.6 

2 1958 56.2 
3 1970 53.4 

4 1962 52.5 

5 1966 50.9 
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Table A.20. House: Rankings of Percentage of the Vote Received by the 
Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1912-1974, 1936-

1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Received 

1912-1974 

1 1926 57% 
2 1946 53.5 

3 1930 52.6 
4 1918 52.5 
5 1922 51.7 
6 1942 50.6 
7 1950 49 
8 1966 48.3 
9 1962 47.2 
10 1938 47 

1954 47 
12 1970 45.1 
13 1958 43.4 

14 1914 42.6 
15 1934 42 
16 1974 40.6 

1936-1974 

1 1946 53.5 
2 1942 50.6 
3 1950 49 
4 1966 48.3 
5 1962 47,2 
6 1938 47 

1954 47 
8 1970 45.1 
9 1958 43.4 
10 1974 40.6 

1956-1974 

1 1966 48.3 
2 1962 47.2 
3 1970 45.1 
4 1958 43.4 
5 1974 40.6 
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House: Rankings of Percentage of the Vote Received by the 
Democratic Party in Congressional Elections Held in 

Presidential Election Years, 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 

1956-1974 

Year Percentage Received 

1912-1974 

1964 57.2% 
1936 55.8 
1960 54.7 
1932 54.5 
1948 51.9 
1972 51.7 
1940 51.2 
1956 51.1 
1944 50.6 
1968 50 
1952 49.7 
1916 46.3 
1912 45.3 

1928 42.4 
1924 40.4 
1920 35.8 

1936-1974 

1964 57.2 
1936 55.8 
1960 54.7 
1948 51.9 
1972 51.7 
1940 51.3 
1956 51.1 
1944 50.6 
1968 50 
1952 49.7 

1956-1974 

1964 57.2 
1960 54.7 
1972 51.7 
1956 51.1 
1968 50 
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Table A.22. House: Rankings of Percentage of the Vote Received by the 

Republican Party in Congressional Elections Held in 

Presidential Election Years, 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 
1956-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Received 

1912-1974 

1 1920 58.6% 

2 1928 56.5 

3 1924 55.5 

4 1952 49.4 

5 1956 48.7 

6 1916 48.4 

7 1968 48.2 
8 19 44 47.2 

9 1972 46.4 

10 1940 45.6 

11 1948 45.5 

12 1960 44.8 

13 1964 42.3 

14 1932 41.4 

15 1936 39.6 

16 1912 34.1 

1936-1974 

1 1952 49.4 

2 1956 48.7 
3 1968 48.2 
4 1944 47.2 
5 1972 46.4 
6 1940 45.6 

7 1948 45.5 

8 1960 44.8 

9 1964 42.3 
10 1936 39.6 

1956-1974 

1 1956 48.7 

2 1968 48.2 

3 1972 46.4 

4 1960 44.8 
5 1964 42.3 
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House: Rankings of Percentage of the Vote Received by the 

Democratic Party in House Elections Both Those Held in 

Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election 

Years, 1912-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 

Year 

1912-1974 

1974 
1964 
1958 
1936 

1960 

1932 
1934 
1970 

1954 

1962 
1948 
1972 
1940 

1956 

1966 
1944 
1968 

1952 

1950 
1938 
1916 
1942 

1912 

1922 
1930 
1946 

1914 

1918 

1928 

1926 

1924 

1920 

1956-1974 

1974 
1964 
1958 
1960 
1970 
1962 

Percentage Received 

57.6% 
57.2 

56.2 
55.8 

54.7 

54.5 
53.9 

53.4 
52.5 

52.5 

51.9 

51.7 
51.3 

51.1 

50.9 
50.6 

50 
49.7 

59 

48.6 
46.3 

46.1 
45.3 

44.7 

44.6 

44.2 

43.1 

43.1 
42.4 

40.5 

40.4 
35.8 

57.6 
57.2 
56.2 

54.7 
53.4 

52.5 
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Table A.23.—Continued 

Rank Year Percentage Received 

7 1972 51.7 
8 1956 51.1 

9 1966 50.9 

10 1968 50 

1966-1974 

1 1974 57.6 

2 1970 53.4 
3 1972 51.7 

4 1966 50.9 

5 1968 50 
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Table A.24. House: Rankings of Percentage of the Vote Received by the 
Republican Party in House Elections Both Those Held in 

Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election 

Years, 1912-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Received 

1912-1974 

1 1920 58.6% 

2 1926 57 

3 1928 56.5 

4 1924 55.5 

5 1946 53.5 

6 1930 52.6 

7 1918 52.5 

8 1922 51.7 

9 1942 50.6 

10 1952 49.4 

11 1950 49 

12 1956 48.7 

13 1916 48.4 

14 1966 48.3 

15 1968 48.2 

16 1944 47.2 

1962 47.2 

18 1938 47 
1954 47 

20 1972 46.4 

21 1940 45.6 

22 1948 45.5 

23 1970 45.1 

24 1960 44.8 

25 1958 43.4 

26 1914 42.6 

27 1964 42.3 
28 1934 42 
29 1932 41.4 
30 1974 40.6 

31 1936 39.6 
32 1912 34.1 

1956-1974 

1 1956 48.7 

2 1966 48.3 

3 1968 48.2 

4 1962 47.2 

5 1972 46.4 

6 1970 45.1 
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Table A.24.--Continued 

Rank Year Percentage Received 

7 1960 44.8 
8 1958 43.4 
9 1964 42.3 
10 .1974 40.6 

1966-1974 

1 1966 48.3 
2 1968 48.2 
3 1972 46.4 
4 1970 45.1 
5 1974 40.6 



APPENDIX B 

SENATE: ADDITIONAL TABLES OF ELECTION 
DATA AND SINGLE RANKINGS 

Sources: The figures on the number of seats up, seats won, 
and seats gained or lost for the Democratic and Republican parties were 
derived from a combinatin of the following: U.S. Congress, Senate, 
Senate Library, Factual Campaign Information, October 3, 1974 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974), p. 14; 
Edward Franklin Cox, State and National Voting in Federal Elections 
1910-1970 (Hamden, Connecticut: Archon Books, 1972), pp. 264-80; The 
New York Times, selected issues following congressional elections, 
1914-1950; and Congressional Quarterly Almanac (Washington, D.C.: 
Congressional Quarterly News Features) and Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Inc.), issues in 
years congressional elections were held, 1952-1974. 
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Table B.l. Senate: Number of Seats Gained or Lost and Percentage of 
Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in Seats of the 
President's Party in Midterm Elections, 1914-1974 

Seats of Seats of Percentage of 
Presi Total Presi Presi Seats Gained Potential 
dent' s Seats dent' s dent's or Lost in Increase or 

Year Party .. 3. Up Party Up Party Won Midterm Decrease 

1914 D 34 17 20 +3 +17.7% 
1918 D 37 21 16 -5 -23.8 
1922 R 35 19 10 -9 -47.8 
1926 R 35 28 21 -7 -25 
1930 R 35 22 14 -8 -36.4 
1934 D 35 17 26 +9 +50 
1938 D 35 32 24 -8 -25 
1942 D 34 25 16 -9 -36 
1946 D 36 24 13 -11 -45.8 
1950 D 36 23 17 -6 -26.1 
1954 R 38 16 14 -2 -12.5 
1958 R 36 21 8 -13 -61.9 
1962 D 39 21 25 +4 +22.2 
1966 D 35 20 17 -3 -15 
1970 R 35 10 11 +1 +4 
1974 R 34 14 10 -4 -28.6 

aNumber of total seats up varies because of special elections 
at times and due to the extra two seats added when Alaska was admitted 
to the Union before the 1958 election. 



Year 

1914 
1918 
1922 
1926 
1930 
1934 
1938 
1942 
1946 
1950 
1954 
1958 
1962 
1966 
1970 
1974 

1914 
1918 
1922 
1926 
1930 
1934 
1938 
1942 
1946 
1950 
1954 
1958 
1962 
1966 
1970 
1974 
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B.2. Senate: Number of Seats Gained or Lost and Percentage of 
Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in Seats for the 
Democratic and Republican Parties in Midterm Elections, 
1914-1974 

Percentage of 
Total Seats Gained Potential 
Seats or Lost in Increase or 
Up Seats Up Seats Won Midterm Decrease 

Democrats 

34 17 20 +3 +17.7 
37 21 16 -5 -23.8 
35 16 23 +7 +36.8 
35 7 14 +7 +25 
35 13 21 +8 +36.4 
35 17 26 +9 +50 
35 32 24 -8 -25 
34 25 16 -9 -36 
36 24 13 -11 

00 in !
 

36 23 17 -6 -26.1 
38 22 24 +2 +12.5 
36 13 28 +15 +65.2 
39 21 25 +4 +22.2 
35 20 17 -3 -15 
35 25 22 -3 -12 
34 20 23 +3 +21.4 

Republicans 

34 17 14 -3 -17.7 
37 16 21 +5 +23.8 
35 19 10 -9 -47.8 
35 28 21 -7 -25 
35 22 14 -8 -36.4 
35 16 7 -9 -56.3 
35 3 11 +8 +25 
34 9 18 +9 +36 
36 11 23 +12 +48 
36 13 18 +5 +21.7 
38 16 14 -2 -12.5 
36 21 8 -13 -61.9 
39 18 14 -4 -22.2 
35 15 18 +3 +15 
35 10 11 +1 +4 
34 14 10 -4 -28.6 
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Table B.2.—Continued 

aNumber of total seats up varies because of special elections 
at times and due to the extra two seats added when Alaska was admitted 
to the Union before the 1958 election. Seats gained by one party and 
lost by the other do not always balance out for each election due to a 
vacancy or to the presence of other parties at times and due to the 
extra two seats added when Alaska was admitted to the Union. 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

9 
10 
11 

13 

15 
16 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

11 

13 
14 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
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Senate: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
President's Party in Midterm Elections, 1914-1974, 1920-
1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Year Seats Gained or Lost President's Party 

1914-1974 

1934 +9 D 
1962 +4 D 
1914 +3 D 
1970 +1 R 
1954 -2 R 
1966 -3 D 
1974 -4 R 
1918 -5 D 
1950 -6 D 
1926 -7 R 
1930 -8 R 
1938 -8 D 
1922 -9 R 
1942 -9 D 
1946 -11 D 
1958 -13 R 

1920-1974 

1934 +9 D 
1962 +4 D 
1970 +1 R 
1954 -2 R 
1966 -3 D 
1974 -4 R 
1950 -5 D 
1926 -7 R 
1930 -8 R 
1938 -8 D 
1922 -9 R 
1942 -9 D 
1946 -11 D 
1958 -13 R 

1936-1974 

1962 +4 D 
1970 +1 R 
1954 -2 R 
1966 -3 D 
1974 -4 R 
1950 -5 D 
1938 -8 D 
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Table B.3.—Continued 

Rank Year Seats Gained or Lost President's Party 

8 1942 -9 D 
9 1946 -11 D 
10 1958 -13 R 

1956-1974 

1 1962 +4 D 
2 1970 +1 R 
3 1966 -3 D 
4 1974 -4 R 
5 1958 -13 R 



b: 

nl 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
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Senate: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
President's Party in Midterm Elections when the President 
is a Democrat and when the President is a Republican, 
1920-1974 

Year Seats Gained or Lost 

Democratic 

1934 +9 
1962 +4 
1966 -3 
1950 -6 
1938 -8 
1942 -9 
1946 -11 

Republican 

1970 +1 
1954 -2 
1974 -4 
1926 -7 
1930 -8 
1922 -9 
1958 -13 



1 
2 
3 
4 

6 
7 

9 
10 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

1 
2 
3 
4 

6 
7 
8 

9 

11 
12 
13 
14 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

7 
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Senate: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
Democratic Party in Midterm Elections, 1914-1974, 1920-
1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Year Seats Gained or Lost 

1914-1974 

1958 +15 
1934 +9 
1930 +8 
1922 +7 
1926 +7 
1962 +4 
1914 +3 
1974 +3 
1954""̂ *-• _ +2 
1966 -3 
1970 -3 
1918 -5 
1950 -6 
1938 -8 
1942 -9 
1946 -11 

1920-1974 

1958 +15 
1934 +9 
1930 +8 
1922 +7 
1926 +7 
1962 +4 
1974 +3 
1954 +2 
1966 t-3 
1970 -3 
1950 r6 
1938 -8 
1942 -9 
1946 -11 

1936-1974 

1958 +15 
1962 +4 
1974 +3 
1954 +2 
1966 -3 
1970 -3 
1950 -6 
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Table B.5.—Continued 

Rank Year Seats Gained or Lost 

8 1938 -8 
9 1942 -9 
10 1946 -11 

1956-1974 

1 1958 +15 
2 1962 +4 
3 1974 +3 
4 1966 -3 

1970 -3 
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Table B.6. Senate: Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost by the 
Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1914-1974, 1920-
1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Seats Gained or Lost 

1914-1974 

1 1946 +12 
2 1942 +9 
3 1938 +8 
4 1918 +5 

1950 +5 
6 1966 +3 
7 1970 +1 
8 1954 -2 
9 1914 -3 
10 1962 -4 

1974 -4 
12 1926 -7 
13 1930 -8 
14 1922 -9 

1934 -9 
16 1958 -13 

1920-1974 

1 1946 +12 
2 1942 +9 
3 1938 + 8 
4 1950 +5 
5 1966 +3 
6 1970 +1 
7 1954 -2 
8 1962 -4 

1974 -4 
10 1926 -7 
11 1930 -8 
12 1922 -9 

1934 -9 
14 1958 -13 

1936-1974 

1 1946 +12 
2 1942 +9 
3 1938 +8 
4 1950 +5 
5 1966 +3 
6 1970 +1 
7 1954 -2  
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Table B.6.—Continued 

Rank Year Seats Gained or Lost 

8 1962 -4 
1974 -4 

10 1958 -13 

1956-1974 

1 1966 +3 
2 1970 +1 
3 1962 -4 

1974 -4 
5 1958 -13 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

1 
2 
3 
4 
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Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the President's Party in 
Midterm Elections, 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1936-1974, and 
1956-1974 

Percentage of Potential President's 
Year Increase or Decrease Party 

1914-1974 

1934 +50% D 
1962 +22.2 D 
1914 +17.7 D 
1970 +4 R 
1954 -12.5 R 
1966 -15 D 
1918 -23.8 D 
1926 -25 R 
1938 -25 D 
1950 -26.1 D 
1974 -28.6 R 
1942 -36 D 
1930 -36.4 R 
1946 -45.8 D 
1922 -47.8 R 
1958 -61.9 R 

1920-1974 

1934 +50 D 
1962 +22.2 D 
1970 +4 R 
1954 -12.5 R 
1966 -15 D 
1926 -25 R 
1938 -25 D 
1950 -26.1 D 
1974 -28.6 R 
1942 -36 D 
1930 -36.4 R 
1946 -45.8 D 
1922 -47.8 R 
1958 -61.9 R 

1936-1974 

1962 +22.2 D 
1970 +4 R 
1954 -12.5 R 
1966 -15 D 
1938 -25 D 
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Table B.7.—Continued 

Rank Year 
Percentage of Potential 
Increase or Decrease 

President's 
Party 

6 1950 -26.1 D 
7 1974 -28.6 R 
8 1942 -36 D 
9 1946 -45.8 D 
10 1958 -61.9 R 

1956-1974 

1 1962 + 22.2 D 
2 1970 +4 R 
3 1966 -15 D 
4 1974 -28.6 R 
5 1958 -61.9 R 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
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Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the President's Party in 
Midterm Elections when the President is a Democrat and 
when the President is a Republican, 1920-1974 

Year 

Democratic 

1934 
1962 
1966 
1938 
1950 
1942 
1946 

Republican 

1970 
1954 
1926 
1974 
1930 
1922 
1958 

Percentage of Potential 
Increase or Decrease 

+50 
+ 2 2 . 2  
-15 
-25 
-26.1 
-36 
-45.8 

+4 
-12.5 
-25 
-28.6 
-36.4 
-47.8 
-61.9 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

1 
2 
3 
4 
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Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the Democratic Party in 
Midterm Elections, 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1936-1974, and 
1956-1974 

Percentage of Potential 
Year Increase or Decrease 

1914-1974 

1958 +65.2% 
1934 +50 
1922 + 36.8 
1930 + 36.4 
1926 +25 
1962 +22.2 
1974 +21.4 
1914 +17.7 
1954 +12.5 
1970 -12 
1966 -15 
1918 -23.8 
1938 -25 
1950 -26.1 
1942 -36 
1946 -45.8 

1920-1974 

1958 +65.2 
1934 +50 
1922 +36.8 
1930 +36.4 
1926 +25 
1962 +22.2 
1974 +21.4 
1954 +12.5 
1970 -12 
1966 -15 
1938 -25 
1950 -26.1 
1942 -36 
1946 -45.8 

1936-1974 

1958 
1962 
1974 
1954 
1970 

+65.2 
+ 2 2 . 2  
+21.4 
+12.5 
-12 



Table B.9.—Continued 
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Rank Year 
Percentage of Potential 
Increase or Decrease 

6 1966 -15 
7 1938 -25 
8 1950 -26.1 
9 1942 -36 
10 1946 

CO in i 

1956-1974 

1 1958 + 65.2 
2 1962 +22.2 
3 1974 +21.4 
4 1970 -12 
5 1966 -15 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
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B.10. Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the Republican Party in 
Midterm Elections, 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1936-1974, and 
1956-1974 

Percentage of Potential 
Year Increase or Decrease 

1914-1974 

1946 +48% 
1942 + 36 
1938 +25 
1918 +23.8 
1950 +21.7 
1966 +15 
1970 +4 
1954 -12.5 
1914 -17.7 
1962 -22.2 
1926 -25 
1974 -28.6 
1930 -36.4 
1922 -47.8 
1934 -56.3 
1958 -61.9 

1920-1974 

1946 +48 
1942 +36 
1938 +25 
1950 +21.7 
1966 +15 
1970 +4 
1954 -12.5 
1962 -22.2 
1926 -25 
1974 -28.6 
1930 -36.4 
1922 -47.8 
1934 -56.3 
1958 -61.9 

1936-1974 

1946 +48 
1942 +36 
1938 +25 
1950 +21.7 
1966 +15 
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Table B.IO.—Continued 

Rank Year 
Percentage of Potential 
Increase or Decrease 

6 1970 +4 
7 1954 -12.5 
8 1962 -22.2 
9 1974 -28.6 
10 1958 -61.9 

1956-1974 

1 1966 +15 
2 1970 +4 
3 1962 -22.2 
4 1974 -28.6 
5 1958 -61.9 



243 

Table B.ll. Senate: Percentage of Seats Won by Democrats and 
Republicans, 1914-1974 

Democrats Republicans 

Total Seats Percentage Seats Percentage 
Year Seats Up Won Won Won Won 

1914 34 20 58.8% 14 41.2% 
1916 34 16 47.1 18 52.9 
1918 37 16 43.2 21 56.8 
1920 34 7 20.6 27 79.4 
1922 35 23 65.7 10 28.6 
1924 33 12 36.4 21 63.6 
1926 35 14 40 21 60 
1928 35 13 37.1 21 60 
1930 35 21 60 14 40 
1932 34 27 79.4 1 20.6 
1934 35 26 74.3 7 20 
1936 36 28 77.8 6 16.7 
1938 35 24 68.6 11 31.4 
1940 36 22 61.1 13 36.1 
1942 34 16 47.1 18 52.9 
1944 35 21 60 14 40 
1946 36 13 36.1 23 63.9 
1948 33 24 72.7 9 27.3 
1950 36 17 47.2 18 50 
1952 35 12 34.3 23 65.7 
1954 38 24 63.2 14 36.8 
1956 35 18 51.4 17 48.6 
1958 36 28 77.8 8 22.2 
1960 34 21 61.8 13 38.2 
1962 39 25 64.1 14 35.9 
1964 35 28 80 7 20 
1966 35 17 48.6 18 51.4 
1968 34 18 52.9 16 47.1 
1970 35 22 62.9 11 31.4 
1972 33 16 48.5 17 51.5 
1974 34 23 67.6 10 29.4 

aNumber of total seats up varies because of special elections 
at times and due to the extra two seats added when Alaska was admitted 
to the Union before the 1958 election. Number of seats won by each 
party does not always total the same as the number of seats up because 
other parties sometimes won seats, or a vacancy occurred. 
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Table B.12. Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 
Democratic Party in Midterm Elections, 1914-1974, 1920-
1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

1914-1974 

1 1958 

CO 

2 1934 74.3 
3 1938 68.6 
4 1974 67.6 
5 1922 65.7 
6 1962 64.1 
7 1954 63.2 
8 1970 62.9 
9 1930 60 
10 1914 58.8 
11 1966 48.6 
12 1950 47.2 
13 1942 47.1 
14 1918 43.2 
15 1926 40 
16 1946 36.1 

1920-1974 

1 1958 77.8 
2 1934 74.3 
3 1938 68.6 
4 1974 67.6 
5 1922 65.7 
6 1962 64.1 
7 1954 63.2 
8 1970 62.9 
9 1930 60 
10 1966 48.6 
11 1950 47.2 
12 1942 47.1 
13 1926 40 
14 1946 36.1 

1936-1974 

1 1958 77.8 
2 1938 68.6 
3 1974 67.6 
4 1962 64.1 
5 1954 63.2 
6 1970 62.9 
7 1966 48.6 
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Rank Year Percentage Won 

8 1950 47.2 
9 1942 47.1 
10 1946 36.1 

1956-1974 

1 1958 77.8 
2 1974 67.6 
3 1962 64.1 
4 1970 62.9 
5 1966 48.6 
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Table B.13. Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 
Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1914-1974, 1920-
1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

1914-1974 

1 1946 63.9% 
2 1926 60 
3 1918 56.8 
4 1942 52.9 
5 1966 51.4 
6 1950 50 
7 1914 41.2 
8 1930 40 
9 1954 36.8 
10 1962 35.9 
11 1938 31.4 

1970 31.4 
13 1974 29.4 
14 1922 28.6 
15 1958 22.2 
16 1934 20 

1920-1974 

1 1946 63.9 
2 1926 60 
3 1942 52.9 
4 1966 51.4 
5 1950 50 
6 1930 40 
7 1954 36.8 
8 1962 35.9 
9 1938 31.4 

1970 31.4 
11 1974 29.4 
12 1922 28.6 
13 1958 22.2 
14 1934 20 

1936-1974 

1 1946 63.9 
2 1942 52.9 
3 1966 51.4 
4 1950 50 
5 1954 36.8 
6 1962 35.9 
7 1938 31.4 
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Table B.13.—Continued 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

1970 31.4 
9 1974 29.4 
10 1958 22.2 

1956-1974 

1 1966 51.4 
2 1962 35.9 
3 1970 31.4 
4 1974 29.4 
5 1958 22.2 
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Table B.14. Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 
Democratic Party in Senatorial Elections Held in Presi
dential Election Years, 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1936-1974, 
and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

1914-1974 

1 1964 80% 
2 1932 79.4 
3 1936 77.8 
4 1948 72.7 
5 1960 61.8 
6 1940 61.1 
7 1944 60 
8 1968 52.9 
9 1956 51.4 
10 1972 48.5 
11 1916 47.1 
12 1928 37.1 
13 1924 36.4 
14 1952 34.3 
15 1920 20.6 

1920-1974 

1 1964 80 
2 1932 79.4 
3 1936 77.8 
4 1948 72.7 
5 1960 61.8 
6 1940 61.1 
7 1944 60 
8 1968 52.9 
9 1956 51.4 
10 1972 48.5 
11 1928 37.1 
12 1924 36.4 
13 1952 34.3 
14 1920 20.6 

1936-1974 

1 1964 80 
2 1936 77.8 
3 1948 72.7 
4 1960 61.8 
5 1940 61.1 
6 1944 60 
7 1968 52.9 
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Table B.14.—Continued 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

8 1956 51.4 
9 1972 48.5 
10 1952 34.3 

1956-1974 

1 1964 80 
2 1960 61.8 
3 1968 52.9 
4 1956 51.4 
5 1972 48.5 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 
Republican Party in Senatorial Elections Held in Presi
dential Election Years, 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1936-1974, 
and 1956-1974 

Year 

1914-1974 

1920 
1952 
1924 
1928 
1916 
1972 
1956 
1968 
1944 
1960 
1940 
1948 
1932 
1964 
1936 

1920-1974 

] 920 
1952 
1924 
1928 
1972 
1956 
1968 
1944 
1960 
1940 
1948 
1932 
1964 
1936 

1936-1974 

1952 
1972 
1956 
1968 
1944 
1960 
1940 

Percentage Won 

79.4% 
65.7 
63.6 
60 
52.9 
51.5 
48.6 
47.1 
40 
38.2 
36.1 
27.3 
20.6 
20 
16.7 

79 .4 
65.7 
63.6 
60 
51.5 
48.6 
47.1 
40 
38.2 
36.1 
27. 3 
2 0 . 6  
20 
16.7 

65.7 
51.5 
48.6 
47.1 
40 
38.2 
36.1 
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Table B.15.--Continued 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

8 1948 27.3 
9 1964 20 
10 1936 

1956-1974 

1 1972 51.5 
2 1956 48.6 
3 1968 47.1 
4 1960 38.2 
5 1964 20 



Tab: 

Ran] 

1 
2 
3 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

23 

25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

1 
2 
3 

5 
6 
7 
8 
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Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 
Democratic Party in Senate Elections Both Those Held in 
Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election 
Years, 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 

Year Percentage Won 

1914-1974 

1964 80% 
1932 79.4 
1936 77.8 
1958 77.8 
1934 74.3 
1948 72.7 
1938 68.6 
1974 67.6 
1922 65.7 
1962 64.1 
1954 63.2 
1970 62.9 
1960 61.8 
1940 61.1 
1930 60 
1944 60 
1914 58.8 
1968 52.9 
1956 51.4 
1966 48.6 
1972 48.5 
1950 47.2 
1916 47.1 
1942 47.1 
1918 43.2 
1926 40 
1938 37.1 
1924 36.4 
1946 36.1 
1952 34.3 
1920 20.6 

1920-1974 

1964 80 
1932 79.4 
1936 77.8 
1958 77.8 
1934 74.3 
1948 72.7 
1938 68.6 
1974 67.6 
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Table B.16.—Continued 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

9 1922 65.7 
10 1962 64.1 
11 1954 63.2 
12 1970 62.9 
13 1960 61.8 
14 1940 61.1 
15 1930 60 

1944 60 
17 1968 52.9 
18 1956 51.4 
19 1966 48.6 
20 1972 48.5 
21 1950 47.2 
22 1942 47.1 
23 1926 40 
24 1928 37.1 
25 1924 36.4 
26 1946 36.1 
27 1952 34.3 
28 1920 20.6 

1956-1974 

1 1964 80 
2 1958 77.8 
3 1974 67.6 
4 1962 64.1 
5 1970 62.9 
6 1960 61.8 
7 1968 52.9 
8 1956 51.4 
9 1966 48.6 
10 1972 48.5 

1966-1974 

1 1974 67.6 
2 1970 62.9 
3 1968 52.9 
4 1966 48.6 
5 1972 48.5 
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Table B.17. Senate: Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won by the 
Republican Party in Senate Elections Both Those Held in 
Midterm Years and Those Held in Presidential Election 
Years, 1914-1974, 1920-1974, 1956-1974, and 1966-1974 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

1914-1974 

1 1920 79.4% 
2 1952 65.7 
3 1946 63.9 
4 1924 63.6 
5 1926 60 

1928 60 
7 1918 56.8 
8 1916 52.9 

1942 52.9 
10 1972 51.5 
11 1966 51.4 
12 1950 50 
13 1956 48.6 
14 1968 47.1 
15 1914 41.2 
16 1930 40 

1944 40 
18 1960 38.2 
19 1954 36.8 
20 1940 36.1 
21 1962 35.9 
22 1938 31.4 

1970 31.4 
24 1974 29.4 
25 1922 28.6 
26 1948 27.3 
27 1958 22.2 
28 1932 20.6 
29 1934 20 

1964 20 
31 1936 16.7 

1920-1974 

1 1920 79.4 
2 1952 65.7 
3 1946 63.9 
4 1924 63.6 
5 1926 60 

1928 60 
7 1942 52.9 
8 1972 51.5 
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Table B.17.—Continued 

Rank Year Percentage Won 

9 1966 51.4 
10 1950 50 
11 1956 48.6 
12 1968 47.1 
13 1930 40 

1944 40 
15 1960 38.2 
16 1954 36.8 
17 1940 36.1 
18 1962 35.9 
19 1938 31.4 

1970 31.4 
21 1974 29.4 
22 1922 28.6 
23 1948 27.3 
24 1958 22.2 
25 1932 20.6 
26 1934 20 

1964 20 
28 1936 16.7 

1956-1974 

1 1972 51.5 
2 1966 51.4 
3 1956 48.6 
4 1968 47.1 
5 1960 38.2 
6 1962 35.9 
7 1970 31.4 
8 1974 29.4 
9 1958 22.2 
10 1964 20 

1966-1974 

1 1972 51.5 
2 1966 51.4 
3 1968 47.1 
4 1970 31.4 
5 1974 29.4 
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Table C.l. House: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost 
by the President's Party in Midterm Elections and of the 
Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in 
Seats of the President's Party in Midterm Elections, 
1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Score President's P.^.ty 

1912-1974 

1 1934 1 D 
2 1962 2 D 
3 1926 3 R 
4 1970 4 R 
5 1954 5 R 
6 1918 6 D 
7 1950 7 D 
8 1942 8.5 D 

1966 8.5 D 
10 1930 10.75 R 
11 1958 12 R 
12 1914 12.5 D 
13 1946 13 D 
14 1938 13.5 D 
15 1974 13.75 R 
16 1922 15.5 R 

1936-1974 

1 1962 1 D 
2 1970 2 R 
3 1954 3 R 
4 1950 4 D 
5 1942 5.5 D 

1966 5.5 D 
7 1958 8 R 
8 1938 8.5 D 

1946 8.5 D 
10 1974 9 R 

1956-1974 

1 1962 1 D 
2 1970 2 R 
3 1966 3 D 
4 1958 4 R 
5 1974 5 R 
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Table C.2. House: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost 
by the President's Party in Midterm Elections and of the 
Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in 
Seats of the President's Party in Midterm Elections when 
the President is a Democrat and when the President is a 
Republican, 1912-1974 

Rank Year Score 

Democratic 

1 1934 1 
2 1962 2 
3 1918 3 
4 1950 4 
5 1942 5.5 

1966 5.5 
7 1914 7.5 
8 1946 8 
9 1938 8.5 

Republican 

1 1926 1 
2 1970 2 
3 1954 3 
4 1958 4.5 
5 1930 4.75 
6 1974 6.25 
7 1922 6.5 
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Table C.3. House: Combined Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won and 
of Percentage of the Vote Received by the Democratic Party 
in Midterm Elections, 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1912-1974 

1 1974 1.5 
2 1934 2 
3 1958 2.5 
4 1970 5 
5 1966 5.25 
6 1938 6.5 
7 1966 7 
8 1954 7.25 
9 1950 8 
10 1942 10.5 
11 1922 12 

1930 12 
13 1914 12.25 
14 1946 14.5 
15 1918 14.75 
16 1926 15 

1936-1974 

1 1974 1 
2 1958 2 
3 1970 4 
4 1962 4.25 
5 1938 5.5 
6 1966 6 
7 1954 6.25 
8 1950 7 
9 1942 9 
10 1946 10 

1956-1974 

1 1974 1 
2 1958 2 
3 1962 3.5 

1970 3.5 
5 1966 5 
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Table C.4. House: Combined Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won and of 
Percentage of the Vote Received by the Republican Party in 
Midterm Elections, 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1912-1974 

1 1946 1.5 
2 1926 1.75 
3 1918 3.25 
4 1930 4 
5 1922 4.5 
6 1942 6 
7 1950 7.5 
8 1954 8.75 
9 1966 9 
10 1962 10.5 
11 1914 11.5 

1970 11.5 
13 1938 11.75 
14 1958 13.5 
15 1934 15.5 

1974 15.5 

1936-1974 

1 1946 1 
2 1942 2 
3 1950 3.5 
4 1966 4.5 
5 1954 4.75 
6 1962 6 
7 1970 7 
8 1938 7.25 
9 1958 9 
10 1974 10 

1956-1974 

1 1966 1 
2 1962 2.5 

1970 2.5 
4 1958 4 
5 1974 5 



261 

Table C.5. House: Combined Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won and of 
Percentage of the Vote Received by the Democratic Party in 
Congressional Elections Held in Presidential Election Years, 
1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1912-1974 

1 1936 1.5 
2 1964 2 
3 1932 3 
4 1960 5 
5 1948 5.5 
6 1940 6 
7 1972 8 
8 1912 8.5 
9 1940 8.75 
10 1968 9.25 
11 1956 9.5 
12 1952 12 
13 1916 12.5 
14 1924 14.5 

1928 14.5 
16 1920 16 

1936-1974 

1 1936 1.5 
1964 1.5 

3 1948 4 
1960 4 

5 1940 4.5 
6 1972 6.5 
7 1944 7.25 
8 1968 7.75 
9 1956 8 
10 1952 10 

1956-1974 

1 1964 1 
2 1960 2 
3 1972 3.5 
4 1968 4 
5 1956 4.5 
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Table C.6. House: Combined Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won and of 
Percentage of the Vote Received by the Republican Party in 
Congressional Elections Held in Presidential Election 
Years, 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1912-1974 

1 1920 1 
2 1928 2 
3 1924 3 
4 1952 4 
5 1916 5.5 

1956 5.5 
7 1968 7.25 
8 1972 8.25 
9 1944 8.5 
10 1940 11 

1948 11 
1960 11 

13 1964 13 
14 1932 14.5 
15 1912 15 
16 1936 15.5 

1936-1974 

1 1952 1 
2 1956 2 
3 1968 3.25 
4 1972 4.25 
5 1944 4.5 
6 1940 7 

1948 7 
1960 7 

9 1964 9 
10 1936 10 

1956-1974 

1 1956 1 
2 1968 2.25 
3 1972 2.75 
4 1960 4 
5 1964 5 
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Table C.7. House: Combined Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won and of 
Percentage of the Vote Received by the Democratic Party in 
House Elections Both Those Held in Midterm Years and Those 
Held in Presidential Election Years, 1912-1974, 1956-1974, 
and 1966-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1912-1974 

1 1936 2.5 
2 1964 3 

1974 3 
4 1932 4.5 

1934 4.5 
6 1958 5 
7 1960 8 
8 1948 10 
9 1940 10.5 

1970 10.5 
11 1962 10.75 
12 1912 14.5 

1966 14.5 
1972 14.5 

15 1954 14.75 
16 1938 15 
17 1944 15.75 
18 1956 16.25 

1968 16.25 
20 1950 18.75 
21 1952 21 
22 1942 22 
23 1916 23 
24 1930 24 
25 1914 24.25 
26 1922 25 
27 1946 27.5 
28 1918 27.75 
29 1926 28.5 
30 1928 30 
31 1924 30.5 
32 1920 32 

1956-1974 

1 1964 1.5 
1974 1.5 

3 1958 3 
4 1960 4 
5 1962 5.5 

1970 5.5 
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Table C.7.—Continued 

Rank Year Score 

7 1966 8 
1972 8 

9 1956 9 
1968 9 

1966-1974 

1 1974 1 
2 1970 2 
3 1966 3.5 
4 1972 4 
5 1968 4.5 
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Table C.8. House: Combined Rankings of Percentage of Seats Won and of 
Percentage of the Vote Received by the Republican Party in 
House Elections Both Those Held in Midterm Years and Those 
Held in Presidential Election Years, 1912-1974, 1956-1974, 
and 1966-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1912-1974 

1 1920 1 
2 1928 2.5 
3 1924 3.5 
4 1926 3.75 
5 1946 4.5 
6 1918 6.25 
7 1922 7.5 

1930 7.5 
9 1946 9 
10 1942 10 
11 1916 11.5 
12 1950 12.5 

1956 12.5 
14 1954 15.25 
15 1968 15.75 
16 1966 16.5 
17 1944 17.25 
18 1972 18.25 
19 1962 18.75 
20 1914 20.5 
21 1938 21.25 
22 1970 21.5 
23 1948 22.5 
24 1940 23 

1960 23 
26 1958 25.5 
27 1964 27.5 
28 1974 28.5 
29 1932 29.5 

1934 29.5 
31 1912 30.5 
32 1936 31.5 

1956-1974 

1 1956 1 
2 1968 2.75 
3 1966 3 
4 1972 3.75 
5 1962 5 
6 1970 5.5 
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Table C.8.—Continued 

Rank Year Score 

7 1960 7 
8 1958 8 
9 1964 9.5 

1974 9.5 

1966-1974 

1 1968 1.75 
2 1966 2 
3 1972 2.25 
4 1970 4 
5 1974 5 
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Table C.9. House: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or 
Lost, of the Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats, of Percentage of Seats Won, 
and of Percentage of the Vote Received for the Democratic 
Party in Midterm Elections, 1912-1974, 1936-1974, and 
1956-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1912-1974 

1 1974 1.75 
2 1958 3 
3 1934 4.5 
4 1970 5.88 
5 1954 6.13 
6 1922 6.75 
7 1962 7.13 
8 1930 7.5 
9 1950 9.5 
10 1966 9.75 
11 1938 11 
12 1926' 11.13 
13 1942 11.5 
14 1918 12.38 
15 1914 13.38 
16 1946 14.75 

1936-1974 

1 1974 1 
2 1958 2 
3 1970 4 
4 1954 4.63 

1962 4.63 
6 1950 6.5 
7 1966 6.75 
8 1938 7.5 
9 1942 8.25 
10 1946 9.75 

1956-1974 

1 1974 1 
2 1958 2 
3 1970 3.25 
4 1962 3.75 
5 1966 5 
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Table C.10. House: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or 
Lost, of the Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats, of Percentage of Seats 
Won, and of Percentage of the Vote Received for the 
Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1912-1974, 
1936-1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1912-1974 

1 1946 2 
2 1918 5.13 

1942 5.13 
4 1926 5.38 
5 1938 6.38 
6 1950 6.75 
7 1966 6.88 
8 1914 7 
9 1930 8.88 
10 1962 9.25 
11 1922 10 
12 1954 10.13 
13 1970 10.75 
14 1934 13.5 

1958 13.5 
16 1974 15.38 

1936-1974 

1 1946 1.5 
2 1942 2.63 
3 1938 4.13 

1966 4.13 
5 1950 4.25 
6 1962 6 
7 1954 6.38 
8 1970 7 
9 1958 9 
10 1974 10 

1956-1974 

1 1966 1 
2 1962 2.25 
3 1970 2.75 
4 1958 4 
5 1974 5 
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Table D.l. Senate: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or 
Lost by the President's Party in Midterm Elections and of 
the Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential Decrease 
in Seats of the President's Party in Midterm Elections, 
1920-1974, 1936' -1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Score President's Party 

1920-1974 

1 1934 1 D 
2 1962 2 D 
3 1970 3 R 
4 1954 4 R 
5 1966 5 D 
6 1926 7.25 R 
7 1950 7.5 D 

1974 7.5 R 
9 1938 8 D 
10 1930 10.25 R 
11 1942 10.75 D 
12 1922 12.25 R 
13 1946 12.5 D 
14 1958 14 R 

1936-1974 

1 1962 1 D 
2 1970 2 R 
3 1954 3 R 
4 1966 4 D 
5 1938 6 D 

1950 6 D 
1974 6 R 

8 1942 8 D 
9 1946 9 D 
10 1958 10 R 

1956-1974 

1 1962 1 D 
2 1970 2 R 
3 1966 3 D 
4 1974 4 R 
5 1958 5 R 
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Table D.2. Senate: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or Lost 
by the President's Party in Midterm Elections and of the 
Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential Decrease in 
Seats of the President's Party in Midterm Elections when 
the President is a Democrat and when the President is a 
Republican, 1920--1974 

Rank Year Score 

Democratic 

1 1934 1 
2 1962 2 
3 1966 3 
4 1938 4.5 

1950 4.5 
6 1942 6 
7 1946 7 

Republican 

1 1970 1 
2 1954 2 
3 1926 3.5 

1974 3.5 
5 1930 5 
6 1922 6 
7 1958 7 
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Table D.3. Senate: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats Gained or 
Lost, of the Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential 
Decrease in Seats, and of Percentage of Seats Won for the 
Democratic Party in Midterm Elections , 1920-1974, 1936-
1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1920-1974 

1 1958 1 
2 1934 2 
3 1922 4.17 
4 1930 5.33 
5 1962 6 

1974 6 
7 1926 7.5 
8 1954 7.67 
9 1938 8.67 
10 1970 8.83 
11 1966 9.83 
12 1950 11.33 
13 1942 12.67 
14 1946 14 

1936-1974 

1 1958 1 
2 1962 2.67 
3 1974 3 
4 1954 4.33 
5 1970 5.5 
6 1938 5.67 
7 1966 6.17 
8 1950 7.67 
9 1942 9 
10 1946 10 

1956-1974 

1 1958 1 
2 1962 2.33 
3 1974 2.67 
4 1970 4.17 
5 1966 4.83 
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Table D.4. Senate: Combined Rankings of Number of SEats Gained or 
Lost, of the Percentage of Potential Increase or Potential 
Decrease in Seats, and of Percentage of Seats Won for the 
Republican Party in Midterm Elections, 1920-1974, 1936-
1974, and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1920-1974 

1 1946 1 
2 1942 2.33 
3 1950 4.33 
4 1966 4.67 
5 1938 5.17 
6 1926 7 

1954 7 
8 , 1970 7.17 
9 1962 8.17 
10 1930 9.33 
11 1974 9.83 
12 1922 12.17 
13 1934 13.17 
14 1958 13.67 

1936-1974 

1 1946 1 
2 1942 2 
3 1950 4 
4 1966 4.33 
5 1938 4.5 
6 1954 6.33 
7 1970 6.5 
8 1962 7.5 
9 1974 8.83 
10 1958 10 

1956-1974 

1 1966 1 
2 1970 2.33 
3 1962 2.83 
4 1974 3.83 
5 1958 5 
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House and Senate: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats 
Gained or Lost by the President's Party in Midterm 
Elections and of the Percentage of Potential Increa.-sa or 
Potential Decrease in Seats of the President's Party in 
Midterm Elections, 1936-1974 and 1956-1974 

Year Score President's Party 

1936-1974 

1962 
1970 
1954 
1966 
1950 
1942 
1938 
1974 
1958 
1946 

1 
2 

4.75 
5 

3 

8.5 
8.75 

6.75 
7.25 
8 

D 
R 
R 
D 
D 
D 
D 
R 
R 
D 

1956-1974 

1962 
1970 
1966 
1958 
1974 

4.5 
4.5 

1 
2 
3 

D 
R 
D 
R 
R 



276 

Table E.2. House and Senate: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats 
Gained or Lost, of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats, and of Percentage of Seats 
Won for the House and the Senate, and of Percentage of 
the Vote Received for the House for the Democratic 
Party in Midterm Elections, 1936-1974 and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1936-1974 

1 1958 1.5 
2 1974 2 
3 1962 3.25 
4 1970 4 
5 1954 4.25 
6 1938 7 

1950 7 
1966 7 

9 1942 9 
10 1946 10 

1956-1974 

1 1958 1.5 
2 1974 2 
3 1962 3 
4 1970 3.5 
5 1966 5 
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Table E.3. House and Senate: Combined Rankings of Number of Seats 
Gained or Lost, of Percentage of Potential Increase or 
Potential Decrease in Seats, and of Percentage of Seats 
Won for the House and the Senate, and of Percentage of 
the Vote Received for the House for the Republican Party 
in Midterm Elections, 1936-1974 and 1956-1974 

Rank Year Score 

1936-1974 

1 1946 1 
2 1942 2 
3 1966 3.75 
4 1950 4 
5 1938 4.25 
6 1954 6.5 
7 1962 7 
8 1970 7.5 
9 1958 9.5 

1974 9.5 

1956-1974 

1 1966 1 
2 1962 2.5 

1970 2.5 
4 1958 4.5 

1974 4.5 
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